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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ENVIRON-
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 24, 2013

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 9:35 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Jack Reed (chairman) presiding.

Present: Senators Reed, Udall, Begich, Murkowski, Cochran,
Blunt, and Johanns.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

STATEMENT OF BOB PERCIASEPE, ACTING ADMINISTRATOR AND
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED

Senator REED. I would like to call the hearing to order and wel-
come everyone. Good morning. On behalf of the Interior, Environ-
ment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee, wel-
come.

This is our first budget hearing this year. It will be a hearing on
the fiscal year 2014 budget request for the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA). I am very pleased to welcome Acting Adminis-
trator Bob Perciasepe to testify before the subcommittee. Mr. Ad-
ministrator, thank you. And also, we are grateful that Acting Chief
Financial Officer Maryann Froehlich is also with you. Thank you,
Maryann.

Let me make a few acknowledgments before we begin. First, I
would like to thank and recognize my ranking member, Senator
Murkowski, not only for joining us this morning, but for her great
efforts over the last several years to work collaboratively and effec-
tively to craft these budgets, which are very challenging.

I simply could not have a better colleague and partner in these
endeavors than Senator Murkowski. And I want to personally
thank her for these efforts, and also for her very talented staff.
Thank you, Senator.

I would also like to acknowledge that we have added four new
members to the subcommittee this Congress: Senators Udall,
Merkley, Begich, and Johanns. I welcome each of these Senators
and look forward to their contributions.

At some point this morning, the Chairwoman, Chairwoman Mi-
kulski might arrive. When she does, I will at that point, at the ap-
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propriate moment, suspend and give her an opportunity to make
any statement that she might want.

But we are very gratified to have Senator Mikulski as the chair-
woman of the full committee. She served many years on this sub-
committee, and she has a particular appreciation and regard for
the efforts of the EPA. So we are multiply fortunate in that regard.

Now, turning to the budget, the President’s fiscal year 2014
budget request includes $8.15 billion for EPA. That amount is $173
million or 2 percent less than the fiscal year 2013 enacted level of
$8.32 billion.

Unfortunately, there is not a lot of good news to discuss in this
reduced budget request, but there are a few items that I wanted
to highlight as we begin this conversation, including a 6-percent in-
crease to EPA’s operating programs above the fiscal year 2013
level.

Within that amount, I am pleased that the administration pro-
poses $2 million for a geographic program to restore southern New
England watersheds. I worked closely with the EPA for several
years on this effort. It is extremely important, not just to Narra-
gansett Bay, but to the surrounding waters in Massachusetts and
Connecticut. So I am grateful that the EPA leadership has moved
forward on this initiative.

The budget request also provides $73 million for the Chesapeake
Bay Program and flat funds the National Estuary Program at $27
million. It includes a new $60 million E-Enterprise Initiative to im-
prove electronic data collection and sharing to ease the reporting
burdens on regulated entities, and we may get into that in the
questioning.

And finally, it is worth noting that the request also includes a
nearly 5-percent increase in grants that help States and tribes run
their environmental permitting and monitoring programs, includ-
ing increases in safe air and water pollution control grants.

Of course, despite these good investments, I am disappointed
with the overall budget level. This is the fourth year in a row that
EPA’s budget request has contracted, which makes it difficult for
this subcommittee to hold the line on the EPA budget when our
final bill is enacted.

And I am particularly concerned about the specific areas in this
budget that were identified for cuts. I am most disappointed that
the largest reductions, again, were made to clean water and drink-
ing water State Revolving Funds (SRF) which are cut by 19 percent
less than fiscal year 2013 levels.

I really find it hard to understand how these proposed cuts
square with the President’s focus on job creation and infrastructure
development. You know, we have discussed these statistics before
in this subcommittee, but they are worth repeating. Just take my
home State, and we could take the State of any of my colleagues
at this dais.

In Rhode Island alone, we need $1.5 billion in identified needs
for clean and drinking water projects; that is $1.5 billion in the
smallest State in the country. Yet, the State is only slated to re-
ceive $15 million in water infrastructure grants in this budget re-
quest, which is about $3 million less than what I expect them to
receive in fiscal year 2013.
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Mr. Perciasepe, I know EPA faced tough decisions when you put
this budget together, but it just does not make sense why we
should focus such large cuts in programs that create jobs and help
meet an enormous public health need, infrastructure need, eco-
nomic productivity need in every State in this country.

And since every $1 we spend for the SRF generates more than
$2 in projects on the ground, that means we are walking away
from opportunities to further leverage Federal investments with
local funds and other funds.

I am also concerned about a number of other reductions to the
budget, including your proposal to eliminate $10 million in BEACH
Act grants that help Rhode Island and other coastal States. And I
do not understand why your budget, again, proposes to eliminate
nearly $10 million in funding for a centralized environmental edu-
cation program.

We have just been through two major hurricanes in the last sev-
eral years, Irene and Sandy, and the expectation is that we will
have more hurricanes. That means our beach erosion is going to be
exacerbated. And unless we take steps to just try to modify these
beaches and protect them, we are going to lose not only beaches,
we are going to lose communities, and we are going to tear up the
social fabric of States up and down the east coast, and I would ex-
pect this and similar comments could be made by my colleagues on
their coast.

There is another area, funding for the Diesel Emission Reduction
Act grants is cut by 70 percent, for a total of $6 million cut. And
it is also worth noting that your request trims 10 percent from the
Brownfields Program, even though these grants fund local clean-up
and job training efforts that redevelop communities and put people
to work.

Mr. Perciasepe, I remain concerned about all these reductions,
and I look forward to having a chance to discuss them further with
you and to work on restoring these cuts through the appropriations
process.

And now, let me turn to my ranking member, Senator Mur-
kowski, for any comments she might have.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I appreciate your kind remarks about our ability to be work-
ing together on this very important budget, and the work that both
of our staffs do. As you have indicated, I think it is a great working
relationship. We have been able to do some good things in the past,
and I look forward to doing so this session as well.

I would like to welcome our Deputy Administrator, Mr.
Perciasepe and Chief Financial Officer Froehlich to the sub-
committee. Good morning to you.

Most of my questions for you this morning will involve policy
issues but first, I want to applaud and recognize the effort to main-
tain the Alaska Native Villages Program at $10 million within the
budget request. Rural Alaska, as you know, faces some very, very
serious challenges in meeting the need for wastewater improve-
ment. So I appreciate that you have included these funds at a time,
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as the chairman has noted, of very, very tight budgets. I hope that
we can do more, but we will be working with you in that regard.

I also want to thank you personally for meeting with my staff fol-
lowing last year’s budget hearing. There were about a dozen dif-
ferent EPA issues that were noted at that hearing. The commit-
ment was made that we would work together, follow through with
some, and you have helped us in that regard.

Now, some of these issues are very specific to the unique cir-
cumstances of my State, but in fairness, most of them reflect the
same problems that communities around the Nation are facing
with EPA’s regulatory actions.

I do have some concerns over a number of rulemakings that the
EPA is working on, and their impact on the national economy, as
well as their impact on Alaska. I hope that you and your staff will
continue to meet with us, dialogue with us on this again this year.
And T look forward to discussing that, among other things, when
we meet later this week.

When Administrator Jackson appeared before this subcommittee
last year, I told her at that time that I hear more complaints from
the people of Alaska about the EPA than any other Agency out
there. And I can assure you that even given the passage of time
and the work that has gone on, those complaints remain the same.
EPA, unfortunately, is still number one in the views of many Alas-
kans as not necessarily a good thing.

The sheer number of rulemakings the EPA is currently pro-
posing, the cost of compliance with the vast array of regulations al-
ready on the books and what, at times, are the unreasonable con-
sequences of their enforcement. It is very frustrating to the public.

In the past month alone, the EPA indicated its plans to not only
finalize regulations for greenhouse gases on new powerplants this
year, but also to get a significant start on rules for existing power-
plants in fiscal year 2014. EPA also unveiled new draft rules con-
cerning the sulfur content in gasoline. And last Friday, it an-
nounced new rules for concerning water discharges from power-
plants.

And putting aside the merits of these various proposals, no one
can dispute their far-reaching impacts, from effectively barring the
construction of new coal-fired plants, to raising the cost of gasoline
by as much as 10 cents per gallon for the average consumer, even
though our economy continues to sputter and unemployment re-
mains high.

What I have done is I have asked my staff to keep a list of the
current rulemakings that are affecting Alaska, our energy supply,
or both that the EPA is working on. Our list, at this point in time,
is up to about 60 different rulemakings; not 16, but 60 current
rulemakings, and there is a fair chance that we may have missed
one or two. So you can understand how the public feels when they
just feel that there is this barrage of regulations coming at them.

I would like to leave the subcommittee, my colleagues, with one
example here this morning, and I think it is a pretty vivid example
that demonstrates this point. This comes from constituents in
Soldotna, Alaska down on the Kenai Peninsula, a small, little com-
munity. It is a husband and wife. They are both veterinarians.
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They own a veterinary clinic, and one of the services that they pro-
vide for the community is cremation of animals.

When “Fluffy” decides that it is time to give up the ghost, this
veterinary clinic provides for cremation for the family pets. And
more often than not, it is used during the wintertime when you
cannot bury your animals because the ground is frozen and burial
is not possible.

Now, as I understand it, EPA sent them a notice after the com-
ment period had closed. So this small veterinary clinic gets a notice
from EPA about proposed changes in the rules for commercial and
industrial solid waste incineration units. And when they called to
learn more, even though the comment period was closed, the EPA
official said that all incinerators, even the small ones like this very
small animal incinerator in Soldotna, Alaska would have to under-
go what is called “annual source testing”. And this testing, which
is designed for larger commercial facilities, exceeds a cost of
$50,000 annually. That is more revenue than the clinic generates
in a year from operating any incinerator.

According to the veterinarians, the EPA official said that the
Agency had no leeway in allowing exemptions, even for low levels
of emissions, and that essentially its hands are tied. Now, we are
still looking into this. We are still gathering the facts. I do have
a copy of that letter.

And Mr. Chairman, I have actually asked that the letter be in-
cluded as part of the record.

Senator REED. Without objection.

[The information follows:]

TwiIN CITIES VETERINARY CLINIC,
Soldotna, AK.

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: My wife and I are veterinarians and the owners of
Twin Cities Veterinary Clinic in Soldotna. As part of our veterinary service we pro-
vide pet cremations for clients who desire an alternative to burial (or quite frankly
landfill disposal) as a respectful means to care for the remains of their deceased
family pet. I am writing to you as a constituent and small business owner who is
concerned about significant burdens that will soon be imposed on small businesses
like mine by recent regulations adopted by the Environmental Protection Agency.
The recently passed Clean Air Act included regulations for commercial incinerators
and combustion units. Some of the changes were announced in March 2011 for
CISWI (Commercial and Industrial Solid Waste Incineration) units. Apparently the
“new and improved” testing standards were written with large scale commercial in-
cinerators in mind, but these standards failed to make any reasonable exceptions
for small, low-volume units such as mine (a small animal pet cremation unit).

Let me give you a bit of history as to how I was alerted of these proposed changes.
I received a letter on February 22, 2012, notifying me that the EPA had proposed
CISWI changes on December 12, 2011. Any interested parties could submit com-
ments up until the closure of the “public comment period” which ended February
21, 2012. Naturally one would ask, “How am I to provide comment on something
I was made aware of one day after the closure of the open comment period?” I called
the EPA office number provided and left a voice mail with Heather Valdez (Seattle,
Washington). Heather was kind enough to return my call the next business day and
she answered some questions about how this change will impact me in the next 3—
5 years. You may want to research the details to confirm the facts, but below is
what gathered from my conversation with Ms. Valdez:

My business would fall under the Clean Air Act “section 129 CAA requirements.”
These OSWI1 (Other Solid Waste Incinerator) regulations are proposed to take effect
in 3-5 years. Under these regulations all incinerators are required to perform “An-
nual Source Testing” to determine if the unit is meeting EPA output and emissions
standards. When I inquired what source testing entails, Heather noted that this
testing, which is typically designed for larger commercial facilities (i.e. units that
burn 250 tons/day), often exceeds $50,000 per annual test—and it is charged to the
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owner. She admitted that this testing is not really reasonable or likely affordable
for small units like mine (especially given that some provide less than $50,000 in
gross cremation services per year). But based on the current regulations the EPA
is given “no leeway” in the enforcement of this testing regulation and there are “no
exemptions” allowed. In her defense, Heather was quite honest and forthcoming
about the impacts of the regulation on small businesses like mine. She suggested
I contact any cremation trade organizations to garner their support. She also rec-
ommended I contact my representatives in Washington to encourage a legislative
remedy as the EPA’s hands are essentially “tied” to enforce the regulation at this
time.

As you can imagine I am somewhat irritated by the timing of this announcement
in relation to the comment period. Having received this notice 1 day after the public
comment period is ludicrous! How can a Government agency (that my tax dollars
support) propose and enact regulations, without proper notification, and without al-
lowing time for those affected a chance to comment on the impact of these meas-
ures? This type of activity leads me to believe the EPA is not accountable to anyone,
and therefore makes decisions irrespective of how it may harm the individuals they
are hired to serve.

In addition, I don’t see the need to further regulate small incinerators like mine
that provide such a small output of emissions. Presently we voluntarily contract
Periodic Maintenance Inspections (PMIs) from the manufacturer of our cremation
unit. These inspections ensure the safety and efficiency of our cremation unit. The
more efficient our unit burns, the less gas we use, and the less emissions we
produce. It is in my best interest for both the business and the environment to keep
my unit running efficiently and maintained at factory standards.

Senator Murkowski, I hope that you or your staff will have the time to look into
this regulation. I'm sure that other veterinary hospitals, pet cremation providers,
and even human cremation providers will be significantly impacted by this change.
If the projected costs for Annual Source Testing are anywhere near those noted by
Ms. Valdez, my business and likely many others like it will not be able to feasibly
absorb this fee. The likely end result is that we would not be able to provide this
valuable service to our clients. I hope you can help find a solution to this issue for
myself and other small businesses like ours across the country. Please review the
enclosed copies of correspondence I had received from the EPA. I appreciate your
consideration and would be eager to assist with any follow-up on this matter.

Regards,
JAMES DELKER, D.V.M.,
Twin Cities Veterinary Clinic, Soldotna, Alaska.

Senator MURKOWSKI. But we want to work with your staff to see
if this is the final answer. But I think you can see the problem
here.

It would be outrageous, really, if this small family-run business
has to stop providing a service for local families with pets because
the cost of compliance with the regulations, of dubious environ-
mental benefit at least in this instance, is just too high. But it is
also emblematic of what many feel about the EPA that it is a vast
bureaucracy issuing a dizzying number of rules that have enor-
mous impact on their lives, while conversely, they may have very
little input into EPA’s decisions. And I share these concerns.

So I look forward this morning, Mr. Chairman, to being able to
ask questions of the Acting Administrator to understand a little bit
more of the budget and the priorities. But I think this is an agency
where, again, the impact on so many across our country, our fami-
lies, our businesses, this is seen very much throughout what comes
out of EPA. So very important this morning, and I appreciate your
leadership in this oversight role.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski.

Just to establish our routine, we will use our normal procedures,
recognizing Senators based on their arrival, alternating from side
to side. And before I ask Mr. Perciasepe for his statement, is there
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any of my colleagues that would to make very brief opening re-
marks or comments?

If that is not the case, then Mr. Perciasepe, your statement will
be made part of the record, without objection. Feel free to summa-
rize your comments.

Mr. Administrator, please.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF BOB PERCIASEPE

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Thank you Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Murkowski.

I appreciate the opportunity to be before you today and all the
members of the subcommittee, to talk about our proposed fiscal
year 2014 budget.

EPA’s budget request of $8.153 billion for 2014 fiscal year re-
flects our ongoing efforts to change the way EPA does business. To
invest in more efficient ways for the agency to operate and to fur-
ther reduce costs wherever possible, while preserving and enhanc-
ing our ability to carry out EPA’s core mission to protect human
health and the environment. It is the product of many internal dis-
cussions in the administration, and tough choices that you have al-
ready identified, in some cases.

In the end, we believe this budget will enable us to work toward
the goals that the Congress has established for EPA to effectively
and efficiently implement the laws.

Lel’{c me run by a few of the key highlights, and I will try to be
quick.

Despite these fiscal challenges, supporting State and tribal part-
ners, they are our key partners in implementing the Federal envi-
ronmental statutes that have been enacted, remains a priority for
EPA. And the State and tribal assistance grants account for nearly
40 percent of our entire budget for fiscal year 2014. I want to point
out that it includes a $57 million increase more than the fiscal year
2012 enacted amount for specific grants to help States, tribes, and
operations.

You have already mentioned, and I want to emphasize again,
that we have done some disinvesting and reinvesting in the budget
including a $60 million project that we are beginning that we are
calling E-Enterprise. It may sound a little bit esoteric, but really,
what we are trying to do is move EPA and working with States and
tribes into the 21st century in how you transact business with the
rest of the world.

And we are learning from the States. Many States are starting
to move in this direction. And what we are really looking at is
something that is going to reduce regulatory paperwork, reduce our
regulatory reporting burden, but at the same time make some of
the work that we do together with States and tribes to be more
transparent. We see this as an investment in the future of a more
efficient operating EPA.

We also have, in fiscal year 2014, a request for $176.5 million to
support a variety of partners and stakeholders, and our own work
on greenhouse gas emissions. It is important to note that this fund-
ing also includes support for successful programs like ENERGY
STAR, the Global Methane Initiative that we work on, greenhouse
gas reporting programs, SmartWay, which is a program we work
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on with the trucking industry, and several others. It also includes
$20 million on research of some of the impacts of climate change
as we start to look at mitigation.

Nutrient pollution is a pretty important problem throughout the
country in our waterways, and we have requested in this budget
a $15 million increase in State grants to help the State agencies
begin that process of putting plans together that more specifically
coordinate for nutrient reductions.

You mentioned the SRF, again, a number of painful choices here,
but we continue to fund these SRF at $1.1 billion for clean water
and $817 million for drinking water. We have been capitalizing
these funds, the clean water one, since 1987 and the drinking
water one since 1996 when the Safe Drinking Water Act Revolving
Fund was created. And when we get into the Q&A, we could talk
about how they are currently operating.

But we are also—I think this is pretty important—working with
the Conference of Mayors, the Association of Water Quality Agen-
cies, and the National Association of Counties on, what we call, an
integrated planning, or really, basically, it is trying to get ahead
of the curve on trying to deal with the issues that we have at the
{nunicipal level. Look for lower cost ways to solve some of the prob-
ems.

And I am sure most of you have heard of the concept of green
infrastructure, which is very helpful in some parts of the country
that will allow us to find more cost-effective ways and a better life-
cycle cost for some of the infrastructure.

So even though the annual capitalization of the SRF has declined
through the years, in addition to the amount that is already there,
plus looking at new, more cost effective ways to solve the problems,
we are hoping that we can continue to make the progress we need
to make.

We also have $1.3 billion for land cleanup. This is Superfund.
This is emergency response. This also includes funding for
Brownfields Programs as well, and some of those are included in
our State grants.

We have $686 million for chemical safety. This includes both pes-
ticides and other chemicals in commerce, and looking at how we
can make sure—well, first of all, we want to make sure we are
processing and working through the risk assessments that we have
to do for pesticides in a timely fashion, and appreciated the support
from the Congress last year on the Pesticide Registration Improve-
ment Act.

Finally, we are looking at some of these hard choices you men-
tioned. Our budget includes $54 million in savings, some of which
is reinvested in programs that, we think, other people can carry on
or that their level of effort has declined and we need to shift the
funds to other activities.

And then you noted a number of programs have received a larger
than the rest reduction as we look to build some of these other pro-
grams.

Finally, I will just say in addition to looking at how we operate
with things like E-Enterprise and doing that we have a governance
system with the States that we are using to move in that direction
together.
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We are also looking at our own infrastructure, how many build-
ings EPA occupies. How many labs do we have? How do we consoli-
date and modernize where necessary to shrink the space and/or im-
prove the energy profile? And we continue to save money.

PREPARED STATEMENT

We have moved away from more than 400,000 square feet of
rented space in the last number of years, and we also continue to
save money on some of our operating costs. So we are very excited
about some of that work in terms of our own improvements.

So I will stop there with that very brief summary, Mr. Chairman
and Ranking Member Murkowski, and we will get onto the ques-
tions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BOB PERCIASEPE

Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Murkowski, and members of the subcommittee,
thank you once again for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) proposed fiscal year 2014 budget. I'm joined
by the Agency’s Acting Chief Financial Officer, Maryann Froehlich.

The President’s fiscal year 2014 budget demonstrates that we can make critical
investments to strengthen the middle class, create jobs, and grow the economy while
continuing to cut the deficit in a balanced way. The budget also incorporates the
President’s compromise offer to House Speaker Boehner to achieve another $1.8 tril-
lion in deficit reduction in a balanced way. By including this compromise proposal
in the budget, the President is demonstrating his willingness to make tough choices.
EPA’s budget request of $8.153 billion for fiscal year 2014 starting October 1, 2013,
reflects our ongoing efforts to change the way EPA does business—to invest in more
efficient ways for the EPA to operate, to further reduce costs wherever possible all
while we preserve and enhance our ability to carry out the EPA’s core mission to
protect human health and the environment.

The President’s budget reinforces our firm commitment to keeping American com-
munities clean and healthy, while also taking into consideration the difficult fiscal
situation and the declining resources of State, local, and tribal programs.

EPA’s requested budget will allow us to continue making progress toward cleaner
air, addressing climate change, protecting the Nation’s waters, supporting sustain-
able water infrastructure and protecting lands and assuring the safety of chemicals.

It is the product of long discussions and difficult choices. In the end, we believe
this budget will enable us to work toward EPA’s goals as effectively and efficiently
as possible.

Let me run through a few highlights from the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget
request.

Despite the fiscal challenges we face, supporting our State and tribal partners, the
primary implementers of environmental programs, remains a priority of the EPA.
Funding for States and tribes through the State and Tribal Assistance Grants ac-
count is once again the largest percentage of the EPA’s budget request—at nearly
40 percent in fiscal year 2014. The fiscal year 2014 budget includes a total of $1.14
billion in categorical grants.

We have requested a $60 million investment in an EPA-wide initiative to develop
new tools and expand systems designed to reduce the regulatory reporting burden
on regulated entities, and provide EPA, States, and the public with easier access
to environmental data for compliance monitoring and other purposes. This new ini-
tiative is fully paid for, so does not add a single dime to the deficit.

This project—what we call “E-Enterprise”—would enable businesses to conduct
environmental business transactions with regulators electronically through a single
interactive portal, similar to online banking. The paperwork and regulatory report-
ing burden would be reduced thanks to more efficient collection, reporting, and use
of data, in addition to regulatory revisions to eliminate redundant or obsolete infor-
mation requests. The initiative will encourage greater transparency and compliance.

The result will be widespread savings—for industry and for the States and tribes.
For example, E-Enterprise builds on efforts such as the e-manifest system which is
projected to reduce reporting costs for regulated businesses by up to a range of $77
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million to $126 million annually, because it replaces the millions of paper manifests
for hazardous waste shipments with a modern tracking and reporting system.

The fiscal year 2014 request also includes $176.5 million to support the agency’s
work with partners and stakeholders to address greenhouse gas emissions and its
impacts. These funds will help reduce emissions—both domestically and internation-
ally—through careful, cost-effective rulemaking and voluntary programs that focus
on the largest entities and encourage businesses and consumers to limit unneces-
sary greenhouse gas emissions.

Some of this funding will support existing, successful approaches like ENERGY
STAR, the Global Methane Initiative, the GHG Reporting Rule, and State and local
technical assistance and partnership programs, such as SmartWay. Approximately
$20 million will go toward research, so we can better understand the impacts of cli-
mate change on human health and vulnerable ecosystems. Our requested budget
contains $175 million to support our Clean Air Act-mandated work to develop, im-
plement and review air quality standards and guidance. This funding will also allow
EPA to enhance our support to our State, local, and tribal partners to implement
the programs.

Nutrient pollution is one of the Nation’s most widespread and challenging envi-
ronmental problems. To assist in tackling this challenge, EPA is requesting an in-
crease of $15 million in Clean Water Act section 106 Water Pollution Control grant
funding to support States, interstate agencies and tribes that commit to strength-
ening their nutrient management efforts.

Ensuring that Federal dollars provided through the State Revolving Funds sup-
port effective and efficient systemwide planning remains a priority for EPA. The fis-
cal year 2014 budget request includes $1.1 billion for the Clean Water State Revolv-
ing Fund (SRF) and $817 million for the Drinking Water SRF. This money will also
assist EPA efforts to expand and institutionalize the use of up-front planning that
considers a full range of infrastructure alternatives like “green” infrastructure, so
that the right investments are made at the right time, and at the lowest life-cycle
cost. This budget request will allow the SRFs to finance approximately $6 billion
in wastewater and drinking water infrastructure projects annually.

In fiscal year 2014, EPA is requesting more than §1.34 billion for its land cleanup
programs to continue to apply the most effective approaches to preserve and restore
our country’s land. This money will go toward developing and implementing preven-
tion programs, improving response capabilities, and maximizing the effectiveness of
response and cleanup actions. EPA is also renewing its request to reinstate the
Superfund tax in order to provide a stable, dedicated source of revenue for the
Superfund Trust Fund and to restore the historic nexus that parties who benefit
from the manufacture or sale of substances that commonly contaminate hazardous
waste sites should bear the cost of cleanup when viable potentially responsible par-
ties cannot be identified.

Ensuring the safety of new or existing chemicals in commerce to protect the
American people is another top priority. Chemicals are used in the production of ev-
erything from our homes and cars to the cell phones we carry and the food we eat.
The $686.2 million requested in fiscal year 2014 will allow EPA to continue man-
aging the potential risks of new chemicals entering commerce, without impacting
progress in assessing and ensuring the safety of existing chemicals. These resources
encompass all efforts across the agency associated specifically with ensuring chem-
ical safety and pollution prevention, including research and enforcement.

EPA’s research budget provides $554 million to support critical research in key
areas, ranging from chemical safety to water sustainability to climate and energy
to human health. This research will help advance the administration’s commitment
to healthy communities and a clean energy future.

Finally, let me discuss some steps we are taking to ensure taxpayer dollars are
going as far as they possibly can.

The budget includes $54 million in savings by eliminating several EPA programs
that have either completed their goals or can be implemented through other Federal
or State efforts. Adding to these savings and demonstrating a willingness to make
tough choices, more than 20 EPA programs, are being reduced by 10 percent or
more in fiscal year 2014.

EPA has also been laying the groundwork to ensure the best use of human re-
sources, which will continue in fiscal year 2014. We will continue to analyze our
workforce needs to achieve EPA’s mission effectively and efficiently. This is reflected
in our full-time equivalent request for fiscal year 2014, which is our lowest in 20
years.

We also continue to look for opportunities to consolidate physical space and reduce
operating costs at our facilities nationwide. Ongoing improvements in operating effi-
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ciency, combined with the use of advanced technologies and energy sources, have
reduced energy utilization and saved nearly $6 million annually.

In fiscal year 2014, we are requesting $17 million in the building and facilities
appropriation to accelerate space consolidation efforts, which will result in long-term
savings in rent and operating costs. By consolidating space, we have, since 2006 re-
leased approximately 417,000 square feet of space at headquarters and facilities na-
icionwide, resulting in a cumulative annual rent avoidance of more than $14.2 mil-
ion.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. While my testimony
reflects only some of the highlights of EPA’s budget request, I look forward answer-
ing your questions.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Administrator.
We are going to do 6-minute rounds. I anticipate at least two
rounds, and let me begin.

STATE REVOLVING FUNDS

No surprise, let’s talk about the SRF. First, your own estimate
suggests that in the next 20 years, we are going to have to spend,
as a Nation, about $633 billion on infrastructure: clean water and
other water projects. The American Society of Civil Engineers has
given our clean water structure a “D” grade. So there is no ques-
tion about the need to do this.

And then the other aspect of this which, I think, you have to con-
sider—and certainly the President does—is that these jobs put peo-
ple to work at a time when we desperately need to do that.

So how do you justify the discrepancy between the huge cuts in
this program and the huge needs, obvious needs, for infrastructure
investment and also need for jobs?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I have to sort of couch many of these questions
as painful as they are with the painful choices that we have to
make in the budget. And I actually was involved with setting up
a SRF when I was the secretary of environment in the State of
Maryland. And so, I have been at the very beginning of this pro-
gram and recognize the real advantages of having it.

But we have also had appropriations and capitalization to this
fund for the years since 1987, and in the last 5 years, we have put
nearly $20 billion into this program, including appropriations that
were included in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. So
the fund has a significant amount of capitalization, much more
than the Congress originally envisioned.

So when I look at what actually happened in 2012 between the
capitalization grants that EPA gave, the reuse of the repayments
that come back in from loans that are already outstanding, and the
leveraging of those loans, the SRF programs together, both water
and drinking water, clean water and drinking water, funded almost
$7.7 billion of infrastructure improvements.

So when we look at that landscape and have to make these hard
choices, we are trying to look at how we can make sure we keep
capitalizing that fund so it keeps growing, but also working with
the States and local governments on more efficient ways to use the
fund and, perhaps, reduce the impact of what the Society of Civil
Engineers were looking at in the long haul.

But there is no doubt about it that the country has a significant
gap in funding of water infrastructure. And I think the challenge
for us together is how much of that gets funded by the Federal
Government versus local funds versus State funds.
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But this was a tough choice we made. I am giving you some
background as to what we think, how we continue to carry forward.

Senator REED. Just to elaborate. Even at the $7.7 billion level
times 20, and I am always suspicious of my math, roughly $150 bil-
lion. Your 20-year projection is $633 billion of work. So we are at
a $500 billion gap between what you need you have to do and what
we are doing.

So even if that $7 billion total is consistent with prior years or
maybe a little up, it is greatly lacking the demand. So for the
record, let’s make sure we make that point.

HURRICANE SANDY SUPPLEMENTAL

Let me shift to a more detailed issue with respect. EPA receives
$600 million in mitigation, the recent Hurricane Sandy supple-
mental going to try to affect some of these water problems, both
drinking water and other water projects. Many States, even adja-
cent States, did not get direct access to it.

But how are you using these funds to help out today? And what
about those States that suffered in Sandy, but did not get direct
access to funds like Rhode Island?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, let me talk about the law as enacted and
what we are doing.

We are working with New York and New Jersey, obviously, to al-
locate the funds that were developed for water and wastewater sys-
tems, and identify the priority facilities to receive that funding, to
improve their resilience.

And I actually had the pleasure of being at a sewage treatment
plant with you, Senator, after the floods in Rhode Island a couple
of years ago where we did not move the plant but, working with
our regional office, we actually looked at a way to make the plant
more resilient for the next time it floods. Sewage plants are often
located at the low point in town. And so, rather than move them
and have the expense of pumping wastewater uphill, we want to
make them more resilient, recognizing that they may be flooded.

And so, we are looking at places like that where we have found
ways to do that, so that we can work with the two States to im-
prove the resilience of some of those plants.

Now, in the Sandy instance, there are other funds that are in-
volved. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has
funds, and part of that was appropriated plus their existing fund-
ing, to restore what was there, and there was also funding in the
Community Development Block Grant program that the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has. So what we
are trying to do in an interagency taskforce level, is to look at all
those fundings together and how they would be impacted—how
they can be impactful together.

So if you have funding from the SRF into the actual sewage
treatment plant, can we use Community Development Block Grant
funds to look at some of the conveyance system issues that may be
in place, and look at techniques like green infrastructure, reduce
the amount of runoff that gets to the sewage treatment plant dur-
ing these high rain events.

So we are looking at how to integrate all that together and I
guess that is a tail into the second part of your question about
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what about the other States. I think that to the extent that they
were in an area that is covered by the Stafford Act, we would be
able to do, I hope, similar things like we did in Rhode Island to
some of those plants in terms of using funds from FEMA and other
sources to try to improve resiliency so that we reduce the impact
of future events, which I think we have to predict will occur.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BRISTOL BAY WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

Mr. Perciasepe, let’s talk for a moment here about the Bristol
Bay Watershed assessment that EPA is conducting.

I understand that we anticipate an announcement on this rel-
atively shortly, is what I am told. But when EPA undertook this
assessment after being petitioned to preemptively veto development
within the area, EPA moves forward. The assessment is based on
this hypothetical mine plan to predict impacts from mineral devel-
opment. Obviously, this assessment is being watched very, very
carefully by many Alaskans and, actually, many folks outside of
the State.

I was just visited yesterday by individuals who live within the
region or work within the Bristol Bay region, and we had a discus-
sion about this assessment, whether or not EPA has sufficient
funding to do a thorough assessment to really collect the massive
data that will be required for study of a watershed area of this size.

We have asked, my staff asked numerous times, about how much
is being spent on the watershed assessment. We still have not been
able to receive an accounting of that and this is exactly what we
try to do here in this subcommittee.

Can you tell me why we have not been able to receive this infor-
mation up to this point in time? And then also in this same area
is: when might we expect to see the announcement from EPA on
the watershed assessment?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I will get used to this in a second, the button.
Thank you, Senator.

There are a couple of questions in there, but they are all related
to the same point.

One of the—let me—the first part of it is when can we expect—
we are hoping shortly to be—we are cognizant——

Senator MURKOWSKI. “Shortly” is an ill-defined term in the Con-
gress. Can you give me anything better?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, let me try, that we are very cognizant of
the fishing season demands on people and we want to make sure
that whatever we do is going to accommodate folks in the region
to be able to have the time to be able to look at this report.

So I cannot say it is going to be next week, but it’s, you know,
we are within weeks of doing this so that we can have it out there
during the May time period, so that people will be able to look at
it. And then, let me work backward just a little bit to the other
parts of the question.

One of the things that has created some complexity in analyzing
all the full costs of this is how we responded to the peer reviewers
on the first draft. And so, we had to see what they said, and then
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figure out how we reconstruct it or responded to the advice we got
from them, which is what we have now done, and now we are put-
ting out this report.

So I think we will be, again, using a word that I can tell you are
not completely comfortable with, we should be able to soon be able
to tell you what those costs are now that we have put this final,
another final draft together to put out for peer review again.

So I can tell you that I am going to try to make sure that we
get that answer to you with the knowledge of what we have just
done now on this other one.

In terms of adequate resources, again, it is related and so, you've
got all this correctly connected. And that is when we got the peer
review comments from the first draft and we had to pull different
parts of EPA together to make sure we responded appropriately,
that work was to make sure that we have the adequate resources
to put to it. So we will now, once we get this next report out for
public and peer review—and we are going to peer review it again,
I think you know that—we will be in a position to be able to ana-
lyze what all the costs were that went into it.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, if you can encourage that shortly is
sooner rather than later, as you know, fishing season is coming fast
upon us. And again, we want to make sure that if the study is out
there, that it is complete and it is thorough, but it seems to me
that we ought to be able to get a better accounting.

AUTHORITY UNDER CWA SECTION 404

Let me ask you about a decision that came out of the D.C. Cir-
cuit Court yesterday. This was the decision concerning the Agency’s
retroactive veto of dredge and field permits that are issued by the
Army Corps of Engineers. This is the Mingo Logan Coal Company
v. EPA.

I have to tell you, I am concerned about what we have seen com-
ing out of the Circuit Court here. If the EPA can withdraw, in ef-
fect, the Army Corps’ permit at any point, how can you ever give
the assurance that any permit is ever final if you have got this
dangling out there that it can be removed almost unilaterally by
the EPA?

And a couple of follow-ons to that is whether or not within EPA,
how you are going to proceed with this authority, whether or not
the EPA will use this authority preemptively.

What are the consequences of this court decision yesterday?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I know that—I heard that the court decision
was made, but I have not really had time to look at, nor have I
gotten a summary, in the last 12 hours, of what exactly the court
said.

But I can point out at a very high level, Senator, that the author-
ity is in the Clean Water Act under section 404, since 1972, has
been used 13 times in the history of the law. So it is not something
that EPA takes very frivolously through all the different adminis-
trations that have used it. And that authority has been used in
both Democrat and Republican administrations. So it is a very
rarely used authority.
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I do not have a good handle right now, in front of you, but maybe
we might be able to talk about it later this week when we get to-
gether exactly what this does to that authority.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I would appreciate the opportunity
for that discussion. I know that this is going to be on the minds
of many, many Members because, again, even though it has not
been used on a very frequent basis. If you are looking to develop
anything and the threat exists that your permit that has been
issued could be retroactively pulled from underneath you, it injects
a level of uncertainty in just about anything going forward, wheth-
er it is the coal mining or whatever the activity might be.

So I think we are all going to have to get up to speed on this
a little bit more.

Mr. Chairman, I have exceeded my time, and I apologize.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

URANIUM POLLUTION—INDIAN RESERVATIONS

And Mr. Perciasepe, thank you very much for your service. I am
going to focus a couple of questions on the uranium pollution that
has occurred on the Navajo Reservation and the Hopi Reservation,
and this is a legacy issue that has been going on for many years.
And I believe the EPA has been very active in this.

In fact, the EPA Region 9 recently concluded a 5-year plan to ad-
dress uranium contamination on the Navajo Nation, and coordina-
tion with several other agencies including the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, the Department of Energy, the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion, and others, EPA Region 9 was able to take significant steps
towards addressing uranium legacy issues on the Navajo Nation
and the Hopi Nations.

It is my understanding that EPA is coordinating with other agen-
cies to identify next steps in clean up of uranium contamination
and expects to have a new 5-year plan for this region put together
by this coming fall.

Additionally, EPA Region 6, which covers the rest of New Mex-
ico, is currently carrying out a similar 5-year plan to address leg-
acy uranium in my home State. I appreciate the Agency for taking
these deliberate steps to address this important public health and
environmental issue.

And my question is will Region 6 and Region 9 have adequate
resources under this budget to continue these long overdue cleanup
projects to address this toxic cold war legacy?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. The short answer is “Yes.” The little bit of con-
text is we are very proud of how we have moved forward on these
legacy issues in the last 5 years, and we think that they are impor-
tant and must be dealt with. And I am very happy with the coordi-
nation between the State, the tribe, Bureau of Indian Affairs, the
other agencies, as you have pointed out, as well as between the
EPA regions.

The only asterisk that I have to put on that, and I am not trying
to make a statement here, I am just telling you, it is a real asterisk
that you and the Appropriations Committee have to think of. If
there is a sequestration, depending on how that falls down, there
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could be some impact on some cleanup projects. We have already
had impact on cleanup projects this year because everything was
cut by 5 percent.

But with that asterisk, we expect to have the funding in this
bildget to be able to move forward on the first part of that 5-year
plan.

Senator UDALL. Great. Thank you.

And I think your answer emphasizes the fact that sequestration
really hits some long-term projects in a significant way. I do not
want to see that happen because I believe that this is a project, as
I said, long overdue, that has to be completed, and it is on a good
track now, and we should not have to see it setback.

BROWNFIELDS

A question on Brownfields. Last month, I joined Senator Lauten-
berg, Senator Crapo and Senator Inhofe, to introduce the
Brownfields Utilization Investment and Local Development Act. We
call it the BUILD Act. This legislation would modernize and im-
prove key elements of the EPA’s Brownfields Program.

Since 2002, the successful program has funded the rehabilitation
of abandoned and polluted properties to increase safety and attract
new businesses to communities. In New Mexico, we have great suc-
cess stories like the Santa Fe Rail Yard and the old Albuquerque
High School. Two areas were revitalized from hazardous areas to
become economically productive and important cultural spots.

I am concerned about the cuts to the Brownfields Program. This
program leverages valuable private investment and pays dividends
to economic prosperity.

Do you agree that there are more productive projects out there
than this funding level will support? And if so, does EPA see any
ways to help these limited dollars go farther?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. First of all, being a former city planner earlier
in my career, this is one of my favorite little programs at EPA, and
I think it has done more than many to enhance the quality of life
in communities across the country.

In fact, I think there isn’t an area, a place in the country that
hasn’t had some project along the lines that you have just men-
tioned where they can point to the fact that the flexibilities af-
forded in cleanups to get these properties to beneficial use and
community-focused use faster. I just have to say it is oversub-
scribed.

One of the things that we have been doing in the last several
years through an agreement with the Department of Transpor-
tation and the Department of Housing and Urban Development, is
a sustainable communities memorandum of understanding (MOU)
among the three agencies so we can look at how we can pool our
resources in some of these communities.

So we may take a little longer to, perhaps, do a Brownfields
Project, although we are working on it. That does not mean that
we cannot be in that community doing some of the other pre-
paratory work with Community Development Block Grant funds or
some Transportation funds.

And I was just recently in Cincinnati where we are looking at ad-
ditional Brownfields redevelopment sites along the route of their
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light rail or trolley system that they are building through the Over-
the-Rhine neighborhood. And at the same time, we are using HUD
funds to do housing stabilization projects in that community.

So one part of that is the tri-party effort is to really work in
those communities to get properties back into use, productive use,
and to get the communities revitalized. We are looking at ways to
be efficient with all the funds.

That is not the best answer, I just want to say, but it is some-
thing we should do regardless. And if we all had more money, we
would go faster in more communities, there is no doubt about it.

Senator UDALL. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I have exhausted my time. Thank you.

Senator REED. Thank you.

Senator Blunt.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROY BLUNT

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a statement for the record, and I will submit that.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROY BLUNT

Thank you, Chairman Reed and Ranking Member Murkowski, for holding this
hearing today. I welcome this opportunity to examine the budgetary needs of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

(Ii would also like to thank Acting Administrator Robert Perciasepe for being here
today.

EPA is requesting $8.153 billion, which is $296 million (3.5 percent) below fiscal
year 2012 enacted levels. While this is a step in the right direction, I have serious
concerns with the way the EPA is prioritizing spending.

For instance, the agency very clearly admits in its budget justification that as a
result of fiscal cuts, EPA must make “difficult decisions resulting in reductions to
support for water infrastructure.” State Revolving Funds, which provide critical sup-
port to how municipalities finance water infrastructure projects, will be cut by al-
most a half-billion dollars from fiscal year 2012 enacted levels. This continues the
gatt(?irn of the continual cutting of Federal money for water systems over the past

ecade.

Yet your own agency has conducted studies finding that 30 percent of pipes in
systems that deliver water to more than 100,000 people are between 40 and 80
years old. Further the EPA 2009 Drinking Water Infrastructure Needs Survey and
Assessment found that our Nation’s community water systems will need to invest
an estimated $334.8 billion between 2007 and 2027.

In contrast, the EPA has requested $176.5 million for climate change efforts,
which is $8.1 million above fiscal year 2012 enacted levels. The agency plans to use
this funding to advance the pending proposal to set New Source Performance Stand-
ards (NSPS) for carbon dioxide emissions from new powerplants.

The proposed NSPS rule will set unprecedented standards under the Clean Air
Act, harm our economy, and endanger electricity supply—which is almost 50 percent
coal fired. Missouri is 82 percent coal fired. The proposed NSPS rule would effec-
tively ban these new coal plants from being built.

This on top of the fact that many existing EPA regulations seek to prevent exist-
ing coal sources from making upgrades to improve efficiency and allow for more
electricity generation with less fuel and less emissions.

Spending our Federal dollars to kill the use of coal in this country but not im-
prove our Nation’s water infrastructure is a far cry from a common sense approach
to protecting the environment.

EPA needs to expend Federal taxpayer dollars in a way which takes into account
the cumulative way in which each agency regulation affects ratepayers. One such
way is to let communities develop local plans that achieve the “biggest bang for the
buck” toward environmental protection and keep rates affordable.

The agency should not spend taxpayer dollars on massive, burdensome regula-
tions that hamstring the economy, kill jobs, and hike up electricity prices. This is
not the right path forward for our country.
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Thank you, and I look forward to your testimony.

Senator BLUNT. And I have some questions.

Mr. Perciasepe, you are the Acting Administrator, and I actually
have a hold on the nominated Administrator. Based on a commit-
ment from the administration that they made in February to Sen-
ator McCaskill and me that they would just agree, they would see
that the organizations involved in coming up with the environ-
mental impact study for a project in southeast Missouri would
agree to the facts by March 15.

They set the deadline. We did not ask for the deadline. The call
on March 15 was, “Well, we cannot get this done by the day we
said we would get it done.” And we have had no outreach from
EPA in our office at all. I do not know how many Senators have
holds on the nominee, but it must be so many that there is no in-
terest in doing anything about the holds that are out there.

WETLANDS

Principally, there are a couple of concerns on this topic. One is
the estimate of wetlands that your organization came up with origi-
nally was 118,000 acres.

The USDA said it was 500 acres. The Fish and Wildlife Service
said it was somewhere in between. You said 118,000 acres. And I
think the last estimate that you all have made is 5,000 acres,
which is an interesting, the difference in 118,000 and 5,000—your
own estimate—is intriguing to me.

And then you created a new category of wetlands that is not de-
fined anywhere else in Federal law, which is, “wetlands in agricul-
tural areas”. I have two or three questions on this.

One, why do you think the wetlands determinations from your
Agency have been so different on this one project?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I have not looked at those particular numbers.
But when you just mentioned agriculture, there are prior converted
wetlands that are not covered under certain—they are not covered
under the Clean Water Act. Somebody could have been adding
those in, in the original one, and now they are looking at different
ones. I

Senator BLUNT. Do you know if the Agency has provided any re-
cent information to the Corps on this topic or not?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We have on—going back to the original part of
your question——

Senator BLUNT. Yes.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We have ongoing conversations with the Corps,
and what I think I can commit to you, Senator, is that the next
critical step in this, in addition to the information, is that the
Corps of Engineers needs to be put together the EIS document——

Senator BLUNT. Right, right.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. And I think what we are all working on very
hard is to get the Corps to get whatever information they need so
they can get that document done. And then we will respond as
quickly as—we will respond right away. Our Regional Adminis-
trator is prepared to do that and we want to move quickly once we
get that document.

So people are working on this, and I can provide more informa-
tion
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Senator BLUNT. Yes. I want you and my colleagues to both un-
derstand that this is not about trying to force a project to be built
or anything else. It is just trying to get the Government to quit ar-
guing with the Government.

This is trying to get the Government to agree on the facts, which
does not seem—actually, it seems that the administration is simple
enough project that they thought it could be done well over a
month ago. And this is after a couple of years of, “Why is this not
getting done?” “Well, we don’t agree on the facts.” We would just
}iike the Government to agree on the facts of whatever you can

o

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I will.

Senator BLUNT [continuing]. Of course, if this was left up to me
on this issue, you could be the Acting Administrator forever. Maybe
you are very popular at the Agency and they just do not want to
respond to these pretty simple questions.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, our role in this is to review the work that
the Corps of Engineers does. We are not the one doing the environ-
mental impact statement (EIS).

But I—we will help them get it done. As soon as they get it done,
we will do the comments on it. That is the normal way we reconcile
things is get that EIS process going. So I think that is the key
here.

WETLANDS—VETO AUTHORITY

Senator BLUNT. And you would have ultimate authority on the
wetlands question based on this veto potential that you always
have on an issue like this? Is that right?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Yes, under the Clean Water Act, the EPA
writes the guidelines, which we have done many years ago on how
to make the wetlands determinations. And so, the Corps uses those
guidelines to do it. And there are some agricultural converted wet-
lands that are not part of that process. They may be something
that somebody will analyze in an environmental impact study, but
they are not part of the Clean Water Act process.

Senator BLUNT. But you can veto these projects even while they
are going on based on what I think I just heard you say to Senator
Murkowski?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I think that that is an untested—what she
was—what the Senator was referring to was a court decision yes-
terday that was related to a veto after a project had already been
permitted, not in advance of it.

Senator BLUNT. So you have no question you could veto it before.

What is the open question, whether you could veto it after or
not?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. All the times that we have used the veto au-
thority that is under—and really it is—the authority is actually to
remove a section of water from being able to have fill materials dis-
charged into it. But we use the common word of “veto”, which I do
not think is actually in the act.

But all the times it has been used, to my memory, and I could
double check this for the record, has been after the Corps project
review process has begun.

Senator BLUNT. And before work has begun or do you know?
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Mr. PERCIASEPE. If you want detail on all the times it has been
used, I will have to get it for the record.

Senator BLUNT. I do. I want——

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I don’t have that.

Senator BLUNT. I want detail on all the times it has been used
and look forward to you providing that.

[The information follows:]

TmMING OF EPA AcTION UNDER SECTION 404(c) OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT

EPA uses its authority under section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act judiciously
and sparingly. In the over 40 year history of the Clean Water Act section 404 pro-
gram, EPA has used its authority under section 404(c) a total of 13 times. This is
a particularly small number in light of the tens of thousands of projects that the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers authorizes in the Nation’s wetlands, streams and
other waters each year. EPA can exercise its authority under section 404(c) before
a section 404 permit application has been submitted, while a permit application is
under review, after a permit has been issued or in instances where a regulated dis-
charge does not require a section 404 permit (e.g., Corps Civil Works projects). EPA
has exercised its authority in the following contexts:

Location
Project Name Initiation and Final Determination Dates EPA o
Region State Corps District
Spruce No. 1 Surface Mine ............... Initiated October 16, 2009 .......cccoovevrerrrerrrrncs 3 WV | Huntington
Surface Coal Mine Final Determination issued January 13, 2011
Yazoo PUmMPS ..o Initiated February 1, 2008 ........cccoovvvivriirnrinnns 4 MS | Vicksburg
Flood Control Project Final Determination issued August 31, 2008
TWO FOTKS oo Initiated March 24, 1989 .....oeveeeeeeeeeeeeae 8 co Omaha
Water Supply Impoundment Final Determination issued November 23, 1990
Big RIVEr ..o Initiated August 24, 1988 .........cccoovvrvcerrierrns 1 RI New England
Water Supply Impoundment Final Determination issued March 1, 1990
Ware Creek ....oooeveevcveeciereeieseeis Initiated August 4, 1988 ......ccccovvevrveieierreine. 3 VA Norfolk
Water Supply Impoundment Final Determination issued July 10, 1989
Lake AIMa ..o Initiated June 8, 1988 .......ooeeveeeeeeeeeeeerne 4 GA Savannah
Dam and Recreational Impoundment | Final Determination issued December 16, 1988
Henry Rem Estates .........cccoocomrvnns Initiated April 22, 1987 ....oovvoreeeeeereris 4 FL | Jacksonville
Agricultural Conversion— Final Determination issued June 15, 1988
Rockplowing
Russo Development Corps ................ Initiated May 26, 1987 ......ccocoovevevrrrerrrnrierriens 2 NJ New York
Warehouse Development (After-the- Final Determination issued March 21, 1988
fact permit)
Attleboro Mall ... Initiated July 23, 1985 ..o 1 MA | New England
Shopping Mall Final Determination issued May 13, 1986
Bayou Aux Carpes ........cocoeeeeirenns Initiated December 17, 1984 .......c.cccooovvivrvrrinens 6 LA New Orleans
Flood Control Project Final Determination issued October 16, 1985
Jack Maybank Site ......cccooverrrriieinnes Initiated April 15, 1984 ..o 4 SC Charleston
Duck Hunting/Aquaculture Impound- | Final Determination issued April 5, 1985
ment
Norden Co. oeveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e Initiated September 30, 1983 .....ccccovvrerrernnen. 4 AL Mobile
Waste Storage/Recycling Plant Final Determination issued June 15, 1984
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Location

Project Name Initiation and Final Determination Dates EPA

Region | State Corps District

North Miami ...cveeeeeeeeeeee Initiated June 25, 1980 .....oveveeeeeeeeeeceeeeeene 4 FL Jacksonville
Landfill/Municipal Recreational Facil- | Final Determination issued January 19, 1981
ity

For more information please visit: http:/water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/cwa/
dredgdis/404c index.cfm.

Senator BLUNT. I think we are going to have a second round of
questions later, chairman? Thank you.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you and
the other members of the subcommittee in welcoming our distin-
guished witnesses to the hearing today.

GULF OF MEXICO

It occurs to me that one of the most riveting events that threaten
the environment of the Gulf of Mexico has been the oil experience
and the blowout down there of a well. And the effort to which we
have gone to marshal our resources and to figure out exactly how
we protect ourselves from adverse environmental consequences
from that experience.

And I just wonder, what is your observation about whether or
not what we have been doing is working? Are we restoring the good
environmental health to the Gulf of Mexico and related areas like
the Mississippi River, the lower parts of the river?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I appreciate that question and how important
that is. Obviously, I think we all remember that, those 3 months
of our lives in not the most favorable ways, but I am very opti-
mistic.

We put a taskforce together after the event. There was a sepa-
rate review commission that had recommendations, but the Presi-
dent put together a taskforce which Lisa Jackson chaired that
brought together the States around the gulf.

And the States and the different Federal agencies all agreed to
a general approach in consensus, which I was extremely pleased to
see, which gave me a lot of optimism that when funding became
available, either through congressional appropriations, or coordi-
nating the funding we all get with our existing programs, or any
penalties or payments from any responsible party would get put to
a good plan.

So I am confident that as those settlements occur and as we look
at coordinating our existing funds, that we will be putting it to a
plan that is pretty well coordinated because we have that work to-
gether. And obviously, your State was involved as well, and we
think that that plan is actually pretty solid. It is the first time, to
my knowledge, all the gulf States and the Federal Government
came together on what needed to be done.

Senator COCHRAN. Well, the Congress certainly acted quickly in
response to the request from the administration to provide ear-
marked funds, excuse the expression, oh, my goodness.
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But that is part of our job to designate Federal funds to help deal
with emergencies that threaten the environmental safety and secu-
rity of our country, and particularly the economic investment that
we have in the Gulf of Mexico, the fisheries. And the efforts we
make to keep the Mississippi River from destroying all of the rich
farmland that is important to our State’s economy and many others
as well. So we want to be sure we bring a balance to these com-
peting challenges sometimes.

And I would just close by asking you if you are satisfied that the
administration, and the Congress, are constructively working to-
gether to help ensure that these goals are reached?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Senator, actually I am more confident than I
would have imagined, to be honest with you, given the damage the
nature of that event.

I think we see an industry response, which is starting to get
some marks in their preparedness. We went through a painful part
of getting preparedness to be ready in case it ever happens again.
But on the other side of repairing the damage, and even going fur-
ther to the extent we can to restoring—because as you know, some
of the ecosystems there were not in the best shape even before the
event.

So I think we have a once in a lifetime opportunity here, and the
fact that the Congress and the administration have worked to-
gether as well as they have, I think, bodes very well for success,
and the fact that the States are onboard with the basic plan.

So it won’t be without challenges, but I think the foundation is
there for success.

Senator COCHRAN. But your assessment is that it is safe to swim
in the Gulf of Mexico again, isn’t it?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, I believe people are doing that every day.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Cochran.

Given our procedures, in order of arrival and going back and
forth, Senator Begich.

BRISTOL BAY WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

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

I just want to reconfirm. I know my colleague asked this question
when I was not here. I just want to hear it again for my own sake
here on the Bristol Bay Watershed assessment issue.

You indicated that you do have enough money to finish the as-
sessment, and that you will get it out and soon; “soon” defined as
potentially in fill-in-the-blank. That is your cue.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Fill in the blank. Well, what I said to—I said
“soon” but that did not

Senator BEGICH. That does not work.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I want the record to show “soon” doesn’t work.

But I wanted you to know, and I mentioned this to Senator Mur-
kowski that we completely understand that we need to get it out
in time for people to be able to look at it and participate in the
public process. This is the revised analysis after we got the com-
ments from the peer reviewers.

Senator BEGICH. Correct.
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Mr. PERCIASEPE. Which is one of the reasons, as I mentioned,
that we have been a little bit floating on how much we are spend-
ing on this because we needed to pull together the resources in the
Agency to make sure we responded, and modified, and improved
the assessment based on the comment we got. So we will also
shortly be in a position to be able to layout some of those funding
components of it.

But we are working to get this out so that a substantial part of
the month of May is available for people to respond to it before the
fishing season really kicks in.

Senator BEGICH. And then let me understand also the timing,
then. Let’s assume you hit that target. It comes out in May, then
the public can review and comment on it.

Is there a time limitation or is it an open-ended? Help me under-
stand that.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, we certainly want it to be the time period
that the public will have the most ability to do it. The peer review-
ers will also be reviewing it at the same time. I cannot—I don’t
know right now what the time limit would be, but we have some
flexibility there, and we will see how it goes once we have people
commenting on it in May.

Senator BEGICH. And then, once they comment on it, what is
next?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, we wait to get the—in addition to public
comment, we are going to wait to get the science review of it and
that we put the same peer review panel we had the last time. We
were able to get every member of that panel to agree to do it again
so that we have good continuity on the scientific review.

We wait to see what comments we get from that peer review, and
may, depending on that view, have to make some additional modi-
fications, but I think I can’t predict because I don’t know what they
are going to say. And I think anything we do here because while
this is not a regulatory action this study.

Senator BEGICH. Right.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. This is something that will inform everybody.
We want to make sure that it has the best scientific foundation in
it. So that is going to be our number one priority as we go through
this next peer review process.

Senator BEGICH. And let me just push you one more point on
this. And that is, so you have the public commentary and other re-
view commentary. You review that, then at some point, you will
have a final assessment document.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Yes, that would be available for whatever proc-
esses go on after that.

BRISTOL BAY WATERSHED ASSESSMENT COMPLETION

Senator BEGICH. Okay. Can you give me—and I know it is hard
without knowing some of the comments that come in, how technical
they might be, or how simplistic they might be, whatever the range
is—can you give an understanding to me that, “By this range of
dates, we think we will be completed with the assessment,” with
some caveats. I am going to give you some hold harmless here

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Okay.
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Senator BEGICH [continuing]. And that is recognize there may be
some peer review issues or other things that are more technical
and that may require a little more work, because I hear what you
are saying right now, but then it goes back into your guys’ lap, and
then what happens?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well—

Senator BEGICH. I mean, is it a fall completion? Is it a summer?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. You know, if I think the work is—if the work
we have to do following this next round of comment is pretty
straightforward and ready for us to do, I can see us getting it done
by the fall.

Senator BEGICH. By the fall. “Fall” meaning Alaska fall or Dis-
trict of Columbia fall? Let’s use the solar.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Okay.

Senator BEGICH. The vernal——

Mr. PERCIASEPE. The autumnal equinox. Okay, which I think is
the same in Alaska.

Senator BEGICH. Okay. I am just checking. I appreciate it. It is
important as you get a sense from both.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We know that

Senator BEGICH. I apologize. I was not here earlier to hear more
explanation.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. It should not be, to the two Senators from Alas-
ka, it should not be—you should not think we don’t know how im-
portant it is that—keep this from not lingering forever, but at the
same time, it is equally important that we do the best job we can.

Senator BEGICH. Get the science right.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. So the science has to be right because we know
that this is going to inform all the going forward work.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Begich.

Senator Johanns, please.

AERIAL FIGHTS OVER FEEDLOTS

Senator JOHANNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Perciasepe, more than a year ago now, I was in my Senate
office, and I had a group of family cattle feeders, ranchers that I
was sitting down with. And in the midst of the conversation, one
of them said to me, “Mike, what do you know about aerial flights
by EPA over our feedlot?” There was an uncomfortable silence be-
cause I did not know anything about it.

I certainly could not recall that EPA had made me aware of that.
I could not remember my then colleague, Ben Nelson, or any of my
House colleagues, had made me aware of that.

So I wrote a letter to Lisa Jackson. The essence of that letter
was, number one, I am interested in what you are doing in Ne-
braska. And number two, is this a national program and are you
doing aerial surveillance in other parts of the country?

For whatever reason, she felt that my letter was not important
enough to warrant a response from her. It was bounced to the Re-
gional Administrator, whom I met with. He seems like a nice
enough guy, but I do not think he speaks for the entire Agency.



25

So let me ask—oh, and one other point I wanted to add to this.
In the, I believe it was the farm bill discussion some months ago,
I put in an amendment that basically would have said, “Hey, you
cannot use any funding we give you for these kinds of aerial sur-
veillance missions.” And I got 56 votes on that; pretty bipartisan,
and I am guessing we could have gotten over 60, but there was a
lot of pressure when we got that many votes to quit voting yes on
this thing.

So let me just ask you today a very simple question. Are you
doing aerial flights over whatever, feedlots, pork production in Ne-
braska or, for that matter, in any other State in the United States
currently, or do you have plans to do that in the future?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We are not doing anything right now. We are
in the process for the springtime here of looking at what kind of
a notification system or other kinds of information we would make
available before we actually did any of these flights.

The flights are quite simple. They are fixed wing aircraft like a
Piper Cub, or a Cessna, or something like that and basically de-
signed to help find priority areas to look at for people who would
be on the ground in the field.

We don’t do any enforcement work, or compliance work, or any-
thing based on this reconnaissance. It’s simply to help guide where
we would send actual infield inspectors who would actually interact
with the landowner.

Senator JOHANNS. But it can lead to compliance, and enforce-
ment, and fines, and penalties.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Depending on what they see on the ground
when they get there, but it won’t be from, only from what happens
in the air. The air just simply helps figure out where the folks on
the ground who talk directly to the landowners go.

But we are—we have done this in different parts of the country,
not just in Nebraska and we are evaluating how we would—how
do we go about our annual notification processes on this.

Senator JOHANNS. Mr. Perciasepe, I have got two observations
about this.

Observation number one is this: why is it so hard for EPA to just
write me a letter, write my colleagues a letter, and say, “This is
what we’re doing”? Why is that so difficult that my letter would be
ignored for a year? I mean, we are literally coming up on the first
anniversary.

The second observation I've got is this, as you know, I have been
around the block a few times. I was the Governor of my State. I
had a Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality. I was the
Secretary of Agriculture. I worked with EPA on a regular basis. I
think I am a pretty well known person out here. Why, I can’t imag-
ine why you would do this?

I have always preached that we should work with people. You
know, if you've got a bad actor, bring the hammer down; no-
brainer. But why would you just go out and fly feedlots? I mean,
that’s just, to me and I think to the average American out there,
this sounds kind of wacky. It kind of sounds like this is a Federal
Agency that is completely and totally out of control.

And when I can’t get answers to my questions, it feeds into that.
People have this notion that the EPA is kind of a rogue group out
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there, doing whatever they want to do because the United States
Senator can’t get a simple letter answered. Do you see what I'm
saying?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, when I get back to the office today, I will
find out what is going on with the answer to your letter and make
sure you get one.

But I do have to respectfully disagree with the rogue agency
characterization. We are trying to actually do exactly what you just
said: find bad actors in the most efficient way by trying to narrow
where we would send people to go talk to the landowner. That’s all
we are doing with the aerial flights.

Senator JOHANNS. But this is so indiscriminate. When you are
out there just flying eastern Nebraska, this is so indiscriminate.
You are flying at low altitudes. You are flying over law-abiding
people who are trying to do everything they can to honor your rules
and regulations. And you are not coming down on the bad actors.
You are checking on everybody and it feels terrible.

It feels like there is a Federal agency out there spying on Amer-
ican citizens, and no matter how much I try to convince people oth-
erwise or you do, it is still going to feel that way, especially when
you are lacking so much in transparency when you don’t respond
to letters. When I find I have to show up at a hearing and get on
a subcommittee so I can ask you question as to what is going on
because my letters are ignored.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I am concerned about the feelings that you are
relating in terms of how people feel about it. That’s, I think, an im-
portant thing for us to take into account in terms of how we de-
velop a communications effort here. So I will make sure that we
will get information to you and take these concerns back to what-
ever we are doing.

[The information follows:]

On behalf of Administrator Jackson, EPA’s Region VII Administrator, Karl
Brooks, sent a letter to the Honorable Mike Johanns, dated June 11, 2012, in re-
sponse to Senator Johanns’s letter dated May 29, 2012. Enclosed with the letter

were more detailed responses to the questions in the Nebraska delegation’s May 29
letter.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. But I want to assure you, the idea here is not
to spy on law-abiding citizens. We want to make sure that like ev-
eryone else, they want to make sure that their law—law abiding
is on a level playing field. And that is, this is a very efficient way
for us to narrow where we go to on the ground to talk to land-
owners about what they are doing. If they are doing everything
right, they are not going to—there’s going to be no consequences
from this at all.

So I understand the perception issue that you are bringing up.
%)t ii helpful for me to hear the intensity of it and I will bring that

ack.

Senator JOHANNS. I am out of time, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Johanns.

Let me just make one point is that letters from my colleagues
should be responded to promptly, particularly members of the sub-
committee who have a detailed interest and knowledge of the
issues before the Agency. I would hope that that would be the norm
and that you would take that message back too.
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Mr. PERCIASEPE. Thank you very much.
STATE REVOLVING FUNDS

Senator REED. I spent my opening comments, I think rightfully,
raising serious questions about the SRF, but let me point to one
area where you are providing some, I think, necessary relief and
that is in the State Categorical Grants program.

My home State, I think, is not a lot different than other States
that our DEM, our department of environmental management, has
shrunk from 500 to 390. That is 110 jobs in a tough economy. But
more than that, it strains the capacity to do many of the things
that you have delegated the Agency to do.

Can you comment on the fiscal situation throughout the States
that, I believe, is one of the motivations for the increased funding
of State categorical grants? And further, perhaps, indicate if se-
questration takes place, what further impact that could have.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Yes, it is one of the prime motivators of that,
I point out in addition of the request to the Congress to increase
those grants. And it is, I have to admit, it is a modest amount, but
one of the things that I have been working on with the environ-
mental commissioners in my double job here, my other job is the
Deputy Administrator EPA, I have been spending a lot of time di-
rectly with State environmental commissioners through their orga-
nization, the Environmental Council of the States, which all the
States are a member of.

And we have been working on how to improve—given the fact
that all of us are constrained and we have the laws to implement
together, how do we look at this as a holistic team, so to speak?
You know, using that enterprise word again, I say the environ-
mental protection enterprise of the United States is really the
tribes, the States, and EPA together.

So how do we make that partnership work? And we are very
keen on improving their, by a relatively small amount, their finan-
cial situation, but also on how we share the work.

So when I mentioned E-Enterprise earlier, a number of the
States, due to the necessity that you've pointed out have turned to
using a more electronic transactional process with the world. Simi-
lar like what any of us might do with an airline. You know, how
do we get our tickets? How do we book a hotel room these days?
Many of us, and I don’t want to speak for everyone, but many of
us will just go online and do it.

Our transaction with our banks are getting more online and the
security systems that have been put in place, you know, we've
never translated them over to, you know, in how you can do that
in the public forum.

So some States have started to look into how to do this. Some
of them have convinced their general assemblies to provide capital
funds. You know, the Federal Government doesn’t have a capital
and operating budget. I'm used to that in my State and local expe-
rience. But the idea is you can capitalize some of these investments
over time because they pay for themselves in efficiency.

So just a neighboring State of yours, Connecticut, I think, is one
of the ones that has been doing that and we have been working
closely with them to see how they’re going about doing that.
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So we are not looking just at increasing the funds, which is very
important. But we are looking at how we work together and share
work. Can we change that dynamic? Can we improve priority set-
ting between the States and EPA so that we are not chasing every-
thing all the time? And can we come to a point where the informa-
tion flow is not redundant?

So if I am a holder of a permit, I don’t have to send my stuff to
the State and send my stuff to different parts of the State, different
parts of EPA. They can go to one place where they do their trans-
action. So much of the world has achieved this and many States
are thinking this is a way to deal with some of the constraints that
they have.

And the Congress, last session, approved the E-Manifest System
for tracking the transport of hazardous waste. I mean, we were still
using pink, blue, and yellow carbon copy paper, or actually we still
are, because we are required by law to be using paper copies. And
so all the hazardous waste that is moving around the country has
got paper following it around; millions and millions of pieces of
paper at great expense.

And so if you have ever purchased anything from virtually any
online system, you could actually, and if you use FedEx to—I am
not advertising here. I want to show that

Senator REED. UPS.

Mr. PERCIASEPE [continuing]. As an example of many. L.L. Bean
does the same thing. So you can track where your package is down
to which post office it’s in.

In fact, with some company, I should stop naming them, but I
recently ordered a vest from, I got an email that they had put the
package in my backyard. So, these systems exist, but we don’t have
them for tracking hazardous waste.

So you passed that legislation last year and that’s part of the
kind of concept that we’re talking about here. Get to the point
where we're using these modern technologies.

I go on a little about that, because I feel pretty passionately
about the relatively modest investment we’re asking by moving
funds around, because this will let us link up with the States to
be more efficient. And then the modest increase in the State fund-
ing will also help.

I should point out that the $60 million your staffs have identified
and that we’ve identified to you, also include some startup design
money for some States who don’t have, may not have the ability
to get started.

So I'm sorry for that long answer, but this is one of my highest
priorities, figuring out how we improve our working relationships
with States. The money is a piece of that, but not the only one.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Let me recognize Senator Murkowski.

PM> 5

Senator MURKOWSKI. I would like to pick up a subject that we
have had a lot of discussion on here in this Appropriations sub-
committee with our colleagues from the EPA, and that is the situa-
tion in the community of Fairbanks, Alaska with the particulate
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matter, the tightened standards for small, particular matter the
PM.,s.

I know that it is a subject that you are prepared on because we
talk about it all the time. The problem for the people of Fairbanks
is we have not been able to gain any flexibility from the EPA on
this issue, and it becomes more and more serious.

This is the second largest community in the State of Alaska. It
is probably the coldest city in America for its size. They are trying
to meet these new standards. They are working to provide some in-
centives for the residents to change out their older furnaces and
their older stoves and boilers for more efficient pieces of equipment.

We have asked the EPA to work with us in terms of timeline.
We have asked whether there might be grants available for doing
the change out.

Right now, what the Fairbanks North Star Borough is proposing
is a research program where they are looking to define whether or
not emission reductions can be achieved by doing a switch out and
effectively moving to more efficient means of heating their homes.
When it is 40-50 below zero in Fairbanks, not heating your home
is not an option.

And unfortunately, their options are really very limited. It is ei-
ther coal, it is wood, it is home heating fuel. We do not have nat-
ural gas into the community. We are trying to get there. And we
have asked EPA for leeway on this.

So the question to you this morning is whether or not you have
identified any areas where there might be some level of assistance
that the Agency can provide with the—it is about a $4.5 million
cost to the study, or the funding that we have asked for to help the
residents move from one technology to another? Whether there is
anything that can be done to provide for this.

We are now trying a firewood exchange program where home-
owners are swapping out wet wood for dry wood. You are talking
about technologies here with the chairman that leads us to greater
efficiencies.

We are going back into the Stone Age practically and telling the
people of Fairbanks, “Well, the way that you're going to deal with
your emissions is you're not going to burn wet wood. You’re going
to burn dry wood.” Well, the fact of the matter is we are burning
wood to keep warm.

So if there are no areas given the tight budget that we are deal-
ing with, you can help us with in terms of assistance.

Is the Agency looking at an extension to give the community
more time to meet the new standards before this penalty phase be-
gins in 2016? The community is working aggressively on alternate
plans, whether it is trucking natural gas from the North Slope. We
are looking at alternatives to bring gas up from the South. But we
all know that you cannot flip a switch and make it happen between
now and then. Assessing penalties on top of a community that is
already socked with high, high, high, exorbitantly high energy costs
is really not the way to go.

So what can you offer the residents of Fairbanks in terms of
some level of assurance that you are willing to work with us?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, I think that’s the key right there is to
keep working on this together. I don’t know that we have the right
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solution yet, so I can and will offer to do the continued effort to try
to see if we can get through this period.

I think, obviously, you’ve mentioned a couple of ideas in your
comments there in the long haul about natural gas and other
things like that. And I'm sure if Fairbanks wants to get to that
point.

I am not inexperienced with this issue. I heated my own home
in upstate New York with wood for 5 years with my father and
that was my job was to cut the trees. And I know that they are
wet most of the time in the winter.

So I am painfully familiar with this particular issue and want to
offer that we’ll continue working on it with you and with the State
of Alaska to see if we can come to the right place.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, Mr. Perciasepe, I appreciate that. It
doesn’t necessarily comfort me because I have received the same
assurances from Administrator Jackson. The people of Fairbanks,
it is not a short winter up there. It is a long, cold, dark, winter
and, again, when you don’t have many alternatives, you are looking
for some assistance.

I will ask then, the same thing I asked the Administrator. Sit
down with us and let’s go through some of these areas where we
don’t feel that the Agency is working with the residents. Whether
it is the issue that I raised with Fairbanks in PM,s or what I
raised in my opening statement with the solid waste incinerator
rule, and the impact that it has on a small husband-wife veterinary
clinic in Soldotna.

It seems to me in that particular instance, and I will let you ad-
dress that, but it seems to me that there should be a way to ad-
dress this administratively rather than having to assess this veteri-
nary clinic $50,000 to do an annual test to make sure that they
meet the compliance.

So I would like your assurance that you will work with us on
issues that may not be that big in terms of your Agency’s perspec-
tive, but for this community and for this small business, it is every-
thing because it is this regulation that could shut this business
down.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I do know that we have discussions going on,
on that particular rule that you are expressing the concerns that
the vet has.

I believe some of the folks from Alaska are visiting our North
Carolina office this week to talk through some of these issues, and
later, in a couple more weeks in May, we’re going to get a bunch
of other people down.

So I will make sure that the people at EPA who are doing that
work and that group of incinerator operators and some of the oth-
ers that are involved from Alaska, know that you and I have talked
about this. We would be able to talk about it a little bit more per-
haps tomorrow.

But I want to make sure that you know that we have that little
process going on. That we are going to be meeting with those folks,
and we are going to be looking under every stone to see how we
can build a path forward there, so.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, maybe we can look at our list tomor-
row then.
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Mr. PERCIASEPE. Yeah. I know that both of these answers are
more process than absolute answers, but part of our work, I think,
together is to get a process to make sure that we get to the answer.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you. Senator Begich.

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

I just have a couple of quick questions. One is on the general
issue of resource development within Alaska, maybe mining, oil
and gas, and so forth.

SEQUESTER AND PERMITTING PROCESS

But regarding the sequester and also your budget into the future,
can you give me a feeling on the impacts that you would see in re-
gards to the permitting process as well as how long it takes with
regards to these two types of impacts you have it on the budget?
And especially around these issues, as you know, our seasons are
very unique. They are not year round, in some cases of how the de-
velopments have to be set up and proposed.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, I think the—as a general matter, the way
the sequestration happened in this particular budget year is it was
spread out, you know, around. There was very little ability and we
can—I'm not trying to say one thing or another about that, to say,
“Well, we’ll do much less of that and only a little bit of this.”

Senator BEGICH. Right. You have the flexibility

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Oh, right.

Senator BEGICH [continuing]. By division within the Agency es-
sentially.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. So what we—what we’ve done is tried to miti-
gate that as much as possible, but the inevitable effect of every-
thing being a little bit less is that there will be some delays or
some choices that have to be made a little bit more than they were
without it.

So I would expect that there will be fewer inspections; that some
permits will take longer. This is the kind of stuff that—and the re-
views, and the processing of grants, and things of that nature are
all going to take a little bit longer. If you want to cumulatively say
they will all take 5 percent longer, you know, that’s one way to
think about it.

On the other side of the coin, when you don’t have enough flexi-
bility between the personnel budgets and the non-personnel budg-
ets, you end up with a situation where some of the people are going
to be not working full time. So we have a—well, they’ll be full time
employees, but they won’t hit every day because we have to fur-
lough some of them.

And at EPA, we've tried to minimize that. We've got it less than
5 percent because we were able to do some things where there was
some flexibility. So we’re now no more than 10 days of all our em-
ployees will be furloughed.

But I think that that is—we might be able to reduce that a little
bit more. We're going to look in June one more time to see if were
able to make any savings. But I think the simple answer is there’ll
be some slowing across the board.

But on issues in Alaska, I personally participate with David
Hayes, the Deputy Secretary of the Interior, who I know you guys
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are all familiar with particularly in Alaska, who’s chairing our
interagency group, and we meet frequently. We have phone calls
frequently to make sure we’re keeping our eye on the ball with the
critical and often difficult issues in Alaska——

Senator BEGICH. Right, the timetables, the seasons, and so forth,
right?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. Well, I think that—I know Senator Blunt has
a piece of legislation that I signed on to regards to flexibility with
essential employees. So I don’t know how that plays with EPA, but
I know it’s an important aspect that you have as much flexibility
as possible. Because those permits, if theyre delayed by a month
or two, it could cause, as you know, a whole season missed in de-
velopment. But I thank you for that comment.

But also I appreciate your end comment there that you’re work-
ing with Under Secretary Hayes regarding the coordinating effort.
That, to me, has been a huge plus for us in Alaska and it’s had
some ability to move some things that may be not as fast in the
past because of different agencies having debate and so forth. So
I appreciate that.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I agree that that has enabled us to resolve
issues more quickly and, you know, between all the different agen-
cies, and it’s been a very helpful process.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. Let me, if I can add one other thing,
and I was listening to your comments on kind of the E-Government
component of what you're trying to do. And it actually surprised me
a little bit, while nothing surprises me around here anymore, but
that a law requires you to keep the paper, and you had to get the
law changed in order for you to come into the 21st century.

E-GOVERNMENT

I would ask you this, and I would be very interested in working
with you on this. Sometimes I think legislative bodies have a bad
habit of wanting to legislate down to what pencil and size of pencil
you buy, and the grade, and everything. And I want to, I guess, not
just you, but other agencies, give you the flexibility especially in
order to get into the E-Government ability because without that,
you are way behind in a lot of areas.

So I would be very interested in: are there things within the leg-
islative arena that we have hamstrung you in the ability to move
into this 21st century technology? You don’t have to tell me now,
but if you could prepare something that says, you know, “Here’s
some laws that prevent us from going to electronic because we have
these three things that are in the law that requires to have things
in triplicate, and we have to have them in paper, and we have to
have certain files.”

I would be very interested in that because part of the budget
process, that’s what we’re here to do, is find ways to make you
more efficient. But if we have created some legislation that re-
quires you to—you know, like I always have this argument. This
black suitcase or briefcase I carry around, my view is always if it’s
more than what fits in there, I've got too much to file and I hon-
estly believe that. It is what I carry. That’s my file. That’s my in-
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formation. Anything more than that is way too much. So when I'm
not using technology properly.

So I would be very interested in any of that kind of issue that
you could bring forward to us.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We will follow up on that. I know it’s not just
the legislation. It’s also some of the regulations that we’ve done in
the past. Many of these laws were passed 20 years ago before peo-
ple visualized the kind of world we’re currently in.

Senator BEGICH. Right.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I don’t think it was anybody’s fault, but they
wanted to make sure that they could keep track of these things,
and so did some of the regulations EPA and other agencies did
back then.

So it requires a combination of looking to make sure there are
no legislative barriers, and I think we’ve got one of the big ones,
because I think we’ll save over $100 million a year for the regu-
lated industry when we get that implemented.

Senator BEGICH. That’s great.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. But I think it’s going to be a joint effort, I
think, between the Congress and the executive branch to look at
how we’ve constructed the systems we have, you know, maybe even
from a lean analysis look.

Senator BEGICH. Okay.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. To find those—where those sore spots would be.
So I will look at that.

Senator BEGICH. We would be very happy. I did a lot of that
when I was mayor of Anchorage where we really, you know, imple-
mented a lot of E-Government and it changed the whole way we
did business. And the customer’s much happier because the time-
table has changed in a positive way. So I'd be very anxious to work
with you. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The information follows:]

INFORMATION ON LAWS THAT PREVENT THE EPA FROM GOING ELECTRONIC
(ELECTRONIC FILING) IN CERTAIN CASES

Many of EPA’s statutes were enacted in the 1970s and 1980s when electronic
communications were much less common and submissions of all types were typically
done on paper. EPA has made great progress in moving our programs toward more
efficient and less wasteful electronic systems. For example, the vast majority of
Toxic Release Inventory reporting is now done electronically. The Agency is cur-
rently engaged in a number of rulemakings to increase electronic reporting, which
will continue to move the Agency away from systems that rely on paper submis-
sions.

Senator REED. Senator Blunt.
Senator BLUNT. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

NEW SOURCE REVIEW

I want to get to New Source Review in a minute. I did not intend
to talk about this, but Senator Johanns’s questions were particu-
larly—the answers were particularly troubling to me.

Where do you think you have the authority to fly over people’s
property and see if they are doing anything wrong?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I'm not really prepared to do some kind of legal
analysis here, Senator, but I would say that that there—the gen-
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eral authority that EPA has to inspect, to implement the laws that
the Congress has passed, and were also trying to be efficient.
We'’re trying to only, you know, use our scarce resources in places
where there appears to be some problem. And I don’t know why
that concept is difficult. I think we can understand that concept.

I think the issue which I think the Senator made it more clear
to me than I've heard before is that people who feel like they are—
they are not a problem, why are they having a, you know, some-
thing fly over their house. And so I mean I think I will

Senator BLUNT. I would think a guy from upstate New York
would understand that if you thought about it for very long.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Dairy, I lived in the dairy country.

Senator BLUNT. Exactly. My mom and dad were dairy farmers.
I understand that whole concept of the Government and you.

But now, you can’t just walk onto somebody’s property, can you,
because you think they might be doing something wrong or can
you?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I don’t know the answer to that.

Senator BLUNT. And you said it’s not like you were spying on
people.

What term would you use?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. We were looking for where there may be ani-
mals and their waste in the water. So we’re not looking at people
at all.

Senator BLUNT. So you’re spying on animals.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, we're looking to see where we would send
inspectors to see if there was a problem of water pollution. So I
don’t know that animals are what we’re spying on. We're looking
at the conditions that could be creating water quality violations.

Senator BLUNT. You know, I work for almost 6 million people. 1
am trying to figure out how many more than 5 million of them
would be concerned by this. But I think at least 5 million of them
would say, “I really don’t like the sense of that.” That the EPA can
do things that, I don’t know that law enforcement without any rea-
son can just fly around. Maybe they can.

It is troublesome to me and I do not want to use all my time on
this, but I think you should say, if I was going to sequester some-
thing at the EPA, I think I would sequester this surveillance flying
around at the top of the list. I wouldn’t want to be trying to justify
that if I couldn’t get a permit issued for somebody to do something
that creates private sector jobs, for instance. That would be my
sense.

I saw a report, just came out, from George Washington Univer-
sity that the regulatory rules from the Federal Government in
2012, by their own estimate, exceeded the cost of the entire first
term of the two preceding Presidents. That the regulatory rules in
2012, by the administration’s estimate, exceeded the cost of the
first terms of President Bush and President Clinton.

And one of those rules, this New Source Review standard. It
looks like—I don’t know how you could possibly build a coal plant.
Our State, I think we are number six in the country. We are 82
percent-or-so dependent on coal. I guess you can’t build a plant
without carbon capture storage.
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Do you believe that that is commercially feasible today, carbon
capture storage?

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Let me make sure I know which rule you're
talking about.

NEW SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

Senator BLUNT. I'm talking about the New Source Performance
Standards.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Standards for electric generating.

Senator BLUNT. Right. Exactly.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. Well, I was actually co-chair with the Depart-
ment of Energy on the carbon capture and storage report that we
did for the President.

Senator BLUNT. Oh, good. Well, you are a good guy to ask this
question.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. The simple answer is that all the pieces of that
technology exist. People use it now. People use it now for enhanced
oil recovery projects and things of that nature. But having it alto-
gether in a package has not been constructed except in demonstra-
tion projects.

We received a lot of comments on that proposal, I think 2.7 mil-
lion comments on that proposal, and that’s why we’re taking our
time to look at that, and we haven’t finalized that rule yet. We
have to continue to look at those comments and figure out some of
the issues that you’re bringing up.

But one of the things we did in that proposal is provide a long
averaging period, like 30 years, so taking into account the potential
of that type of evolution of technology.

However, we did get a lot of comment on that as well, Senator,
and I think that’s what, you know, that’s among many things that
we're looking at before we would finalize that.

Senator BLUNT. Well, it—one of the things I am sure you have
been asked to study is just the overall question of this rule that,
if the rule is promulgated it absolutely prohibits future activity in
this area?

And if carbon capture is not commercially realistic, what you are
really saying if you move forward with this rule that you have had
lots of other people comment on already, is can’t build a coal-fired
plant in the country.

Mr. PERCIASEPE. I wouldn’t make that complete conclusion be-
cause of the averaging concept that we put in there. What we have
to determine is whether or not that is a feasible approach to deal-
ing with the diversity of fuels that are out there.

So I recognize that some people view it the way you've recognized
it and we certainly got tons of comment on that. So we have to look
at the idea that if the technology’s not available now when would
it be available and how do you build that into the future? We have
to continue to work on that.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Let me recognize Senator Murkowski for any comments she has
in conclusion.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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And Mr. Perciasepe, thank you for being here this morning, try-
ing to work through some of our questions.

I do have a host of other questions that I will be submitting for
the record, everything from Keystone Pipeline, hydraulic frac-
turing, forest roads, sulfur content, greenhouse gas, powerplant
rulemaking, commercial fishing sector. I think I could probably
spend the rest of the afternoon with you, but unfortunately we do
not have the time allowed.

But one thing that I would like to just leave with you, not nec-
essarily in a question format for you this morning, but just some-
thing that I would like you and those in the Agency to consider.

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

We talk a lot around here about cost benefit analysis at times
of declining budget. It is important. We are making sure that we
get good value for the dollar. And the President has asked, he says
we want to, again, make sure that we are doing things in the right
areas.

And it was just, well, it was this month that the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce came out with a study regarding the impacts of EPA
regulations on employment within the United States. And in that
study, they found that the EPA is using what they consider to be
some overly optimistic forecasts that overstate the benefits of regu-
lation and understates their cost.

And they go through their assessment in terms of how they
reached this conclusion. They went on further to provide that the
correct approach for assessment of the overall impacts of rules with
large economy-wide costs is to calculate the impact of regulation
compliance costs through a whole economy model.

And it is something that, I think, many of us are talking about
is how do we accurately reflect the costs and the benefits?

There was an opinion piece recently in The Hill, which referred
to this. This is a gentleman, Jeff Rosen, who is the former general
counsel over at the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). And
he cites a rule that was proposed by the EPA back in 2011 that
relates to equipment that powerplants and manufacturing facilities
use to draw in water to prevent overheating.

EPA gets concerned about the impact of these water intake sys-
tems on larva or fish. So they do an assessment, EPA does an as-
sessment. They find that the rule would impose $466 million in an-
nual costs on powerplants and consumers, while the benefits would
be about a $16 million benefit. So in other words, you've got $1 of
cost for every 3 cents in fish benefits.

So then what EPA does is after they do this assessment, they
chose to mail out a survey to several thousand households asking
them to place a value on how fish and other aquatic organisms
make them feel. Now, I don’t know how you define how a fish
makes me feel, but the survey asked how much people would be
willing to save 600 million fish.

And then last summer, EPA published a notice based, in part, on
this fish survey showing that the fish benefits are now $2.2 billion
per year. This is a 14,000-percent increase over the initial estimate.

So it kind of speaks to the point that I have made that when we
talk about costs benefit and the analysis, I think it is important to
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really understand in fairness how we have arrived at these anal-
yses because it is important as we, as policymakers, make deter-
minations, try to figure out how we advance legislation that is
good, sound policy, good for the economy, good for jobs.

d so when we see things like this where it would appear that
you are truly overstating benefits based on what most of us would
suggest is a pretty flimsy survey, it casts doubt on whether or not
there is any credibility to the analysis.

So rather than putting you on the spot and saying, “Is this fair?
Should we restructure it?” I think it is something that I would ask
the Agency to look at critically. Take, not necessarily that the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce has all the answers, but again, for us in pol-
icymaking positions, you as the agencies working to move through
regulations, we want to make sure that there is good value to tax-
payers throughout all of this.

So how we do these analyses fairly, I think, is something we
should all be focused on, and I would welcome your input and that
of others within the Agency as we kind of move forward on this.
But I do appreciate you being here.

And again, I appreciate the chairman, the thoughtful way that
you not only conduct the hearings, but in getting us to the point
where we have good, thoughtful, constructive hearings.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Murkowski.

I think she makes an excellent point. These cost benefit analyses
are critical and there are some things you can measure easily, you
know, the cost to put a boiler in. There are costs and benefits that
are hard to measure because there are social costs or social bene-
fits. So I think her point is well taken as your analysis has to be
very nuanced, sophisticated, and factually based on both the cost
side and the benefit side. So I will echo that thought.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

I thank you very much, Mr. Administrator. I am sure there are
many questions that will be forthcoming. I will ask that all ques-
tions be submitted by May 1, next Wednesday, and then ask you
to respond as promptly as possible to the questions.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the agency for response subsequent to the hearing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACK REED
FERTILIZER PLANT EXPLOSION IN WEST, TEXAS

Question. What was EPA’s role in assuring safe handling and storage of the
chemicals at the facility in West, Texas that exploded on April 17, 2013?

Answer. EPA is responsible for implementing regulations and policies both under
the Clean Air Act and under the Emergency Planning and Community Right to
Know Act (EPCRA). The regulations under these laws required West Fertilizer to
prepare a Risk Management Plan (RMP) under section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act
(the Risk Management Program) and EPA regulations at 40 CFR part 68. West Fer-
tilizer was also required to report their chemical inventory to local and State offi-
cials under EPCRA sections 311 and 312. West Fertilizer did submit an RMP in
June 2011 as well as a chemical inventory form for calendar year 2012.

Under the Risk Management Program, a covered facility is required to conduct
a review of the hazards associated with covered substances, processes and proce-
dures, and then develop a prevention program and an emergency response program
addressing those hazards. The “regulated substances” are chemicals which, by vir-
tue of an accidental release to the ambient air, have the potential to cause serious
adverse effects to human health and the environment. The Risk Management Pro-
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gram is not an “all hazards” regulation. It is aimed specifically at risks arising from
the accidental release of a covered substance to the ambient air. Accordingly, ammo-
nium nitrate is not a covered substance under the Risk Management Program. West
Fertilizer did submit an RMP to EPA for the anhydrous ammonia at its facility.
This is the only chemical present at the facility for which an RMP was required.

The “Hazard Review” conducted under this process must identify opportunities for
equipment malfunction or human error (such as flood or fire), that could in turn
cause the accidental release of covered substances, as well as safeguards to prevent
the potential release, and steps to detect and monitor for a release. These require-
ments are documented in the RMP that is submitted to the EPA. A covered facility
must implement the RMP and update it every 5 years or when certain changes
occur. The EPA is responsible for implementing and overseeing this program which
includes the development and implementation of regulations and policy, providing
technical assistance, carrying out inspections and conducting enforcement at covered
facilities.

The EPA Region 6 conducted an RMP inspection at the West Chemical & Fer-
tilizer Co. on March 16, 2006. The inspector observed the processes and the equip-
ment at the facility, and reviewed the facility’s RMP and associated records. The
inspector identified the several violations, including:

—failure to update the RMP (the update due in 2004 had not been submitted),
including updating the Hazard Assessment and Hazard Review and con-
sequences of deviation in operating procedures,

—failure to properly document new operator training,

—failure to develop a formal mechanical integrity program, and

—failure to conduct compliance audits.

In accordance with the EPA approved penalty policy in place in 2006, on June
5, 2006, the Region issued a proposed Expedited Settlement Agreement (ESA) which
assessed a penalty of $2,300 to West Chemical & Fertilizer Company. The company
submitted its updated RMP on July 7, 2006 and paid the penalty. As a condition
of the ESA, the company was required to correct all deficiencies identified during
the inspection. The Agency issued the final ESA on August 14, 2006.

Sections 311 and 312 of EPCRA require facilities to submit to State and local
emergency planning authorities (but not to EPA) information on hazardous chemi-
cals on-site in order to help communities prepare for and respond to chemical acci-
dents. Ammonium nitrate is reportable (in quantities above 10,000 lbs) under this
regulation and it appears at this time that West Fertilizer had reported as required.

For each extremely hazardous chemical as listed under section 302 of EPCRA, or
each hazardous chemical (including explosives) as defined by the Occupational Safe-
ty and Health Administration (OSHA) Hazard Communication Standard at a facility
in excess of established threshold amounts, the facility must annually submit a Ma-
terial Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) and a Hazardous Chemical Inventory Form (Tier
IT form) to their State Emergency Response Commission (SERC), their Local Emer-
gency Planning Committee (LEPC) and their local fire department. The MSDS con-
tains information on chemical identification, health and physical hazard, necessary
personal protective equipment and emergency response procedures. The Tier II form
contains facility identification, chemical identification, the form of chemical present,
the amount of chemical on-site and days per year on-site, the location of the chem-
ical at the facility and the type of storage used.

As noted above, West Chemical and Fertilizer submitted Tier II forms in 2012 for
seven chemicals, including ammonium nitrate and anhydrous ammonia. This infor-
mation is designed to be used by State and local authorities for preparing for and
responding to potential accidents. Fire departments may use the information to help
them in addressing issues or compliance with fire codes and safe storage of chemi-
cals under applicable State or local laws.

Question. What regulatory authority does EPA have to limit the types or amounts
of chemicals at a facility for safety concerns compared to its Federal and State part-
ners? Please provide a detailed explanation that explains the agency’s roles and re-
sponsibilities compared to its partners.

Answer. Under the current Clean Air Act (CAA) section 112(r) Risk Management
Plan regulations at 40 CFR part 68, the EPA does not have authority to limit the
types or amounts of chemicals at a regulated facility for safety concerns.

The CAA section 112(r)(1) General Duty Clause (GDC) can require facilities to
take steps to ensure compliance with the general duty. The GDC requires facilities
to identify hazards which may result from releases using appropriate hazard assess-
ment techniques, to design and maintain a safe facility taking such steps as are nec-
essary to prevent releases, and to minimize the consequences of accidental releases
which do occur. Such steps could include limiting the type or amount of chemical
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to address unsafe conditions or hazard present at the source. The EPA’s GDC is
similar to that of OSHA in the Occupational Safety and Health Act.

CAA section 112(r)(9) authorizes the EPA to take actions to abate any “imminent
and substantial endangerment to human health or welfare or the environment be-
cause of an actual or threatened accidental release of a regulated substance.” In
such cases where such a danger exists, EPA can require facilities to limit a chemi-
cal’s presence in order to address the threat.

The EPA does not have sufficient familiarity with the regulatory authority of its
partner agencies to provide the comparative analysis requested. We respectively
defer to our partners agencies to explain the nature of the regulatory authority that
they implement.

Question. How does EPA coordinate with other Federal agencies such as the De-
partment of Homeland Security to ensure chemical facility safety and security?

Answer. On a Federal level, the EPA has an effective working relationship with
key Federal agencies involved in chemical safety, including OSHA, the Department
of Homeland Security (DHS), the Chemical Safety Board (CSB), and the U.S. De-
partment of Transportation (DOT). As part of our collaboration and coordination
with these agencies, we meet regularly or as issues arise to discuss areas of interest
in our programs and how to work together to better implement our respective pro-
grams and promote chemical safety. An example of such cooperation is the ongoing
sharing of information between the EPA and DHS and OSHA. Since the EPA com-
pleted building the RMP database, it has been available to OSHA, and they have
used it to (in part) prioritize their inspections. Since the advent of the Chemical Fa-
cility Anti-Terrorism Standard (CFATS), the EPA has made our RMP facility data-
base available to DHS, and continues to do so.

In addition, on August, 1, 2013, the President issued Executive Order (EO) 13650
establishing a Chemical Facility Safety and Security Working Group and setting
forth additional actions to be taken by the Federal Government in an effort to fur-
ther improve the safety and security of chemical facilities and reduce the risks of
hazardous chemicals to workers and communities. The Executive Order calls upon
Federal agencies to initiate innovative approaches for working together on a broad
range of activities, such as identification of high-risk facilities, inspections, enforce-
ment, and incident investigation and follow up. Additionally, Federal agencies are
specifically directed to modernize the collection and sharing of chemical facility in-
formation to maximize the effectiveness of risk reduction efforts and reduce duplica-
tive efforts. EPA will co-chair the working group and has taken steps toward compli-
ance with the EO. For example, EPA, OSHA, and DHS have deployed the regional
pilot program that will validate best practices and test innovative new methods for
Federal interagency collaboration on information collection and utilization, inspec-
tion planning, and stakeholder outreach.

Question. Risk management plans describe the ways in which a facility reduces
the likelihood of accidental releases of extremely hazardous substances and their
plans for dealing with any accidental releases which may occur. Please describe the
enforcement responsibilities of the agency’s Risk Management Plan.

Answer. The RMP is a summary of the facility’s risk management program and
is to be submitted to the EPA. In general, the RMP submitted by most facilities in-
cludes the following: executive summary; registration information; off-site con-
sequence analysis; 5-year accident history; prevention program; and emergency re-
sponse program.

Owners or operators of a facility with more than a threshold quantity of a regu-
lated substance in a process, as determined under 40 CFR section 68.115, must sub-
mit an RMP no later than the latest of the following dates: 3 years after the date
on which a substance is first listed under 40 CFR section 68.130; or the date on
which a regulated substance is first present in a process above a threshold quantity.
The RMP must be reviewed and updated at least once every 5 years from the date
of a facility’s latest submission.

RMP inspections ensure compliance with the Risk Management Program, and
these inspections can lead directly to enforcement actions for regulatory violations
as they involve on-site verification activities. Most EPA oversight and enforcement
of CAA section 112(r) and 40 CFR part 68 involve inspections.

EPA takes enforcement actions against facilities that fail to submit an RMP and
those that fail to comply with the other part 68 requirements. For example, if there
is evidence of a facility’s failure to perform an initial process hazard analysis on cov-
ered processes (40 CFR section 68.67) and failure to train an employee involved in
operating a covered process (40 CFR section 68.71) then EPA could (and does) take
an enforcement action to assess penalties and obtain compliance for both violations.
If a facility has not submitted an RMP but has a chemical accident prevention pro-
gram in place which satisfies the specific part 68 requirements, a single count for



40

failing to file an RMP may be appropriate. See Combined Enforcement Policy for
Clean Air Act 112(r)(1), 112(r)(7), and 40 CFR part 68, dated June 2012. (http://
www.epa.gov/enforcement/air/documents/policies/gdc/112rcep062012.pdf)

Question. How much funding has been provided for the Risk Management pro-
gram in fiscal year 2013, and how much funding is requested in the fiscal year 2014
budget request?

Answer. The agency Risk Management program resource level in the fiscal year
2013 Enacted Operating Plan is $12.2 million (including a $655,000 reduction for
sequester) and $14.1 million in the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget request. This
includes a $0.8 million increase to support additional high-risk chemical facility in-
spections. The request will enable EPA to conduct 460 RMP inspections in fiscal
year 2014. Of these inspections, 34 percent will be conducted at high-risk facilities.

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

Question. What is the rationale behind eliminating a centralized environmental
education program, and what benefit does the administration expect to achieve?
Please explain how EPA plans to effectively manage environmental education grants
if they are spread across EPA programs rather than centrally coordinated.

Answer. Eliminating the centralized Environmental Education (EE) program al-
lows the Agency to better integrate environmental education activities into existing
Agency programs under a streamlined and coordinated approach. The EPA remains
committed to environmental education and outreach and will continue to ensure
that all of the EPA’s content and information is available to students, educators and
communities.

In fiscal year 2014, the EPA will employ an intra-agency approach to environ-
mental education grant making which will allow the Agency to leverage existing
full-time equivalent (FTE) and grant management resources. This intra-agency co-
ordination will maximize reduced resources and afford additional programming that
has a greater impact on 21st century EE needs. By integrating EE into all of our
program offices via funds and support from the Office of External Affairs, we are
confident that the EPA’s work in educating the American public will continue in a
more effective way than previously structured.

For the past 3 fiscal years the EPA’s EE grant program has been aligned with
the agency priorities in air, water, solid waste, toxic substances and expanding the
conversation on environmentalism. These are many of the same programs that have
existing EPA authorities that enable the EPA to perform the new environmental
grant and outreach approach. These authorities include: Clean Air Act; Clean Water
Act; Solid Waste Disposal Act; Safe Drinking Water Act; Toxic Substances Control
Act; Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act.

SOUTHEAST NEW ENGLAND COASTAL WATERSHED RESTORATION PROGRAM

Question. What progress does EPA expect to make on the Southeast New England
Coastal Watershed Restoration initiative in the current fiscal year?

Answer. In fiscal year 2013, the EPA expects to build on the progress made over
the past year, bringing together a variety of stakeholders for the restoration of
coastal southeast New England waters. The EPA has met extensively with Federal
and State agencies as well as key stakeholders and the two local National Estuary
Programs (Narragansett and Buzzards Bay) across Rhode Island and Massachu-
setts. Response has been positive, with a specific desire to devise a collective ap-
proach to advance key habitat and water quality restoration priorities, particularly
in work that helps achieve both objectives. Key progress and activities to date are
summarized below.

The EPA facilitated sessions of a broadly composed working group drawn from
Partnership members to: Develop a vision statement, draft restoration framework,
and explore organizational options for sustaining implementation over the long-
term; analyze approaches to regional-scale restoration that merges both habitat and
water quality objectives, with a specific focus initially on nutrients; and identify
gaps in existing programs and highlight potential opportunities for on-the-ground
restoration projects.

The EPA provided staff analytical support to: Inventory and assess existing res-
toration efforts; analyze and present models of other successful regional programs
as possible frameworks/strategies for regional restoration; begin development of res-
toration metrics; and partner with the Massachusetts Clean Energy Foundation to
support an RFP element seeking innovative solutions for cheaper and more effective
denitrifying septic systems.

Question. How much funding does EPA expect the program to receive in fiscal
year 2013, and how will these funds specifically be used to support the program?
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Answer. The EPA proposes to formalize the establishment of the Southeast New
England Coastal Watershed Restoration Program in fiscal year 2014 by including
a $2 million budget request. In fiscal year 2013, the EPA is preparing for this new
program through the Surface Water Protection and National Estuary Program
budgets, but has not dedicated additional funding for activities beyond those con-
ducted under the NEP and for other watershed efforts. These activities include:
hosting Southeast New England Coastal Watershed Restoration Partnership meet-
ings; development of a restoration framework and criteria as well as organizational
and communication materials in preparation for the initiative.

Question. What activities does EPA plan to carry out with the $2 million included
for this initiative in the fiscal year 2014 budget request?

Answer. The EPA plans to work with the newly formed Southeast New England
Coastal Watershed Restoration Partnership to restore the ecological health of south-
east New England’s estuaries, watersheds, and coastal waters by funding large
projects to restore physical processes, improve water quality, and restore key habi-
tat. The initial focus will be on nutrients and habitat, as well as nonpoint source
and stormwater pollution. This initiative will adopt a holistic, systems-based ap-
proach to restoration by incorporating a variety of integrated management ap-
proaches that address the region’s broad set of stressors and disturbances. We will
work closely with the Narragansett Bay and Buzzards Bay National Estuary Pro-
grams as well as active groups on Cape Cod.

BEACHES PROTECTION CATEGORICAL GRANTS

Question. What is the justification for eliminating the Beaches Protection Categor-
ical grant program?

Answer. EPA’s proposal to eliminate the Beach Grant Program is a product of the
hard choices the agency had to make in light of the difficult fiscal situation we face.
This is especially acute in light of the significant cuts imposed on the agency by se-
questration. In fiscal year 2013, EPA reviewed its programs for areas where any po-
tential efficiencies and streamlining can yield savings. The Agency is proposing to
eliminate certain mature program activities that are well established, well under-
stood, and where there is the possibility of maintaining some of the human health
benefits through implementation at the State and local levels. EPA’s beach program
has provided important guidance and significant funding to successfully support
State and local governments in establishing their own programs. However, States
(including territories and tribes) and local governments now have the technical ex-
pertise to continue beach monitoring as a result of the technical guidance and more
than $110 million in financial support the EPA has provided over the last decade
through the beach program.

Question. What assurance does the Committee have that these programs will be
maintained by other funding sources if Federal grants are eliminated?

Answer. Beach monitoring continues to be important to protect human health.
States will determine, based on resources and priorities, whether and to what extent
to continue beach monitoring within the context of their broader water quality moni-
toring program. Under Clean Water Act section 106, grant-eligible States are ex-
pected to have a monitoring program consistent with EPA’s guidance on elements
of a monitoring program. Recreational uses are included in the guidance.

E-ENTERPRISE INITIATIVE

Question. The budget requests $60 million for E-Enterprise. Is the proposed E-
Enterprise initiative a one-time investment, or a multi-year investment?

Answer. E-Enterprise for the Environment is a major effort to transform and mod-
ernize how EPA and its partners conduct business. It is a joint initiative of States
and EPA to improve environmental outcomes and dramatically enhance service to
the regulated community and the public by maximizing the use of advanced moni-
toring and information technologies, optimizing operations, and increasing trans-
parency. An initiative of this scale will require multiple years of planning, imple-
mentation, and investments that will allow us to reduce future costs for regulated
entities and the States while giving the public access to comprehensive, timely data
about the environment.

E-Enterprise includes a number of complex and simultaneous projects, including
streamlining regulations, enhancing data systems, expanding public transparency,
and improving collaboration among EPA and the States. For example, it will involve
the creation of an electronic interactive “portal” for the regulated community to do
things like apply for EPA and State permits, access information on their permit sta-
tus, submit compliance information to States and EPA, and receive compliance as-
sistance from environmental agencies. The portal will also result in greater sharing
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of data on environmental conditions with the public, thereby empowering commu-
nities to help solve their own pollution problems. In addition, the initiative will ex-
plore the use of advanced monitoring technologies that could provide more accurate,
timely and reliable environmental data about environmental conditions and specific
pollutant discharges. Under E-Enterprise, environmental agencies will also make e-
reporting the “new normal” in environmental regulations, thereby significantly re-
ducing paper reporting and reaping major benefits in terms of cost savings for in-
dustry and for the EPA and States and the availability of timely, more accurate in-
formation. In order to achieve these benefits, significant investment will be needed
in IT systems, process changes, monitoring equipment, and rule design for EPA and
its State partners. If EPA receives its full request for E-Enterprise funding in fiscal
year 2014, the Agency projects that funding needs would span approximately a 5-
year timeframe.

Question. If it is a phased approach, how many years does EPA expect to request
funding for this initiative and what will be the total cost of the initiative?

Answer. EPA will be phasing this initiative, and EPA expects to request funding
over multiple years. The total cost of the initiative has not yet been determined as
EPA needs to complete formal analysis of the projects and how they will be imple-
mented over the next few years. EPA is also collaborating closely with its State
partners through the Environmental Council of States (ECOS), and State input will
be critical in completing a full plan for E-Enterprise phasing. EPA and ECOS expect
to complete a full plan for E-Enterprise phasing in fiscal year 2014. If EPA receives
its full request for E-Enterprise funding in fiscal year 2014, the Agency projects that
funding needs would span approximately a 5-year timeframe.

Question. The budget request discusses the potential cost savings that the regu-
lated community will realize through electronic reporting. If funded in fiscal year
2014, when will the initiative be fully operational?

Answer. The initiative consists of a series of interconnected projects. Some
projects will be completed sooner, such as shared tools for validating electronic re-
porting. Other projects will take longer to be fully operational, such as NPDES elec-
tronic reporting and electronic manifests for hazardous waste. EPA has not yet pro-
jected a fixed date for when the entire initiative will be fully operational, but EPA
projects that the initiative will span approximately a 5-year timeframe (depending
on availability of funding) and some components should be operational in the fiscal
year 2014 to fiscal year 2015 timeframe, and that initial cost savings could begin
to be realized after these components are operational.

BROWNFIELDS PROJECTS

Question. EPA is proposing to reduce the brownfields projects funding by 10 per-
cent, yet at the same time it increases the operating program for brownfields by 10
percent ($2.4 million). What is the explanation for why EPA is cutting the
brownfields projects program but at the same time increasing operating costs?

Answer. The Agency’s fiscal year 2014 request for brownfields program related
costs provides critically needed funding to support the successful and timely selec-
tion and funding of annual brownfields grant competition awards; manage existing
and future brownfields 104(k) and 128(a) grants; increase technical assistance and
outreach activities for local communities, States, and other brownfield stakeholders;
and improve the collection of program data to assess and identify the most efficient
and effective use brownfields grant funds.

RADON GRANTS

Question. Last year, EPA, along with the American Association of Radon Sci-
entists and Technologists and the Conference of Radon Control Program Directors
conducted an assessment to determine the needs of State radon programs if State
Indoor Radon Grants were eliminated. Twenty-three States reported that they will
have to eliminate their radon programs. Based on these results, why did EPA decide
to eliminate this important grant program?

Answer. The State Indoor Radon Grants (SIRG) program was established by Con-
gress to fund the development of States’ capacity to raise awareness about radon
risks and promote public health protection by reducing exposure to indoor radon
gas. After 23 years in existence, the radon grant program has succeeded in estab-
lishing States’ capacity to raise awareness about radon risks and promote public
health protection by reducing exposure to indoor radon gas. Also, given the current
budget climate, eliminating the SIRG program is an example of the hard choices the
Agency has had to make. The elimination of SIRG funding in fiscal year 2014 will
mean that EPA will no longer subsidize State radon programs (and local programs
with whom they collaborate) as they continue their efforts to reduce the public
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health risks of radon. Instead, the States will need to target their remaining re-
sources to continue radon-related activities, such as training real estate and con-
struction professionals; adopting building codes; and conducting outreach and edu-
cation programs. To better target resources at the Federal level, EPA will imple-
ment the Federal Radon Action Plan, a multi-year, multi-agency strategy for reduc-
ing the risk from radon exposure by leveraging existing Federal housing programs
and more efficiently implementing radon-related activities to have a greater impact
on public health.

SEQUESTRATION

Question. Thirteen percent of EPA’s budget is grants that go to the States so that
they can implement their pollution control programs, and sequestration impacts
those programs too. What effect will a 5 percent cut to the categorical grants have
on the State agencies?

Answer. It should be noted that approximately 43 percent of the EPA budget is
appropriated as grants to States and tribes (STAG); categorical grants comprise ap-
proximately 13 percent of the EPA budget.

With that said, sequestration will reduce funding for activities that positively im-
pact our communities, the health of our families, and the economic vitality of key
industries by reducing categorical grant funding by $54.6 million from fiscal year
2012. For example:

STAG.—The STAG appropriation funds States directly for environmental initia-
tives and programs. The reductions due to sequestration will impact States’ ability
to perform technical assistance to small systems in need, conduct sanitary surveys,
achieve drinking water compliance targets and short-term annual numerical goals
for reducing nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment loads.

PWSS.—This grant funding enables States to target and support small systems
that pursue effective compliance strategies, including identifying appropriate treat-
ment technologies, alternative sources of water, consolidation options, and sources
of funding. A cut of this magnitude will impact the States’ ability to oversee and
ensure that public water systems, especially small systems, provide safe, reliable
drinking water to their customers. Small systems alone account for over 9,000
health based violations which have nearly doubled since 2002.

Section 319 Grants.—This funding helps States meet Clean Water Act require-
ments for nonpoint source pollution. This reduction would eliminate approximately
45 nonpoint source projects throughout the United States. The reduced funding for
projects will impact States’ ability to achieve goals for reducing nitrogen, phos-
phorus, and sediment loads.

State and Local Air Quality.—States depend on EPA funding for air monitoring
sites that provide vital information to citizens with respiratory and cardiac diseases
trying to avoid the harmful impacts of air pollution. In considering where to take
the reductions, EPA has been looking at several different options to minimize the
impact on States. Among these options, EPA is looking at potential flexibilities
across its suite of monitoring programs. For example, with Phase I of the NO, near-
road monitoring rollout now complete, EPA is exploring extending the implementa-
tion of Phase 2. Additionally, EPA is considering deferring spending on replacement
of monitoring equipment, data analysis, and methods development.

Categorical Grant Brownfields.—States utilize EPA funding to establish core ca-
pabilities and enhance their brownfields response programs which include activities
such as oversight of site cleanups. This reduction will result in existing grantees ex-
periencing reductions in their fiscal year 2012 allocation in order to accommodate
new applicants (on average, EPA receives seven new requests a year from eligible
tribes and/or territories). The reduction will also result in State and local staff re-
ductions that would decrease the number of properties that could be overseen by
Voluntary Cleanup Programs by nearly 600 properties a year.

Lead Program.—Lead-Based Paint STAG funds support authorized States and
tribes in their ability to implement training and certification programs for lead-
based paint abatement and renovation, which are key efforts in the goal of reducing
the prevalence of childhood lead poisoning. Impacts caused by sequestration could
include a decrease in the ability to perform compliance assistance to the regulated
community as well as certification of firms and accreditation of training providers.
Reductions could also impact EPA’s ability to implement the program in the 37
States where EPA operates the renovation program and in the 11 States where EPA
operates the abatement program.

Pesticides Program Implementation.—This funding helps States and tribes ensure
that pesticide regulatory decisions made at the national level are translated into re-
sults at the local level; since responsibility for ensuring proper pesticide use is in
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large part delegated to States and tribes, this funding is critical. Reduced funding
will result in a proportional reduction of activities by State and tribal program staff.
For example, funding reductions will cause reduced worker protection training; re-
duced monitoring, evaluation, and response for pesticides in local water resources;
fewer programs to help identify, respond to, and prevent pesticide poisoning; and
reduced outreach on the safe handling and use of pesticides.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Question. In 2010, Congress directed EPA to initiate a multi-year study on poten-
tial impacts of hydraulic fracturing on drinking water resources. Where is EPA in
this process?

Answer. In 2011, EPA released the Final Plan to Study the Potential Impacts of
Hydraulic Fracturing on Drinking Water Resources. The study plan reflects exten-
sive input from the EPA’s Science Advisory Board (SAB); industry; environmental
and public health groups; States; tribes; and communities. EPA released a Progress
Report in December 2012 that provides an update of the ongoing research.

In March 2013, the EPA’s independent SAB announced the formation of its Hy-
draulic Fracturing Research Advisory panel. In May, EPA received input from indi-
vidual panel members on EPA’s ongoing research to inform the report of results.
EPA expects to release the draft report of results of the Study of the Potential Im-
pacts of Hydraulic Fracturing on Drinking Water Resources for external peer review
in late calendar year 2014.

Question. Is the Agency on track to issue a final report next year?

Answer. The EPA expects to release the draft report of results of the Study of
the Potential Impacts of Hydraulic Fracturing on Drinking Water Resources for ex-
ternal peer review in late calendar year 2014.

Question. Last year, EPA signed an MOU with the Department of Energy and the
U.S. Geological Survey to coordinate and align current and future hydraulic frac-
turing research. What progress and coordination have been made since then?

Answer. The Tri-Agency Research Plan is still under development. The work to
date to develop the plan has been very helpful in both coordinating the research ef-
forts of the three agencies and developing the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget
request.

The EPA, the Department of Energy (DOE), and the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) routinely exchange information regarding ongoing research, including plans
and progress. Exchanges among the principal investigators, in addition to high level
discussions, help to assure that scientific details about the work is shared and can
be used to help inform work underway by others.

DOE’s National Energy Technology Laboratory recently briefed the EPA on the
progress of their work in hydraulic fracturing. Reciprocal meetings will be held soon.
USGS briefed the EPA on their work in seismicity. DOE and USGS are among those
participating in the EPA’s technical workshops, in which they engage in information
exchange regarding research both with the EPA and the other participants.

Question. EPA is also proposing to do more hydraulic fracturing research in the
area of air and water quality. What additional information does EPA hope to learn
from this research and what is the timeline to complete this research?

Answer. The EPA will study air emissions from Unconventional Oil and Gas
(UOG) operations, including hydraulic fracturing, particularly the composition and
rates of emissions from key sources (e.g., wastewater handling operations, and emis-
sions during completion and production from wells that have been hydraulically
fractured) and possible preliminary dispersion modeling and/or ambient measure-
ments to verify source emissions data.

Building upon knowledge obtained from the Drinking Water Study, the EPA will
work to better characterize the composition of wastewater and wastewater treat-
ment residuals, including solids, as well as develop an approach to define and evalu-
ate the potential area of impact around horizontal wells from UOG operations, in-
cluding hydraulic fracturing, across the United States.

At this time, we do not expect that the air and water quality research will cul-
minate in a report like the multi-year study on potential impacts of hydraulic frac-
turing on drinking water resources. There is not a specific deadline when the re-
search will be completed.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ToM UDALL
STATE REVOLVING FUNDS

Question. 1 heard Senator Reed comment on the disappointment in cuts to the
Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds. I'd like to echo that dis-
appointment.

This program provides critical funding to States to invest in water infrastructure
and protect clean water. In New Mexico we are looking at cuts of over 50 percent
in terms from 2012 to 2014.

I won’t reiterate many of the concerns that have already been raised, but I'd like
to point out a related problem that is brewing for New Mexico . . . flooding and
polluted stormwater.

We are experiencing record droughts in New Mexico, but when the rain comes,
it can come in the form of heavy floods and monsoons. Stormwater is a major water
quality problem, especially when the water flows over burned areas or overwhelms
treatment plants.

I'm currently circulating a discussion draft of legislation to spur innovative
stormwater solutions—sometimes called “green infrastructure” since it minimizes
the use of expensive steel and concrete. This bill supports cost-effective approaches
that many communities are already integrating into their water management plans
such as porous pavement, flood detention areas, and other designs that can help re-
charge acquifers, rather than just send floods downstream.

Does EPA believe that States like New Mexico need more help with water treat-
ment infrastructure to meet Federal standards—and are these innovations a way
to reduce costs?

Answer. EPA understands that many State and local governments face challenges
improving their water infrastructure to meet water quality objectives. The Agency
supports green infrastructure as a cost-effective solution to reduce stormwater pollu-
tion and help control the impacts of localized flooding. Many communities have al-
ready demonstrated that by using green infrastructure to reduce the stormwater
flows going into their sewer systems or further downstream, they can avoid more
costly gray infrastructure investments and save money. Communities have also rec-
ognized that green infrastructure can provide multiple environmental and commu-
nity benefits, making it an attractive investment option.

MINE SCREENING

Question. I understand from the budget justifications that the EPA has a goal of
completing 93,400 assessments by 2015 at potential hazardous waste sites to deter-
mine if they warrant more analysis and remediation. It is also my understanding
that in recent years much of this screening was uranium mine assessments, includ-
ing surveys of 521 mines in the Navajo Nation.

Additionally, EPA Region 6 continues to conduct screenings of mines throughout
New Mexico. According to the EPA budget justification, the President’s budget could
fund 700 new screenings.

NDo ygu expect a portion of these will be carried out in New Mexico and the Navajo
ation?

Answer. About 20 percent of the remedial assessments in fiscal year 2011 and fis-
cal year 2012 took place at abandoned uranium mines (AUM). Most of these AUM
assessments were conducted as part of EPA Region 9’s initial Five Year Plan to ad-
dress uranium contamination on the Navajo Nation that ended in 2012. EPA’s esti-
mate of 700 total remedial assessments in fiscal year 2014 applies to all site types
and includes 3 assessments at non-Navajo Nation sites in New Mexico (two of the
three are AUM sites) and 2 assessments at Navajo Nation AUM sites. EPA is cur-
rently working with DOI and DOE and the Navajo Nation to develop a second 5-
year plan to address impacts from abandoned uranium mines. This plan will set
goals for additional, more detailed assessments of uranium mines on the Navajo
Reservation.

Question. Does the EPA have a clear picture of the number of abandoned mine
sites that continue to need screening throughout New Mexico and the Navajo Na-
tion?

Answer. EPA estimates about 60 AUMs in New Mexico and two AUMs on the
Navajo Nation still require further Superfund remedial assessment. EPA expects to
determine if additional AUMs on the Navajo Nation require more detailed assess-
ment as part of the 5-year plan currently under development.

Question. Given the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget trajectory, would EPA be
able to meet its goal of completing 93,400 assessments at potential hazardous waste
sites by 2015?
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Answer. EPA expects to meets its goal of completing 93,400 assessments at poten-
tial hazardous waste sites by 2015 based on completed assessments and planned fu-
ture assessments.

Question. Could you estimate what percentage of the abandoned uranium mine
sites throughout the country will be screened when the EPA completes 93,400 as-
sessments?

Answer. EPA’s Strategic Plan includes a goal of completing a total of 93,400 reme-
dial assessments at potential hazardous waste sites by 2015 since the inception of
Superfund. While a portion of these assessments were at abandoned uranium mine
sites, EPA has not determined the total number of abandoned uranium mines that
need to be screened by the Superfund program. EPA expects the inventory of AUMs
being developed by the DOE in coordination with EPA and Federal land manage-
ment agencies may provide useful information in this regard. The inventory is
planned for completion in July 2014.

SUPERFUND BUDGET

Question. There are several Superfund sites in New Mexico and the Navajo Na-
tion that I am very concerned about, including the North East Churchrock site and
associated United Nuclear Corporation Superfund Site, and the Jackpile Mine lo-
cated on the Pueblo of Laguna to name a few. It is my understanding that the Presi-
dent has proposed a $33 million cut from fiscal year 2012 enacted levels for the
overall Superfund budget, and it appears that this cut is specifically being taken
out of the cleanup account which was enacted in fiscal year 2012 at $796 million,
but the President is now proposing $762 million.

Could you explain for the committee this reduction in Superfund cleanup funds?

Answer. The Superfund program’s top priority remains protecting the American
public by reducing risk to human health and the environment. While continuing to
rely on the Agency’s Enforcement First approach to encourage potentially respon-
sible parties to conduct and/or pay for cleanups, the Remedial program will continue
to focus on completing ongoing projects and maximizing the use of site-specific spe-
cial account resources. The Agency will also continue to place a priority on achieving
its goals for the two key environmental indicators, Human Exposure Under Control
(HEUC) and Groundwater Migration Under Control (GMUC).

Many Federal programs have undergone substantial reductions in the past few
years to help address national budget deficits. The President has had to make dif-
ficult choices with regard to funding EPA programs, including the Superfund clean-
up program. The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget request for the Superfund Re-
medial program represents a $26 million reduction from the fiscal year 2012 enacted
level. Primarily because of a fiscal year 2013 sequestration reduction of $22 million,
the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget request for the Superfund Remedial program
would represent a $32 million increase from the fiscal year 2013 enacted level. The
scope of the reductions to the program is having effects on program performance
throughout the cleanup pipeline leading to a reduction in EPA’s ability to fund re-
medial investigation/feasibility studies (RI/FSs), remedial designs (RDs), remedial
actions (RAs) and ongoing long-term response actions. Based on current planning
data the number of EPA-financed construction (remedial action) projects that will
not be funded could be as high as 40-45 by the end of fiscal year 2014.

Question. Has the need for cleanup dollars decreased?

Answer. No. The need for the cleanup dollars has not decreased as the program
continues to address a large ongoing project workload and has unfunded projects
ready to start. As referenced in the answer to the question above, the President’s
budget reflects difficult choices with regard to funding EPA programs, including the
Superfund cleanup program.

Question. How will these cuts impact efforts to complete Superfund cleanup
throughout New Mexico?

Answer. New Mexico currently has 14 sites on the final NPL, 4 sites deleted from
the NPL, and 1 site (Jackpile-Paguate Uranium Mine) proposed for listing on the
NPL. EPA is currently responding to extensive comments on the proposed rule to
add Jackpile-Paguate Uranium Mine to the NPL with a final listing decision antici-
pated in fiscal year 2014.

Of the 14 final NPL sites, 11 sites are designated as construction complete. The
three sites that are not “construction complete” include MolyCorp, Inc., Eagle Picher
Carefree Battery, and McGaffey and Main Groundwater Plume. The McGaffey and
Main site has ongoing EPA-funded remedial action work occurring. A new EPA-
funded remedial action construction project at the site that is anticipated to be
ready for funding this fiscal year may not be able to start work given the limited
resources available for new construction projects nationwide. There is anticipated to
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be as many as 25 unfunded construction projects by the end of fiscal year 2013 and
as many as 40 to 45 unfunded construction projects by the end of fiscal year 2014.
Although Agency funding may not be available in fiscal year 2013 to start a new
construction project at the site, all current human exposures are under control. EPA
continues to seek out all available funds for construction projects ready to start
work and a final decision on any funding available for new construction projects will
be made later in the fiscal year. Cleanup at the MolyCorp, Inc. and Eagle Picher
Carefree Battery sites are being conducted by potentially responsible parties with
EPA enforcement oversight. Similarly, the work at the North East Church Rock site
and the related United Nuclear Corporation NPL site is being conducted by a poten-
tially responsible party with EPA oversight.

RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

Question. Perhaps the most cost effective way of addressing funding of cleanup
of mine, mill, and other contaminated sites is by identifying responsible parties. In
considering mine and mill sites in the Navajo Nation alone, it is my understanding
that principal responsible parties have been found for 74 mine sites, but that no re-
sponsible party has been identified for approximately 450 other sites.

Could you share with the committee what the EPA is doing to identify responsible
parties, and the potential impact identification of such parties would have on budg-
ets and the EPA’s ability to complete remediation of sites?

Answer. Actions taken to identify responsible parties.—Since all of the contami-
nated mining sites on the Navajo Reservation are abandoned, EPA conducted inves-
tigations to try to identify the parties that owned or operated those sites in the past.
EPA is committed to an “enforcement first” approach that maximizes the participa-
tion of liable and viable parties in performing and paying for Superfund cleanups.
As an initial step in our investigation, the EPA sent CERCLA 104(e) letters request-
ing information about potential liability to 10 companies that had been previously
identified as having mined uranium on the Navajo Nation. The EPA used the infor-
mation provided to identify Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for mines posing
the highest risks. Prior to initiating extensive research, the EPA and Navajo Nation
EPA (NNEPA) worked together to identify mines that both agencies agreed posed
the greatest risk to human health and the environment.

To date, EPA has notified potentially responsible parties of liability for 74 mines
on the Navajo Reservation, including:

IDENTIFIED PRPS

No.

Potentially Responsible Party Mine
Claims
Tronox Incorporated 49
KinderMorgan, Inc. (EI Paso Natural Gas Company) 20
Western Nuclear, Inc./Freeport-McMoRan Copper and Gold, Inc 2
United Nuclear Corporation/General Electric 1
Chevron U.S.A. Inc 1
Rio Algom Mining LLC 1
Total Number of Mine Claims With Identified PRP 74

The other 449 mine sites are being evaluated for human health risk, and EPA
is conducting searches for PRPs at mine sites as we determine that they require
CERCLA response actions.

Potential impact identification of such parties would have on budgets and the
EPA’s ability to complete remediation of sites—The EPA is continuing to pursue an
enforcement-first policy, and will continue to conduct searches for PRPs at aban-
doned uranium mines on the Navajo Reservation. Identification of PRPs for aban-
doned mines on the Navajo Reservation is essential in order to provide additional
resources for EPA to conduct further investigations and clean up at mines.

Impacts on EPA’s budget and ability to complete remediation of sites cannot be
reasonably estimated at this time as much of this work is dependent upon ongoing
studies and assessments. However, in general, uranium mining site cleanup costs
have historically been very expensive, in the range of tens of millions of dollars or
more per mine. To date, PRPs have spent over $17 million to carry out site-specific
CERCLA response actions at abandoned mines on the Navajo Reservation. In addi-
tion, EPA has collected more than $11 million pursuant to settlements with PRPs.
The use of these resources is taken into consideration during the annual budget for-
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mulation process. Both Superfund special account resources and appropriated re-
sources are critical to the Superfund program, and the Agency will continue to sub-
mit resource requirements on an annual basis through the budget formulation proc-
ess for congressional consideration. Congressionally appropriated resources will then
be allocated by the Agency to projects and activities based upon future project plans
and program funding prioritization guidelines, including available resources from
settlements with PRPs.

EPA maintains a strong partnership with the Navajo Nation and, since 1994, the
Superfund program has provided technical assistance and funding to assess poten-
tially contaminated sites and develop a response. EPA is currently working with the
Department of Energy, other Federal agencies, and the Navajo Nation to develop
a second 5-year plan to address impacts from abandoned uranium mines. This plan
will continue to build on our efforts of conducting associated responsible party en-
forcement and set goals for additional CERCLA response actions. EPA is committed
to continue working with the Navajo Nation to reduce the health and environmental
risks and to finding long-term solutions to address the remaining issues related to
contamination due to abandoned mines on the Navajo Reservation.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI
KEYSTONE PIPELINE

Question. On Monday, the last day for public comment, EPA concluded that the
State Department’s latest review of the Keystone pipeline project contains “insuffi-
cient information” on several fronts, including greenhouse gas emissions, alternative
routes and the consequences of a potential spill of diluted bitumen. In 2010 and
2011, the EPA criticized the State Department’s first two environmental reviews of
the project on similar grounds. Now you've found a problem with the most recent
Supplemental EIS.

Can you explain what additional information needs to be collected at this point?
The State Department received very similar criticisms from you before and you say
they still didn’t get it right.

Answer. The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) comment letter outlines
a number of areas where we believe additional information will improve the anal-
ysis, including: pipeline safety, alternatives, and community impacts. The EPA also
recommended strengthening the economic market analysis given that its findings
are key to the Supplemental EIS’s conclusions regarding the project’s potential
greenhouse gas emissions impacts.

Question. Is this simply just a pretext for more delay?

Answer. No, we do not believe that collecting the additional information will be
time consuming, and the additional information will be important to inform Federal
decision makers and the public about the potential environmental impacts of the
project.

Question. Can you explain what the process is going forward with respect to re-
view of public comments and the timeline for a final decision on the pipeline?

Answer. The Department of State (DOS) is currently reviewing public comments
received on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and is
working to address those comments in the Final EIS. As a cooperating agency, the
EPA is working with the DOS to address comments in the Final EIS; DOS is re-
sponsible for the Final EIS’s preparation schedule. Once the Final EIS is issued, the
DOS will begin its 90-day National Interest Determination process, which will
weigh factors such as economics and energy security in addition to environmental
impacts, and make a decision on whether to issue a permit for Keystone XL’s bound-
ary crossing.

Question. Does the EPA have any plans to invoke its authority under the National
Environmental Policy Act to object to the project and elevate an interagency dispute
to the White House Council on Environmental Quality?

Answer. The EPA is a cooperating agency in the development of the EIS, and we
are committed to working with the DOS to prepare a document that informs deci-
sion makers and the public.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Question. Your budget requests $8 million to continue work on the hydraulic frac-
turing study that was requested by Congress in fiscal year 2010. However, there are
a number of issues being raised with the methodology that the EPA is using to con-
duct the nationwide study. For example, my understanding is that the agency is
starting its analysis with “retrospective” sites. These are locations where fracking
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has already occurred for years, potentially along with many other activities. “Pro-
spective” sites, where fracking will be studied from its beginning won’t occur until
leiterdand therefore those results won’t be out until 2014 when the study is com-
pleted.

Why did EPA decide to test retrospective sites to start the study? As we have seen
with the Pavillion site in Wyoming, going back in time where hydraulic fracturing
has occurred for years makes it very difficult to have a baseline and also com-
plicates the assessment of the effects of the fracking process. Why did the agency
not start with prospective sites, and test the technology in “real time”?

Answer. In developing its draft study plan, the EPA received input from a wide
variety of stakeholders. Stakeholders from many points of view urged the EPA to
include both prospective and retrospective case studies as part of the overall effort,
and the Science Advisory Board also supported both types of case studies. Given this
input, the EPA decided to conduct both types of case studies.

The EPA began developing both the prospective and retrospective case studies at
the same time. Retrospective case study locations were nominated by stakeholders.
The EPA evaluated the nominated locations, identified five suitable locations for ret-
rospective case studies, and started on them in a timely manner. The EPA continues
to work with oil and gas well owner/operator companies to develop prospective case
?_tlhdies and intends to begin them expeditiously when suitable locations are identi-
ied.

Late last month, the EPA announced the formation of the Hydraulic Fracturing
Research Advisory panel made up of 31 individuals from academia, industry, and
the environmental community. Some have criticized the composition of the panel as
not having a sufficient number of experts with industry experience in hydraulic frac-
turing. Apparently, a number of Panel nominees were disqualified from serving be-
cause the EPA determined that they had a “disqualifying financial interest.” The
American Petroleum Institute sent you a letter concerning this issue on March 22.

Question. How would you respond to the criticism that the Research Advisory
panel lacks “real world” industry experience?

Answer. The Panel does not lack “real world” industry experience. The SAB panel
is comprised of current employees of companies and consulting firms; government
employees; and academics/university professors (including some previously employed
in industry). It has at least three experts in each of the following nine areas of ex-
pertise that were sought for the panel: Petroleum/Natural Gas Engineering; Petro-
leum/Natural Gas Well Drilling; Hydrology/Hydrogeology; Geology/Geophysics;
Groundwater Chemistry/Geochemistry; Toxicology/Biology; Statistics; Civil Engi-
neering; and Waste Water and Drinking Water Treatment.

“Real world” industry experience includes working for private industry or in con-
sulting. Eight panel members are current industry employees, or are currently
working in consulting. These eight members have a collective total of 218 years
working in industry or consulting (average of 27 years’ experience each). Ten other
panel members have significant industry experience (i.e., at least 2 or more years
working as industry employees or as full-time consultants). These 10 members have
a collective total of 61 years working in industry or consulting (i.e., an average of
6 years’ experience each).

Question. Out of the 31 members of the Panel, how many come from industry?

Answer. Eight members of the Panel are current industry employees, or are cur-
rently working in consulting. Ten other members have significant industry experi-
ence (i.e., at least 2 or more years working as industry employees or as full-time
consultants).

Question. Did the EPA apply the rules concerning financial interests too narrowly
when it came to industry experts? For example, I'm told that there are members
of academia on the panel who have received grants from the EPA and other Govern-
ment agencies or their universities do. Is that true? If so, how was that factored
in their selection? Does that pose a potential conflict of interest?

Answer. Members of Science Advisory Board (SAB) panels serve as Special Gov-
ernment Employees (SGE) or non-EPA regular Government employees and are sub-
ject to ethics rules and conflict of interest regulations that apply to executive branch
employees. Rules defining financial conflicts of interest and appearance of a loss of
impartiality are applied to all prospective panelists, regardless of their work affili-
ation or experience.

With regard to financial conflicts of interest, 18 U.S.C. section 208 prohibits the
participation of panel members in particular matters in which the member (or his/
her spouse or minor child) has a financial interest, if the matter will have a direct
and predictable effect on that interest. For example, panel members and their im-
mediate family are restricted from owning more than a certain de minimus dollar
amount in a sector mutual fund or securities issued by one or more entities directly
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and predictably affected by the particular matter under consideration by the Panel.
One remedy for an otherwise disqualifying financial interest is for the potential pan-
elist to divest from the portion of holdings above the de minimus threshold. Several
panelists did adjust their holdings in order to serve on the SAB Hydraulic Frac-
turing Research Advisory Panel.

Ethics regulations issued by the Office of Government Ethics also provide for an
exemption for SGEs serving on Federal advisory committee panels where the dis-
qualifying financial conflict arises from their non-Federal employment or prospective
employment when the particular matter under consideration is a matter of general
applicability (see 5 CFR 2640.203(g)). No candidate for the panel was excluded sole-
ly on the basis of his or her employment.

Twenty-one members of the panel are current academic employees. All but one
of these members either receive current research funding or have received recent
research funding from the EPA or other Federal Government agencies. All of the
institutions for which these members work receive current recent research funding
from the EPA or other Federal Government agencies.

In evaluating research funding, the SAB Staff Office follows the approach identi-
fied in the 2004 OMB Bulletin on peer review: “Research grants that were awarded
to the scientist based on investigator-initiated, competitive, peer-reviewed proposals
do not generally raise issues of independence. However, significant consulting and
contractual relationships with the agency may raise issues of independence or con-
flict, depending upon the situation.” The SAB Staff Office reviews the totality of the
information for each prospective panelist, including the nature of grant support from
the EPA and other entities, as it relates to the specific advisory activity being con-
sidered. The SAB Staff Office examines the funding sources indicated in the Con-
fidential Financial Disclosure Form (EPA Form 3110-48) for the nexus between
these sources and the work to be performed by the SAB as well as the nature of
the source (e.g., grant or contract).

In that context, the SAB Staff Office does not consider the current or past receipt
of EPA or other Federal grants generally to be, by definition, a conflict of interest
under 18 U.S.C. 208. Rather, the SAB Staff Office considers information about EPA
(or other Federal) grants and other information as they relate to the context of the
specific advisory activity. Furthermore, EPA generally does not consider research
grants (whether current or past), if they are unrelated to the work being performed
by the SGE on an SAB panel and are investigator-initiated, competitive and peer-
reviewed, to give rise to questions concerning the independence of a current or po-
tential SGE.

For future reviews by this Panel, if additional expertise is needed, the SAB Staff
Office will augment the Panel to ensure that all necessary scientific expertise is
present. In addition, the SAB Staff Office recognizes the need to keep the Panel as
informed as possible with new and emerging information related to hydraulic frac-
turing. There will be periodic opportunities for the public to provide new and emerg-
ing information to the Panel. The SAB Staff Office will provide notice in the Federal
Register and on our SAB website on the logistics venue for doing that.

FOREST ROADS/SILVICULTURAL EXEMPTION FROM CWA

Question. Section 429 of the fiscal year 2012 Interior bill codified for 1 year the
37-year-old EPA policy that forest roads associated with logging activities are not
“point sources” requiring permits under the Clean Water Act. Under the terms of
the fiscal year 2013 continuing resolution, Congress barred EPA from beginning any
new programs, and we understand that EPA has interpreted this language as bar-
ring the agency from initiating a permit program for forest roads.

On March 20, 2013 in NEDC v. Decker, the Supreme Court reversed the Ninth
Circuit court ruling that would have required mandatory permits. However, the Su-
preme Court did not address the Ninth Circuit Court’s other ruling that forest roads
are point sources subject to a permit or other Federal regulation by EPA under its
discretionary authority within point source rules.

I understand that EPA has sought public input and has said it is considering reg-
ulating a subset of forest roads as point sources through its flexible authority,
though not via point source permits in response to a 2003 Ninth Circuit ruling re-
garding forest roads. I am concerned that this regulation will expose Federal, State,
municipal, private and Alaska Native forestland owners to citizen lawsuits. Is the
agency undertaking such a review pursuant to this litigation? If so, when will this
review be complete?

Answer. No. The Agency has made no decision at this time to develop a new rule
requiring permits for stormwater discharges from forest roads.
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SULFUR CONTENT RULE FOR GASOLINE

Question. On March 29, EPA announced draft rules for automobiles designed to
lower emissions by requiring the use of lower sulfur gasoline. According to the EPA,
these new rules will cost refiners only 1 cent per gallon while the refiners claim that
this change will increase the cost of gasoline by 9 cents per gallon with very little
environmental benefit.

Can you explain how the agency determined its cost estimates for implementation
of the rule?

Answer. As in our past ultra-low sulfur diesel and gasoline benzene rules, the
Agency performed a detailed refinery-by-refinery cost analysis of each refinery in
the country. We established the baseline conditions for each refinery based on pub-
licly available information as well as confidential information from our own data-
bases and those of the Energy Information Administration. We then estimated what
actions would be the least cost for each refinery to comply with the proposed Tier
3 standards, using the latest cost information provided by various technology ven-
dors and engineering firms whose equipment is already being used by refineries to
comply with the Tier 2 gasoline sulfur standards. Our cost analysis was independ-
ently peer reviewed by knowledgeable experts in the field, and the feedback from
the peer review, along with EPA’s response, can be found in the rulemaking docket
on www.regulations.gov.

Question. Why do they vary so widely from industry projections?

Answer. There are four main reasons for the apparent differences between EPA’s
projections and the industry reported projections. First is that EPA’s cost estimate
1s an average cost while the industry reports out only the costs for the highest cost
refineries. Expressed on an apples to apples basis, EPA’s average cost estimate of
about 1 cent per gallon should be compared to the average cost that can be cal-
culated from the industry study of 2.1 cents per gallon. Alternatively, if focusing on
the highest cost refineries, EPA’s modeling projects the marginal compliance cost for
the highest cost refineries to be between 4.5-6.5 cents per gallon while the industry
has reported the marginal cost for the highest cost refineries of 6-9 cents per gallon.
Second, the industry did not analyze the program we have proposed, which provides
considerable flexibility. The proposed averaging, banking, and trading program
would allow those few high cost refiners to comply through averaging with or pur-
chasing credits from other refineries, which would lower not only the average cost,
but especially the marginal costs. Third, the industry study’s capital cost assump-
tions for Tier 3 are high. The industry study used reported Tier 2 compliance costs
for five selected refineries and then doubled them, rather than estimating the cap-
ital costs needed to comply with the much smaller increment of sulfur control re-
quired for Tier 3. Simply correcting their capital costs to reflect Tier 3 rather than
Tier 2 reduces their average cost to 1.6 cents per gallon. Fourth, the assumed rate
of return on investment is higher in the industry analysis than the rate of return
in the EPA analysis. Simple adjustments to the industry study to reflect plausible
capital costs and accepted rates of return on investment bring their average costs
in line with those of EPA and actually support EPA’s cost estimate of about a penny
per gallon. The reasonableness of EPA’s cost estimate is further bolstered by the
feedback received from our independent peer reviewers, a 2011 study conducted by
Mathpro for the International Council for Clean Transportation and a 2012 study
conducted by Navigant for the Emission Control Technology Association. Further-
more, Valero, one of the Nation’s largest refiners, recently announced its expected
Tier 3 compliance costs, and they indicated that their compliance costs would be
lower than those reported by industry.

Question. Do you believe that there is a more transparent way that the agency
could calculate its cost/benefit data that would lead to greater consensus on what
the right projections are?

Answer. The Agency has been very transparent in how we performed our cost es-
timate and is updating the cost/benefit analysis for the final rule. The Draft Regu-
latory Impact Analysis fully details the analysis performed and the assumptions
made. The only thing we are unable to share publicly is our specific cost projections
for each refinery, as doing so may directly or indirectly divulge confidential business
information for specific refineries. We have followed this same approach in several
past rulemakings, which has allowed stakeholders to fully assess the reasonableness
of our cost estimates and comment on them, while still preserving confidentiality.
The industry’s recent study of Tier 3 costs followed a very similar approach.

GHG POWERPLANT RULEMAKINGS

Question. Mr. Perciasepe, when the fiscal year 2014 budget was released, you
were quoted as saying that you expected to complete the new source performance
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standard for future powerplants this year and that you expected that the rules for
existing powerplants “would be on the table for fiscal year 2014.”

Can you tell us what actions or work you have performed thus far on the rule
for existing powerplants, if any?

Answer. EPA is not currently developing any existing source GHG regulations for
powerplants. The office’s current work is focused on reviewing the comments sub-
mitted in response to the proposed carbon pollution standard for new powerplants
under section 111(b).

Question. What is your best estimate with respect to the schedule and process
that you will use for writing the rule for existing powerplants? For example, how
%prrl)g do you expect it to take to complete and when will the first draft be made pub-
ic?

Answer. EPA is not currently developing any existing source GHG regulations for
powerplants. In the event that EPA does undertake action to address GHG emis-
sions from existing powerplants, the agency would ensure, as it always seeks to do,
ample opportunity for States, the public, and stakeholders to offer meaningful input
on potential approaches.

COMMERCIAL FISHING SECTOR NPDES PROBLEM

Question. Beginning in 2010, EPA issued regulations requiring NPDES permits
for commercial fishing vessels engaged in catcher processing activities in Federal
waters off the coast of Alaska. The Effluent Limitation Guideline (ELG) standard
applied by EPA is based on criteria for shore-based facilities, and compliance with
this standard has been virtually impossible for vessels at sea to meet. At issue is
the requirement that all seafood waste be ground to “0.5 inch or smaller in any di-
mension.” While offshore vessels are able to achieve the 0.5-inch standard, they can-
not achieve it for any dimension. That is, either the length or width or height ex-
ceeds 0.5 inches. This is a particular problem with respect to fish skin strands,
where it is impossible to achieve this standard 100 percent of the time.

The shore-based ELG standards were developed with the understanding that the
shore plant effluents would be deposited in harbors where the lack of flushing might
cause negative impacts to the near shore marine environment. Those standards
were applied to the offshore sector without any rationale or testing to determine
whether discharges from a mobile vessel at sea would cause negative impacts to the
environment.

Will EPA agree to work with the offshore catcher processor sector to produce a
more workable standard, and if necessary, suspend the current 0.5 inch or smaller
in any dimension grind standard?

Answer. Yes, the EPA is prepared to work with the offshore catcher processor in-
dustry on this important issue. The agency has advised industry representatives of
our willingness to work with them during meetings on this concern. As we have dis-
cussed, if offshore catcher processors would like to pursue a change in the Effluent
Limitation Guideline (ELG), we urge them to engage in the Effluent Guidelines
Planning process. EPA may not change an ELG requirement through a letter or a
permit. Any change to the Permit or any subsequent permits requires a change to
the national ELG.

EPA expects to publish for public notice and comment the next iteration of its pro-
posed ELG Plan in the Federal Register shortly, and EPA encourages offshore catch-
er processors to submit comments to that plan.

More information on the Effluent Guidelines Planning Process can be found at:
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/lawsguidance/cwa/304m/.

REGIONAL HAZE RULE

Question. In February the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposed a re-
gional haze rule for the Navajo Generating Station (NGS) in northern Arizona. That
proposal would require the plant owners, which includes the Bureau of Reclamation,
to install Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology. There is some debate as
to whether baghouses would also be required. Regardless, the minimum estimated
cost is $540 million—with a potential price tag of $1.1 billion. How does EPA’s budg-
et account for the increased Federal capital costs that would be imposed by SCR
(and possibly baghouses)?

Answer. EPA is not an owner of NGS; therefore, EPA’s budget would not be a
source of funding for new controls at NGS. As stated in our February proposal, EPA
understands that past pollution control investments at this facility have made use
of alternative financing methods and that a report from the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory (NREL) indicated that mechanisms may exist to help avoid or miti-
gate the estimated level of impact on water rates resulting from the Federal portion



53

of the cost of new pollution controls. The proposal sets limits consistent with levels
achieved by SCR, but it does not in fact require SCR. EPA, DOI, and DOE have
committed to work together on several short- and long-term goals, including innova-
tive clean energy options for electricity generation and seeking funding to cover ex-
penses for the Federal portion of pollution controls at NGS.

Question. In February a landslide destroyed portions of highway 89 in Arizona
causing three car accidents and closing the highway indefinitely—this is the pri-
mary roadway used to travel between Flagstaff and Page. Geotechnical experts and
engineers are reviewing the damage to determine the cause of the landslide and
whether it is safe to reconstruct the roadway. The current detour adds approxi-
mately 50 miles to the trip from Flagstaff to Page, diverting traffic through highly
populated areas on the Navajo and Hopi reservations in and around Tuba City and
Moenkopi. EPA’s regional haze proposal would require daily truck deliveries of haz-
ardous anhydrous ammonia from Flagstaff to NGS near Page. EPA initially “deter-
mined that the increase in daily tanker truck traffic to transport anhydrous ammo-
nia to and from NGS for SCR will not result in a significant health risk.” Has EPA
performed an analysis of the geologic event along highway 89 in northern Arizona
and the health risks posed by approximately 728 tanker truck deliveries of haz-
ardous anhydrous ammonia traveling through highly populated portions of the Nav-
ajo and Hopi reservations?

Answer. EPA’s analysis of air quality impacts associated with increased truck
traffic was conducted prior to the landslide affecting portions of Highway 89 in Ari-
zona and therefore did not examine potential impacts associated with a different
route to Page. EPA notes, however, that deliveries of anhydrous ammonia would not
occur until after SCR is installed and operational. The earliest that would be is 2018
and EPA’s proposal includes several alternatives with longer deadlines. Our pro-
posal included a BART alternative that required installation and operation of SCR
in 2021-2023. Although EPA anticipates that Highway 89 will be reopened by the
time SCR is installed and operational, EPA will continue to monitor the status of
the plans for this highway during our extended comment period, which closes on
August 5, 2013.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
STATE REVOLVING FUNDS

Question. The administration’s fiscal year 2014 budget includes a reduction of
$328 million for the Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds
(SRF's). Communities in my State are coming under increasing pressure to upgrade
their wastewater treatment facilities in order to comply with more stringent water
regulations. This seems to me to be an unfunded Federal mandate. Do you have any
advice for communities and municipalities that do not have the revenue base to fi-
nance the multi-million dollar upgrades needed to comply with these increasingly
stringent water regulations?

Answer. EPA has been working with States and municipalities to meet their CWA
obligations in a flexible and environmentally responsible approach called integrated
planning. The Integrated Planning approach allows municipalities to balance CWA
requirements in a manner that addresses the most pressing health and environ-
mental protection issues first. Our work with States and municipalities also can
lead to more sustainable and comprehensive solutions, such as green infrastructure,
that improves water quality as well as supports other quality of life attributes that
enhance the vitality of communities.

The budget requests a combined $1.9 billion for the SRFs, a level that will still
allow the SRFs to finance approximately $6 billion in wastewater and drinking
water infrastructure projects annually. The administration has strongly supported
the SRFs, having received and/or requested a total of approximately $20 billion in
funds for the SRF's since 2009. Since their inception, the SRFs have been provided
over $55 billion.

RURAL WATER SYSTEMS

Question. Your agency has been providing communities with much needed train-
ing and technical assistance to comply with complex EPA regulations. It appears to
me that the administration’s budget does not explicitly include any funding to assist
small rural water system operators to comply with EPA rules and regulations.

Do these communities have the ability or resources to navigate toward compliance
without your help? Other than set-asides from the revolving funds what assistance
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does your budget provide to communities to comply with your agency’s complex reg-
ulations?

Answer. Small and rural communities receive training and technical assistance
directly from EPA and State agency staff, as well as from nonprofit organizations
funded by EPA, State environmental and health departments, and the United
States Department of Agriculture/Rural Utilities Service. EPA’s Public Water Sys-
tem Supervision (PWSS) grant and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF)
enable States to develop technical assistance plans for their water systems, espe-
cially rural water systems and small systems serving fewer than 10,000 people.

PWSS grants help States, territories, and tribes develop and implement a PWSS
program to ensure that all water systems comply with the National Primary Drink-
ing Water Regulations. States use the grant funding to develop and maintain State
drinking water regulations; develop and maintain an inventory of public water sys-
tems throughout the State; track compliance information on public water systems;
conduct sanitary surveys of public water systems; review public water system plans
and specifications; provide technical assistance to managers and operators of public
water systems; carry out a program to ensure that the public water systems regu-
larly inform their consumers about the quality of the water that they are providing;
certify laboratories that can perform the analysis of drinking water that will be used
to determine compliance with the regulations; and carry out an enforcement pro-
gram to ensure that the public water systems comply with all of the State’s require-
ments.

Besides set-asides provided by the DWSRF program, the DWSRF itself makes
funds available to drinking water systems, including small and rural systems, to fi-
nance infrastructure improvements. The program also emphasizes providing funds
to small and disadvantaged communities and to programs that encourage pollution
prevention as a tool for ensuring safe drinking water. In fact, under the DWSRF
program, States are required to provide a minimum of 15 percent of the funds avail-
able for loan assistance to small systems to help address infrastructure needs.

In addition, EPA provides direct technical support and training to States so they
can assist small systems in building the capacity they need to comply with current
and future drinking water rules, and has made strengthening the technical, mana-
gerial, and financial capacity of small systems an Agency priority goal. For example,
EPA implements the Area-Wide Optimization Program (AWOP) which is often di-
rected towards small systems. This program provides compliance assistance and
teaches problem solving skills to improve operations at drinking water systems rath-
er than focusing on costly capital improvements. The agency is developing a new
online training system to provide basic training on all of the National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations. EPA also provides training to States, tribes, and water
systems through periodic webinars on various compliance issues. For example, there
are webinars in fiscal year 2013 on the monitoring requirements for the Stage 2 Dis-
infection/Disinfection Byproducts Rule and microbial inactivation. EPA’s website
contains resources for systems challenged with compliance with arsenic and radio-
nuclides, and work is underway to develop a compliance assistance tool for small
water systems facing nitrate noncompliance.

To assist small systems to improve their managerial and financial capacity, the
Agency has also developed CUPSS (Check-up for Small Systems), a free, easy-to-use,
asset management tool for small drinking water and wastewater utilities. Small sys-
tems can use CUPSS to develop a record of assets, a schedule of required tasks, an
understanding of finances; a tailored asset management plan. The agency also de-
veloped the Energy Use Assessment Tool for small drinking water and wastewater
utilities to help them understand their current energy use and better enable them
to identify opportunities for reducing energy costs.

EPA’s Safe Drinking Water Hotline also is available to help the public, drinking
water suppliers, and State and local officials understand the regulations and pro-
grams developed in accordance with the Safe Drinking Water Act. This includes in-
formation about drinking water requirements, source water protection programs,
underground injection control programs, guidance, and public education materials.
The Hotline also provides contact information for resources such as State-certified
labs and EPA regional offices.

DESOTO COUNTY ATTAINMENT

Question. Was DeSoto County, Mississippi, in non-attainment status in 2004?

Answer. No, DeSoto County was not in non-attainment status in 2004.

Question. Did DeSoto County enter non-attainment based on 2008 standards?

Answer. For the 2008 Ozone NAAQS, EPA included the northern portion of
DeSoto County, Mississippi, in the Memphis Nonattainment Area. Shelby County,
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Tennessee, and Crittendon County, Arkansas, make up the rest of the area. This
is the first time DeSoto County has been designated as nonattainment for ozone.
EPA determined that DeSoto County should be part of this nonattainment area
based on an analysis of the technical factors, including information submitted by
Mississippi, and concluded that emissions from the county contribute to the mon-
itored violations in the area.

Question. Did ozone concentrations in DeSoto County increase or decrease from
2004 through present?

Answer. The ozone air quality monitor located in central DeSoto County indicates
that ozone concentrations have decreased since 2004. The EPA evaluates air quality
status in terms of a 3-year average. For DeSoto County, the 3-year average ozone
levels decreased 11.2 percent from 0.084 ppm (2002-2004) to 0.074 ppm (2010-
2012). (Note that in 2008, the standard was revised from .085 ppm to .075 ppm).

Question. What portion of the Memphis area non-attainment status is attributable
to DeSoto County sources?

Answer. It makes sense to include DeSoto County in the nonattainment area be-
cause analysis shows mobile source and area source emissions are significant con-
tributors to ozone formation in the Memphis area. Population has grown steadily
and the county has the second highest Vehicle Miles Traveled in the area. From
2000—2010, population in DeSoto County increased 48 percent. Much of this growth
has been in the northern portion of the county that is adjacent to Tennessee.

The county has the second highest Vehicle Miles Traveled in the Memphis area.
More than 30 percent of the county’s ozone-forming emissions of NOx and VOC are
from mobile sources and over 40 percent are from area sources. In addition, EPA’s
analysis of meteorology and the conceptual model for high ozone events in the Mem-
phis area supports a conclusion that DeSoto County is contributing to high ozone
levels in the Memphis area. In 2008, sources in DeSoto County emitted approxi-
mately 5,100 tpy NOx (9 percent of CSA total) and 5,200 tpy VOC (12 percent of
CSA total).

o Queslg)ion. Does non-attainment status limit certain types of activities in DeSoto
ounty?

Answer. The Memphis nonattainment area is classified as a Marginal Nonattain-
ment Area for ozone which specifies an attainment deadline of 2015. Marginal areas
do not need to submit an attainment demonstration or a Reasonable Further
Progress Plan. DeSoto County does need to participate in the Memphis metropolitan
area’s transportation conformity planning to ensure emissions associated with cer-
tain transportation-related projects are consistent with achieving clean air stand-
ards. Also, new or modified major stationary sources in the area are subject to the
Clean Air Act’s nonattainment area new source review preconstruction permitting
requirements. Inclusion in this area also makes DeSoto County eligible for Conges-
tion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds.

Question. Is DeSoto County’s non-attainment status consistent with Executive
Order 13563, aimed at improving regulations and regulatory review, in which Presi-
dent Obama stated that “Our regulatory system must protect health, welfare, safe-
ty, and our environment while promoting economic growth, innovation, competitive-
ness, and job creation.”?

Answer. As indicated in the Federal Register notice announcing the final designa-
tions for the 2008 ozone standards, area designations actions are a mandatory duty
under the Clean Air Act. The EPA shares the responsibility with the States and
tribes for reducing ozone air pollution to protect public health. Working closely with
the States and tribes, the EPA is implementing the 2008 ozone standards using a
common sense approach that improves air quality, maximizes flexibilities, and mini-
mizes burden on State and local governments. Current and upcoming Federal stand-
ards and safeguards, including pollution reduction rules for powerplants, industry,
vehicles and fuels, will assure steady progress to reduce smog-forming pollution and
will protect public health in communities across the country. EPA will assist States
as much as possible with any additional measures so that they can return to attain-
ment status as soon as possible.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN HOEVEN
REGIONAL HAZE PROGRAM

Question. EPA’s Regional Haze program is designed to protect visibility in na-
tional parks and wilderness areas. I am concerned that, in its implementation of the
program, EPA is using outdated regulatory tools to assess projected visibility im-
provements and compliance costs when making Regional Haze decisions.



56

The Air Pollution Cost Manual currently used by EPA in estimating costs for re-
gional haze and other best available retrofit technology (BART) determinations was
published in 2002. Costs for designing, engineering and installing controls obviously
have increased significantly since then. Given that the current cost manual was
published over a decade ago, is it out of date? What steps are being taken by EPA
to update it? Doesn’t the use of an outdated cost manual increase the likelihood that
EPA is underestimating regional haze compliance costs?

Answer. One important aspect of the Control Cost Manual (CCM) is that it sets
forth one well recognized control cost methodology that provides consistency for all
air agencies in preparing and reviewing cost estimates for BART and other pro-
grams, thereby providing a foundation for the comparison of cost estimates prepared
by different sources in different locales. This methodology is still well recognized
and valuable today and includes equations and data to generate cost estimates for
engineering and installing control technology. Through a notice-and-comment rule-
making, the EPA has required that BART analyses for certain powerplants (based
on size) follow this methodology.! It should be noted that a major reason for EPA
disapproval of cost estimates included in Regional Haze SIPs has been the failure
to follow the methodology for cost estimation provided in the CCM for some of these
powerplants by either including items that are not part of this methodology or not
including all cost items. While EPA has no reason to believe that the methodology
for cost estimation is out of date, the Agency will review the methodology provided
in the CCM in light of the concerns outlined and update the methodology if nec-
essary.

The CCM also contains cost estimates for particular types of emission control sys-
tems, based on then-current information from actual installations of particular con-
trols at particular sources. These historically based estimates may become outdated.
However, the CCM itself specifically allows and encourages users of the Manual to
develop and use alternative cost estimates based on more recent or more directly
relevant installation experiences, provided such alternative estimates are well justi-
fied and documented. In fact, EPA has never disapproved a State BART determina-
tion based only on the State having used cost estimates based on such more recent
or more directly relevant experiences.

Question. EPA uses an air dispersion model, called CALPUFF Version 5.8, to as-
sess projected improvements in visibility from proposed NOx retrofit technologies.
How does EPA respond to scholarly, peer-reviewed studies asserting that CALPUFF
Version 5.8 overestimates visibility improvements? What does EPA need to do to up-
date CALPUFF Version 5.8? Is this underway? Why is EPA not allowing the use
of more recent versions of CALPUFF, such as Version 6.4?

Answer. EPA, States, and industry work collaboratively to ensure that dispersion
models are continually improved and updated to ensure the most accurate pre-
dictions of visibility impacts. While the studies have been described as having been
through peer review, they are largely papers included as part of general proceedings
at conferences, as opposed to a formal peer review associated with submission to sci-
entific journals. Therefore, we do not consider these references suitable for estab-
lishing the validity of a model or demonstrating that a model has undergone inde-
pendent scientific peer review in accordance with Appendix W.2

CALPUFF Version 5.8 is the most recent version of the model that meets the cri-
teria in Appendix W. The newer version(s) of the CALPUFF dispersion model have
not received the level of review required for use in a regulatory context. Based on
EPA’s review of the available evidence, the models have not been shown to be suffi-
ciently documented, technically valid, and reliable for use in a BART decision-
making process.

In the BART guidelines, EPA acknowledged that the regulatory version of the
CALPUFF model (Version 5.8) could lead to modeled over predictions. The over pre-
dictions could overestimate the visibility impairment that a source causes on the
day when weather conditions make the source have its maximum impact on a Class
I area.3 Therefore, in the final version of the BART guidelines, EPA recommended
that the CALPUFF model be used to estimate the 98th percentile visibility impair-
ment rather than the highest daily impact value as proposed. If updated versions

140 CFR 51.308(e)(1)(ii)X(B) and section IV.D.4.a.5 of appendix Y of 40 CFR part 51 require
that cost estimates used in BART analyses for powerplants having a generating capacity greater
than 750 megawatts must be based on the OAQPS Control Cost Manual, where possible.

2 Section 3.2.2(e)(1) of EPA’s Guideline on Air Quality Models (published as Appendix W of 40
CFR part 51).

3“Most important, the simplified chemistry in the model tends to magnify the actual visibility
effects of that source. Because of these features and the uncertainties associated with the model,
we believe it is appropriate to use the 98th percentile—a more robust approach that does not
give undue weight to the extreme tail of the distribution.” 70 FR 39104, 39121.
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of CALPUFF can be shown to meet the criteria of Appendix W, it would likely be
appropriate for the EPA to recommend that States switch to use the highest daily
impact given that the updated chemistry of the CALPUFF model would result in
more accurate results on such days than does Version 5.8.4

In coordination with the Federal Land Managers, EPA has already updated the
current regulatory version of CALPUFF (Version 5.8) to address known “bugs” and
expects to release the updated version later this summer. At the AWMA Specialty
Conference in March 2013 and Annual Regional/State/Local Modelers workshop in
April 2013, EPA provided information on the process and plans for updating Appen-
dix W to address chemistry for individual source impacts on ozone, secondary PM, s
and regional haze/visibility impairment. EPA and Federal Land Managers have
formed an interagency workgroup to review all available models to determine their
suitability for these analyses, including updated versions of the CALPUFF modeling
system. EPA also interacts with industry and other stakeholders. The information
provided to EPA by WEST Associates and the model developer indicates that the
new science updates include changes to incorporate atmospheric chemistry. These
changes would require a notice and comment rulemaking in order for CALPUFF to
be approved for analysis of atmospheric chemistry under Appendix W. Therefore,
EPA will be considering this updated version of CALPUFF along with other models
and techniques in its current review and planned regulatory update to Appendix W.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MIKE JOHANNS
CITIZEN-SUIT TRANSPARENCY

Question. With respect to public transparency where a citizen’s suit has been
brought against the Agency alleging a failure to undertake a nondiscretionary duty
and where a third party has been granted status as an intervenor:

Does the Agency believe there is any legal bar to notifying the public (including
intervenors) in a timely manner of the EPA’s intent to enter into settlement negotia-
tions with the plaintiff?

Answer. EPA fully appreciates the importance of public involvement in its rule-
making and other decisions. Most of EPA’s defensive environmental cases are under
the Clean Air Act, which provides the public notice and the opportunity to comment
on any consent order or settlement before it is final or filed with the court. EPA
does not commit in settlement to any final, substantive outcome of a prospective
rulemaking or other decisionmaking process. The rulemaking process offers ample
opportunity for the public, including regulated entities, to provide meaningful com-
ment on any proposed regulation.

Question. Does the Agency believe there is any legal bar to including intervenors
in any settlement negotiations?

Answer. The conduct of litigation involving the United States, including settle-
ment negotiation, is the primary responsibility of the Department of Justice. EPA
notes that there are existing opportunities under the Federal civil rules of procedure
for interested parties to intervene in litigation, and settlements requiring court ap-
proval of consent decrees provide opportunities for interested parties to present
their views. The involvement of third parties in settlement negotiations may con-
strain the ability of the Federal Government to reach an appropriate settlement,
however, and the Department of Justice needs to retain the discretion to determine
when involvement of third parties serves the interests of the United States.

FOIA DISCLOSURE

Question. In early February, your agency released personal information on 80,000
livestock operations across the United States. In Nebraska, personal information on
over 3,500 operations was released.

Did EPA conduct an independent evaluation of the data States submitted to EPA
and redact any such personal information the Privacy Act, Freedom of Information
Act, or EPA’s own policies required it to before the Agency made its first release
of the data?

Answer. In recognition of the concerns raised by the animal agricultural industry,
the EPA engaged in a review of its FOIA response to determine whether the infor-

4In past agreements in using the CAMx photochemical model, which has a robust chemistry
module, EPA has recommended the use of the 1st High value when sources were being screened
out of a full BART analysis based on the CAMx results. See Comment Letter from EPA Region
6 to TCEQ dated February 13, 2007 regarding TCEQ Final Report “Screening Analysis of Poten-
tial BART-Eligible Sources in Texas,” December 2006.
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mation released is publicly available, and whether any revisions to the agency’s de-
termination to release the information is warranted under the privacy exemption
(Exemption 6) of the FOIA.

As a result of this review, we have determined that, of the 29 States5 for which
the EPA released information, all of the information from 19 of the States is either
available to the public on the EPA’s or States’ websites, is subject to mandatory dis-
closure under State or Federal law, or does not contain data that implicated a pri-
vacy interest. The data from these 19 States is therefore not subject to withholding
under the privacy protections of FOIA Exemption 6. The EPA has determined that
some personal information received from the 10 remaining States ¢ is subject to Ex-
emption 6.

The EPA has thoroughly evaluated every data element from each of these 10
States and concluded that personal information—i.e., personal names, phone num-
bers, email addresses, individual mailing addresses (as opposed to business address-
es) and some notes related to personal matters—implicates a privacy interest that
outweighs any public interest in disclosure.

We amended our FOIA response to redact portions of the data provided by these
10 States. The redacted portions include telephone numbers, email addresses, and
notations that relate to personal matters. They also include the names and address-
es of individuals (as opposed to business facility names and locations, though facility
names that include individuals’ names have also been redacted). We believe that
this amended FOIA response continues to serve its intended purpose to provide
basic location and other information about animal feeding operations in order to
serve the public interest of ensuring that the EPA effectively implements its pro-
grams to protect water quality, while addressing the privacy interests of the agricul-
tural community.

Question. 1 am told the original release contained no redactions based on FOIA
Exemptions or the Privacy Act. Is this accurate?

Answer. Our initial FOIA response was released in the same condition as it was
received by EPA from the States.

Question. EPA has now reportedly agreed that in the case of data from 10 States
EPA should have redacted information. Is this an accurate rendering?

Answer. After a comprehensive review, the EPA determined that some personal
information received from 10 States is subject to FOIA exemption 6 and took action
to redact that information.

Question. Does EPA believe that the release of unredacted data in early February
is consistent with applicable FOIA and Privacy Act law?

Answer. It was EPA’s understanding, based on our communication with States,
that the information received, and subsequently released, was all publicly available,
either through an online database or through a public records request to each State.
EPA requested only publicly available information from States. EPA believes that
its response to the FOIA requesters was consistent with its obligations under the
Privacy Act.

Question. With respect to the redactions that EPA now acknowledges should have
occurred before any FOIA release occurred, has EPA asked for a list of entities and
individuals who received (or viewed) the unredacted data?

For those individuals and entities, has EPA asked for affidavits certifying that
those individuals and entities have not kept copies or otherwise released or inappro-
priately recorded the data that was subsequently redacted?

Answer. The EPA requested that all copies of the original response be returned
from all the requesters. The EPA also requested that the requesters confirm that
all copies of the information were destroyed. The FOIA requesters subsequently
complied. The EPA will work together with our Federal partners, industry, and
other stakeholders to ensure the agency continues to address the privacy interests
of farmers.

Question. Is it EPA’s goal to establish and publish a national livestock database
to be published on EPA’s website?

Answer. EPA has made no decision about establishing such a database and is co-
ordinating with stakeholders and other Federal agencies to determine how data
EP% has gathered about Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) will be
used.

5The 29 States are: Alabama, Arkansas, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Iowa, Illinois,
Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, Maine, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, North Carolina, North Da-
kota, Nebraska, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Texas, Utah, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

6The 10 remaining States are: Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Mon-
tana, Nebraska, Ohio, and Utah.
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Question. Does the Agency believe that publishing a national livestock database
will make our food supply less secure?

Answer. As noted above, EPA has made no decision about establishing such a
database. I can assure you that the agency’s future actions to protect water quality
will be done in coordination with industry, other Federal agencies, and other stake-
holders to ensure the privacy interests of farmers and the integrity of our Nation’s
food supply.

COOLING WATER INTAKE STRUCTURES—CWA 316(b)

Question. With respect to EPA regulations addressing the systems and equipment
that powerplants and manufacturing facilities use to pump water into a facility to
manage heat:

Is EPA considering an impingement proposal that will consider each site on an
individual basis, taking into account fish-protection measures in place, and consider
the costs and benefits of mandating additional measures intended to address im-
pingement?

Answer. The EPA proposed a regulation that would allow application of “best pro-
fessional judgement” on how most effectively to address fish impingement for cooling
water users who intake under 50 million gallons/day (MGD). A number of States
expressed concern during the public comment period about the costs of imple-
menting a site-specific approach to permitting. In a subsequent Notice of Data
Availability, EPA also requested comment on adopting a site-specific approach to ad-
dress impingement for all facilities. EPA received numerous comments on this issue.
EPA is carefully considering these comments, in crafting the final rule consistent
with the Clean Water Act.

Question. With respect to the requirements addressing the selection of and instal-
lation of entrainment and impingement technology, is the Agency considering mak-
ing congruent the deadlines applicable to entrainment and impingement require-
ments?

Answer. Yes, EPA is considering including provisions in the final rule to align the
deadlines for impingement and entrainment, so that facility compliance would be
less costly and more efficient.

Question. 1 have constituents who are very concerned with the sheer volume of
information that may be required to be submitted within 6 months of the final rule,
(the (r)(2) through (r)(9) report submittals) which EPA has already collected through
previous information requests. If this information has already been submitted, is the
Agency considering writing the final rule such that facilities would be permitted to
exclude previously submitted information from this list of requirements?

Answer. Yes, the EPA is considering how its final rule can limit information bur-
den on facilities. For example, the EPA is considering provisions in its final rule
that would reduce or eliminate information collection requirements when the per-
mitting authority does not need the additional information.

Question. Will the Agency consider extending the deadline for submittal from 6
months to 1 year?

Answer. Yes, the Agency is considering this and other suggestions the Agency has
received that would help minimize reporting requirements.

Question. The proposed rule, under (r)(9) Entrainment Characterization Study
Plan, requires a peer review process that some consider undefined and unreasonable
compared to any other rules EPA has promulgated. Is this requirement unlike a
public comment period that would already be required by the facility’s NPDES Per-
mit, and if so, how?

Answer. In devising the proposed rule, EPA was concerned about the burden asso-
ciated with site-specific decisionmaking that States would bear. EPA was sensitive
to the fact that States may lack staff with economics expertise necessary to review
benefit/cost analyses as part of NPDES permitting. EPA viewed peer review as a
close substitute for State burden. EPA received public comments on the peer review
requirements consistent with this question. In the final rule, EPA expects to address
the burden of peer review and is considering altering the requirements to reduce
peer review burden.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator REED. And if there is no further business before the sub-
committee, the hearing is concluded.
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[Whereupon, at 11:19 a.m., Wednesday, April 24, the sub-
committee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the
Chair.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JACK REED

Senator REED. Let me call the hearing to order. Good morning.
On behalf of the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Subcommittee, I'd like to convene this hearing on the
fiscal year 2014 budget request for the Department of the Interior.

Before we begin, I'd like to take a moment to welcome our new
Secretary, Sally Jewell, who was sworn in as the 51st Secretary of
the Interior on April 12. We are all fortunate that she brings to her
new position three decades of very distinguished experience as a
corporate executive, a banker, petroleum engineer, and most re-
cently, serving as the Chief Executive Officer of Recreational
Equipment Incorporated. And just as importantly, I think, she also
brings to the job her personal experience as an avid
outdoorswoman and advocate for public lands.

So, thank you, Madam Secretary, for your commitment to serv-
ice.

I congratulate you, obviously, on behalf of the entire sub-
committee, and we are very, very pleased that we are able to host
your very first congressional hearing as Secretary. I think, knowing

(61)
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Senator Murkowski, we promise to behave. So, good luck. And I
also look forward to hosting you up in Rhode Island to see one of
America’s great natural treasures.

Let me also recognize Deputy Secretary David Hayes, who is
here for us in his final appearance before he departs for his new
position at Stanford Law School and the Hewlett Foundation in
June. David, thank you for your extraordinary experience in both
the Obama administration and the Clinton administration. You
have performed extraordinary service for the country. You've been
very helpful to us in terms of offshore development of wind power
off Rhode Island. And I want to thank you particularly for joining
Senator Murkowski and me, and then Secretary Salazar, on our
tour of Alaska, including the North Slope.

Now, subject to being corrected by Senator Murkowski, I don’t
think you’ll find another restaurant quite as unique as Pepe’s
North of the Border in Barrow. If you do find such a restaurant in
Stanford, please let us know, because we will go there.

But good luck in all you do. Thank you.

And let me also recognize Ms. Rhea Suh, Assistant Secretary for
Policy, Management and Budget, and Pam Haze, her deputy. They
provide extraordinary assistance, and they are the continuity and
the expertise. Madam Secretary, I think you already recognize
that, since David is leaving.

I also want to congratulate Ms. Haze because she has been re-
cently awarded the Presidential Distinguished Rank Award to
honor her exemplary service to the Department. So, Pam, well
done. Thank you—an honor richly deserved.

2014 BUDGET

As we turn to the budget, it’s worth noting that the President’s
request for fiscal year 2014 provides the Interior Department with
substantial increases for energy development, land acquisition,
science programs, and operations of our Nation’s public lands. And,
Secretary Jewell, it’s good to see such a strong budget request for
conservation programs at a time when the Department has been
challenged by the effects of sequestration and other pressures on
the budget.

Let me suggest a few details that we can discuss as the hearing
proceeds. All told, Interior Department programs funded by this
subcommittee increased by almost 4 percent compared to fiscal
year 2013, for a total of $10.7 billion. The request includes $2.6 bil-
lion to the National Park Service (NPS), which is a 4-percent in-
crease more than fiscal year 2013. While the budget provides a sig-
nificant increase for the operation of the national parks, however,
I'm concerned that the budget again proposes to cut funding in half
in National Heritage Areas, like the John H. Chafee Blackstone
River Valley National Heritage Corridor in Rhode Island, and I
look forward to discussing this issue with you.

Funding for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is also up
4 percent more than the fiscal year 2013 level, for a total of $1.1
billion. That amount again includes a proposal for a $48 million fee
to strengthen the onshore oil and gas inspection program. The re-
quest also proposes to increase funding for the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service budget by 7 percent, for a total of $1.55 billion. That
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amount includes increases for the National Wildlife Refuge oper-
ations and science programs. Additional investments in science and
research are also made in the budget for the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey (USGS), which is slated to receive a 9-percent increase more
than fiscal year 2013.

In this atmosphere, these increases are significant and notable,
as you, I think, recognize, Madam Secretary.

Funding to the Department’s offshore energy programs, which
have long been an item of interest to the subcommittee, also in-
creased by 9 percent, for a total of $392 million. That amount in-
cludes $169 million for the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
to fund new investments for permitting renewable energy projects
like the ones we’re pursuing off the coast of Rhode Island.

It also includes $222 million to the Bureau of Safety and Envi-
ronmental Enforcement, which handles inspections and enforce-
ment related to offshore oil and gas production, and that is an in-
crease of $22 million more than fiscal year 2013 levels. The request
includes $777 million for Wildland Fire Management programs
within the Department, a decrease of $60 million below fiscal year
2013. But that amount fully funds the 10-year rolling average for
fire suppression, but does not include offsetting cuts to the Haz-
ardous Fuels Reduction program.

Finally, the budget request includes a major initiative to Land
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), which I expect we’ll discuss
this morning. Specifically, the budget provides a total of $600 mil-
lion for the LWCF programs at the Interior Department and the
U.S. Forest Service, including $400 million in appropriations fund-
ed by this subcommittee. For the first time ever, the budget pro-
poses to fund part of the land acquisition and conservation budget
with mandatory, rather than discretionary, funding.

Obviously, I support this increased funding, but we have a long-
term role in the allocation of these funds, and I think it’s some-
thing that we should discuss with respect to this proposal. I indeed
look forward to hearing from you.

With that, let me now turn to the ranking member and col-
league, Senator Murkowski, for any comments she would make.

Senator.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And welcome
and good morning, Madam Secretary. It’s good to have you before
the subcommittee. This will be, of course, the first of many oppor-
tunities to sit down and work together on issues that are clearly
important to our Nation, the public lands, clearly important to my
State as the host of so many of those treasures. So again, welcome
and congratulations.

I also want to acknowledge the good work of Deputy Secretary
David Hayes, and I share the chairman’s appreciation for the work
that you have provided for the Department of the Interior under
former Secretary Salazar. We all know that, we both know that
there were some very difficult issues that you worked on, particu-
larly the issues related to the Arctic Outer Continental Shelf
(OCS). We didn’t always agree on everything, but you were always
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very honest, very open with me and my staff. I appreciate that, and
I appreciate your leadership within the Department.

I am sorry to see you leave, but good luck to you as you go off
to Stanford. And anytime you want to come fishing up north, you
know that we’re there to welcome you.

I also want to acknowledge today both Rhea Suh, the Assistant
Secretary for Policy, Management and Budget, and of course, Pam
Haze. Again, a great individual within the Department there, I ap-
preciate your good work. Madam Secretary, I know that you’re new
to this position. But you truly do have a seasoned budget team
with you today that I think will serve you well during your tenure.

Like your predecessor, who visited our State frequently, I hope,
Madam Secretary, that you will come to Alaska soon. This is a crit-
ical time for our State. And I would certainly appreciate the oppor-
tunity to show you personally some of the things that are a priority
for me and for Alaskans, not the least of which, we’ll have an op-
portunity, hopefully in August, to go out to King Cove. But there’s
so much to see. So I look forward to those opportunities.

As you start your new position, I will say the same thing that
I said, too, to my friend Ken Salazar, when he assumed the posi-
tion as Secretary of the Interior. You are Alaska’s landlord, effec-
tively. We've got more than 220 million acres under the Depart-
ment’s jurisdiction, and that does not include the millions of acres
of OCS waters. We have the Nation’s largest National Wildlife Ref-
uge, which is fully 85 percent of the entire refuge system. We have
the Nation’s largest national park and nearly one-third of all BLM
lands, more than 75 million acres.

We also have one-half of all federally recognized tribes. And the
trust responsibility that the Federal Government owes to our first
peoples is very important to me. And at times, I don’t think it has
been given the attention that it deserves by either the Department
of the Interior or BIA’s sister agency, the Indian Health Service.
So I hope that you would take a fresh look at improving the De-
partment’s relationship with Native Americans and Alaska Na-
tives.

Now, turning to your budget, I know that most of it was largely
developed prior to your assuming this position as Secretary. That’s
got to be a tough, tough situation to walk into. But I must tell you
that there are two proposals in this request that are, frankly, an
insult to the people of Alaska, and I'm speaking particularly of the
legislative proposals concerning future funding for the cleanup of
legacy wells in the National Petroleum Reserve—Alaska (NPRA)
and the completion of surveys that are necessary to convey final
patents to the State of Alaska and to Alaska Natives.

More than 100 wells were drilled by the Federal Government
within the NPRA and then simply abandoned. The Government
simply walked away. The annual budget for BLM has for many
years contained base funding of only about $1 million for cleaning
up these wells. The last two sites that were addressed cost the
agency $2 million each to remediate to acceptable standards. So at
this pace, it’s going to take over 100 years to clean up this mess.

Interestingly, if the Federal Government were a private company
operating on State lands, the fines, the fines alone would exceed $8
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billion. But we all know that the Federal Government is exempt
from State regulation on its own lands.

While the current situation is bad enough, the budget now pro-
poses to take the State’s share of future revenues that are gen-
erated from the NPRA to pay for the cost of the cleanup. In other
words, Mr. Chairman, what is proposed here, the budget proposes
to charge the State of Alaska for the Federal Government’s own
mess. For what they failed to clean up, they are now asking the
State to step in and pick it up.

And I just need to be very, very plain today. This proposal, in
my view, is dead on arrival. It’s just not going to happen. So we
need to be working together to address the way that we will move
forward with that, and I look forward to that opportunity.

Likewise, the notion that the State must pay for the final lands
entitled to it under the statehood act is equally wrongheaded. This
has been a problem for decades. So again, you are walking into a
situation that has been out there unaddressed, and how you will
deal with it is difficult. In 2004, the Congress passed the Alaska
Land Transfer Acceleration Act that was intended to nearly finish
conveyances by the 50th anniversary of statehood; that was back
in 2009. That, of course, didn’t happen. But at least the Depart-
ment has made an attempt to increase the pace of conveyances,
and I do appreciate that.

For the last several years, the Department annually slashes the
budget request for this program, even though the State is still
waiting for title to more than 37 million acres of its lands. Alaska
Natives are awaiting final transfer of 11.4 million acres, fully one-
quarter of their lands. Some 40 years after the fact, they're still
waiting.

My staff has searched; they can find no other State in the Union
that was ever asked to effectively pay to gain the lands that were
promised them when they joined this Union. Not Arizona, not New
Mexico, not Florida, not California—no one, not one State has been
asked to foot the bill to pay for the lands. We're not going to start
with Alaska.

I would ask, Mr. Chairman, I've received a letter from the Alaska
Native Village CEO Association that speaks to the issue of the land
conveyances, and I would ask that that be included as well, for the
record.

Senator REED. Without objection.

[The letter follows:]
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LETTER FROM THE ALASKA NATIVE VILLAGE CEO ASSOCIATION

ALASKA NATIVE VILLAGE
CEO ASSOCIATION,
Anchorage, AK, April 19, 2013.

Re: Funding for BLM Alaska Conveyance Budget.

Hon. DoON YOUNG,

House of Representatives,

Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, DC.
Hon. LisSA MURKOWSKI,

U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

Hon. MARK BEGICH,

U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

SALLY JEWELL,

Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior,
C St. NW, Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN YOUNG, SENATOR MURKOWSKI, SENATOR BEGICH, AND DIREC-
TOR JEWELL: I am writing on behalf of the Alaska Native Village CEO Association
(ANVCA). ANVCA is the largest statewide Village’ Association representing more
than 80 Alaska Native Village Corporations. ANVCA’s mission is to provide services
that will improve the efficiency, profitability and stability to its member corpora-
tions and to advocate for policies that will benefit and protect interests of Alaska
Native Village Corporations with local, State and Federal governments.

Due to the President’s budget and the 8 percent sequestration which is in effect
until the end of September, there is no funding for cadastral surveys of ANCSA Cor-
poration exterior boundaries, 14(c) or pending Native Allotments this year, and pos-
sibly next year. This is unacceptable. BLM cannot follow through on its Federal
mandate in ANCSA 13(a) which states: “The Secretary shall survey the areas se-
lected or designated for conveyance to Village Corporations pursuant to the provi-
sions of this act.”

A number of ANCSA Village and Regional Corporations had remaining entitle-
ments and 14(c) surveys that were ready for survey this summer; however BLM had
funds to perform only one cadastral survey this year.

Many of these survey projects were to be contracted out to Public Law 638 Indian
Self Determination and Education Act Contractors who perform the surveys on be-
half of their own communities and on traditional lands. 638 Contracting promotes
local hires, more funding is pumped directly into the local economy and the 638 con-
tractors gain valuable Federal contracting experience.

This setback will have profound consequences on our community and our entire
State, both economically and socially. Dozens of our Alaskan village lands need sur-
veys on the ground so vested 14(c) claimants can receive title to their homes, busi-
nesses, subsistence campsites and land for community expansion. Without survey of
home lots, local people have difficulty getting a loan from the bank. Municipal gov-
ernments need site control to get State and Federal funding for pressing community
needs. ANCSA Corporations have a liability issue that comes from owning land that
the public uses. The lack of survey also means that title to our remaining Corpora-
tion land is clouded until the 14(c) obligation is done and surveyed lands are con-
veyed to individuals, organizations and the City. Lack of survey is not only an
ANCSA Corporation problem; it is a State of Alaska problem as well.

Therefore. we urge you to make it a priority to restore. or even increase, funding
for Alaska Native, and State of Alaska, lands through the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment Alaska Conveyance Program for the survey of ANCSA and State lands.

Please feel free to contact me regarding this matter at any time by contacting
ANVCA.

Thank you for your consideration.

NicHOLA RUEDY,
ANVCA Operations Manager.

Senator MURKOWSKI. So, Madam Secretary, you have a very
unique background. We had an opportunity to discuss this during
your confirmation hearings, a unique background in both the oil
and gas industry in the private sector, as well as the conservation
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community. I know that some have perhaps been critical about
your lack of experience in the public policy realm.

But I'm hopeful that, as a fresh set of eyes and new perspective
like you bring can help us move beyond some of the traditional
stalemates that we have faced that pit one interest against an-
other. I honestly believe it’s possible for you to set a policy agenda
at the department that is beneficial to all parties.

My State and our country have so much potential to provide the
help needed to address our Nation’s energy, security, high unem-
ployment, the sluggish economy. And I think that, working to-
gether, we can set this on the right course. So I appreciate your
willingness to work with me on that.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you and all of our witnesses for appear-
ing before this subcommittee today and look forward to the oppor-
tunity for questions.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Murkowski.

Let me just sort of give an overview of where we are. We have
a 12 o’clock vote. It’s now 10:45 a.m. We'll do 6-minute rounds,
order of arrival, and we’ll go by side to side.

At this point, if any of my other colleagues would like to make
a very brief, in the order of 1-minute statement, I'd be happy to en-
tertain it.

Very good. Thank you. In that case, Madam Secretary, your testi-
mony is going to be made part of the record in its entirety. So feel
free to summarize. Madam Secretary.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF SALLY JEWELL

Secretary JEWELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Rank-
ing Member Murkowski, members of the subcommittee. It is an
honor to present the fiscal year 2014 budget. I look forward to fu-
ture years when I actually will have a hand in creating it. But I'm
now in my fourth week on the job and certainly enjoying it so far.

I do want to recognize my colleagues up here at the table, and
in particular thank David Hayes for his guidance and his leader-
ship, and his willingness to stay through the end of June, because
I am doing as much as I can to tap his wisdom. Rhea Suh and Pam
]I;Iaze have been incredibly helpful to me, as well, and continue to

e.

SEQUESTRATION

It’s helpful to have a business background right now at this time
in Government. I will do a glancing blow at sequestration. I can’t
not express that it is very, very difficult to walk into a Department
that’s just had an $881 million cut to the budget for fiscal year
2013. Five percent in a year, but applied over the remaining
months has been very, very difficult, and hard on employees, who
are hardworking, who are committed to our mission, to all the
things that you care about as well.

They’re really taking it on the chin, from furloughs of U.S. Park
Police, 14 days that theyre not going to be getting paid, to a 25-
percent reduction across the board in our seasonal hires. So wildlife
biologists, law enforcement rangers, interpretive rangers, mainte-
nance folks, it’s just very, very difficult for us to carry out the mis-
sion in the way it’s expected.
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Just a couple of examples: Our public lands in all of your States
have welcomed 435 million visitors a year, and they’re going to see
reductions in services and programs. Some of the parks won’t be
open to the extent that we would like them to be because you've
got to protect the people and protect the resources.

On the energy side, we just announced that we would not be able
to do a few lease sales in California through BLM, because we have
to prioritize those activities that are already in flight, from an envi-
ronmental safety and protection standpoint, to authorizing permits
to drill. This is going to impact our ability on both the conventional
energy side and the renewable energy side to complete the environ-
mental impact statement work, the permits and so on.

I know it’s not where you want us to go; it’s certainly not where
we want to go. This budget we’re dealing with in fiscal year 2013
is roughly equivalent to where we were in 2006, not accounting for
inflation. So it’s very, very difficult. I have to say that I have been
doing what I can to boost the spirit and encourage the people that
work at Interior and devote so much of their time to this. But it’s
a rough year.

2014 BUDGET

So fiscal year 2014 is a better choice for all of us. I know you
all agree with that. The $10.9 billion budget for fiscal year 2014
supports energy and conservation. It supports upholding our trust
responsibilities, as Ranking Member Murkowski referenced, to Na-
tive Americans and Alaska Natives, and sound science to drive our
decisionmaking.

The investments are focused on our economy, jobs, and our coun-
try’s future. Of the $513 million increase requested over the fiscal
year 2012 enacted budget, about 40 percent of it is strictly for the
fire program. So there’s a lot of puts and takes.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

You referenced, Mr. Chairman, the LWCF and our request that
over a 2-year period of time the funding be moved into the manda-
tory funding category. It fulfills, really, a 50-year promise to the
American people to take offshore oil and gas revenues and mitigate
those impacts by putting a portion of the revenues into conserva-
tion programs onshore. The LWCF has touched every single county
across the United States. We think, given the environment that
we're in, mandatory funding makes sense, and we could certainly
get into more of that in the questioning.

SCIENCE

On the science side, we have a $946 million investment in both
basic and applied science to support the mission-essential pro-
grams. It’s about a $138 million increase from fiscal year 2012.
What do we use this for? USGS and the FWS address invasive spe-
cies threats. One big one is the Asian carp as it potentially moves
into the Great Lakes. If we let that get out of control, we’re in real
trouble. This provides the science and the support to try and nip
that in the bud before it becomes a problem.
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The white-nose syndrome in bats, a big issue for the agricultural
community, particularly in the Northeast, but actually throughout
the country as well, again bringing the resources to bear from
science to address things like that. The use of geographic informa-
tion system mapping to get a lot smarter about how we manage
our lands overall. These are all investments in science I think will
help us carry out our mission and fulfill the interests of your
States.

INDIAN PROGRAMS

On the Indian programs side, our fiscal year 2014 budget re-
quests $2.6 billion for Bureau of Indian Affairs programs overall.
That is upholding our trust management responsibilities in Indian
education, law enforcement, and social service programs. We have
increases in this budget for contract support costs for tribes around
their self-determination, to help combat domestic violence in Indian
communities, help tribes manage their natural resources, and pre-
pare for threats from climate change.

2014 BUDGET

This is a balanced budget, from the standpoint of supporting the
administration’s priorities without adding a dime to the deficit.
One thing that is beneficial about Interior is we generate revenue.
This budget proposes to generate $3.7 billion in additional revenue
over 10 years. We've cut administrative costs by $217 million by re-
ducing travel and being strategic in purchasing since 2010. My col-
leagues here on my left have orchestrated the largest IT consolida-
tion, perhaps across the Federal Government, which is saving hun-
dreds of millions of dollars by being smarter and more efficient in
how we deliver services.

And the budget reflects what a businessperson would do, which
is pick your priorities, scale back in other areas so you can fund
the areas important to you and that align with the missions of In-
terior. We have about $600 million in reductions, which include
$476 million under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee, freeing up
that money to fund the priorities you referenced in your opening
statements.

We want to manage this Department, and I will bring my busi-
ness expertise to the table to deliver on our missions effectively and
support the American taxpayer.

Final note on Hurricane Sandy. I want to thank all of you for
your efforts to pass the Hurricane Sandy supplemental appropria-
tions act, and a little later on today, we’ll be issuing a press release
on $475 million to be released to support Hurricane Sandy relief
efforts. Mr. Chairman, it is $1.5 million for refuges in Rhode Is-
land. It is reopening the Statue of Liberty for the Fourth of July,
and many other programs identified in that press release that will
repair the damage and also create more resilience for the future,
as we have additional storm events that are impactful.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So, I thank you very much for the opportunity and privilege to
be here. And we all look forward to your questions. Thank you.
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[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SALLY JEWELL

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today.
I am glad to have an opportunity to talk with you about my priorities, the Depart-
ment’s continuing role in job creation and the economy, and how we are practicing
good Government.

We share very deep connections in our roles as stewards of the Nation’s parks,
forests, deserts, rivers, and seashores and as the keeper of the history of this coun-
try. We share responsibilities to protect and advance the role of public lands and
Indian lands as huge economic engines for the Nation. From energy development,
to grazing, to logging, tourism and outdoor recreation, our lands and waters power
our economy and create jobs. In many of your States, the revenues we share from
energy production and other activities are a critical component of the local economy.

I believe our partnership efforts and ability to resolve challenges and take advan-
tage of opportunities will advance our goals and shape our country for years to
come.

2013 APPROPRIATIONS

Before I talk about the 2014 President’s budget, I would like to paint the contrast
created by the 2013 budget situation. For the programs that this subcommittee
oversees, the Department’s operating level for 2013 is $9.9 billion, including a se-
quester cut of $523 million.

The cuts to our budget push us back in time to funding levels we last saw in 2006.
The cuts reverse much of the progress made by Secretary Salazar, who worked in
partnership with this subcommittee to build capacity to advance the President’s all-
of-the above energy strategy; conserve our lands, waters and wildlife; advance youth
engagement in the outdoors; and honor commitments to Indian Nations. I will admit
we were disappointed by the outcome of the 2013 budget. It has resulted in dis-
pirited agencies and demoralized employees and it undermines the work we need
to do on so many fronts.

I look at the Bureau of Land Management, an agency that has a diverse and chal-
lenging set of responsibilities, and I feel a sense of loss about the impacts to their
budget. BLM balances its dual missions to protect and conserve natural and cultural
resources, oversee and manage the development of energy and minerals, and respon-
sibly manage historic uses of public lands for grazing and timber production, while
meeting public demands for wilderness designation and recreation. This agency of
nearly 11,000 employees has the enormous responsibility of managing 245 million
acres of land and a mineral estate of 700 million acres. BLM oversees 6,000 miles
of trails in 14 States, hosts 59 million visitors annually, and oversees the production
of 41 percent of the coal produced in this country. BLM’s vast estate and complex
glission requires a balancing of work and stretches resources across 17 western

tates.

BLM strives to be a good neighbor. The BLM’s operating budget is reduced from
last year’s operating level by $70 million or 6 percent. This reduction comes now,
halfway through the fiscal year and at the start of field season. The outcome of the
2013 appropriation process will slow BLM’s efforts to strengthen the management
and permitting processes for oil and gas, minerals and coal on public lands; reduce
efforts underway to protect and restore sage grouse habitat; reduce our partnerships
that help to maintain trails and recreation opportunities; and slow the issuance of
grazing permits and timber leases. This will impact BLM’s ability to be a good
neighbor because it will be necessary to reduce invasive species control, the protec-
tion of archeological sites, and limit access for camping, hunting and fishing, and
other recreation.

In the coming months you will see these types of impacts across the country in
all of our bureaus and offices. You will also see the impacts on your constituents
because of cutbacks in programs and services and because of reduced revenue shar-
ing, grants and contracts. We recently notified State treasurers that they can expect
to receive reduced mineral payments for the balance of the fiscal year and we noti-
gled gounty commissioners that Payments in Lieu of Taxes payments will be re-

uced.

This discussion is important—we are at a watershed moment for our Nation. We
can’t continue to mortgage our future by cutting back on programs that fulfill com-
mitments to the Nation for natural and cultural resource stewardship, energy inde-
pendence, and upholding our commitments to Indian Tribes. Interior’s budget is 1
percent of discretionary spending—a small slice of the pie. However, cuts to our pro-
grams have disproportionate impacts that we cannot continue to erode.
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Our Department collects nearly $13 billion annually through mineral extraction,

azing and timber activities on public lands, and recreation fees. We share nearly

5 billion of these revenues annually with States, tribes, counties and others in the
form of grants and direct payments. An additional $2 billion of our budget is used
in local communities across the Nation through contracts for goods and services.

We will survive these cuts in 2013 by freezing hiring, eliminating seasonal posi-
tions, and cutting back on our programs and services. These steps are essential in
order to maintain our core mission to serve the public. However, they are not sus-
tainable, as these actions which are eroding our workforce, shrinking our summer
field season, and deferring important work cannot be continued in future years
without further severe consequences to our mission.

2014 BUDGET

The 2013 situation is in stark contrast to our 2014 budget. Interior’s 2014 budget
represents the needs of this Department in balance with the constrained fiscal situ-
ation. The budget will help us to operate effectively and fulfill our mission require-
ments and authorized purposes as prescribed by the Congress.

The 2014 budget request includes $10.9 billion for programs under the jurisdiction
of the Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Subcommittee. The budget for
current appropriations is $513.2 million or 5 percent above the 2012 level.

Including the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Completion Act, which
is under the jurisdiction of the Energy and Water Development Subcommittee, the
2014 President’s budget includes $11.9 billion, an increase of $486.4 million. Inte-
rior’s budget request includes reductions and savings of over $600 million. These re-
ductions reflect the outcome of difficult choices, sacrificing in many areas, deferring
projects, and programming savings for efficiencies in order to maintain funding for
highest priorities.

It is important to put this budget in context. The context is the complex mission
the Department of the Interior has and how the mission affects the lives of all
Americans. Nearly every American lives within an hour’s drive of lands or waters
managed by the Interior Department. In 2012, there were 483 million visits to Inte-
rior-managed lands. Recreational visits to Interior’s lands had an economic benefit
to local communities, particularly in rural areas, contributing an estimated $48.7
billion in economic activity in 2011. The Department oversees the responsible devel-
opment of 23 percent of U.S. energy supplies, is the largest supplier and manager
of water in the 17 western States, maintains relationships with 566 federally recog-
nized Tribes, and provides services to more than 1.7 million American Indian and
Alaska Native peoples.

Achieving success in all of these important responsibilities on behalf of the Amer-
@can1 people is the Department’s primary focus. The American people deserve noth-
ing less.

INVESTING IN AMERICA

Through the America’s Great Outdoors initiative, the administration is working
to expand opportunities for recreation and conservation, through partnerships with
States and others, and the promotion of America’s parks, refuges, and public lands.
The benefits extend beyond the conservation of natural resources and engagement
of Americans with the outdoors. According to the Outdoor Industry Association, the
American outdoor recreation economy provides an estimated 6.1 million jobs, spurs
$646 billion in spending, and brings $39.9 billion in Federal tax revenue and $39.7
billion in State and local tax revenue.

I am very excited the 2014 budget request includes increased funding for the
Land and Water Conservation Fund and a legislative proposal to establish dedicated
mandatory funding for LWCF programs, with full funding at $900 million beginning
in 2015. Enactment of a mandatory LWCF program would ensure continued funding
for this program that was designed to make investments in conservation and recre-
ation as compensation to the American people for the development of oil and gas
resources. In 2014, the budget includes $600 million for LWCF, including $200 mil-
lion in mandatory funding to supplement discretionary funds and provide an addi-
tional $141 million for Interior programs, including $88 million for Federal land ac-
quisition, and $53 million for recreational and conservation grants. The budget in-
cludes $59 million in mandatory funding for U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest
Service.

The AGO initiative is encouraging innovative partnerships in communities across
the Nation, expanding access to rivers and trails, creating wildlife corridors, and
promoting conservation while working to protect historic uses of the land including
ranching, farming, and forestry. These efforts are based on donations reflecting the
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support of local communities to protect these areas and create more open space. For
example, in 2012, the Department established the Swan Valley Conservation Area
which connects the Canadian Rockies with the central Rockies of Idaho and Wyo-
ming. The FWS established the area in partnership with landowners who volun-
tarily entered their lands into easements. The new area will protect one of the last
low-elevation, coniferous forest ecosystems in western Montana that remains unde-
veloped and provide habitat for species such as grizzly bears, gray wolves, wolver-
ines, and Canada lynx.

The 2014 budget includes $5.3 billion in current authority for AGO activities, an
increase of $179.8 million above 2012. Funding is focused on land acquisition pro-
grams supported through the Land and Water Conservation Fund as well as land
management operations, and other grant and technical assistance programs to pro-
mote conservation and improve recreational access. This includes $120.2 million for
river restoration activities by the Bureau of Reclamation, a new addition to our
AGO portfolio in 2014.

The AGO request includes $10 million for a revitalized and refocused Urban
Parks and Recreation Resource grant program, and $3 million for a Historic Preser-
vation Fund competitive grant program to support projects that help to tell the
broader and diverse aspects of America’s story.

The 2014 budget continues a collaborative effort begun last year with the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture’s Forest Service in the to focus on the conservation and res-
toration of landscapes and working lands, protecting ecosystems and the commu-
nities that depend on them. This approach works with partners at the local level
to identify landscape areas or ecosystems for collaborative and leveraged conserva-
tion investments. Working jointly with the Forest Service, Interior has identified
four focal landscape areas for targeted investment of $169.3 million in 2014.

A STRONGER ENERGY FUTURE

Interior enables the safe and environmentally responsible development of conven-
tional and renewable energy on public lands and the Outer Continental Shelf. The
Department’s oil and gas development activities accounted for nearly $9.7 billion of
the receipts generated by Interior’s activities in 2012. For the past several years,
Interior has targeted investments in America’s energy future, particularly to encour-
age the development of renewable energy on the Nation’s public lands and offshore
areas where it makes sense. In 2009, there were no commercial solar energy
projects on or under development on the public lands. From 2009 through March
2013, Interior authorized 37 renewable energy projects on or through the public
lands which, if constructed, will have the potential to produce enough electricity to
power more than 3.8 million homes. The Department also plays a key role in efforts
to strengthen the Nation’s electric transmission grid. In 2012, Interior approved per-
mits enabling more than 350 miles of transmission lines in seven States across Fed-
eral lands.

A stronger America depends on a growing economy that creates jobs. No area
holds more promise than investments in American energy, with the potential to pro-
vide clean, low cost, reliable, and secure energy supplies. Success depends on the
country’s ability to pursue an all-of-the-above energy strategy. Interior’s energy re-
source programs are at the forefront of this objective. The 2014 budget includes
$771.6 million for renewable and conventional energy programs, an increase of
$97.5 million above 2012. This includes $1.1 million for the Bureau of Reclamation
to better integrate renewable energy technology into their projects, building on sig-
nificant investments to date. Reclamation’s 58 hydroelectric power plants generate
more than 40 billion kilowatt hours of electricity to meet the needs of over 3.5 mil-
lion households and generate over $1 billion in gross revenues for the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Renewable energy, particularly solar and wind power, is a crucial and growing
component of the administration’s all-of-the-above energy strategy. Among the sig-
nificant results achieved for renewable power, since 2009, BLM has authorized more
than 11,500 megawatts of energy on public lands and waters, established a road
map for responsible solar development in the West designating energy zones, and
flipped the switch on the first solar energy project to deliver power to the grid. The
BLM also released the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed 750
megawatt facility in Riverside County that would be one of the largest solar energy
projects on public lands in the California desert. The BLM is also moving forward
on wind energy, with a proposed complex in Wyoming that would generate up to
3,000 megawatts of power, making it the largest wind farm facility in the United
States and one of the largest in the world. The 2014 budget includes $29.1 million
in BLM for onshore renewable energy programs.
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Significant progress has been made to advance offshore wind energy. In 2012,
BOEM issued the second non-competitive commercial wind lease off the coast of
Delaware, and moved forward with first-ever competitive lease sales for wind energy
areas off Virginia and Rhode Island/Massachusetts. These sales involve nearly
278,000 acres proposed for development of wind generation to produce electricity to
power as many as 1.4 million homes. The 2014 budget includes $34.4 million in
BOEM for offshore Renewable Energy development.

Interior oversees onshore production of oil, gas, and coal on over 700 million acres
of subsurface mineral estate and continues efforts to expand safe and responsible
onshore energy development. In calendar year 2012, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment held 31 onshore oil and gas sales. Although we planned to conduct 33 sales
in 2013, the sequester is anticipated to result in fewer and smaller lease sales. The
BLM sales resulted in 1,707 parcels of land receiving bids in 2012, 30 percent more
than in 2009. Onshore oil and gas leasing reforms put in place in 2010 resulted in
fewer protests; less than 18 percent of 2,064 parcels offered in fiscal year 2012 were
protested, the lowest since fiscal year 2003, reducing costs and speeding develop-
ment. In 2014, the Department proposes a total of $127.1 million in current appro-
priations and offsetting fees for BLM’s oil and gas program, representing an in-
crease of $23 million in program capacity. This includes $48 million in proposed in-
spection fees, allowing for an increase of $10 million in BLM inspection and enforce-
ment resources, along with a reduction of $38 million in requested appropriations
for the program. The proposed onshore inspection fee is similar to the fee now
charged to inspect offshore rigs and platforms.

Interior has been similarly active in supporting offshore production of oil and gas,
while continuing to stress management and oversight reforms identified as a result
of the Deepwater Horizon incident. At the end of 2012, more rigs were operating
in the gulf than in the previous 2% years, equaling the number of rigs in the gulf
before the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. In 2012 alone, BSEE approved 112 new
deepwater well permits, higher than in either of the 2 years preceding the Deep-
water Horizon oil spill. At the same time, the Department has implemented safety
and environmental management systems regulations; issued a new drilling safety
rule to refine safety reforms and strengthen requirements; took steps to hold con-
tractors accountable for their actions offshore; conducted the first full-scale capping
stack deployment exercise to respond to a potential future well blowout scenario;
and provided new guidance on oil spill response plans.

Interior released a new 5-year program for offshore leasing last year, making
areas containing an estimated 75 percent of the technically recoverable offshore oil
and gas resources available for exploration and development. In March 2013, BOEM
held the second Gulf of Mexico sale under the new OCS Plan, drawing 407 bids on
320 tracts covering more than 1.7 million acres offshore Alabama, Louisiana, and
Mississippi, with high bids totaling $1.2 billion. In 2012, BOEM began to assess en-
ergy resource potential off the coast of the Mid and South Atlantic. In 2012, Interior
also oversaw the first new exploratory activity in the Alaskan arctic in a decade,
with Shell Oil Company beginning limited preparatory drilling activities in the
Chukchi and Beaufort Seas under strict safety and environmental oversight. The
2014 budget includes a legislative proposal to implement an agreement reached in
2012 with the Government of Mexico to open up previously off limits transboundary
oil and natural gas reservoirs in the Gulf of Mexico. The 2014 budget includes
$478.2 million for conventional offshore oil and gas activities. The Department esti-
mates the exploration and production of oil, gas, coal, hydropower, and minerals on
Federal lands contributed nearly $275 billion to the U.S. economy in 2011.

FULFILLING THE TRUST

This administration has made it a top priority to help bring real and lasting
change in Indian Country and to open a new constructive chapter of relations with
Native Americans. The administration has a comprehensive agenda to reform, re-
pair, and rebuild Federal relations with Indian Country to ensure American Indians
and Alaska Natives are offered the opportunities they deserve. This means respect-
ing the inherent sovereignty of tribal nations and making sure the Federal Govern-
ment is honoring its commitments, fulfilling its trust responsibilities to tribal na-
tions and individuals, providing resources, working cooperatively to build stronger
economies and safer communities, and providing high quality education opportuni-
ties for Indian youth at schools funded by the Bureau of Indian Education.

Interior has worked diligently to restore tribal homelands. Since 2009, Interior
has acquired more than 190,000 acres of land into trust and processed over 1,000
requests for land acquisitions that will allow for economic development, natural re-
source infrastructure, and health and housing projects to move forward as deter-
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mined by the Tribes. The Secretarial appointed National Commission on Indian
Trust Administration and Reform will help further these efforts as it undertakes a
forward-looking, comprehensive evaluation of the Department’s trust management.

One of the most significant recent developments regarding Interior’s trust respon-
sibilities was passage of the Claims Resolution Act of 2010, which ratified the $3.4
billion Cobell v. Salazar settlement agreement and four tribal water rights settle-
ments. The settlement became final on November 24, 2012, following action by the
U.S. Supreme Court and expiration of the appeal period.

Interior has launched implementation of a $1.9 billion Indian Land Buy-Back Pro-
gram, authorized in the legislation, to purchase fractionated interests in trust or re-
stricted land from willing Individual Indian account holders at fair market value
within a 10 year period. The program enables tribal governments to use consoli-
dated parcels for the benefit of their communities. Interior will administer the pro-

am by securing the Department’s extensive expertise and services, primarily in
BIA and the Office of Special Trustee for American Indians, to implement the oper-
ational aspects, including valuations and acquisitions. As an added incentive to will-
ing sellers, the Indian Land Buy-Back Program will fund up to $60 million for a
scholarship fund for American Indian and Alaska Native students.

The entire program will be based on consultation with and participation of Tribes.
Building on the Cobell v. Salazar settlement, the administration has engaged tribes
in Nation-to-Nation negotiations on 59 additional settlements leading to over $1.1
billion in settlements to resolve long standing trust accounting and trust manage-
ment claims.

Interior has also taken another step to give tribes and individual Indians greater
control over their own lands with the finalization of the most sweeping reform of
Federal surface leasing regulations in more than 50 years. The new regulations re-
move bureaucratic redtape and streamline the approval for homeownership, expe-
dite economic development, and spur renewable energy. As a result, individuals and
tribes will have the ability to do fundamental things on tribal lands, like buy a
home or build a business. The 2014 budget includes increases in Trust Real Estate
Services, including a general increase of %4.2 million to support these efforts.

The 2014 budget proposes an interim solution in the way in which funds are
budgeted for contract support costs, which are important to the furtherance of self-
governance and Indian self-determination. The 1975 Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act, as amended, allows tribes to implement programs pre-
viously administered by the Federal Government through contractual arrangements.
In turn, tribal contractors are paid for the administration of those programs, known
as contract support costs. Contract support costs funds are used by tribal contrac-
tors to pay a wide range of administrative and management costs, including but not
limited to finance, personnel, maintenance, insurance, utilities, audits, and commu-
nications. These funds allow tribes to manage the programs for which they contract,
and eliminate the need for tribes to use program funds to fulfill administrative re-
quirements. The 2014 request for these costs is $231 million, an increase of $9.8
million above the 2012 enacted level.

In light of the Supreme Court’s Salazar v. Ramah Navajo Chapter decision, the
administration is proposing Congress appropriate contract support costs funding to
tribes on a contract-by-contract basis. To ensure as much clarity as possible regard-
ing the level of contract support costs funding, the administration will provide Con-
gress a contract-by-contract funding table for incorporation into the appropriations
act. The administration proposes this change as an interim step. The broader goal
is to develop a longer-term solution through consultation with the Tribes, as well
as streamline and simplify the contract support costs process which is considered
by many as overly complex and cumbersome to both tribes and the Federal Govern-
ment.

Another area of emphasis reflected in the 2014 budget is a commitment to resolve
tribal water rights claims and ensure Native American communities have access to
use and manage water to meet domestic, economic, cultural, and ecological needs.
Including funding for technical and legal support and for authorized settlements in-
volving tribal waters, the 2014 budget request totals $159.6 million, which is an in-
crease of $25.9 million over 2012. This includes a total of $135.3 million within the
Bureaus of Reclamation and Indian Affairs to implement water rights settlements,
an increase of $20.4 million above 2012. For communities benefiting from these set-
tlements, a permanent water supply will vastly improve their quality of life and will
offer greater economic security immediately as well as into the future.

To strengthen the Department’s capacity to meet its trust responsibilities and
more effectively partner with tribes on water issues, $3.4 million in increases are
provided in BIA’s budget to support Water Management and Planning, Water
Rights Litigation, and to conduct a comprehensive Department-wide evaluation to
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strengthen engagement, management, and analytical capabilities of the Indian
Water Rights Office and other bureaus and offices that work on these issues. An
increase of $766,000 in Reclamation’s Native American Affairs Program and $1 mil-
lion in the Cooperative Water Program at USGS will also strengthen technical anal-
ysis in support of water rights settlement work.

Interior is working to improve other services in Indian Country. In education, In-
terior is working with the Department of Education to develop a national education
reform agenda to better serve Indian children in BIE schools. The two agencies
signed an agreement to bolster cooperation and coordination. The budget includes
$15 million to fund an elementary and secondary school pilot program based on the
successful Department of Education turnaround schools model. Grants will be
awarded to BIE-funded schools demonstrating the greatest need for the funds and
the strongest commitment for substantially raising the achievement of students.

Interior is putting more law enforcement officers in Indian communities, and im-
proving training and equipment. Interior’s revamped recruiting process for BIA law
enforcement officers has increased the number of applicants for those positions by
500 percent, resulting in the largest officer hiring increase in BIA history. A pilot
program of intense community policing on four reservations experiencing high crime
rates saw promising results, a combined reduction of violent crime of 35 percent
after the first 24 months. Now, 12 months later, crime continues to drop for a new
combined reduction of 55 percent. Interior has expanded this successful pilot pro-
gram to two additional reservations. The 2014 budget of $2.6 billion includes $365.3
million for BIA’s Public Safety and Justice program, an increase of $19 million.

SPURRING GROWTH AND INNOVATION THROUGH SCIENCE

The proposed 2014 budget provides strong support for basic and applied science
to support sustainable stewardship of natural resources as part of Interior’s mission.
The budget requests $963.1 million for research and development across the Depart-
ment. These investments promote economic growth and innovation, advance Amer-
ican competitiveness in the global market, strengthen natural hazard preparedness
and improve the Nation’s fundamental understanding of our natural resources and
environmental capital at the heart of resource development, and human and envi-
ronmental health issues. Program increases will support the application of science
to address critical challenges in energy and mineral production, ecosystem manage-
ment, invasive species, oil spill restoration, climate adaptation, and Earth observa-
tion (such as satellite and airborne land imaging and water and wildlife moni-
toring).

Interior’s mission requires a careful balance between development and conserva-
tion. The Department works to achieve this balance by working closely with its di-
verse stakeholders and partners to ensure its actions provide the greatest benefit
to the American people. Central to this mission is the development and use of sci-
entific information to inform decisionmaking. Scientific monitoring, research, and
development play a vital role in supporting Interior’s missions and Interior main-
tains a robust science capability in the natural sciences, primarily in the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey. An example of how this expertise is applied is USGS’s work as part
of an interagency collaboration on hydraulic fracturing, which is aimed at research-
ing and producing decision-ready information and tools on the potential impacts of
hydraulic fracturing on the environment, health, and safety, including water quality
and inducement of seismic activity. The budget includes $18 million to continue the
inter-agency collaboration to investigate the impacts of hydraulic fracturing.

As the Department’s premier science agency, the U.S. Geological Survey is funded
at $1.2 billion in the proposed budget, an increase of $98.8 million above the 2012
enacted level, the majority of which is requested for increased research and develop-
ment. Funding supports research needed for the development of domestic energy,
protection of critical water resources, and to respond to natural disasters. The 2014
request emphasizes investments in science unique to USGS that will address na-
tional impacts such as hydraulic fracturing, and research, monitoring and tools to
make science usable by decisionmakers in ecosystem restoration efforts in the
Chesapeake Bay, California Bay-Delta, and the Upper Mississippi River.

The USGS provides exceptional support to Interior bureaus, however USGS alone
cannot provide for all of Interior’s scientific needs. The USGS and other Interior bu-
reaus work collaboratively to find answers and to translate and apply scientific in-
formation and tools to important natural resource management questions. Science
funding at the bureau and office level allows bureaus and offices to collaborate to
produce and translate science into management-ready information, providing re-
quired resources to purchase studies, models, and expertise, and to hire scientists
to help managers interpret the vast body of knowledge generated by USGS, univer-
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sities, and other scientific institutions. These resources help answer imminent and
important natural resource management questions and provide near-term solutions
to address urgent and emerging issues such as the white-nose syndrome in bats.

Interior agencies work collaboratively to bridge gaps in knowledge, leveraging the
complementary skills and capacity to advance the use of science to support manage-
ment decisionmaking, ensure independent review of key decisions and science integ-
r%lty, and adaptively use data to assist States, Tribes, and communities throughout
the Nation.

WATER FOR A GROWING AMERICA

Although the Bureau of Reclamation is within the jurisdiction of the Energy and
Water Subcommittee, it plays a critical role in addressing the Nation’s water chal-
lenges which are of interest the subcommittee. Reclamation maintains 476 dams
and 337 reservoirs with the capacity to store 245 million acre-feet of water. The bu-
reau manages water for agricultural, municipal, and industrial use, and provides
recreation for millions of people. Reclamation’s activities, including recreation, gen-
erate estimated economic benefits of over $55 billion and support nearly 416,000
jobs.

These facilities deliver water to one in every five western farmers to irrigate
about 10 million acres of land, and provide water to over 31 million people for mu-
nicipal and industrial uses and other non-agricultural uses. The water managed by
Interior irrigates an estimated 60 percent of the Nation’s vegetables each year. Rec-
lamation facilities also reduce flood damages in communities where they are located
and thereby create an economic benefit by sparing these communities the cost of re-
building or replacing property damaged or destroyed by flood events.

Population growth, development, and a changing climate are creating growing
challenges to the Nation’s water supplies. In many areas of the country, including
the arid West, dwindling water supplies, lengthening droughts, and rising demand
for water are forcing communities, stakeholders, and governments to explore new
ideas and find new solutions to ensure stable, secure water supplies for the future.

Interior is tackling America’s water challenges by providing leadership and assist-
ance to States, tribes, and local communities to address competing demands for
water. Interior’s programs are helping communities improve conservation and in-
crease water availability, restore watersheds, and resolve long standing water con-
flicts. Interior is leading a national water conservation initiative, WaterSMART. The
acronym stands for Sustain and Manage America’s Resources for Tomorrow.
WaterSMART is finding better ways to stretch existing supplies and helping part-
ners plan to meet future water demands.

The USGS is a key partner in Interior’s WaterSMART initiative, by contributing
research as part of its WaterSMART Availability and Use Assessment effort. The
2014 budget for the USGS includes $22.5 million for WaterSMART activities.

In 2012, USGS began a 3 year study of three focus areas in the Delaware River
Basin, the Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint River Basin, and the Colorado River
Basin. The studies focus on water availability, investigating the components of a re-
gional water budget to understand the amount entering and leaving each basin.
This work contributed to The Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand
Study released by the Department in December 2012, funded by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation and the seven States in the Colorado River Basin. This first of a kind
study projects an average imbalance in future water supply and demand greater
than 3.2 million acre-feet by 2060. The study projects the largest increase in de-
mand will come from municipal and industrial users, owing to population growth.
The Colorado River Basin currently provides water to 40 million people. The study
estimates this could double to nearly 76 million people by 2060, under a rapid
growth scenario.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

This budget recognizes the need for fiscal responsibility. The priority programs
are level funded with 2012 and limited strategic investments proposed in 2014 are
balanced by reductions in lower priority programs, deferrals and planning effi-
ciencies.

Despite increased resources needed for programs and services, Interior will con-
tinue to improve efficiency and reduce its workforce. Staffing reductions of 593 from
2012 are planned for 2014. These personnel reductions are focused on areas where
there are funding reductions. Staffing reductions will be achieved through attrition,
outplacement, and buy-outs in order to minimize the need to conduct reductions in
force to the greatest extent possible.
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This budget is responsible, with over $600 million in program terminations, reduc-
tions, and savings from administrative efficiencies and improvements. The budget
also continues efforts to shift program costs to industry where appropriate, and in
so doing, improve program effectiveness. Permanent funding that becomes available
as a result of existing legislation without further action by the Congress results in
an additional $6.3 billion, for $18.3 billion in total budget authority for Interior in
2014.

MANDATORY PROPOSALS

The 2014 budget includes 17 mandatory proposals that will be submitted to the
Congress to collect a fair return to the American taxpayer for the sale of Federal
resources, to reduce unnecessary spending, and to extend beneficial authorities of
law. Revenue and savings proposals will generate more than $3.7 billion over the
next decade. The 2014 budget also includes three mandatory spending proposals es-
timated at $8.1 billion in outlays over the next decade.

Land and Water Conservation Fund.—The Department of the Interior will submit
a legislative proposal to permanently authorize annual funding, without further ap-
propriation or fiscal year limitation, for LWCF programs in the Departments of the
Interior and Agriculture. During a transition to permanent funding in 2014, the
budget proposes $600 million in total LWCF programs funding, comprised of $200
million permanent and $400 million current funding. Starting in 2015, the fully au-
thorized level of $900 million in permanent funds will be authorized each year.

Payments in Lieu of Taxes.—The authorization for permanent PILT payments was
extended through 2013 as part of the Surface Transportation Extension Act of 2012.
The 2014 budget proposes to extend authorization of the program an additional year
through 2014, while a sustainable long-term funding solution is developed for the
PILT Program. The PILT payments help local governments carry out vital services,
such as firefighting and police protection, construction of public schools and roads,
and search and rescue operations.

Palau Compact.—On September 3, 2010, the United States and the Republic of
Palau successfully concluded the review of the Compact of Free Association and
signed a 15-year agreement that includes a package of assistance through 2024. The
2014 budget assumes authorization of permanent funding for the Compact occurs
in 2013. The cost for this proposal is estimated at $189 million over the 2014
through 2023 period.

Federal Oil and Gas Reforms.—The budget includes a package of legislative re-
forms to bolster and backstop administrative actions being taken to reform the man-
agement of Interior’s onshore and offshore oil and gas programs, with a key focus
on improving the return to taxpayers from the sale of these Federal resources. Pro-
posed statutory and administrative changes fall into three general categories: (1) ad-
vancing royalty reforms, (2) encouraging diligent development of oil and gas leases,
and (3) improving revenue collection processes. Collectively, these reforms will gen-
erate roughly $2.5 billion in net revenue to the Treasury over 10 years, of which
about $1.7 billion would result from statutory changes. Many States will also benefit
from higher Federal revenue sharing payments.

Helium Sales, Operations and Deposits.—The Department will submit a legisla-
tive proposal to authorize the Helium Fund to continue activities supporting the
sale of helium. Under the Helium Privatization Act of 1996, the Helium Fund is set
to expire upon repayment of the helium debt, anticipated to occur the first quarter
of 2014. This proposal will allow continued operation of the Helium program while
facilitating a gradual exit from the helium market. Additional revenues from this
proposal are estimated at $480 million over the decade.

Transboundary Gulf of Mexico Agreement.—The 2014 budget includes a legislative
proposal to implement the Agreement between the United States and the United
Mexican States concerning Transboundary Hydrocarbon Reservoirs in the Gulf of
Mexico, signed by representatives of the United States and Mexico on February 20,
2012. The Agreement establishes a framework for the cooperative exploration and
development of hydrocarbon resources that cross the United States-Mexico maritime
boundary in the Gulf of Mexico. The Agreement would also end the moratorium on
development along the boundary in the Western Gap in the gulf. The budget as-
sumes revenues from lease sales in this area will generate an estimated $50 million
for the Treasury in 2014.

Return Coal Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Fees to Historic Levels.—The
budget proposes legislation to modify the 2006 amendments to the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act, which lowered the per-ton coal fee companies pay into
the AML Fund. The proposal would return the fees to the levels companies paid
prior to the 2006 fee reduction. The additional revenue, with estimated net savings



78

of $54 million over 10 years, will be used to reclaim high priority abandoned coal
mines.

Reallocate NPR-A Revenues to Priority BLM Alaska Activities.—The budget pro-
poses to temporarily redirect revenue sharing payments to the State of Alaska from
NPR-A oil and gas development to a new Alaska Land Conveyance and Remedi-
ation Fund. This fund would supplement current appropriations and address pri-
ority BLM program needs in Alaska, specifically the remediation of oil and gas leg-
acy wells in NPR-A and the completion of remaining land title conveyances to the
State of Alaska, individual Alaska Natives, and Alaska Native Corporations.

Discontinue AML Payments to Certified States.—The budget proposes to dis-
continue the unrestricted payments to States and tribes certified for completing
their coal reclamation work. While the Surface Transportation Extension Act of
2012 capped annual payments to each certified State and tribe at $15 million, this

roposal terminates all such payments, with estimated savings of approximately
5327 million over the next 10 years.

Reclamation of Abandoned Hardrock Mines.—To address the legacy of abandoned
hardrock mines across the United States and hold the hardrock mining industry ac-
countable for past mining practices, the Department will propose legislation to cre-
ate a parallel Abandoned Mine Lands Program for abandoned hardrock sites. A new
AML fee on hardrock production on both public and private lands would be allocated
to reclaim the highest priority hardrock abandoned sites on Federal, State, tribal,
and private lands. Additional revenue is estimated at $1.8 billion for the 2014-2023
period, while outlays for reclamation projects, which lag behind collections, are esti-
mated at $1.3 billion over the same period.

Reform Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands.—Interior will submit a legislative
proposal to provide a fair return to the taxpayer from hardrock production on Fed-
eral lands. The legislative proposal will institute a leasing program under the Min-
eral Leasing Act of 1920 for certain hardrock minerals including gold, silver, lead,
zine, copper, uranium, and molybdenum, currently covered by the General Mining
Law of 1872. The proposal is projected to generate revenues to the U.S. Treasury
of $80 million over 10 years, with larger revenues estimated in following years.

Net Receipts Sharing for Energy Minerals.—The Department proposes to make
permanent the current arrangement for sharing the cost to administer energy and
minerals receipts. Under current law, States receiving significant payments from
mineral revenue development on Federal lands also share in the costs of admin-
istering the Federal mineral leases from which the revenue is generated. Permanent
implementation of net receipts sharing is expected to result in savings of $44 million
in 2015 and $421 million over 10 years.

Geothermal Energy Receipts.—The Department proposes to repeal section 224(b)
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. The repeal of section 224(b) will permanently dis-
continue payments to counties and restore the disposition of Federal geothermal
leasing revenues to the historical formula of 50 percent to the States and 50 percent
to the Treasury. This results in savings of $4 million in 2014 and $48 million over
10 years.

Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act.—The Department proposes to reau-
thorize this act that expired on July 25, 2011, and allow Federal lands identified
as suitable for disposal in recent land use plans to be sold using this authority. The
sales revenues would continue to fund the acquisition of environmentally sensitive
lands and administrative costs associated with conducting the sales.

Federal Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamps.—Federal Migratory
Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamps, commonly known as Duck Stamps, were
originally created in 1934 as the annual Federal license required for hunting migra-
tory waterfowl. Today, 98 percent of the receipts generated from the sale of these
$15 stamps are used to acquire important migratory bird areas for migration, breed-
ing, and wintering. The price of the Duck Stamp has not increased since 1991. The
Department proposes legislation to increase these fees to $25 per stamp per year,
beginning in 2014.

Bureau of Land Management Foundation.—The budget proposes legislation to es-
tablish a congressionally chartered National BLM Foundation. This Foundation will
provide an opportunity to leverage private funding to support public lands, achieve
shared outcomes, and focus public support on the BLM mission.

Recreation Fee Program.—The Department of the Interior proposes to perma-
nently authorize the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act, which expires in
December 2014. The Department currently collects over $200 million in recreation
fees annually under this authority and uses them to enhance the visitor experience
at Interior facilities. In addition, the Department will propose a general provision
in the 2014 budget request to amend appropriations language to extend the author-
ity through 2015.
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OFFSETTING COLLECTIONS AND FEES

The budget includes the following proposals to collect or increase various fees, so
industry shares some of the cost of Federal permitting and regulatory oversight.

Fee Increase for Offshore Oil and Gas Inspections.—Through appropriations lan-
guage, the Department proposes inspection fees totaling $65 million in 2014 for off-
shore oil and gas drilling facilities subject to inspection by the Bureau of Safety and
Environmental Enforcement. These fees will support BSEE’s expanded inspection
program to increase production accountability, human safety, and environmental
protection.

New Fee for Onshore Oil and Gas Inspections.—Through appropriations language,
the Department proposes to implement an inspection fee in 2014 for onshore o1l and
gas activities subject to inspection by BLM. The proposed inspection fee is expected
to generate $48 million in 2014, $10 million more than the corresponding $38 mil-
lion reduction in requested appropriations for BLM, thereby expanding the capacity
of BLM’s oil and gas inspection program. The fee is similar to those already in place
for offshore operations and will support Federal efforts to increase production ac-
countability, human safety, and environmental protection.

Onshore Oil and Gas Drilling Permit Fee.—The 2014 budget proposes to continue
a fee for processing drilling permits through appropriations language, an approach
taken by Congress in the 2009 and subsequent Interior Appropriations Acts. A fee
of $6,500 per drilling permit was authorized in 2010, and if continued, will generate
an estimated $32.5 million in offsetting collections in 2014.

Surface Mining and Reclamation Permit Fee—The 2014 budget continues an off-
setting collection initiated in 2012, allowing the Office of Surface Mining Reclama-
tion and Enforcement, to retain coal mine permit application and renewal fees for
the work performed as a service to the coal industry. The fee will help ensure the
efficient processing, review, and enforcement of the permits issued, while recovering
some of the regulatory operating costs from the industry benefitting from this serv-
ice. The fee, authorized by section 507 of SMCRA, will apply to mining permits on
lands where regulatory jurisdiction has not been delegated to the States. The permit
fee will generate $2.4 million in offsetting collections in 2014.

Grazing Administrative Fee.—The 2014 budget proposes a new grazing adminis-
trative fee of $1 per animal unit month. The BLM proposes to implement this fee
through appropriations language on a 3-year pilot basis. The 2014 budget estimates
the fee will generate $6.5 million in 2014, which will assist BLM in processing graz-
ing permits. During the period of the pilot, BLM will work through the process of
promulgating regulations for the continuation of the grazing fee as a cost recovery
fee after the pilot expires.

Marine Minerals Administrative Fee.—The 2014 budget proposes to establish an
offsetting fee in the BOEM Marine Minerals program to recover costs associated
with processing offshore sand and gravel mining permits. The fees are estimated to
generate $470,000 in revenue in 2014, to offset the cost of the program, and would
be implemented through existing regulatory authority under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act.

CONCLUSION

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the President’s 2014 budget request
for the Department of the Interior. This budget balances fiscal constraint with pro-
posals for forward looking investments that will advance the stewardship of lands
and resources, renewable energy, oil and gas development and reforms, water con-
servation, youth employment and engagement, and improvements in the quality of
life in Indian communities. For America to be at its best, we need to be bold and
strategic and advance the ideas and policies in this budget. I thank you again for
your continued support of the Department’s mission. I look forward to answering
questions about this budget. This concludes my written statement.

HURRICANE SANDY

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Madam Secretary, for your
testimony.

As I said, there will be 6-minute rounds. And if our schedule and
your schedule allow, we’d be happy to do a second round also to
accommodate as many questions as possible. But let me begin on
the note that you concluded with, that is, Hurricane Sandy. Thank
you. There were $829 million to the Department for mitigation in
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the Northeast because of the storm. It is gratifying to hear that
Rhode Island’s wildlife refuges will receive support in this way.

Can you give us some further indication of how you will make
all the details accessible to the public this afternoon and the next
few days, and also talk about the $360 million in mitigation funds
that you have at your disposal? Have you made any plans, specific
plans, and will you announce those?

Secretary JEWELL. I'll give you a high-level answer and then
would invite my colleagues to provide more detail as they have
more detail.

The press release which will be going out this afternoon will ac-
tually have a link to a list of the projects that encompass the $475
million. That will be accessible to the public here relatively soon.

On the mitigation funds, there is a lot of work done to look at
building up sand and berms, actually using sand from the Outer
Continental Shelf to make those habitats more resilient, and a
number of other programs. I'd like my colleague, Rhea Suh, to ad-
dress that further.

Ms. SuH. Sure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On your first ques-
tion, the details of the funding to be released today will all be con-
tained on our website, so complete project lists alongside the actual
amount of appropriations for each.

In addition to that, with respect to the mitigation, we are work-
ing very hard to come up with the best strategy we can for those
mitigation funds. We absolutely appreciate your leadership and the
leadership of this subcommittee for giving us the opportunity to
really think about mitigation, and to really try to maximize the im-
pact we have to create resiliency on the ground. We are working
with both our programs within the Federal Government, but also
partners outside of the Federal Government to come up with a
strategic plan that can ensure those funds are spent as wisely and
as effectively as possible.

Senator REED. And you're not ready today to commit those
funds? You're still working the plan?

Ms. SuH. That’s correct. The funds today are just the recovery
and restoration funds.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

HERITAGE AREAS

Madam Secretary, among the many public services that you per-
formed was in 2008 and 2009, along with our distinguished prede-
cessors, Senator Howard Baker and Bennett Johnston, you served
on a commission advancing the national park idea. And one of the
things you recognized was these heritage areas, one of which we
have in Rhode Island, are critical, in fact, long-term assets to the
National Park System. And you and your colleague went so far as
recommending permanent funding and full program support for
NPS.

Yet the budget proposes cuts to these heritage areas. Can you
give us some assurance that you will work with us so that we can
avoid these cuts and fulfill the vision that you so eloquently and
wisely laid out, along with Senator Baker and our colleagues?

Secretary JEWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This budget rep-
resents tough choices. The work of the Second Century Commission
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was very rewarding. I think the need to support our national
parks, which have such a multiplier effect, is very important.

On the heritage areas, specifically, I'm fully in support of herit-
age areas. There was a difficult decision made to scale back the
funding in heritage areas to focus on those that are relatively new
that need to get a boost to get themselves established.

I think one of the benefits of heritage areas is they have broad
community support. It does reflect some of the hard choices we
made in terms of how we prioritized. We felt heritage areas in par-
ticular needed some support to get rolling and get up and oper-
ational, but we needed to look at scaling back some that had been
around for a period of time to kind of walk on their own two feet,
]iof gou will. So that was how the priority was identified in this

udget.

Senator REED. Well, I appreciate that. And I do point out they
are public-private partnerships. So this is not something that’s just
Federal money going in. This generates a lot of economic activity.
It’s very critical.

And there is, I think, a shared notion that we can collaborate
better and be smarter about these things. But there are certain—
it strikes me and many of my colleagues, because these are all over
the country, that there has to be at least a core Federal support
level because that is what pulls a lot of the private support. It sort
of leverages a lot of activities. And without that, these heritage
areas could in fact fail. That would be, as you point out in your pre-
vious report, a real detriment.

RHODE ISLAND NATIONAL PARK

Let me quickly, as my time is running out, we’ve been trying to
build on the heritage area to, in fact, create a national park which
would not only memorialize Senator John H. Chafee, but also give
us our first major national park. We have a national memorial, the
Roglgr Williams Memorial. But it would give us our first national
park.

Secretary Salazar was strongly supportive. And I urge you to be
as enthusiastic. Can you give us a sense of your enthusiasm level?
I hope it’s over the top.

Secretary JEWELL. I'm enthusiastic, Mr. Chairman. I'm fully en-
thusiastic.

Senator REED. Madam Secretary, the President chose wisely. 1
said that repeatedly.

Let me suggest, I will now relinquish my time to Senator Mur-
kowski. And as I said, we will try to do a second round.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ALASKA CONVEYANCE

Madam Secretary, let me ask you about the land conveyance
issues and legacy wells. As you can tell, not only from my discus-
sion here today, but previous conversations we’ve had, this is some-
thing that isn’t setting well with the people in the State of Alaska,
and it clearly doesn’t set well with me.

You have indicated in your comments that, with the LWCF, the
proposal here to include it in terms of mandatory funding keeps a
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commitment of a 50-year promise to the American people. And I'm
looking at a 54-year-old promise, we've been a State now for 54
years, where we have yet to receive our full land conveyances
under that statehood act, a 42-year legal obligation to the native
people of the State under Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act
(ANCSA).

And then I look at the budget, and it’s like, “Well, wait a minute.
We're making a new promise here to mandatory funding for the
LWCF. But we've got some outstanding obligations that are very
serious.” And so I appreciate what you have said in that these deci-
sions were made prior to your arrival here. Youre defending a
budget that you're tasked to defend.

But I need to have some assurance going forward that we're
going to be able to deal with this. Because my assessment is that
if we continue at the level of funding that we have been for the
land conveyances, again we’re decades, we’re another 50 years out.
That’s not acceptable.

Can you give me some assurance that you will look to revising
the spending priorities and attempt to finish these interim convey-
ances and the surveying and patenting that needs to go forward?
My goal was that we would have this done by statehood. When I
came into office 10 years ago, everybody thought that that was rea-
sonable. Now it looks like it’s not only another decade, it may be
a decade beyond that.

I need to have some assurance that we're going to finish this, be-
cause in the meantime, the people of the State of Alaska and the
native people under ANCSA can’t move. They can’t move on their
lands. What assurances can you give me that were going to see
some forward motion in this in a positive way that’s not going to
be another two to three decades from now?

Secretary JEWELL. Thank you, Ranking Member Murkowski. I
have had briefings on this topic and can reassure you there is a
commitment to move forward on the part of the BLM and my col-
leagues.

I gather that 63 percent of the area has been surveyed and
mapped and about 33 percent has had interim conveyances so far.
There is a requirement, as I understand it, in the legislation about
actually physically putting a stake every 2 miles. The use of map-
ping technologies, which weren’t available at the time those things
were written, gives us an opportunity to be able to move forward
in a more expeditious way on conveyances and do it using tech-
nology that’s a lot more efficient and effective.

I would be happy to get into more detail with you and have my
teammates that are steeped in this talk with you about how the
budget supports moving that forward.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, and I'm going to be meeting later
today to review the schedule, apparently, that has been proposed.
I don’t know whether or not that is a schedule that you all have
agreed to. But we need to have greater assurance here.

ALASKA LEGACY WELLS

Let me ask you on the legacy wells. The concern that I have is,
you know, Federal Government comes in, does an assessment,
drills, leaves, doesn’t clean up the mess. Decades later says, when
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we are screaming about, “You need to clean up your mess,” the
idea is, “Well, the State of Alaska can do that. We'll take it from
the State of Alaska’s funding.”

I guess the simple question is whether or not you feel that the
State should be held financially responsible for the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility to take care of the legacy wells.

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, as we discussed, legacy wells are a
significant problem, and I appreciate your bringing it up to me in
the past. We need to find a way to fund it in a budget that doesn’t
have enough funding for everything we want to do. I appreciate the
reaction to the suggestion that the revenues generated from the de-
velopment on the NPRA on the State side go to pay for that. If not
that suggestion, we need to work together to figure out how we
prioritize in the budget the best way to move forward in a com-
prehensive way to deal with this issue. I share your concern.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, I guess I need to hear from you that
you would agree that it’s not the State of Alaska’s responsibility to
c%lean‘)up the Federal Government’s mess. Are we in agreement
there?

Secretary JEWELL. I would say that the wells were drilled to as-
sess the petroleum reserve up in Alaska, and as it’s developed, it
will benefit both the Federal Government and the State. So reve-
nues from that development seem to be a reasonable source to help
address the issue on the legacy wells. We can talk further on what
that looks like: What is State, what is Federal, and how do we do
that in a constrained budget environment?

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, and I will allow you greater oppor-
tunity to learn more about this, hopefully see what we’re dealing
with here. But there is no doubt in my mind but that when the
Federal Government comes into land that has been federally des-
ignated, drills wells, walks away from it, leaves a mess, that that
is the Federal Government’s responsibility and that it should not
then be on the shoulders of the State of Alaska to do that cleanup.

So I just want to make sure that when you’re talking about
prioritizing it within the budget, that it is prioritizing within the
Federal budget and not taking revenues that would have otherwise
come to the State.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Murkowski. And again, we
are using the early bird rule, going from side to side.

Senator Tester.

Senator TESTER. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank
everybody for being here today. It’s good to see you, and thank you
for putting yourself up for this position. I know you're going to do
a great job. Rhea and Pam, thank you for your service. David
Hayes, thank you for what you've done during your tenure in the
Department of the Interior. I very much appreciate it. I even more
appreciate your friendship. So, thank you, thank you very, very
much for your service.

RENEWABLE ENERGY

As far as the budget goes, I would just like to say I'm very en-
couraged to see the administration is putting some additional fund-
ing into renewable energy on public lands. We all know what’s
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going on in eastern Montana and in North Dakota with conven-
tional oil production, and it is—that’s a very good thing. But we
cannot forget about other ways to become energy independent, too.
So I want to thank you for that.

I've got a bipartisan bill that I've introduced, the Public Lands
Renewable Energy Development Act, to hopefully promote more
such development. And I look forward to working with your depart-
ment on that. Is there anything else we can do?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, your support is very much appre-
ciated and valued. I think, in a balanced approach to energy, re-
newables play an important role. I've been really pleased to see the
science behind the assessment of where the resources are, the work
going on collectively on transmission, which is also important, be-
cause where the energy is, is not necessarily where the energy is
used.

Senator TESTER. That’s right.

Secretary JEWELL. I hear a lot of enthusiasm in the Department
to continue doing that work, but also supporting conventional de-
velopment, as you referenced.

Senator TESTER. As we move forth here, if there are other things
we can do to help facilitate that, let us know. I think it’s really im-
portant. I think your budget puts it forth as a priority, and hope-
fully, we can indeed make it that.

WILDLAND FIRE

I want to talk a little bit about wildfires. And I know when we
talk about wildfires, everybody talks about the forest service, which
isn’t in your area. But BLM is. And very similarly, BLM has for-
ested land, they have range land, and they’re being impacted by
wildfires, too.

Given our current fiscal situation where a lot of the money is
being diverted toward fighting fires, I understand the forest service
is beginning to work out and collect data on the effectiveness of
their firefighting efforts by certain aircraft.

I do not believe the BLM has started on this. And that’s okay,
from my perspective. I don’t know if they can use information that
comes from the USFS work or not. But I need to know what your
plans are. We've got a lot of public lands. A lot of it, more than
1 million acres burned up in Montana alone last year, BLM and
USFS. What’s your plans? Is it to collect what the forest service
gets? Or is the BLM going to do their own thing? And if that’s the
case, when is that going to happen? Or is it going to be a combina-
tion of the two?

Secretary JEWELL. Thank you, Senator. As a Westerner myself,
I certainly am well aware of the impacts of wildfires, and we’ve cer-
tainly got fires right now, a wildfire burning in California, and it’s
only May. It’s pretty scary.

The firefighting is coordinated between the Departments of Agri-
culture and the Interior. Agriculture takes the primary position,
but we work hand in hand. I will be going out with Secretary
Vilsack to the fire center in Boise, Idaho, to talk specifically about
this.
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As I mentioned, of the increase to the budget, 40 percent is to
fight wildland fires and it cuts back the hazardous fuels reduction
program, just to make sure we had funds available for suppression.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Secretary JEWELL. I think things you could do to help over time
are for those spikes in fires, to have that funded out of emergency
money, because it hits the operations and it’s very, very difficult to
manage, for both Department of Agriculture and the Interior.

Senator TESTER. Well, fuel reduction is critically important. We
can talk about that at another time, and I'm sure we will.

I guess the issue is, I mean, you addressed it in your opening,
we're in tight money times.

Secretary JEWELL. Yes.

FIREFIGHTING AIRCRAFT

Senator TESTER. Is the assessment that’s being done by USFS on
which aircraft are most effective to fight the fires, is BLM doing
the same thing? Are they going to do the same thing? Or are they
just going to use USFS numbers?

Secretary JEWELL. I'm going to have to defer to Rhea on that.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Ms. SUH. Senator, we are working hand-in-hand with the Forest
Service. As you know, we have a cohesive strategy across the Fed-
eral Government on aircraft in particular. The Forest Service has
the lead on large air tankers.

Senator TESTER. Sure. Yes, that’s correct.

Ms. SuH. We have been working very collaboratively with them
to come up with a strategy that can put large air tankers on the
ground for fires this season.

When it comes to smaller aircraft tankers, we have the lead and
we have been working, again, collaboratively with the Forest Serv-
ice to determine effectiveness and efficiency throughout all of the
aviation we have.

Senator TESTER. Okay, good. Well, I would just encourage you to
do that. I think “effectiveness” is the key word here, and “effi-
ciency”. We need to make sure that we’re hiring the right groups
to fight the right fires with the right equipment, okay? So thank
you very much for that.

SEQUESTRATION IN INDIAN COUNTRY

I want to talk about Indian country for just a second. Sequestra-
tion has negative impacted them in a big, big way. And the main
reason is because they are under funded to begin with. And that’s
the problem with the sequester, and we all know that, sitting
around this dias, that when you make across-the-board cuts, the
programs that are fat and sassy don’t really care, and the ones that
are cut to the bone really get whacked. And hopefully, we can find
the solution to this.

But in any case, the Indians, American Indians are, I think, least
equipped to absorb this loss. And could you detail specifically or in
general how your budget will help either restore that money or re-
mediate the potential impacts of the sequester?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I get a relatively short period of time
to answer. I would say, we are as frustrated and worried about the



86

impacts of the sequester. There’s no question in Indian country
we’ve got needs that far exceed the ability to meet them. We're try-
ing to prioritize.

On Indian education, we’re trying to pick model schools to work
on to try and find a path forward. Law enforcement, domestic vio-
lence issues, self-determination, working with tribes on a Govern-
ment-to-government basis to help support their ability to determine
the ways they want to govern themselves. These are all topics of
critical discussion.

I know there’s not enough money to go around, but we’re cer-
tainly working with tribes to do the best job we can.

David, do you want to add anything to that?

Mr. HAYES. I would just say, Senator, we feel this hurt very hard
because of the indiscriminate way in which the cuts have to occur.
Many of the tribes that operate under 638 grants, the self-deter-
mination tribes, are particularly hurt because they’re getting effec-
tively a 9-percent cut for the remainder of the year. There’s nothing
we can do about it.

Our BIA folks who work with them, likewise, are feeling that
cut. We're having to furlough BIA staff. Tribes are having to fur-
lough folks. That’s why our fiscal year 2014 budget is so important.
It would restore and increase and get us back to where we need
to be with the tribes.

Senator TESTER. Well, that’s what I wanted to hear. And so,
thank you, thank you, thank you for that. And I'm sure there will
be further debate on that.

If I might, just 15 seconds, Mr. Chairman.

You talked about Asian carp. And it’s too bad the ranking mem-
ber isn’t here. And you talked about the impacts it’s going to have
as it heads toward the Great Lakes, and it’s negative. I hope other
folks are paying attention to things like genetically modified orga-
nisms (GMO) salmon and noxious weeds versus GMO crops. Thank
you very much.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Tester. Before I recognize
Senator Blunt, let me review the order of arrival just to give people
sort of sense of where we are. On the Democratic side, Senator
Feinstein, Senator Udall, Senator Merkley. On the Republican side,
Senator Blunt, Senator Johanns, Senator Alexander, and Senator
Hoeven.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Chairman. Secretary, welcome to the
subcommittee. I've always thought that your job may be the best
job in the Federal Government. I hope for your sake I'm right. It’s
a challenging job with great opportunities.

ST. LOUIS ARCH

We haven’t had a chance to visit yet, so I'm going to actually
spend my time talking to you a little bit about a big project in Mis-
souri, the Arch project. A lot of cooperative effort has gone into that
so far. Your predecessor, Mr. Salazar, was there three times, two
times there with Mr. LaHood, who was there in relation to a
TIGER grant.

I don’t know if you're familiar with how the Arch sits, but it’s
separated from the rest of sort of the downtown mall by Interstate
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70. The TIGER grant seems to be in place that will actually con-
nect the park to the rest, to the old Federal courthouse where the
Dred Scott case was and a lot of other public land in town that’s
not necessarily Federal land.

This, I'm told, maybe has the potential, already is possibly, the
biggest joint partnership project that the Park Service has ever
done. The city just voted a $10 million annual tax for the next 20
years that would support this project. I think there are $220 mil-
lion of private funds that have already been pledged.

And the Arch is 50 years old in October 2015. So, you know,
every 50 years, you've got to look at these things and see what
needs to be done to be sure they can last another 50 years. And
that 50th anniversary was one that Secretary Salazar mentioned,
it’s October 2015. I think his comment the last time he was there
was, he would move heaven and Earth to get this done by October
28, 2015, which appears it might be easier to move heaven and
Earth than the Department.

So right now, there does seem to be a tendency for delay that I'd
like you to look at. You don’t have to necessarily comment on it
today. These things are getting siloed again. The one big request
from Mayor Slay and others in St. Louis is if you could put some-
body in charge of this, one person that really tries to be sure that
all of this stays on focus, on time, that the private and public ele-
ments of this that aren’t Federal continue to move forward in a
way that all works.

I know there’s one contract with Bi-State transportation that’s
run the trams in the Arch since the beginning. And that contract
runs out, it actually expired December 31, 2012. There was a 6-
month extension that expires in 54 days, and it needs some atten-
tion pretty quickly.

They need the contract for bonding and other purposes to update
the equipment that I think Bi-State does, I don’t think we, the Fed-
eral Government, even does that, but they have to have a contract
that allows them to do what they need to do. And I think the Park
Service has come in with some amendments that have never been
in the contract before that they’re concerned about.

So, I guess one thing I'd like to ask you to do is make a commit-
ment to come and visit us at the Arch and get personally involved
in this project, as your predecessor was. And then any comments
you want to make about how public park-private relationships are
going to be viewed by your department and by the Park Service
would be appreciated.

Secretary JEWELL. Thank you, Senator. I do look forward to
meeting with you directly and also visiting the Arch. I certainly
would be delighted to do that.

There is a point of contact, Peggy O’Dell, who is the number two
person in NPS. You can look to her as the focal point on this.

Senator BLUNT. Okay.

Secretary JEWELL. And I was briefed on it. I can’t promise the
heaven-and-Earth thing. I think that may be beyond my pay grade.

Senator BLUNT. Well, the guy that did promise that left. So
maybe it was a bigger promise than he thought.

Secretary JEWELL. Yes, maybe. To your comment about public-
private partnerships, and I think the St. Louis Arch is a great ex-
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ample, from the private side, which is where I've been for my 35-
year career. There’s no question the ability of private enterprise to
work closely with our Federal land management agencies, whether
it’s the Park Service or the USFS, other elements of Interior, is
really important. To leverage our resources, to get buy-in from
those communities so you have an asset like the St. Louis Arch
that’s not just a national treasure, but it is locally embraced and
taken care of, helps make our Federal dollars go further.

I think it’s a great illustration of public-private partnerships in
action, and I think there are going to be many more opportunities
to do that kind of work as we think about these assets we care a
lot about, and we want to protect. There are examples of them in
other States as well.

Senator BLUNT. You know, this is a case, too, where there is sig-
nificant adjacent public property that obviously is visually part of
this whole experience.

Secretary JEWELL. Right.

Senator BLUNT. And I think the Park Service, if you're going to
encourage partners, both public partners and private partners, the
Park Service has to be willing to look at this in a different way
than they have before. You know, if the Park Service continues
like, “Well, we can’t let this happen unless it’s something we totally
control”, that’s not really a public-private partnership. It’s some-
thing, but it’s not a public-private partnership.

So, yes, I think one of the things as the new leader of Interior
you can help instill is how partnerships really work.

Secretary JEWELL. Right.

Senator BLUNT. And it’s not just one side giving you all their
money and saying, “Do whatever you think you ought to do with
this.” And so, you know, the community has made a huge commit-
ment; individuals are making a huge commitment. And I'd like for
you and I to be able to work together to make this a model project
of what these partnerships can be, moving forward.

Not every time a community comes up with $200 million or pri-
vate individuals match that with another $220 million. And we
need to do the kinds of things that will be a good lesson, going for-
ward, to encourage that. And I'll do everything I can to help you
make that work.

Secretary JEWELL. Sounds great, Senator. If I could just have 5
seconds.

Senator REED. Yes, ma’am.

Secretary JEWELL. The National Parks Second Century Commis-
sion that Chairman Reed mentioned in his opening comments
talked a lot about public-private partnerships. I can tell you in my
conversations with Director Jarvis of the NPS, he’s very supportive
of this, and I think increasing flexibility on how we recognize these
kinds of partnerships and encourage them, going forward. Thank
you.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Madam Secretary.

Senator REED. Thank you.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Madam Secretary, I want to add my words of welcome to my col-
leagues’. I've had an opportunity to meet with you, and I look for-
ward to working with you.
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But I would like to begin by thanking the gentleman on your
right. I have known David Hayes now for the 20 years I've been,
just about, in the Senate. It began with his negotiation of the
Quantification Settlement Agreement, which weaned California off
of a lot of Colorado River water and was a very controversial, but
I think good negotiation that you conducted.

And since those times, Mr. Hayes has been the point person for
the most contentious issue in California, which is water. And he’s
been really quite wonderful in terms of moving to see that the De-
partment anticipates problems and moves administratively to solve
them. And I'm very, very grateful for that. He’s going on to teach
law at both of our alma mater, Stanford, and serve, I gather, the
Hewlett Foundation.

And, David, I just want to wish you all good things, a following
sea. You have been just terrific, and your service to the country has
been remarkable. So I want to thank you for that.

WILDLAND FIRE

Madam Secretary, I would like to associate myself with the com-
ments of Senator Tester. You mentioned the Ventura fire. There
have also been five other wildfires burning at the same time. And
we anticipate a very bad year. Wildfire usually hits California in
the fall. But the Santa Ana’s were rolling, and it hit in the spring.
And it’s really going to be a problem.

So you’re correct: Hazardous fuel mitigation is critical, the quick
movement of planes, the ability to abate a fire. We had 2,200 light-
ning strikes on one day, which started 1,000 small fires. So the
ability to address them quickly is really important before they rage
out of control because of, candidly, overgrowth that has been al-
lowed to be unabated. That’s the first thing.

CALIFORNIA WATER

The second this is you are about to get a baptism of water. And
it’s the absence of water. The primary source of California’s water
is the Sierra Nevada snow pack, which is drying up. As of May 2,
the Sierra Nevada was at 17 percent of normal. California is the
largest agriculture State in the Union. The allocation for farmers
is 20 percent of their contract amount. It takes 40 to 45 percent
of a contract amount to be able to plant and do everything that’s
required to farm in California.

In 2010 when this happened, the unemployment rate in
Mendota, a farm town, was 40 percent. Farmers were in bread
lines. We cannot let that happen again. And I think much to the
credit of your reclamation department, on April 15, the mid-region
put out a press release detailing administrative actions that have
been taken to date to create an additional 110,000 acre-feet of
water.

David, I want to salute you for that, and Madam Secretary, this
is what we had hoped that the Department will anticipate and
move to do those things with respect to water transfers north-
south, east-west, using the inner tie, using groundwater banking,
doing whatever we need to do that is prudent and wise to see that
water is adequate.
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Beyond this 110,000 acre-feet, I am very interested in what other
actions can be taken. And this press release describes banked
groundwater 20,000 acre-feet and water transfers of up to 166,620
acre-feet as two sources for additional supplies. Essentially, I would
like to ask you—I don’t know whether you know, but if you do, I'd
like to know—what is the status of reclamation’s efforts to secure
these additional supplies?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I'm going to take a glancing blow and
then turn it over to my colleague to the right. First, I want to say
that David Hayes has been an amazing resource on these issues.
You're fortunate that his big brain is going to California. I'm going
to miss his big brain next to me, but I will have all of his phone
numbers and will use them liberally.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Good.

Secretary JEWELL. I will turn to David to answer specifically on
the sources topic with the Bureau of Reclamation. I know I've had
briefings from Mike Connor directly, and this is a very, very impor-
tant issue. David was meeting with the Governor, actually, earlier
this week, and was actually flown in on the red-eye. So if he starts
to nod off, I'll give him a jab.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Good. Good.

Secretary JEWELL. The other thing I think we all need to work
on is conservation. How do we use the water resources we have
more wisely? Because we are, in fact, seeing these low-water
drought years, and that’s the biggest source of the challenge. But,
David, do you want to add to that?

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Senator. Thank you for your warm
words. It’s been a pleasure working with you.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you.

Mr. HAYES. This is the driest January-through-April period in
California’s history in the last 100 years, right now, 70 percent of
normal for snow pack. As you noted, we have been anticipating
this. We are up to the 20-percent allocation for south of Delta be-
cause of that 110,000 acre-foot increase due to water banking,
water transfers, et cetera.

In addition, you mentioned the additional 20,000 acre-feet of
water banking and water transfers. We are anticipating working
with the contractors that will have 160,000 acre-feet of water
transfers, and we’re also working closely with them to allow liberal
rescheduling of water, which will be about 225,000 acre-feet of
water.

All told, if we are successful in all of these ventures, despite the
dry water year, Senator, we are hoping to get to about a 35 or even
40 percent equivalent amount for the south of Delta folks. It’s tak-
ing all hands on deck. We really appreciate the work Westlands
and other south of Delta irrigators are putting into this, working
closely with us.

Mike Connor is in California as we speak on these issues. I was
with the Governor yesterday. We're looking forward to briefing you
as soon as Mike gets back to talk about the Bay Delta Conserva-
tion Plan, which is the long-term fix for this problem that we have
to solve.
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Senator FEINSTEIN. Thank you. And Mike Connor is appearing
before the Energy and Water Development Subcommittee tomor-
row.

Mr. HAYES. That’s right.

Senator FEINSTEIN. And we have a number of questions for him.

Just one last thing. Madam Secretary, you are going to receive
a letter from five Members of the House, they're bipartisan, and
me, to ask if you would be willing to come to the Central Valley
and talk with farmers and understand the crisis that we have year
after year.

One last point. For 10 years, your Department has been looking
at feasibility studies for cost effect of dam raises in California. And
we have not yet had finality to those feasibility studies. I would say
that that’s a matter of the highest priority to get resolved. Because
unless we're able to hold water from the wet years for the dry
years, California will end up as a desert State. I really believe that.
And it will kill agriculture.

And you speak of conservation. Well, I come from a city that’s
conserving water like mad. And, you know, they’re going to tertiary
treatment of water in Coachella in southern California. So that is
being done to the greatest extent possible. But you have to have
some water to start with. So we really need your help.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Feinstein.

Senator Johanns.

Senator JOHANNS. Mr. Chairman, thank you. And, Madam Sec-
retary, welcome. Glad to have you onboard.

SEQUESTRATION

Let me, if I might, shift focus, if I could, to a couple of questions
about the sequester. I have a little bit of a unique experience here
because I was a member of the Cabinet, as you probably know,
during the Bush administration, the Secretary of Agriculture. And
I certainly appreciate the fact that the sheet of music you sing from
comes from an office that’s oval in this town, if you know what I'm
saying. And every Cabinet member has talked about the sequester
kind of in the same terms you have talked about it in your testi-
mony. And I must admit it’s got an aura of “The sky is falling, the
sky is falling.”

Now, you’re also talking to a former Governor, a former mayor,
balanced budgets during good times and bad times. When times
were good and the revenues were good, you could do some more
things. When times were bad, for example, post-9/11, you just kind
of had to deal with it.

When I came here in 2005 and somebody said to me, “You could
get somewhere around a 5-percent cut, and the best you can hope
for us a flat budget,” I thought, “Hallelujah! You know? This is a
breeze.” After what we had been through post-9/11 at the State
level, that didn’t seem to be too big a challenge. And yet, I hear
Deputy Secretary Hayes, I hear you, I hear other Cabinet members
talking about how dire this situation is.

So let me ask a couple of very specific questions. And either one
of you can answer these questions. I appreciate the sequester’s
less-than-artful, across-the-board cuts tend to be less than artful.
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And I've done it all. I've done across-the-board cuts, I've done fo-
cused cuts. Anything that was necessary to get the budget bal-
anced, we did.

But if the Congress were to give your Department and other De-
partments greater flexibility to make judgments about where you
would allocate resources from one area to another, would you find
that to be helpful?

Secretary JEWELL. Thanks for the question. Short answer, abso-
lutely we’d find that to be helpful. I am not quite 4 weeks into Gov-
ernment service, and north of 35 years as a private businessperson.
I have certainly dealt with tough budget years, as you referenced.
I have never, ever implemented those on a line-item by line-item
basis. So when you see the comments that come from me and oth-
ers about the impact of the sequester, it is the nature by which
these cuts have been required of us.

The fiscal year 2014 budget reflects prioritization. It is cutting
some areas. It is investing in other areas. And no question there
is a desire to develop resources in this country, both conventional
and renewable. It costs money to do that. But there is a return on
that investment. We have a trust obligation to tribes across this
country. We need money to do that.

We are reflecting in the fiscal year 2014 budget a set of priorities
that are in fact scaling back some areas and growing others. And
that’s the big problem with the sequester.

Senator JOHANNS. So your issue with us is more along the lines
of, “Look. It’s not the cuts so much as the forced way of imple-
menting them. If we could get flexibility there, I could manage this
budget,” I think is what you're saying. And I suspect you could.

Secretary JEWELL. We would appreciate all flexibility that could
be given to us, and predictability. A 5-percent cut that’s imple-
mented partway through the year is in fact a 9-percent cut. And
then applied across every line item is very difficult.

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

Senator JOHANNS. Yes. Let me ask you another question, admit-
tedly a more sensitive question, but I think it’s an important one
to ask. One of the things that came about as a result of the Afford-
able Care Act was that a certain select group of Federal employees
were targeted to go from the Federal health plan into the ex-
changes. And that’s the way the health care law was passed. And
it’s basically our staff. Congressional staff now will go to the ex-
changes. Some would argue that’s a good thing, some would argue
it’s a bad thing, whatever.

Would you support an approach that basically said, “If it can
save money, we’ll take every Federal employee”—your employees at
Interior and wherever else—“and instead of providing them that
Federal plan, we will put them into the exchanges”? Would you
support that?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I can speak from a perspective of a
businessperson. In the business I ran right before coming here, we
felt that it was important to provide our full-time employees with
a comprehensive plan. For our part-time employees who had a lim-
ited plan, the exchange was going to be a better option. So I think
I would need to look broadly at how it might be applied to the Fed-
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eral Government. That’s how we chose to do it in private industry.
It was a blend of both, as you're suggesting was done here.

Senator JOHANNS. So, no, my employees are full time. I don’t
think it had anything to do with them being part time. They are
full-time employees. But for the fact that I'm not going to seek re-
election, I'm certain that they’re hoping for a long, long career here
on Capitol Hill.

Secretary JEWELL. Yes. I'm not familiar with the circumstance.
I'd have to look into that.

Senator JOHANNS. Deputy Secretary Hayes, what’s your sense of
all that? Would you be comfortable in all Interior employees going
to the exchange?

Mr. HAYES. Senator, I apologize, but I'm not an expert in this
area. Obviously, the Department of Health and Human Services is
implementing ACA. And I apologize, but I can’t respond.

Senator JOHANNS. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Johanns.

Senator Udall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And let me also join
the whole group up here in just saying, first of all, agreeing and
associating myself with the remarks about David Hayes. Madam
Secretary, great to have you here, and thank you for coming in and
meeting. And Rhea and Pam, thank you for your service to the de-
partment.

But, David, you’ve been a good friend of mine, and you’ve been
an extraordinary friend of the West. And I think it’s been echoed
up here. You heard Senator Feinstein and the chairman and many
others talk about it.

WATER

And I think one of the things that’s been so key is that you have
stayed focused on water. And water in the West, as you know, is
very controversial. And when we have these 3 years of drought, in
New Mexico it’s up to 12 years, we have some very, very serious
situations.

And you’ve been right on top of it by working on settlements and
have achieved settlements where we’re going to be able to stretch
our water resources. So I very, very much appreciate that. And
we're going to miss you a lot, and the Department is going to miss
you. And your students are going to gain a lot from you out there
at Stanford.

SEQUESTRATION IN INDIAN COUNTRY

Let me just briefly agree, Madam Secretary, with Senator Tester
on the Indian country and Native Americans and what’s happening
on sequestration. And I'm encouraged to hear Deputy Secretary
Hayes say this budget will restore those. I don’t know why we ever
got ourselves in this situation. When we created the sequester, we
tried to protect the most vulnerable. And the most vulnerable popu-
lation in America is the Native American population. And we didn’t
put them in that category. And so that’s, it’s a terrible tragedy, and
they’re really being hit hard now.
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I think the only healthcare that wasn’t exempted was the Indian
Health Service. So I know it’s not under your jurisdiction, but it
seems like an important point to make here.

MINING LAW REFORM

I want to applaud the President and you for putting in the budg-
et the 1872 mining law reform. I worked with Senator Murkowski
and Senator Wyden on an amendment to the budget bill that
brought 1872 mining law reform forward. I know what you’re doing
in the bill is proposing reform, including a new leasing program,
with royalties, and an abandoned mine land fee to be used for rec-
lamation of abandoned hard-rock mines throughout the country.
And we very, very much appreciate that.

SEQUESTRATION AND MINERAL REVENUE PAYMENTS

As you know, the Mineral Leasing Act provides that all States
shall be paid 50 percent of the revenues resulting from the leasing
of mineral resources on Federal public domain lands within their
borders. This revenue is vital to New Mexico, where it funds our
public education system. New Mexico State leaders are very upset
by the Department of the Interior’s Office of Natural Resource Rev-
enue (ONRR) determination that these State revenues are subject
to sequestration. These are State revenues based on mineral devel-
opment within State borders and are not Federal funds.

In New Mexico alone, we expect to lose $25 million in State min-
eral revenues in fiscal year 2012 to sequestration. I'm working with
Senators from other mineral revenue-generating States to formu-
late legislation that would address this issue, but I hope that you
can help resolve this administratively.

I understand that the decision to subject these State shares of
revenues was made before your time, and so I hope it will get a
fresh look from you. These State royalties are part of the bargain
between Western States and the Federal Government, which owns
so much land within our States. Altering that bargain risks in-
creasing conflict between the State and the Federal Government.

Will you and your team review the Department’s decision to con-
sideg States’ shares of mineral royalties as subject to sequestra-
tion?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, thanks for raising my awareness of
this issue. I have a couple of notes here that my colleagues have
been bringing me up to speed that it’s not ONRR, but it’s the Budg-
et Control Act itself that governs this. It affects all revenues and
payments. So I'm unclear as to what kind of jurisdiction we’d have
over this.

Rhea or Pam, do you want to provide a little more detail?

Ms. HAZE. Senator, we actually made determinations based on
BCA’s evaluation of what things were exempt and were not. It is,
unfortunately, consistent for revenue and payments, like secure
rural schools, payments in lieu of taxes, and mineral revenue pay-
ments. The sequester does impact those. We have looked at it at
least twice.

Senator UDALL. Well, these are State revenues. I mean, they
are—what we’re going to do in legislation is we’re going to look at
making sure you don’t even get your hands on them at all so that
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we don’t get in this kind of situation. So, you know, that’s where
we are on that.

WILDLAND FIRE

The last 2 years have seen the largest wildfires in New Mexico
history. We're in a drought, and we’re bracing for the worst year
yet. And I applaud the President and your Department for making
full funding of the 10-year suppression average a priority and for
supporting full funding for the Collaborative Forest Landscape Res-
toration Program at $40 million.

But I'm very concerned, however, that the President’s fiscal year
2014 budget request for hazardous fuels reduction for the Office of
Wildland Fire is reduced by $88.9 million. This is a 48-percent cut
for the program. And it just seems to me that this isn’t the area
to be cutting. What’s the justification for this cut? And why are you
doing this? Why are you headed in this direction on hazardous
fuels reduction in the Department of the Interior?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I'll give a high-level answer, and my
colleagues may be able to provide more detail.

There’s no question that the sequester, where we run the risk of
removing the fuels removal budget to go into suppression, is not
the best way to operate our public lands. Removing the fuel to
begin with so you don’t have the degree of suppression makes all
the sense in the world. The ounce of prevention worth a pound of
cure argument, and we agree with that.

There are difficult decisions made in this budget. We don’t have
the capacity to go to emergency funds. When we do have wildfires
that exceed the 10-year average, it impacts the overall operations
of Interior. We’ve made difficult choices trying to balance what goes
into suppression versus what goes into fuels reduction.

Rhea or David, do you want to add anymore to that? Is there
more to add?

Ms. SuH. Senator, I certainly appreciate your concern. We recog-
nize the deep importance of hazardous fuels reduction and the bal-
ance between the suppression and the prevention sides of our fire
program. We are, as the Secretary noted, dealing with very difficult
choices in the budget, and in particular, fire is perennially a very
difficult thing for us to budget in whole. We are very committed to
having the adequate funds for suppression, particularly as we move
into very complex fire seasons, and we look forward to working
with you to try to come up with long-term sustainability for the
budget overall.

Senator UDALL. Thank you. Thank you.

Senator REED. Senator Alexander, please.

GREAT SMOKY MOUNTAINS NATIONAL PARK

Senator ALEXANDER. Thanks. Madam Secretary, welcome. Great
Smoky Mountains National Park, where you’ve been and where
you're well known and well appreciated, let me go over some fig-
ures here. The Great Smokies had nearly 10 million visitors in
2012, and they received $19 million in Federal appropriations.
Grand Canyon had 4.4 million visitors, half as many, and received
$21 million, $2 million more, in Federal appropriations. Yosemite
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had 3.8 million, that’s less than one-half as many visitors as the
Smokies, and received $29 million in Federal appropriations.

Now, in the case of Grand Canyon, there were another $14 mil-
lion from entrance fees; in the case of Yosemite, another $15 mil-
lion from entrance fees. There’s a great inequality here.

Taking the entrance fees first, the Great Smokies, as you well
know, was given to the United States by the people of Tennessee
and North Carolina and schoolchildren who collected dollars, all
this in the 1930s. And one of the agreements was there wouldn’t
be an entrance fee. The Western parks were all carved out of land
owned by the United States.

And so, the Smokies are already penalized because they don’t get
the $14 million Grand Canyon gets and the $15 million Yosemite
gets in entrance fees. But why should the most visited national
park, with twice as many visitors as these two great western parks,
Grand Canyon and Yosemite, receive less appropriated funding
every year than the Western parks?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I appreciate your question. I appre-
ciate your park. I'm a lot closer to it, so I'll be spending a lot more
time there than I have been able to in the past.

I will say that the fiscal year 2014 budget requests $19 million
for Great Smoky Mountains, which is about level with fiscal year
2012 funding. I think it’s very difficult to compare. I appreciate the
visitation for the park and the road that goes through and the
number of people that come through and the entrance-fee issue.
The management of the parks has to do with their acreage, with
their threats. There are just a lot of factors that go into the budget.
I think it’s very difficult to say it’s a function of the number of visi-
tors versus, you know, a broader view of what all

Senator ALEXANDER. But what I'd like to ask you to do is to re-
view the formula you use for this. Because, number one, I think
you ought to take into account the fact that the park can’t, by law,
collect an entrance fee. And so it loses $14 million or $15 million
right there, which is, you know, 75 percent as much as the entire
Federal appropriation. And then, second, for it also to be funded
less than the Western parks at a time when it has a lot more visi-
tors, the wear and tear on the parks is substantially a product of
visitors.

You can’t re-litigate the whole formula right here. But as you
begin your study, I would hope that you would take a fresh look
at that funding formula in light of what I think is the persistent
under-funding of the Smokies.

I mean, we love the Grand Canyon. I've been down it. In fact,
I went with Senator Udall’s cousin. He took me down it 20 years
ago. I'd like to go again. We love Yosemite. We want them to be
properly funded. But we don’t want our park to be—so will you
take a look at that as part of your review of policies?

Secretary JEWELL. Absolutely. Yes, I'm happy to take a look at
it and see if there’s something we can do.

WHITE-NOSE SYNDROME IN BATS

Senator ALEXANDER. I have two other questions. One is, have
you been asked about the bats, the white-nose syndrome, at all?
Senator Leahy has talked about that before. If you hear a Senator
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asking about bats, you may wonder, “Well, why is he talking about
bats?” But it’s a big problem all through the Eastern United States.
And it costs about 574 per acre for the insects they don’t eat. I
mean, the pest suppression is a big part of it. It’s a real concern
in our area.

What'’s the status of research that you're working on to deal with
white-nose syndrome?

Secretary JEWELL. Yes. I have been briefed on the white-nose
syndrome. The budget for fiscal year 2014 does include increases
in the USGS and the Fish and Wildlife Service budgets to address
that. For example, USGS is working on long-term fixes like the
vaccine to try and address it. FWS is addressing the resource issue,
and there’s no question it’s a huge potential economic impact on ag-
riculture. That is part of our science budget that we’re requesting
for fiscal year 2014.

GREAT SMOKY MOUNTAINS NATIONAL PARK

Senator ALEXANDER. Thank you. On the question of funding,
again back to the Smokies, one of the things we’re proudest of is
our volunteers in the park. And you’re aware of that. That might
be a good thing for you to visit there, it’s a good example for other
parks, when you come. There are over 3,000 volunteers, and the es-
timated value of their service is $3.5 million a year. Friends of the
Smokies adds another million, but that still doesn’t make up for
the funding loss.

[The information follows:]

GREAT SMOKY MOUNTAINS NATIONAL PARK

Operational funding for park units, such as Great Smoky Mountains National
Park, is appropriated through the Operation of the National Park System (ONPS)
account. This annual appropriation funds the day-to-day operations at all park
units, commonly referred to as park base funding, as well as competitively awarded
project funding for needs at parks such as facility repair or rehabilitation and re-
source stewardship needs. The ONPS account also funds the operations of regional
offices and the Washington, DC headquarters office. In 2014, the President’s budget
requests $19.1 million for operations at Great Smoky Mountains National Park,
level with 2012 funding.

Visitation is not the only cost driver for operational requirements; acreage, re-
source protection needs, and types of services available to visitors are some exam-
ples of factors that influence the cost to operate parks. Each year, the parks, re-
gions, and headquarters identify new or expanding operational needs. Funding pro-
posals submitted by park units are evaluated on a competitive, national basis. The
highest priority activities are reflected in the President’s budget request.

However, the NPS, like other bureaus, must operate within the framework of con-
strained budgets. In 2014, the only park base operational increases proposed total
$6.7 million and are for start-up activities at recently authorized units and critical
management needs such as combating invasive species. The budget also proposes
$18.4 million reduction to park base operations.

WIND ENERGY AND BONDING

Senator ALEXANDER. I have one other question that I'd like to
ask you. There is obvious enthusiasm for renewable energy here
and in the administration. And I've been puzzled by this obsession
with building these gigantic, grotesque, you know, wind towers all
over the scenic America. You know, most of our great environ-
mental groups were founded by people who admired Ansel Adams’s
photographs and loved the beautiful vistas. And then here we come
along and turn whole stretches.



98

We destroy the environment in the name of saving the environ-
ment by putting these Cuisinarts in the sky that kill golden eagles
and adopt an energy policy that is sort of the energy equivalent of
go_ilrllg to war in sailboats. So that’s my view on these giant wind-
mills.

But my question is this. We have thousands of abandoned mines
across the country that people mined and left. And now we are
looking for money to clean those things up. What are we going to
do when these windmills blow down or when they wear out after
20 years or when the big tax subsidies for the rich people that fund
them run out? And we decide we don’t want to spend $12 billion
a year subsidizing them, who’s going to clean them up? There are
thousands of them.

And my question is simple: Is there a bond that you require of
developers of wind turbines on public lands so that if at any time
they are abandoned by the developer, is there a bond that the de-
veloper has to put up to make sure that the landscape is returned
to its former pristine beauty?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I'm going to have to defer to Deputy
Secretary Hayes on that.

Mr. HAYES. Senator, I know there’s a lease requirement for the
owner to take down those turbines at the end of their useful life,
much like we require for conventional oil and gas, and return the
land to its previous condition.

I don’t know if there’s a bond requirement. We will look into it
and get back to you.

[The information follows:]

WIND ENERGY AND BONDING

BLM requires bonds for all wind projects on its public lands. The bond is deter-
mined on a project-by-project basis to cover the reclamation costs for a project and
the removal of improvements on the public land. However, the terms and conditions
of a wind energy authorization require the holder of the right-of-way to remove all
improvements. The bond is required to ensure compliance with the terms and condi-
tions of the authorization and to cover BLM’s expenses if an operator fails to fulfill
the lease requirements.

Senator ALEXANDER. Does it require it or just allow it?

Mr. HAYES. It requires it. There is a requirement by the devel-
oper to take down—this is on public lands, obviously.

Senator ALEXANDER. Yes.

Mr. HAYES. To take down the turbines at the end of their useful
life. But whether there’s a specific bond requirement or not, I don’t
know right now. But we will get that information to you.

Senator ALEXANDER. Thanks, David. I'd appreciate it very much.
And T'll add my compliments to your work here. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Senator Alexander.

Senator Merkley.

HAZARDOUS FUELS

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And thank you all very
much. I wanted to start by echoing Senator Udall’s comments in
regard to the proposed reduction in funding for hazardous fuels re-
duction. We had this last summer in Oregon, the largest forest
fires we've had in 100 years, including one forest fire the size of
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Rhode Island. And largely, partly, the forest was dry, but the other
big factor was the accumulation of fuels from fire suppression in
the past, combined with the absence of forest management.

And it’s kind of a very hazardous combination, those factors. And
in page BH106 on the conversation on this, it notes, “The Presi-
dent’s budget proposes reducing the program to $96 million, a re-
duction of $89 million”—I'm rounding it off—“from 2012.” And it
presents, and it puts it in kind of the silver lining, that “the pro-
gram presents an opportunity to reevaluate and recalibrate the
focus of hazardous fuels reduction to align and support the direc-
tion of the National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strat-
egy.”

I am doubtful that there’s anything in that strategy which says
that the accumulation of fuels is not a problem and that we should
cut the funding by one-half. So I think this is probably just kind
of nice language to dress up the fact that this didn’t make the list
of higher priority operation.

But I guess my question is, is there some type of fundamental
insight that hazardous fuels reduction no longer merits the funding
that it’s had? And if so, I’d like to understand that.

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I'll take a high-level crack at the
question. Fuels reduction is very important in reducing the risk of
wildland fires; no question about it. We have very difficult budget
choices to make. This budget reflects a balance of what we expect
to have to spend on suppression, based on the 10-year average. And
putting some money aside, which has been removed, actually, in
the sequester, putting it back in to reduce the fuel load.

There are ways we fight fires that would be much better put on
the emergency funding side so we had a predictable annual way to
continue to reduce the fuel load and fight the sort of normal fires
without the spikes that inevitably occur in terms of how it impacts
our funding. We made some hard choices. There’s nothing I'm
aware of or have been told that there’s a relation.

Senator MERKLEY. Okay. Well, I appreciate the hard choices, and
I just want to reiterate concern. A lot of our private landholders
are very concerned about forest fires that are moving from public
land onto their private land, their private range land, their private
timberland. And a good share of the fires that occurred last year
were on both public land leased, so it operates as an income gener-
ator for our ranchers, and also the private land, including private
timber stands.

And when your private timber stand is burned up as a result of
a fire that initiated on a poorly managed public tract, you can
imagine how angry you become about that poor management. And
that’s my concern, that we need to do more, not less.

KLAMATH BASIN RESTORATION AGREEMENT

I wanted to turn to the Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement.
This is an agreement that I discussed with you earlier that I just
wanted to engage you on. This is an effort to address a significant
area in southern Oregon, where you have a complicated set of riv-
ers and dams and species, including a freshwater sucker fish and
then the salmon, both of which have provisions to effect their sur-
vival that sometimes are in conflict with how much water stays in



100

the lake versus how much water goes into the river, and so on and
so forth.

Stakeholders have been fighting over this water forever. They
came together and forced the Klamath Basin Restoration Agree-
ment. Your predecessor flew in to be there for the signing of this
agreement. The Department worked very closely to try to support
these concepts to turn what’s been a lose-lose proposition into a
win-win.

Nothing about this is simple. But I again wanted to raise your
attention to it and ask for your help in trying to take this long-
term water war and convert it into something that’s more reliable
for the irrigators, better for the fish, both the in-lake fish and then
the downstream fish.

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, thanks for your support, and I am
aware of how extensive, how important, how complex this is, and
I absolutely look forward to working with you on it.

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you, Madam Secretary. And then I
wanted to turn to the issue of the O&C lands in Oregon, the Or-
egon and California Railroad grant lands. These lands have gone
through various management plans, and there is a pending rewrite
of the Resource Management Plans for six different districts.

And one of the concerns, just as the concern that, if you will, fire
suppression or response will take away the funding for fuels reduc-
tion, the concern here is that the resources that are necessary to
do these plans might come at the expense of the planning for tim-
ber cuts. These are lands that were dedicated for our counties to
essentially have a timber supply to feed the local mills. And part
of the revenues from the sales go to the local counties. And if the
planning isn’t done for the sale of the timber, then nothing hap-
pens. Nothing gets cut, nothing gets managed. We have second-
growth forests that continue to be good for fires and disease, but
not for either ecosystems or for timber sales.

And so, I wanted to raise this issue and ask whether the dedica-
tion of the effort on the Resource Management Plans is going to di-
vert funds necessary to plan the sales on these lands.

Secretary JEWELL. I'll answer at a high level and then ask my
colleagues here to chime in with more. What I've heard from the
BLM is a commitment to provide a steady source of timber for the
mills in Oregon. I know it’s very critical to funding the Secure
Rural Schools Program. I have not heard that the Resource Man-
agement Plan takes away from the ongoing commitment to provide
a steady supply of timber.

My colleagues, would you like—Rhea?

Ms. SuH. Senator, we fully expect to meet our cut target of 197
board-feet that is expected in 2013.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, throw a million or something into there.

Ms. SUH. ’'m sorry. 1977

Secretary JEWELL. Million.

Ms. SUH. 197 million; I'm sorry. What we were asking for in the
budget is an additional $1.7 million that will obviously go into the
Resource Management Plans. We do not think these things are mu-
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tually exclusive. We think both of them are equally important to
the communities you represent.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. I appreciate that, and T'll just
close by saying 2 weeks ago we lost the Rough & Ready mill, the
last mill that we had in that particular county. And the owner of
the mill said, and I believe I have this right, that it’s like a person
starving to death in a room full of food. That essentially that, be-
cause of the scarcity of the sales off the nearby timberland, they
just couldn’t get the logs to feed the mill.

In the small town of Cave Junction, this was 85 living-wage jobs,
which of course, will affect that payroll being spent in Cave Junc-
tion, will affect every other retail operation in this mill town. And
certainly, kind of that snapshot reflects the frustration and chal-
lenge of working out a sustainable timber supply strategy off these
lands. Thank you.

Senator REED. Before I recognize Senator Hoeven, a vote has just
started. I will depart to vote. I'll ask the vice chair, Senator Mur-
kowski, to preside so that we can finish the first round. And we an-
ticipate a second round.

Senator Hoeven, thank you.

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

Senator HOEVEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary,
good to see you again. Thank you for being here. A project that we
had submitted for a record of decision some years ago, we're still
waiting for a final record of decision, it’s the Red River Valley
Water Supply Project. Would you be willing to commit to me that
we can get together and you could give us a final decision one way
or the other on that record of decision?

Secretary JEWELL. Happy to meet with you on it and learn more
about it.

Deputy Secretary, do you know the status of the record of deci-
sion?

Mr. HAYES. I do not, but we certainly will get back to you on
that.

Senator HOEVEN. Yes. We need to get a decision from you. And
so could we agree to schedule something, get together and get a
frank discussion and a final decision?

Secretary JEWELL. Sure. Absolutely.

[The information follows:]

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

The Bureau of Reclamation and the State of North Dakota completed the Red
River Valley Water Supply Project Final Environmental Impact Statement in 2007.
The preferred alternative identified in the EIS would import water from the Mis-
souri River basin for release into the Red River through the Garrison Diversion Unit
water supply facilities. A report on the project was transmitted to Congress in 2008,
consistent with the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2008, Public Law 106-554. A
Record of Decision has not been signed and that decision has not been revisited.

The Dakota Water Resources Act requires that if the selected option includes the
importation of Missouri River water, the project must be expressly authorized by
Congress. No legislation has been enacted. We would be pleased to discuss the sta-
tus of the Red River Valley Project further with the North Dakota delegation.
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SPIRIT LAKE NATION CHILD PROTECTIVE SERVICES

Senator HOEVEN. That would be great. Second, I want to thank
you for your willingness to come visit us in North Dakota. I appre-
ciate it very much. One of the stops that we've got to make is at
the Spirit Lake Nation. And I think it’s very important. There’s a
situation where the Bureau of Indian Affairs has taken over the
Child Protective Services. Their problems on the reservations need
to be addressed.

Your presence there, I think could be a big help in terms of mak-
ing sure the job gets done and getting a good progress report. And
Ii? like your thoughts and, hopefully, a commitment from you to do
that.

Secretary JEWELL. I'm very happy to work with your office on my
visit to see how we can prioritize working that in with the other
things that you’d like me to see in North Dakota.

NORTH DAKOTA OIL RESERVE ASSESSMENT

Senator HOEVEN. Good. The third point is I want to thank you
again for the USGS study that came out updating the recoverable
oil reserves in North Dakota between double and triple, 7.4 billion
to 11.4 billion barrels recoverable. The industry thinks it’s going to
be even higher than that. Natural gas, almost 7 trillion cubic feet.

Your study is very important because it’s going to help us. We've
got the oil companies in there, but we’re growing so fast we need
private investors and private developers in there building stores
and housing and, you know, all of the different things that go with
quality of life, restaurants, in addition to the public investment
we're making in roads and bridges and water supply and all that.

So it’s very helpful. I want to thank you for that. I worked with
your predecessor, Secretary Salazar, very closely to get USGS to do
that study. We thank you for it. It’s going to have a real impact
in terms of jobs and energy; tax revenues at local, State, Federal
level without raising taxes; and of course, energy security, energy
independence for our country. It’s a great example of what we can
do together.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

So, now you’re working on hydraulic fracturing. We can’t produce
oil and gas without hydraulic fracturing. So I need your commit-
ment to work with us on that. That’s one.

OIL AND GAS PERMITTING

At the same time, we're working on permitting wells, for exam-
ple, on BLM lands. Right now it takes 10 to 14 days to permit a
well in our State, but it takes 270 days on BLM lands. We've got
energy legislation in, our BLM Streamlining Act, which I think we
got bipartisan support. I think you guys are onboard with it. We
actually worked with some of your people to develop it.

The point is this: We need your help streamlining the regulatory
burden. And that’s one of the things we’re going to show you. For
example, we're going to show you hydraulic fracturing, that we'’re
transparent and that we’re open. We do it right, we do it well. But
we create a lot of jobs and a lot of energy doing it right and well.
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HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

So, specifically, where are you at with the hydraulic fracturing
rules? Are you going to work with the States to make sure they
work? And can we continue this model of the BLM Streamlining
Act, where we work together to streamline this regulatory burden?
This is a win-win in a big way.

So I know that’s kind of a long question. But it goes to a big
point here and a real opportunity. And I'd love your response.

Secretary JEWELL. I'm happy to respond. And as I'm sure you re-
call from my confirmation hearing, I actually have fracked a well
before.

Senator HOEVEN. Yes, I do.

Secretary JEWELL. Having been a petroleum engineer earlier in
my career, I understand the process, I understand the risks, I un-
derstand the rewards. It’s essential and has been for decades, in
economically extracting the resource, it can be done safely and re-
sponsibly. I do understand that.

Fracking rules, we're very close to releasing them. So I've said
that it’s a matter of weeks, not months. So you won’t have long to
wait.

In terms of streamlining the regulatory burden, we agree, and
the BLM agrees. Yesterday I had an opportunity to meet with the
Western Energy Alliance, which is small operators from throughout
the West. We talked about this.

I hate to keep bringing up sequestration, but we have a move-
ment afoot to streamline and automate the process. When we do
a line-item by line-item cut, it makes it difficult to do that because
we don’t have the flexibility on where we cut. People are necessary
to process permit applications, and they are being scaled back.
We're actually prioritizing authorizations for permits to drill, and
our inspections over additional leases.

But the BLM is very committed to being more streamlined.
There’s some legislation that’s had pilot offices that don’t allow us
to go beyond those pilot regions.

Senator HOEVEN. Exactly.

Secretary JEWELL. We're asking for a fix to that. I think the
BLM is very much on the same page with you, Senator, in where
we need to go to be responsive.

Senator HOEVEN. That’s it. I mean, that’s the legislation I'm talk-
ing about. We’re going to get you authority so that you have flexi-
bility to do some of these things. I think we can leverage your re-
sources. We can do much more together even with, you know, the
challenges of sequestration because, with some flexibility, we're
going to bring you State and local resources, private resources in
a way that will help us do these things.

It really just comes back to your willingness to engage with us
and do it. And this is where your leadership, I think, can be critical
and make a big difference.

Secretary JEWELL. Yes. Appreciate that.

Senator LEAHY. First off, Madam Secretary, congratulations
being here. I was proud to vote for your confirmation. I think your
diversity of experience is going to be very good for us.
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You've heard from a lot of the western Senators up here, and I
just want you know, as important as the Department of the Inte-
rior is to the West, we have some interest in Vermont, in the East.
We take pride in our own stewardship. We appreciate the value the
Department of the Interior brings to Vermont, to our two national
wildlife refuges, two units of the National Park System, two na-
tional fish hatcheries. And I was glad when the Connecticut River
and Vermont neighbor in the New England States become the first
National Blueway. So these are all things that we’re very inter-
ested in.

SEA LAMPREY

Since 1998, FWS has led the effort to control parasitic sea lam-
prey in Lake Champlain in Vermont and New York. That’s what
this ugly-looking thing is, which attaches itself to fish, lake salmon,
trout, and so on. It’s critical to the restoration of native fish species
in Lake Champlain. They have a devastating impact on the eco-
system if they're left unchecked.

The program to get rid of it has been a huge success. In 2011,
your predecessor and former colleague, Ken Salazar, joined me in
Vermont to say FWS was accepting full responsibility of the man-
agement of it. But they’ve yet to budget money for this work.

When will FWS bidding plan begin to honor your predecessor’s
commitment in 25 years of leadership by the Fish and Wildlife
Service and put money in to eradicate sea lampreys in Lake Cham-
plain, without sounding too parochial?

Secretary JEWELL. Well, it’s a great illustration of the challenge
we have in balancing the resources, particularly with invasive spe-
cies.

Specific to the sea lamprey, I'm looking at Pam to see if she’s got
a number. She’s scrambling to come up with a number.

Ms. HAZE. The fiscal year 2014 budget, sir, maintains FWS fund-
ing at the fiscal year 2012 level. It’s at $1 million. This supports
FWS’s efforts in Marquette, Ludington field stations in Michigan,
and the Lake Champlain Fish and Wildlife Resource Office in
Vermont.

Senator LEAHY. So how much is going to be budgeted for
Vermont?

Ms. HAZE. I'm not sure. We can get you that information, sir.

Senator LEAHY. Could you get it this week?

Ms. HAZE. We can.

[The information follows:]

SEA LAMPREY

The Department’s efforts to control sea lamprey in Vermont and Lake Champlain
remains strong. The fiscal year 2014 budget maintains funding in the Fish and
Wildlife Service at the fiscal year 2012 level of $1 million. In addition, funding for
sea lamprey control is provided by the Great Lakes Fishery Commission through re-
imbursable support agreements with the Service. In fiscal year 2012, the Commis-
sion provided 59.8 million; $8.7 million in 2013; and the Service anticipates receiv-
ing approximately $8.4 million in 2014, although exact allocations are as yet un-
available.

The Fish and Wildlife Service supports sea lamprey control efforts from field sta-
tions in Michigan and the Lake Champlain Fish and Wildlife Resources Office in
Vermont. Funding for sea lamprey control efforts in Vermont is stable at approxi-
mately $1 million in 2012, 2013 and 2014. A portion of this funding is provided by



105

the Great Lakes Fishery Commission. The Service works in close coordination with
both Vermont and New York resource management agencies to support sea lamprey
control efforts and together they are making progress.

The U.S. Geologic Survey also provides scientific and technical support to sea lam-
prey control efforts which has informed more effective efforts. USGS provides sup-
port from facilities in Michigan and Wisconsin.

WHITE-NOSE SYNDROME IN BATS

Senator LEAHY. Thank you. I know that the Senator from Ten-
nessee has mentioned white-nose syndrome, something I raised
here several years ago. It is a matter of huge import, not only to
farmers that use pesticides, but also to those who are involved in
organic farming without pesticides.

FISH HATCHERIES

And then native fish populations, ever-increasing risks. We've
seen firsthand in Vermont FWS through the Federal Fish Hatchery
System is critical to preventing that. Vermont’s two Federal fish
hatcheries support native fish restoration as far west as Lake On-
tario, as far east as Maine. The administration’s spending request
is a significant drawback from freshwater fish restoration.

Are you going to be able to continue a strong network of Federal
fish hatcheries?

WHITE-NOSE SYNDROME IN BATS

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I'm going to address white-nose syn-
drome in bats, as well as the question on the fish hatcheries. I do
have information. We have $11.5 million for programs in the fiscal
year 2014 budget for the white-nose syndrome in bats, and that’s
a $5 million increase above 2012, so the budget recognizes the huge
economic impact of that.

Senator LEAHY. Good.

FISH HATCHERIES

Secretary JEWELL. In terms of fish hatcheries, I know that there
is support for fish hatcheries in general. I don’t know specifically
about Vermont.

Rhea.

Ms. SUH. Senator, we believe strongly that the Light River Na-
tional Fish Hatchery is one of the best examples of our work in this
realm. As you know, the hurricane in 2011 caused significant dam-
age to this facility. We have been undergoing two separate con-
struction projects to try to repair and rebuild the fish-tagging
building. In 2014, we have a total of $4.7 million budgeted for the
operations of this program. We're working on both the ongoing reg-
ular operations, as well as the restoring, the rebuilding of the ac-
tual infrastructure.

Senator LEAHY. Good. Well, thank you very much. And finally,
Madam Secretary, if you go online and pick up “The Onion,” the
satirical newsmagazine, you've probably seen this, how you became
President when the President, the Vice President, the Speaker, my-
self, and those of us who are in line to accession to the presidency
took a hot-air balloon ride. Trust me, we’re not going to. Thank
you.
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Senator MURKOWSKI. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Madam Chairman, I'm pleased to join you and
others on the subcommittee in welcoming our distinguished panel
of witnesses today. We thank you for your leadership at the De-
partment of the Interior.

MISSISSIPPI NATIONAL PARKS

Two of the most important activities in my area of the country
involve the Gulf Islands National Seashore and the Natchez Trace
Parkway, both of which are very important for visitation and ap-
preciation of the beauty of that part of our country. And I just want
to put in a plug for adequate funding to continue to carry out the
activities that the Department has in supervising and helping
maintain the integrity and beauty and enjoyability of that part of
the country.

I think our time has run out on our vote over on the floor. So
I'm prepared to yield back my time without really asking you for
any commitments except your best efforts.

Secretary JEWELL. Thanks, Senator. I do want to reference that
it looks like funding is equivalent to the fiscal year 2012 levels for
the three parks in Mississippi. I look forward to visiting Vicksburg,
which is coming up, I think in a week or two. So thank you.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Cochran. And as
I indicated before, Senator Murkowski is now going to vote and we
will begin a second round.

OFFSHORE WIND

One of the major issues that’s upcoming is the auctions for off-
shore wind. This is particularly important to Rhode Island. Can
you give us a detailed timeline? There was a commitment, I think,
that all this process would be completed by the end of the year. But
perhaps either you, Madam Secretary, or Deputy Secretary Hayes
could comment.

Mr. HAYES. Be happy to, Senator. I want to compliment your
leadership here and the State’s leadership. Rhode Island really has
invested from the very beginning in good studies and good analysis
to enable Rhode Island now to move forward as our first competi-
tive offshore lease sale with the combined Rhode Island-Massachu-
setts wind energy area.

We are looking to have a notice of the sale to come out within
a matter of weeks and to have the actual sale occur before the end
of the year. That’s our current timetable. As we get closer, we will
give your office, and I've enjoyed working with Rachael directly on
this, more precise information.

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HAYES. But we are on track to get it done this year.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Deputy Secretary Hayes.

SEQUESTRATION

Madam Secretary, the issue of sequester keeps, obviously, com-
ing up in many different contexts. Let me just ask, for the record
and also to sort of, I think, provide a good basis for further discus-
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sion. First of all, your budget does not assume the sequester; is
that correct?

Secretary JEWELL. The fiscal year 2014 budget does not assume
the sequester. We're making comparisons typically to the fiscal
year 2012 budget because that’s the last enacted budget that we
had.

Senator REED. Right. Right. So the budget we’re talking about,
if the sequester continues into this 2014 fiscal year, it will be fur-
ther complicated. Right now you're looking at, you’re assuming no
sequester?

Secretary JEWELL. That’s correct.

Senator REED. Thank you. Now, and all of my colleagues, I think,
because, first of all, they're extremely effective and thoughtful peo-
ple, have suggested ways in which we could make further invest-
ments not only in their States, but in national programs. But even
with the flexibility some people have spoken about, these addi-
tional investments would be difficult to do in the context of the
budget with or without the sequester; is that fair also?

Secretary JEWELL. That’s correct.

Senator REED. And again, one of the issues is that—and I think
all of my colleagues would make the same point I would. When we
do these investments, they actually generate economic activity, pro-
vide jobs, leverage the economy forward. So this is not just spend-
ing for the sake of spending. Yet could these critical investments—
you know, you have a list of things you had to leave on the cutting-
room floor, as they say on the west coast, that you probably believe
would be hugely valuable for jobs, for economic growth, and for the
future of the country. Is that a fair assessment, too?

Secretary JEWELL. Yes. And just to put a few numbers behind it,
I come out of the active outdoor-recreation industry, $600 billion of
revenue that is generated because of people’s recreation on public
lands. The lion’s share of those lands are managed by the Depart-
ments of the Interior and Agriculture.

On the energy side, I think we get a 26-to-1 return on invest-
ment for every dollar we invest. We generate $26 of revenue for
both States and the Federal Government. So, yes, I mean, as we
scale back, as I referenced on the sequester, it’s about $200 million
of lost revenue that we associate with just the cuts we’ve had to
make from the sequester alone.

Senator REED. Well, thank you very much. That adds, I think,
some context and some real value to what has been so far a very
valuable discussion in and of itself.

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION RECOVERY PROGRAM

Let me turn to another issue. It was very encouraging to see this
budget include $10 million to revive the Urban Park And Recre-
ation Recovery Program. You know, again, my colleagues are from
larger States and more rural States, have parks, et cetera. But
there’s a need everywhere for access to nature, conservation, and
the services that parks provide.

Can you explain some of the specific activities that you see fund-
ed under these grants? Who would be eligible as an allocation for-
mula? Any details would be helpful.
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Secretary JEWELL. Let me give the high level, and then I'll en-
courage my colleague, Rhea, to weigh in.

Senator REED. Thank you.

Secretary JEWELL. First, there is a significant, scary growing dis-
connect between children and nature. It’s something that I have
worked hard on before coming into this role. Urban parks are fre-
quently the best opportunity children have to have any kind of a
connection to the natural world at all. If we want people sitting
around this dias in the future that care about these resources,
which I think are vital for many reasons, we need to connect them
to parks today.

The UPARR program, which has been around for a long time,
but not funded consistently, is really vital. As a former urbanite
from the Seattle area, these kinds of funds are desperately needed
by local cities and counties to support the parks that are necessary
in the region. That’s why we're asking for it to come back. The Riv-
ers, Trails and Conservation Assistance Program that NPS admin-
isters is another critical resource that is leveraged by local money.

Si)f,?Rhea, do you want to provide any more detail on the program
itself?

Ms. SuH. Mr. Chairman, we can certainly provide you extensive
detail on how the program will be operated. It is, obviously, oper-
ated by NPS. It’s our understanding that the funds would go to
local municipalities that have urban populations, in a competitive
process. So again, we would be happy to get back to you with more
details on the program.

This is a program, as you know, that used to exist several years
ago. We are resurrecting it because we believe strongly and agree
with you that the need, particularly in urban places around the
country, is great.

Senator REED. Well, I concur, obviously. And in one point, I
would echo the Secretary, so that if we want the next generation
to be custodians of the environment and not just in certain areas,
but throughout this country, we have to expose them to environ-
mental education and issues. And again, we have been pushing
through the Department of Education for a curriculum that has a
recognition of getting kids outside. In fact, we've got legislation, the
No Child Left Inside Act.

But this is not just Department of the Interior, but across the
Federal Government engaging the next generation of young people
in environmental education. And the best education is actually
going in and seeing firsthand a park or, in our case, going out on
the bay, Narragansett Bay, and participating in places like Seattle,
going up into the mountains and hiking or climbing, et cetera. So
it’s absolutely critical.

[The information follows:]

URBAN PARKS AND RECREATION RECOVERY

Established by the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act of 1978, the Urban
Park and Recreation Recovery grant program was designed to provide matching
grants to a prioritized list of urban cities and counties that represent the most phys-
ically and economically distressed communities Nationwide. The program provides
direct Federal grants to local governments to rehabilitate existing indoor and out-
door recreation facilities; to demonstrate innovative ways to enhance park and
recreation opportunities; and to develop local Recovery Action Programs to identify
needs, priorities and strategies for revitalization of the total recreation system.
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Rehabilitation and innovation grants are awarded through a national competition
among the detailed project proposals submitted to the National Park Service (NPS).
These are evaluated and ranked by a national panel and recommendations made to
the Director of the National Park Service for selection. The project selection criteria
address the goals of the UPARR program and are outlined in the UPARR Act. For
example, project selection criteria for rehabilitation projects include but are not lim-
ited to:

—Maximizing project costs per capita in the community served.

—The degree of service to minority and low to moderate-income residents, special

populations, and distressed neighborhoods.

—The degree of State participation in the proposal, including financial and tech-
nical assistance.

—The degree of private sector participation in the proposal, including contribu-
tions of financial assistance.

—The degree to which the project is clearly a priority for action listed in the Re-
covery Action Program and the jurisdiction’s commitment to improving its recre-
ation system.

—The scope of whether the proposed project will serve neighborhood recreation
needs.

—The condition of existing recreation properties to be rehabilitated and the need
to maintain existing services.

—The level of improvement in the quality and quantity of recreation services as
a result of rehabilitation, including improvements at specific sites and overall
enhancement of the recreation system.

—The degree of the projects consistency with local government objectives and pri-
orities for overall community revitalization.

—The degree of neighborhood employment opportunities created.

YOUTH

Senator REED. And let me ask a broader question, which is, this
is one aspect of youth programs in the budget. Madam Secretary,
could you comment generally about other areas of the budget that
emphasizes sort of youth engagement?

Secretary JEWELL. Yes, and I hate to keep hearkening back to
the sequester, but one of the biggest impacts we’ve had is the re-
duction in youth hiring. When I go around the BLM or the Park
Service, or even USGS, a lot of the folks that work for the Depart-
ment of the Interior started as young people. They might have been
in college, and they did a summer job. My son worked for 3 years
as a volunteer ranger in a national park. It connected him to place
in a way that will change his life forever

These opportunities are enormously critical in making sure we
have people that are interested in the jobs that take care of these
lands. I want to compliment Assistant Secretary Suh on her com-
mitment to youth hiring in Interior, because we’ve had tens of
thousands—how many thousands?

Ms. SUH. 84,000.

Secretary JEWELL. 84,000 young people, looking in the rear-view
mirror, have been hired by Interior. These will be the people that
will be our park rangers, our wildlife biologists, and our oil and gas
lessees of the future.

We also have a very scary situation with the maturation, I would
say, of our workforce.

Senator REED. You mean they're getting to be our age?

Secretary JEWELL. I resemble that remark, yes.

Senator REED. They’re getting to be my age. I understand.

Secretary JEWELL. Well, they’re my age, and they will be eligible
for retirement in a 5-year period of time. You know, will we have
the people necessary with the skills set necessary? We have a com-
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mitment to that, but it is difficult in this budgetary time. And
that’s certainly something that’s reinstated in this budget.

Senator REED. Well, you make another excellent point, which is,
there’s, going forward, a capacity issue, because as you lose these
very valuable, very experienced personnel, for the last several
years we have not been hiring at the level we need to keep the
entry-level and middle ranks sustained so that there’s a natural
progression upwards. And we could find ourselves with a situation
where we, you know, don’t have the capacity, the expertise. And
that doesn’t help anyone, because you still have the mission, but
you still have the capacity.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

But let me change to another topic that you've mentioned, then
I've mentioned, and that’s the LWCF. We have, and I think this
is strong bipartisan support over the years for the LWCF. We're
fully funding it, et cetera.

The proposal in this budget is to make part of it mandatory, and
I think, the longer term, to transition to an entirely mandatory pro-
gram.

Secretary JEWELL. That’s correct.

Senator REED. Which the value, obviously, is it tends to lock in
the money. But what it doesn’t do is allow sort of the not only just
oversight, but, you know, members to be able to indicate the local
preferences, what’s an important project in Alaska or Nebraska or
Rhode Island, which is part of what we do, and also, the oversight
of the program on specific issues, accountability, et cetera.

So how are you planning to continue to involve Congress in this
process, first for this at least proposed, and not yet adopted manda-
tory portion, and certainly at the point if this ever got to be com-
pletely a mandatory program?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, as a businessperson, I spoke at
length with many members of this body about the importance of
full funding of the LWCF to fulfill its intended purpose. It has been
under threat consistently, and that is why we are proposing man-
datory funding.

I think there’s an example in the Migratory Bird Commission.
There’s another word in there, isn’t there?

The Migratory Bird Conservation Commission. Where there is
engagement on the part of the Congress in prioritizing where those
funds are spent. I would welcome the opportunity to work with you
and this committee on establishing something similar so there is
insight and input from Congress on prioritizing those projects. Be-
cause it’s certainly not something that needs to be driven by us. It’s
something I think we could drive collaboratively.

Senator REED. And again, one of the concerns is that it’s this bal-
ance between smaller areas of the country, larger areas that might
have, you know, just a bigger footprint, if you will, where you have
to deal with that. And without, I think, healthy dialog within the
Congress and the administration, we’re not going to be as effective
as we should be. So I thank you for that, going forward.

I'm going to recognize Senator Murkowski and ask her, at the
conclusion of her questions, because I do not believe any of our col-
leagues will return, if you could gavel us out. I would indicate that
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the record will remain open until Thursday, May 16. So, Madam
Secretary, you could get some written questions from any of my col-
leagues. And we’d ask you to respond as quickly as possible. Those
questions have to be in by May 16, and we ask again for your rapid
response.

With that, let me turn the gavel over to Senator Murkowski to
ask a question and to conclude the hearing. Thank you.

Senator MURKOWSKI [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ap-
preciate that. And sorry for the Jack-in-the-box routine, but this is
what happens. And thank you for an opportunity to just ask a cou-
ple more questions; I won’t keep you too long because it’s been a
long morning for you as well.

ARCTIC OCS REGULATIONS

Let me ask first about where we are in the process of developing
these Arctic-specific regulations within BOEM for the exploration
and development in the OCS areas out there. As you know, explo-
ration has been delayed going forward this next season, in part be-
cause of what’s gone on with the regulatory uncertainty.

Can you give me some sense as to the timeline we're looking at
here for these regulations and whether or not it’s your intent to
have those regs in place in time for the 2014 drilling season?

Secretary JEWELL. Senator, I have had meetings with both Shell
and ConocoPhillips, who are the principals involved in this. I've not
yet met with Statoil; that may come up. I sense a strong commit-
ment to safe and responsible development of the Arctic by the oper-
ators and by the regulators.

I don’t believe that, in my conversations, that either Shell or
ConocoPhillips feels that it is regulations that are getting in their
way. It is ensuring that the technology is available to be able to
respond in the event of an incident, a spill incident up there, that
is of paramount importance to us and I'm sure to you, as well. We
certainly don’t want a situation in the Arctic like we experienced
in the gulf.

Shell has been ahead of the game in working on particularly the
oil spill response. As you know, their response didn’t pass the test.
They would acknowledge that, and certainly, the Bureau of Ocean
Energy Management agreed that the test was not passed. Shell is
back working on developing a strategy to make that happen, and
they’re going to continue to test until they get it right.

There is a requirement that the ability to drill a relief well be
there, because unlike other parts of the world, where you’ve got the
ability to rapidly respond with other units that might be in the
area, that’s not true. Both Shell and ConocoPhillips, and Statoil if
they proceed with their development, will look to share resources
to be able to drill a relief well should there be a problem. That’s
another factor.

But I don’t sense that there is any disconnect between industry
and the regulator in terms of what needs to be done or the timing.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, let me ask for clarification on that be-
cause, as we know, when Shell was moving forward as the only en-
tity, the only producer up there, the plans were very specific as to
Shell’s operations. Conoco is looking at a different process using a
jack-up rig. So in terms of ensuring that the regulations are out



112

there, that they are clear and understandable, that allow for a level
of certainty, there are, as I understand, still regulations that need
to be defined.

So the question is, will that be clearly mapped out far enough in
advance so that Conoco can advance in 2014, or Shell can advance
in 2014? Actually, excuse me, Conoco has already said that they
won’t go in 2014. They're putting it off an additional year. But will
that regulatory certainty be there for Shell should they decide to
move forward in 20147

And then a secondary question is as it relates to the air quality
programs. As you know, in the 2012 appropriations bill, we trans-
ferred the authority from EPA to DOI. And so, same question: Will
you be prepared within BOEM to have finalized these regulations,
not only on the exploration and the development side, but on the
air-quality side, in time for the 2014 season?

Secretary JEWELL. I'm going to ask Deputy Secretary Hayes to
weigh in with more detail.

Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Secretary and Senator. First on the ques-
tion of Arctic-specific standards, we are going to move forward and
put in regulations. The requirements that Shell was required to do
under the exploration plan, we are looking to have performance
standards so any company working the Arctic will be expected to
meet a performance standard, for example, to deal with the con-
tainment for a spill, but with the flexibility for companies to figure
out how they want to meet that standard.

We do expect to have proposed regulations out by the end of this
year so there will be clarity going forward. They will be based on
the kinds of requirements we’ve worked on together and that were
used in the field last summer. So there should not be significant
concern about what’s in them, but we do believe it’s appropriate to
put them in regulations now that we have more than one operator
moving up there, and that’s our intent.

With regard to the air side, we are working hard at developing
the regulations to implement the addition of the jurisdiction to
BOEM to handle air requirements in Alaska as they do in the gulf.
And we expect forward movement on those this year as well.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Do you expect that there will be any dif-
ference between how the department regulates the air quality in
the gulf and up north?

Mr. HAYES. I think it will be the same approach, Senator, which
is what I believe is required under the law that you helped to insti-
gate and pass.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Good. I appreciate that. And I think it was
important to hear the word “flexibility” used in your response when
you're talking about the performance standards, because recog-
nizing that you may have different technologies, different ap-
proaches there, yes, it’s important to have that backup, if you will,
that standby system. But the designs might be different, given
what the different operators are utilizing.

So it is important, again, that we have those regulations that are
clearly defined in advance, well in advance, hopefully, of this sea-
son so that that level of certainty, moving forward, is there.
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CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS

Let me ask one final question to you, Madam Secretary. And this
relates to BIA and IHS contract support costs. Last year, the Su-
preme Court, in the Ramah case, held that tribes are entitled to
full contract support costs under their agreements with the Federal
Government.

What we’re seeing, though, with the budget requests for both
BIA and IHS, they have proposed this separate appropriations ac-
count solely for contract support costs that also includes some stat-
utory language that, in my view, circumvents the court’s holding
there. The language would effectively prevent the tribes from
bringing claims for the full amount of contract support costs if in-
adequate funding is not appropriated to cover these costs.

I don’t know what kind of feedback you have heard, but I can tell
you, the outcry from tribes from folks back home on this particular
issue is really loud. It’s quite intense. The tribes have spent so
many years getting to this point, significant legal costs. They get
the Ramah decision and are very optimistic that they will finally
see some equity within the budget here. And now this proposal,
again, really kind of undercuts where they have come from.

One of the questions that they asked me to ask you was whether
or not there had been any tribal consultation prior to putting forth
the proposal in the budget. And recognizing that you weren’t in
that situation to do that, I don’t know if any of your staff has infor-
mation in terms of what actually went on prior to this decision or
this proposal that is now in the budget.

Secretary JEWELL. Let me give a high-level on the contract sup-
port cost dollars.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Okay.

Secretary JEWELL. And then I'll turn to my colleagues in terms
of the process. We've got $231 million in the budget for contract
support costs, which is about 91 percent of the need. So it is not
fully funded. It would require about $253 million to fully fund. It
is an increase of nearly $10 million. I understand that the court
provi%ed some different options in terms of how it might be admin-
istered.

The President and the Department of the Interior really want to
fulfill our obligations under this. And of course, it’s a function of
money. We would very much like to resolve this, working with Con-
gress to come up with a mechanism to address the conflict that we
have in funding and, I think, in terms of some legal conflicts as
well in how the laws are administered.

David, do you want to provide more?

Mr. HAYES. Yes, thank you, Secretary. And, Senator, this is a
very important issue to us. As you know, this is an issue that also
affects the Department of Health and Human Services with the In-
dian Health Service. In putting together the President’s budget, it
was really a function of the administration as a whole that had to
deal with this issue, at the same time that we’re trying to now set-
tle the class action case as well, based on the Supreme Court deci-
sion.

The consultation is occurring now. And I know that within the
last
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Senator MURKOWSKI. So after the fact? How is that going?

Mr. Haves. Well, I think it was going pretty rough, Senator. 1
know that Charlie Galbraith on behalf of the White House and
Kevin Washburn and Ms. Roubideaux and others have met with
the tribes about this. We very much view this budget as the begin-
ning of a discussion. We need to solve this problem, working with
you and the Congress, to ensure that full support costs are avail-
able.

As the Secretary said, we're committed to it. We've found some
additional money. We have to solve this problem. This is an in-
terim step, and what we care most about, and I'm sure you do as
well, is that this not be a recurring issue year in and year out and
become an open sore.

I know that Kevin Washburn, in particular, the Assistant Sec-
retary for Indian Affairs, is committed to deal with this. I've en-
gaged with my colleagues at the Department of Health and Human
Services and the Attorney General’s Office to see if we can’t both
get the retrospective litigation completed and then have a solution
going forward that works for you as appropriators, as well, to fund
the support costs and honor the Supreme Court’s decision.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, and honor the Supreme Court’s deci-
sion, but also honor that trust responsibility to our first peoples. It
seems to me that the solution really here is to do what the Ramah
decision laid out, which is to pay the tribes the full amount of their
contract support costs, and the President should include that full
amount in his budget.

I am sure that the consultation right now, or I guess it’s not real-
ly consultation if it’s after the fact, but I'm sure it’s difficult. And
we do need to figure out how we’re going to do right, again, not
only by the court decision, but just the right thing when it comes
to these obligations that our native people have incurred when it
comes to operation of our hospitals, of our schools.

So this is an important one. And we’ve talked a little bit about
the impact of sequestration and what it may bring. But this is not
brought on by sequestration. This is just us dealing with our re-
sponsibility, our obligation. And how we make good on it is hugely
important. So I appreciate the work that’s going into it, and I know
that we stand ready to work with you on this end.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

With that, we have held you here in the subcommittee for some
time. I appreciate, Madam Secretary, your willingness to step for-
ward and serve, working with good staff. Deputy Secretary Hayes,
we appreciate the service that you have given for many years now.
And Secretary Jewell, my free advice is, take full advantage of him
until June and tap into the resource that he clearly has made
available to the Department of the Interior.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACK REED
NATIONAL HERITAGE AREAS

Question. Your fiscal year 2014 budget request proposes a change in the distribu-
tion formula for national heritage areas (NHAs) including the John H. Chafee
Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Area in Rhode Island that includes a
new tiered and “performance-based” system of funding. Please describe, in detail,
how and when the Department plans to implement this formula change and provide
the proposed allocation of funds for each authorized heritage area as provided by
your fiscal year 2014 budget.

Specifically, how does your fiscal year 2014 budget request continue to provide
funding for mature national heritage areas like Blackstone? At what level do you
propose to fund these areas, and how does that level compare with the funding that
these areas will receive in fiscal year 2013?

Answer. The National Park Service will initiate phase-in of a revised funding for-
mula as funding levels allow. The revised formula is a merit-based system for allo-
cating heritage areas funding that considers a variety of factors based upon criteria
related to program goals, accountability, and organizational sustainability.

The revised Heritage Partnership Program (HPP) funding formula uses three se-
quential tiers. The amount of funding available to each heritage area coordinating
entity depends upon the total annual HPP appropriation and the number of coordi-
nating entities authorized to receive funds. Tier increases for each coordinating enti-
ty are dependent upon meeting eligibility requirements and attaining performance
measures.

First the tier 1 allocation of $150,000 would be provided to all NHAs that are au-
thorized to receive HPP funding, able to meet any Federal/non-Federal match re-
quirements contained in their authorizing legislation, and are able to expend funds
obligated under their cooperative agreement within a reasonable period of time.

Next, each NHA coordinating entity that meets the tier 2 requirements would re-
ceive an additional amount of funding up to $250,000 or if sufficient funding is not
available an equal share of the available funds. To be eligible for tier 2 funding the
coordinating entity must meet additional eligibility requirements regarding manage-
ment plan approval, and have at least one full-time, paid staff person in place to
assume financial and administrative responsibility of heritage area funds.

Last, if funds remain available after awarding tier 1 and tier 2 funds, then tier
3 funds will be allocated among those coordinating entities that have already met
the tier 1 and 2 requirements, have long-term sustainability plans, and can match
HPP funds at a 1:2 ratio, or provide an all-cash match at a 1:1 ratio or the ratio
specified in the Area’s authorizing legislation.

There are currently 48 National Heritage Areas authorized to receive funds
through the NPS HPP budget activity. If the appropriated amount is equal to the
request of $8,014,000 for Heritage Partnership Commissions and Grants, the fiscal
year 2014 allocations will range between $150,000 and $170,872, which will con-
stitute a dramatic decrease for mature areas.

The following table shows the actual fiscal year 2013 allocations and the planned
allocation for fiscal year 2014. In fiscal year 2013, $15,533,000 was available, post-
sequestration, for Heritage Partnership Commissions and Grants, or nearly twice as
much as planned for fiscal year 2014. Due to the significantly higher level of overall
funding, direct comparisons of the allocations between the 2 years are not very de-
scriptive, but overall the individual allocations ranged between $150,000 and
$628,000. The draft fiscal year 2014 allocation is predicated on each of the 48 coordi-
nating entities receiving authorization through fiscal year 2014 and obtaining eligi-
bility for tier 1 funding. A subset of the NHAs is expected to have approved manage-
ment plans in place and thus be eligible for tier 2 funding. These NHAs would be
funded at $170,872.

National Heritage Areas FIS(CF?tis\{?ééinétaraEt?oanc)ted PresidFelzi’asI gﬁs:geztnégquest
Abraham Lincoln National Heritage Area $150,000 $170,872
America’s Agricultural Heritage Partnership (Silos) ........ccocovvvvivirnninnns 628,000 170,872
Arabia Mountain National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Atchafalaya National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Augusta Canal National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Baltimore National Heritage Area 150,000 170,872
Blue Ridge National Heritage Area 610,000 170,872
Cache La Poudre River Corridor 150,000 150,000
Cane River National Heritage Area 523,000 170,872
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National Heritage Areas FIS?%skéerqigitarai?oanc)tw PresidFeIE??sl gﬁgrgnaztglligquest

Champlain Valley National Heritage Partnership ..... 288,000 170,872
Crossroads of the American Revolution National Her 288,000 170,872
Delaware & Lehigh National Heritage Corridor .... 540,000 170,872
Erie Canalway National Heritage Corridor 627,000 170,872
Essex National Heritage Area 556,000 170,872
Freedom’s Frontier National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Freedom’s Way National Heritage Area 150,000 150,000
Great Basin National Heritage Route 150,000 170,872
Gullah/Geechee Heritage Corridor 150,000 170,872
Hudson River Valley National Heritage Area 435,000 170,872
lllinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor ... 288,000 170,872
John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Co 575,000 170,872
Journey Through Hallowed Ground National Heritage Area ... 150,000 150,000
Kenai Turnagain Arm National Heritage Area 150,000 170,872
Lackawanna Valley National Heritage Area . 378,000 170,872
Mississippi Delta National Heritage Area ... 150,000 150,000
Mississippi Gulf Coast National Heritage Area 170,872
Mississippi Hills National Heritage Area 150,000 150,000
Mormon Pioneer National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
MotorCities-Automobile National Heritage Area .........cccccovviverineienens 435,000 170,872
Muscle Shoals National Heritage Area 150,000 150,000
National Aviation Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
National Coal Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Niagara Falls National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Northern Plains National Heritage Area 150,000 150,000
Northern Rio Grande National Heritage Area 150,000 150,000
Ohio and Erie Canal National Heritage Area ... 567,000 170,872
0il Region National Heritage Area 288,000 170,872
Quinebaug-Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor ............ 590,000 170,872
Rivers of Steel National Heritage Area 588,000 170,872
Sangre de Cristo National Heritage Area 150,000 170,872
Schuylkill River Heritage Area 435,000 170,872
Shenandoah River Valley Battlefields National Historic District .. 385,000 170,872
South Carolina National Heritage Corridor 587,000 170,872
South Park National Heritage Area 150,000 170,872
Tennessee Civil War Heritage Area 386,000 170,872
Upper Housatonic Valley National Heritage Area .......ccccooeveveveevernnnnes 150,000 150,000
Wheeling National Heritage Area 528,000 170,872
Yuma Crossing National Heritage Area 304,000 170,872
Total 15,533,000 18,014,000

I Numbers may not add due to rounding.
URBAN PARKS AND RECREATION RECOVERY PROGRAM

Question. As member from an urban State, I was encouraged to see that your
budget request includes a $10 million investment to revive the Urban Parks and
Recreation Recovery Program, which has not been funded in several years. Can you
please explain what specific activities are funded by these grants, and who is eligi-
ble? How will you allocate these funds?

Answer. Established in 1978 by the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act of
1978, the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) grant program was de-
signed to provide matching grants to a prioritized list of urban cities and counties
the(xlt represent the most physically and economically distressed communities nation-
wide.

The program provides direct Federal grants to local governments for:

—Rehabilitation grants, to rehabilitate, expand or developing existing neighbor-
hood oriented outdoor or indoor recreation areas and facilities existing indoor
and outdoor recreation facilities;

—Innovation grants, to cover the cost of personnel, facilities, equipment, supplies
or services associated with the development of innovative, cost-effective ideas,
concepts, and approaches toward improved facility design, operations or pro-
gramming for the delivery of recreation services at the local level; and

—Recovery Action Program Planning grants, to develop local Recovery Action Pro-
grams to identify needs, priorities and strategies for revitalization of the total
recreation system.
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Grants are available directly to a predetermined list of eligible urban cities and
counties. This list currently includes over 400 jurisdictions and was determined
through a comprehensive study and analysis conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau
in conjunction with the Department of the Interior. If funding is provided by Con-
gress, this analysis would be updated. Additionally, up to 15 percent of the annual
appropriation is available to cities not on the list but which are in Census Bureau
defined Metropolitan Statistical Areas and meet other eligibility criteria. In order
for jurisdictions to be able to apply for Rehabilitation or Innovation grants, they
must have an National Park Service approved Recovery Action Program Plan that
demonstrates the jurisdiction’s commitment to revitalizing its park and recreation
system.

Rehabilitation and innovation grants are awarded through a national competition
among the detailed project proposals submitted to the NPS. These are evaluated
and ranked by a national panel and recommendations made to the Director of the
National Park Service for selection.

Question. The request proposes funding these urban recreation grants in lieu of
the existing $5 million Stateside Competitive Grant program, while it continues to
fund $40 million for Stateside formula grants. Can you please explain what is dif-
ferent about this urban parks program compared to the Stateside competitive grant
program? What is the administration hoping to achieve with this proposal?

Answer. There are a number of key differences between the UPARR program and
the previously proposed, but never enacted, Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) State Competitive program. Chief among them is that the LWCF State
Competitive program proposal focused on the three core America’s Great Outdoors
(AGO) priorities which included increasing and improving recreation access and op-
portunities in urban parks and community green spaces, increasing public access to
rivers, and catalyzing large landscape partnership projects. The UPARR program is
consistent with the AGO priorities, but has a more targeted approach in that it fo-
cuses exclusively on rehabilitating existing facilities in core urban areas. Last,
LWCF competitive grants were intended to be available to States and through
States to any local unit of government whereas UPARR grants are specifically tar-
geted to the most economically distressed urban cities and counties across the coun-

try.

With regard to the goals that the administration hopes to achieve, the UPARR
program is intended to help stimulate the revitalization of urban park and recre-
ation opportunities by promoting a unified approach to addressing urban recreation
through coordination and partnership among different levels of government and the
private sector. By doing so the administration hopes to create a robust system of
urban parks that can contribute to the accomplishment of high priority national
goals to improve and encourage health living, redevelop economically depressed
urban cores, and revitalize and create livable urban communities.

The President’s budget request includes $10 million for the UPARR program; ad-
ditionally a proposal to fund a portion of recreation grants from the LWCF as a per-
manent appropriation will provide an additional $5 million for UPARR grants. The
budget also requests $40 million for the Stateside program with an additional $20
million included in the permanent LWCF appropriation proposal. Competitive State-
side grants are not proposed for funding in the President’s budget request.

SEQUESTRATION

Question. Secretary Jewell, can you give us more detail about what visitors to the
parks and other Federal lands should expect this summer as a result of sequestra-
tion? What are some specific examples of the tough choices that you have already
been forced to make?

Answer. As a result of the sequester, many parks are not filling vacancies and
are retaining fewer seasonal employees. Consequently, these parks will experience
reduced visitor services and hours of operation, shortened seasons, and closing of
park areas when there is insufficient staff to ensure the protection of visitors, em-
ployees, resources and Government assets. Some specific examples include:

—Great Smoky Mountains National Park (NP) will close three remote camp-

grounds and two picnic areas, affecting 54,000 visitors;

—DMount Rainier NP will close the Ohanapecosh Visitor Center, affecting 60,000—

85,000 visitors;
—Catoctin Mountain Park will close its only visitor center 50 percent of the time;
—Blue Ridge Parkway will cut 21 seasonal interpretive ranger positions, affecting
584,000 visitors and resulting in the closure of 10 developed areas, which is
nearly a third of its developed areas and creates a 50-mile distance between
open facilities which limits contacts with park staff;
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—dJewel Cave National Monument and Wind Cave NP, both located in south-
western South Dakota, will each discontinue approximately 35 percent of cave
tours daily in the high season;

—Natchez Trace Parkway will close 14 comfort stations two days per week, and
four comfort stations for the entire 2013 season, affecting more than 200,000
visitors. Colbert Ferry Visitor Center and Rocky Springs Visitor Center will re-
main closed for the 2013 season; and

—Yosemite NP will do less frequent trash pickup, have fewer campground staff,
and place a reduced focus on food storage violations, all of which contribute to
visitor safety concerns and increased bear mortality rates. This will reverse the
progress the park has made since 2000 to reduce bear incidents by 90 percent
as well as the cost of damage from bear incidents by 42 percent.

ELLIS ISLAND

Question. The National Park Service has announced that the Statue of Liberty
will reopen on July 4 this year, but it does not appear that the Service has estab-
lished any timeframes for the reopening of Ellis Island. Does the National Park
Service have a specific plan, including a timetable, for the public reopening of Ellis
Island National Monument? If so, will you please share that plan with the com-
mittee and please tell the committee whether or not the public has access to the
plan? If the Service has not yet settled on a plan, when will such a plan be devel-
oped? When will the public be able to participate in its development?

Answer. Plans to reopen Ellis Island to the pre-Sandy visitor experience depends
upon the re-establishment of utilities, primarily electricity, and replacement of
building systems, including HVAC, plumbing, telecommunications, as well as the re-
installation of artifacts in exhibits at Immigration hall. Engineers have been devel-
oping plans to provide a sustainable long term solution for utilities that are vulner-
able to flooding and water damage from future storm events. We anticipate concepts
of the engineering plans to be complete within the next month; when the engineer-
ingdplans are final, a firm timetable to re-open Ellis Island to visitors can be consid-
ered.

Question. Complicating the matter for both the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island
is the issue of security. The main security screening facility, which was located in
Battery Park in Manhattan, was lost in the hurricane. I understand that there is
some discussion of erecting a “temporary” facility on Ellis Island, similar to the
“temporary” facility that was used in Battery Park for a decade. Does the Service
currently have a plan for building a security screening facility on Ellis Island? If
so, please tell the committee the location and nature of the structure. If such facility
is considered temporary, what is the Service’s current thinking is with respect to
a long-term option for security screening at the Statue of Liberty and Ellis Island?

Answer. Earlier plans to conduct security screening on Ellis Island have been su-
perseded by new plans to return security screening to temporary facilities at both
Battery Park and Liberty State Park. The National Park Service continues to work
with our partners to find and commit to a long term, permanent option for security
screening.

Question. Will any of the Ellis Island funding provided in the recent Sandy sup-
plemental bill (113-6) be used to re-stabilize the buildings on the “south side”? If
so, please provide the details of those expenditures.

Answer. Supplemental funding will be used to repair and rehabilitate all visitor
facilities that were operating prior to Superstorm Sandy. The NPS has planned
$75.5 million for projects at the Statue of Liberty National Monument, which in-
cludes Ellis Island. The specific projects, and the individual cost estimates, are in-
cluded in the table below. Funding levels for projects will be refined as planning
and design gets underway and sequestration reductions are applied.

HURRICANE SANDY NPS CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
Statue of Liberty National Monument

Project Title ¢ iﬁmmoiu\ﬂ:ms)
Demolish Three Houses and Rehabilitate Two Structures for Mission Critical Support Requirements ............ 0.6
Remove Estimated 3.3 Tons of Hazardous Debris from the Main Buildings 3.1
Repair Storm Damage at Liberty Island Dock, Pier and Ferry Slip 223
Restore Concrete Foundation for Office Trailer Marina Unit for Park Police 0.1
Repair Flood Damage in Basement at Concession Building #38 1.7
Repair Damage to Heat, Utilities, Mechanical, and Electrical Systems at Main Immigration Building ........... 19.2
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HURRICANE SANDY NPS CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued
Statue of Liberty National Monument

Project Title &
Repair Storm Damage to Liberty Island Temporary Retail Pavilion 0.2
Repair Storm Damage to Heat and Utilities at Liberty Island 4.6
Ellis Island Emergency and Long Term Museum Collections Protection Conservation and Storage ................ 1.7
Replace Destroyed Administrative Equipment, Furnishings and Data Systems 0.5
Repair Storm Damages on Ellis Island and to the Statue Mall and Plaza 0.1
Repair Sections of Brick Paved Walkway, Handrail System and Granite Seawall at Liberty Island ................ 2.7
Repair Damages to the Administrative, Maintenance and Support Buildings 3.7
Replace Flood Destroyed Equipment and Security Screening Tents With Temporary Facilities at
Ellis Island 9.3
Replace Diesel Generators and Restore Interim Emergency Utility and Heating System .........cccccocovvevviveinnece. 1.8
Replace Equipment and Ancillary Attachments 0.8
Replace Damaged Fuel Oil System With Natural Gas Main at Liberty Island 3.1
Total 75.5

Question. Does the Service currently have any plans to open the assets on the
south side of Ellis Island to the public?

Answer. The buildings and grounds on the south side of Ellis Island are not suit-
able for public visitation due to their condition. The National Park Service continues
to work with its partners to produce a long term plan for the rehabilitation of the
south side and access by the visiting public.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ToM UDALL
FIRE FUNDING

Question. It is my understanding that the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget re-
quest for Hazardous Fuels Reduction for the Department of the Interior (DOI) Office
of Wildland Fire is reduced by $88.9 million. This is a 48 percent cut in funding
for the program. The DOI Office of Wildland Fire supports fire programs within the
Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and
Bureau of Indian Affairs, which represent a huge amount of Federal lands across
the country.

Could I get some examples or description as to how the four bureaus successfully
used this funding in previous years?

Answer. Hazardous Fuels Reduction (HFR) funding is used to plan, implement,
and monitor fuels reduction treatments and conduct community assistance activi-
ties. Hazardous fuels treatments remove or modify wildland fuels (both living and
dead vegetation) to reduce the risk of wildfire to communities and their values.
Community assistance is provided in the form of community education, collaborative
planning, and activities to reduce human-caused ignitions.

From fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year 2012, DOI treated on average approxi-
mately 1.3 million acres of hazardous fuels annually across the four Bureaus. The
Bureaus design and implement fuels treatment activities that are aimed at reducing
fire severity, modifying fire behavior, and/or restoring ecosystem health. Examples
of treatments that have achieved one or more of these objectives are numerous and
evident across the Nation.

Below are some specific examples and recent activities:

—Between 2002 and 2009, the Bureau of Indian Affairs implemented a series of
prescribed fire treatments located on the boundary of the Fort Apache Indian
Reservation that proved effective in controlling the spread of the 2011 Wallow
Fire.

—Fuel breaks established since 2005 have either stopped or helped suppress sev-
eral past large fires in southeastern Oregon, particularly around the towns of
Rome and Arock.

—In fall 2012, fire crews completed the 22-acre Lodge prescribed fire adjacent to
the John Muir Lodge in Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Park. The project pro-
vided critical fuels reduction next to the lodge and for the Grant Grove area.

—Nevada Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) recently completed the 1,080-
acre Upper Colony II Fuels Treatment Project, on the eastern slope of the Pine
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Nut Mountains, moderated fire intensity and slowed the rate-of-spread of the
2012 Burbank fire.

—In 2012, the Tract G Fuel Break prevented community and wildfire risks by
stopping a wildfire from burning on to refuge land and neighboring private
property in the vicinity of the Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge.

—Also in 2012, two prescribed fires at the Grand Canyon National Park reduced
the heavy build-up of dead and down vegetation in both burn units, decreasing
the risk of extreme fire behavior in the future, especially along Highway 67, the
North Rim’s primary exit route.

Question. Will this reduction in funding for Hazardous Fuels Reduction make

communities more at risk?

Answer. The Department’s commitment to fully fund the 10-year suppression av-
erage, which required a $205.1 million increase over the 2012 enacted level, and
other priority investments, impacted the funding available for other important pro-
grams. The Department’s 2014 budget decisions were made in the context of a chal-
lenging fiscal environment.

The Wildland Fire Management program’s primary objective is to protect life and
property, and this is achieved by fully funding the suppression 10-year average and
maintaining our initial and extended attack firefighting capability at current levels.
The 2014 request does this by funding Preparedness at the 2012 enacted level, as
adjusted for fixed costs.

The planned Hazardous Fuels Reduction program for fiscal year 2014 represents
the most effective use of available funds. High priority projects will be completed
in high priority areas with the goal of mitigating wildfire risks to communities.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

Question. I want to commend your administration’s continued commitment to the
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) and to ensuring that it is used for its
intended purposes. I applaud you and the President for your foresight and strong
support for LWCF funding in the fiscal year 2014 budget.

In New Mexico, our experience is that our public lands are enormous economic
engines with substantial local community support. LWCF plays a key role in ensur-
ing the viability of our public lands—by securing access to hunting, fishing and
other recreation lands, protecting important historic and cultural sites, and ensuring
water supply and watershed restoration.

As you seek to address the many pressing needs of the Department of the Inte-
rior, how do you see the role of LWCF funds in supporting local economic needs,
in addressing agency management challenges, and in providing a conservation solu-
tion to community needs?

Answer. The 2014 budget represents an unprecedented commitment to America’s
natural heritage by proposing 5200 million in mandatory funds out of $600 million
overall for LWCF programs in 2014. Starting in 2015, the budget proposes $900 mil-
lion annually in mandatory funding, which is equal to the amount of oil and gas
receipts deposited in the LWCF each year. This funding will provide stability need-
ed for agencies and States to make strategic, long-term investments in our natural
infrastructure and outdoor economy to support jobs, preserve natural and cultural
resources, bolster outdoor recreation opportunities, and protect wildlife. The Land
and Water Conservation Fund is an important tool for supporting conservation and
recreation priorities in communities throughout the country. Through direct Federal
investments and grants to States and local governments, LWCF supports a wide
range of community needs related to conservation, recreation, and strong rural
economies and working lands. The fund also enables bureaus to address land man-
agement challenges through strategic acquisition of inholdings or parcels that solve
resource management challenges. The Department’s LWCF programs work in co-
operation with local governments and communities, rely on willing sellers for acqui-
sitions, and maximize opportunities to partner with private landowners on conserva-
tion easements. The Department and bureaus use rigorous merit-based selection
processes to identify projects that will make the greatest contribution to meeting
outcome-based goals. All of these factors help ensure that LWCF funds are targeted
to high priority projects and are aligned with and supportive of community prior-
ities, including local economic needs.

A total of $243.8 million, 41 percent of the administration’s 2014 LWCF request,
would fund grants to States for conservation and recreation through grant programs
run by the Forest Service, the National Park Service, and the Fish and Wildlife
Service. The LWCF State Grants Program provides matching grants to States and
local governments for the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation
areas and facilities. The program helps to create and maintain a nationwide legacy
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of high quality recreation areas and facilities and to stimulate non-Federal invest-
ments in the protection and maintenance of recreation resources across the country.
The Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund (CESCF) grants provide
funds to States to work with private landowners, conservation organizations, and
other partners to protect and conserve the habitat of threatened and endangered
species. The Urban Park Recreation and Recovery Program (UPARR) provides
matching grants to select physically and economically distressed urban communities
to revitalize and improve recreation opportunities.

A total of $356.2 million, accounting for the other 59 percent of the administra-
tion’s LWCF request, would support land acquisition. Land acquisition funds are
used to secure access for the American public to their Federal lands. These funds
invest in acquisitions to better meet recreation access needs by working with willing
landowners to secure rights-of-way, easements or fee simple lands that provide ac-
cess or consolidate Federal ownership so that the public has unbroken spaces to
hike, hunt, and fish. The administration’s highly strategic approach to using LWCF
land acquisition funds includes the Collaborative LWCF initiative. This new pro-
gram brings Federal agency staff together with local stakeholders to identify oppor-
tunities where LWCF funds can be used to achieve the most important shared con-
servation outcome goals in the highest priority landscapes. Conserving large scale
landscapes provides multiple resource and economic benefits to the public including
cleaner drinking water, recreational opportunities, reduced wildlife risks, protected
habitat for at-risk and game species and jobs generated on and off these lands. The
Collaborative LWCF program seeks to fund the best opportunities to leverage other
Federal resources, along with those of non-Federal partners, to support conservation
goals driven by the best science and a shared community vision for the landscape.

The Department has worked to identify LWCF investments which would: support
simpler, more efficient land management; create access for hunters and anglers; cre-
ate long-term cost savings; address urgent threats to some of America’s most special
places; and support conservation priorities that are set at the State and local level.

Reduced Costs for Land Management

LWCF funds would be used to acquire parcels that make it easier and less costly
to manage existing public lands. Far from raising operating costs, the acquisition
of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by reducing boundary
conflicts, simplifying resource management activities, and easing access to and
through public lands for agency employees and the public.

Access for Hunting and Fishing and Recreation

Participants in the America’s Great Outdoors listening sessions made it clear that
access to our Nation’s lands for all kinds of recreation—in particular hunting and
angling—is a national priority. This LWCF request would fund strategic acquisi-
tions that improve access to public lands for sportsmen and women.

Economic Benefits for Communities

Investing in healthy ecosystems pays off for the Federal Government, local com-
munities and taxpayers. Timely acquisition of important natural areas today can
help avoid much higher costs to taxpayers in future years by protecting water sup-
plies, important species habitat, recreational and cultural sites, and other natural
resources with economic value to the public.

Protection From Urgent Threats

LWCF funds are used to acquire lands that are in imminent danger from indus-
trial or residential development. Civil War and Revolutionary War battlefields, for
example, are the hallowed ground of our Nation’s history; preserving these lands as
parks for the American public prevents an irreparable loss.

Supporting Local Priorities

Federal acquisition projects are planned collaboratively with local stakeholders,
and often depend on significant support of State or local government, or of locally
based nonprofit partners. These partners sometimes act as intermediary land-
owners, holding land temporarily to protect it from development until the Federal
Government can secure the funds to assume ownership.

PRICE’S DAIRY (VALLE DEL ORO NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE)

Question. I know that you are a strong advocate of ensuring that residents of our
cities and urbanized counties have access to outdoor recreation close to home and
opportunities for healthy lifestyle.

With that in mind, I wanted to make sure you are aware of an ongoing Depart-
mental priority project underway in the Albuquerque area that hits all those marks.
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I am referring to the Price’s Dairy project at Valle de Oro National Wildlife Refuge,
the first urban refuge in the Fish and Wildlife Service’s southwest region and one
of the 50-State America’s Great Outdoors (AGO) projects. This is a highly leveraged,
truly locally driven project—one that the community has been working on for over
10 years. I am very pleased that the final funding needed to complete this project
is included as part of the Department’s fiscal year 2014 budget proposal. However,
I would note that the landowner agreement expires in July 2014, so it is absolutely
critical that the Department work with us to ensure that this project is completed
along that timeline. I note that last year the project was ranked #5 on the agency’s
priority list, but this year it is ranked last at #18. Hopefully that is not an indica-
tion of flagging enthusiasm or lack of desire to get this project done.

Will you work with me to ensure this AGO project is completed this year?

Answer. Completion of the last phase of the Valle de Oro National Wildlife Refuge
acquisition remains a Departmental priority project, and it is our intention to com-
plete the project providing Congress appropriates enough funding for this acquisi-
tion. Funds would be used to acquire fee title to the final portion of this 570-acre
refuge located along the E1 Camino Real de Tierra Adentro National Historic Trail,
just a few miles from downtown Albuquerque.

The Valle de Oro refuge has received a huge outpouring of community support
and the Service has maintained its support for the acquisition. To honor commit-
ments made to the landowner, the community, and partners, the budget request in-
cludes $6 million of Federal funds as part of the Collaborative Landscape Planning
initiative to complete the project in fiscal year 2014.

BLM PILOT OFFICES

Question. In March I visited the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) office in
Carlsbad, New Mexico, to learn about the importance of their status as a “Pilot Of-
fice.” As you know, the 2005 Energy bill designated several pilot offices to receive
extra resources to expedite permit processing and conduct much-needed environ-
mental oversight. These offices are already understaffed and overworked, so I com-
mitted to ensure that this program would be reauthorized in 2015 when it expires.
I am pleased to see in your budget proposal that you are proposing to reauthorize
this successful authority. I am also pleased that you are proposing to build in more
flexibility—for example, the ability to shift resources to offices like Carlsbad that
are in the middle of a boom would be helpful. We’d want to be sure that the flexi-
bility is fair, but I appreciate this option.

Can you provide any more details on what you expect to do and how we can work
to ensure this happens?

Answer. The BLM would like to work with the Congress on language that would
allow greater flexibilities nationwide to adjust permitting resources based on de-
mand. There are many BLM field offices that are not part of the pilot project, but
are receiving hundreds of Applications for Permit to Drill (APDs) per year. Of the
10 field offices that received the most APDs during fiscal year 2012, only 5 are cur-
rently designated as pilot project offices. For example, in fiscal year 2012, the
Pinedale Field Office in Pinedale, Wyoming, received 325 APDs; the Bakersfield
Field Office in Bakersfield, California, received 286 APDs; and the Oklahoma Field
Office in Tulsa, Oklahoma, received 157 APDs. Although these offices have received
high volumes of APDs, none are currently designated as pilot project offices. At the
same time, some of the currently designated pilot project offices have received rel-
atively few APDs in recent years; for example, the Miles City, Montana, Field Office
received only 55 APDs in fiscal year 2012.

PARKS AND RIVER MANAGEMENT

Question. The Bureau of Reclamation’s “Colorado River Basin Water Demand and
Supply Study” does an excellent job of describing the challenges in meeting water
supply needs, but it does very little to describe or assess the needs of the National
Park Service to meet its obligations to protect its river ecosystems.

Most park units in the Colorado River basin and other river basins lack protection
for the waters flowing through park boundaries and that in most cases, park units
in the Colorado River basin and other river basins do not have management plans
to provide for sound management of water resources within parks.

Is it possible to create a planning effort to ensure that the National Park Service
(NPS) can substantively participate in policy discussions about water management
that may have profound impact on national park resources?

Answer. The Office of the Secretary works collaboratively with the bureaus to en-
sure that water management planning is effective. The NPS has made recent strides
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in this arena in the past few years, but many challenges remain to address the
major concerns facing the Colorado River.

The NPS provides technical expertise through its Water Resources Division
(WRD) to park units on water issues. WRD has been instrumental in conducting sci-
entific studies and monitoring, participating in processes related to dam operations,
negotiating tribal water issues, and working with States to protect flows in places
such as Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park. The NPS also has been active
in multiagency processes such as the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recov-
ery Program. In 2001, the NPS created the Colorado River Basin Parks Program
to better ensure effective coordination and active participation in multiagency and
multistate efforts to protect park resources. These collaborative, multi-stakeholder
efforts are overseen by a Steering Committee, Technical Committee, and a Colorado
River Coordinator.

Currently, the NPS is working to address the scientific information gaps, strategic
planning needs, and targeted issues within the basin such as aquatic invasive spe-
cies.

The NPS regularly engages in planning efforts, such as invasive aquatic species
management in Lake Mead and Glen Canyon National Recreation Areas, partner-
ships for flow management for Grand Canyon National Park, and monitoring of
headwaters in Rocky Mountain National Park, which are designed to protect nat-
ural and cultural resources throughout the Colorado River basin, and to ensure con-
tinued outdoor recreational opportunities that are important to local and regional
economies in the Western States. Though these plans were sufficient to respond to
more localized past challenges, they lack the system-wide integration and detailed
scientific data needed to effectively respond to more widespread current challenges.
The Colorado River Basin Parks Program Steering Committee has identified re-
search needs related to stream gaging, sediment transport, riparian vegetation, and
aquatic communities necessary to inform management decisions that address many
of these issues. Some of this data collection has begun and other projects will be
instated as funds become available.

Question. How can the Department of the Interior ensure that the National Park
Service is an active partner in water management decisions that impact Park Serv-
ice resources?

Answer. The NPS has established itself well in the last several years as a collabo-
rative partner and an active participant in several ongoing multiagency processes,
including the WaterSMART program, which was established in 2010. WaterSMART
allows all bureaus within the Department to work with States, Tribes, local govern-
ments, and non-governmental organizations to pursue a sustainable water supply
for the Nation by establishing a framework to provide Federal leadership and assist-
ance on the efficient use of water, integrating water and energy policies to support
the sustainable use of all natural resources.

The NPS participates in on-going collaborative efforts regarding dam operations,
including the development process of the Glen Canyon Dam Long Term Experi-
mental and Management Plan, for which it is a co-lead with the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. In developing the plan, the NPS and Bureau of Reclamation are re-operating
the dam to achieve better compliance with the Grand Canyon Protection Act. The
NPS also works with the coordination and healthy flows teams to support follow-
up actions for the Colorado River Basin Water Demand and Supply Study.

This active participation has worked best when NPS staff has been engaged in
discussions at the local level as well as at the Departmental level. For example, in
the High Flow Experiment Planning for Glen Canyon Dam in 2010-2011, discus-
sions were successful because of input and involvement of both the Assistant Sec-
retary for Water and Science, and the Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and
Parks. In addition, NPS is an active partner at both the local and Department level
with respect to aquatic invasive species that impact both park resources and water
management. As discussed in the response to the previous question, the NPS has
a Division of Water Resources within the Natural Resource Stewardship and
Science directorate, which includes technical experts on hydrology, wetlands, water
rights, and water quality. These water resource professionals collaborate with the
Department and its bureaus to ensure water management decisions include protec-
tion of National Park resources.



124

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI
KING COVE ROAD

Question. 1 worked with Secretary Salazar on the agreement involving the King
Cove road reflected in the Secretary’s memorandum of March 21. The Department,
led by the Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, will take a second look at a land
exchange in Izembek National Wildlife Refuge with the community of King Cove
and the State of Alaska. Approval of the land exchange would allow a one-lane,
gravel road to connect King Cove with the all-weather airport in Cold Bay. Under
this agreement, the Interior Department will look at whether the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) by the Fish and Wildlife Service adequately considered the
importance of protecting the human health and safety of the residents of King Cove.
The review will also include an evaluation of the Department’s trust responsibilities,
and Government-to-government consultations with local Aleut groups.

What is the status of this review?

Answer. Tribal consultation was held in King Cove on Friday, June 28, 2013, from
5:00-7:00 p.m. at the King Cove Community Center. Kevin Washburn, the Assistant
Secretary for Indian Affairs, toured the King Cove area to assess the medical evacu-
ation benefits of the proposed road and will provide the Secretary, following con-
sultation with other Federal partners, with a written report that addresses the med-
ical evacuation benefits of the proposed road as well as whether and to what extent
the road is needed to meet the medical emergency requirements of King Cove.

Question. I am glad that you will visit King Cove prior to a final decision on this
issue. I understand Assistant Secretary Washburn will be visiting comparatively
soon. Can you tell me when you expect to reach a decision?

Answer. No specific time has been set for the Secretary to issue a final decision
on the Izembek National Wildlife Refuge, Land Exchange/Road Corridor. The full
Departmental record will be considered in rendering a final decision. The Sec-
retary’s final decision will be informed by:

—The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Impact Statement;

—The Assistant Secretary of Indian Affairs’ written report to the Secretary that
addresses the medical evacuation benefits and whether and to what extent the
proposed road is needed to meet the medical emergency requirements of King
Cove; and

—A site visit to King Cove by Secretary Jewell which is expected later this year.

BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY MANAGEMENT/BUREAU OF SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL
ENFORCEMENT NEW ARCTIC REGULATIONS

Question. 1 understand that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM)
is in the process of developing Arctic-specific regulations for the exploration and de-
velopment of Alaska’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas resources. As you
know, exploration has been delayed in large part because of the regulatory uncer-
tainty surrounding oil and gas projects in the Arctic OCS.

What is the timeline for the development of these regulations?

Answer. The Department of the Interior (DOI), Assistant Secretary, Land and
Minerals Management, directed BOEM and the Bureau of Safety and Environ-
mental Enforcement (BSEE) to form a team of subject matter experts to improve
safety standards for exploration, development, and production operations occurring
in the Alaska OCS. The Department’s goal is to have proposed Alaska OCS regula-
tions published in the Federal Register by the end of 2013.

Question. Is it your intent to have these regulations in place in time for a 2014
drilling season?

Answer. We intend to have the regulations finalized before the 2014 drilling sea-
son. As part of the process, DOI held Listening Sessions to obtain public comments
in Anchorage and Barrow, Alaska, on June 6 and 7, respectively. We anticipate de-
veloping a performance-based approach that will fully inform BOEM and BSEE how
lessees plan to achieve safe operations under the operating conditions likely to be
experienced while drilling and while transporting equipment into and out of the
Alaska operating theater.

Question. Though ConocoPhillips and Statoil have announced that they will not
pursue exploration programs in 2014, Shell has not made a similar announcement.
How do you intend the new regulations to impact and/or be incorporated into Explo-
ration Plans and Oil Spill Response Plans for 2014?

Answer. The focus of the new regulations is to improve safety planning early in
the process of developing Exploration Plans (EPs) and Development and Production
Plans (DPPs). In accordance with 30 CFR 550.202(b), EPs and DPPs must dem-
onstrate the lessees have planned and are prepared to conduct proposed activities
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in a manner that is safe. The regulations will emphasize the need for an integrated,
overarching safety plan as a condition for approval of Alaska OCS operations. Each
lessee will need to show BOEM and BSEE they are fully prepared to conduct the
proposed activities, including mobilization and demobilization operations, in a man-
ner that is safe and protective of the environment.

Question. 1 also understand that the Department is updating its regulations for
the oil and gas air quality program to incorporate their new authority over the Arc-
tic contained in the fiscal year 2012 Interior Appropriations bill, so I will ask the
same questions as I did for the pending Arctic-specific regulations.

What is the timeline for the development of these regulations? Is it your intent
to have these regulations in place in time for a 2014 drilling season? How will these
regulations impact 2014 Exploration Plans?

Answer. BOEM and BSEE are already engaged in the development of the pro-
posed Alaska OCS regulations. Public outreach efforts in the form of Listening Ses-
sions were held in Anchorage and Barrow, on June 6 and 7, respectively. Public
comments are also being accepted through Regulations.gov (docket number BOEM—
2013-0035). BOEM and BSEE held more detailed meetings with industry, non-gov-
ernmental organizations, the State of Alaska, local government, and Native Alas-
kans and Tribes in Anchorage on June 17 through 19. The purpose of these follow-
up meetings was to obtain a more comprehensive understanding of concerns and cri-
teria for consideration in the proposed rules. Comments will be used to develop the
scope of the Alaska OCS regulations and identify appropriate issues applicable for
BOEM and BSEE oversight to ensure safe and responsible oil and gas exploration,
development, and production on the Alaskan OCS.

BOEM and BSEE will develop draft regulation language that addresses issues
and goals identified during the comment period. The proposed Alaska OCS regula-
tions will be published in the Federal Register, and stakeholder input will again be
solicited. It is anticipated the draft rules will be published by the end of the year.

Question. How will the new regulations differ from the existing regulations? Will
there be any difference in how the Department regulates air quality in the Gulf of
Mexico versus in Alaska? If yes, why and how will the programs differ?

Answer. At this time, BOEM is still obtaining stakeholder input and reviewing
existing regulations. Until this analysis is complete, it is not clear what, if any, dif-
ferences in regulations between the regions will be needed. The bureau can provide
more details as the draft rule is developed.

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES—ARCTIC OCS EIS

Question. BOEM has worked with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
on the EIS for the impacts of oil and gas activities in the Beaufort and Chukchi
Seas. I continue to believe there are major problems with this document, including
development alternatives that are not realistic and the lack of participation from
relevant agencies.

The Fish and Wildlife Service expressly declined to participate in the EIS, yet the
EIS still analyzes impacts to polar bears and Pacific walruses—species the Service
has trust responsibility over. Why was this approach taken? Will these species be
removed from the next draft? If not, please explain why not.

Answer. The Service declined to be a cooperating agency on the Arctic EIS in 2010
because it had recently completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) on the effects
of oil and gas activities in the Chukchi and Beaufort Seas on polar bears and Pacific
walruses in conjunction with issuing Marine Mammal Protection Act Incidental
Take Regulations (ITRs). The potential effects of oil and gas activities on polar bears
and Pacific walruses had been adequately addressed in the ITRs and effectively con-
sidered in the EAs. Additionally, other existing program commitments precluded the
degree to which the Service could be involved. Instead, the Service offered to provide
copies of these EAs and informal review and comment on the Draft EIS. Since then,
the Beaufort Sea EA was updated in 2012 and the Chukchi Sea EA was recently
updated in conjunction with finalization of the 5-year Chukchi Sea ITRs that are
to be published in the Federal Register in the near future. These EAs are made pub-
lically available. In addition, the Service is currently reviewing the Draft EIS and,
as appropriate, will provide feedback to National Marine Fisheries Service.

Although the Service cannot speak on behalf of NMFS, the National Environ-
mental Policy Act’s procedures are intended to ensure that information about poten-
tial environmental impacts of an agency’s proposed and alternative actions are made
available and considered in the decisionmaking process and both the polar bear and
Pacific walrus occur in the area of the Arctic EIS.

Question. The new draft also appears to cap each company to one drilling rig at
a time per sea. This is inconsistent with Exploration Plans previously submitted and
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approved by BOEM. Is it BOEM’s intent to limit exploration in this way? If it is,
what is BOEM’s rationale for the change of course? (This would be extremely prob-
lematic given the short exploration season and would, at best, severely delay/restrict
exploration and, at worst, lead to project abandonment.) If it isn’t, will BOEM clar-
ify this point in the next draft?

Answer. NMFS served as the lead agency for preparation of the Draft Supple-
mental EIS (SEIS), with BOEM as a formal cooperating agency, along with the
North Slope Borough of Alaska. The purpose of the Draft SEIS is to analyze the
potential environmental impacts of seismic and exploration activities for the purpose
of informing NMFS’s decisions regarding authorizations for the incidental take of
marine mammals under the Marine Mammal Protection Act.

As for BOEM’s intended use of the Draft SEIS, the information will be used, as
appropriate, for environmental analyses to inform BOEM’s own decisions for specific
projects, just as other relevant information contained in National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) documents is considered. Moreover, it is important to note that
a NEPA document is not a decision document; it is merely an analysis of potential
environmental impacts associated with particular activities.

The alternatives included in the Draft SEIS were prepared based on the best in-
formation available at the time for recent Federal and State lease planning, and re-
cent industry plans, for both seismic surveys and exploratory drilling programs in
the Beaufort and Chukchi seas. The seismic and exploration activities analyzed in
the Draft SEIS are not limited to one drilling unit at a time per company. The alter-
natives analyzed in the Draft SEIS consider up to four drilling “programs” operating
in each sea at one time. For analysis in the EIS, one “program” entails however
many surveys or exploration wells a particular company is planning for that season.
Each “program” would use only one source vessel (or two source vessels working in
tandem) or drilling unit (i.e. drillship, jackup rig, SDC, etc.) to conduct the program
and would not survey multiple sites or drill multiple wells concurrently.

Question. 1 was also surprised to see that the new draft appears to have no
timeline—for example, the last draft covered a 5-year period, this draft does not.
Is there precedent for an “infinite” environmental document? What was the ration-
ale for an open-ended document? What would be the result if more operators pursue
their leases than the alternative selected analyzes? How do you plan to ensure that
this document is not a back door way to limit exploration in the Arctic?

Answer. A timeline is not relevant to the purpose of the document, which is to
provide an analysis of the potential environmental impacts of a reasonable range
of OCS activities.

Based upon past lease sales, geological and geophysical (G&G) permits, ancillary
activity notices, exploration drilling exploration activities, and requests for inci-
dental take authorizations, NMFS and BOEM have determined a reasonable range
and level of activities for which permits and authorizations may be requested in the
foreseeable future. While the level of activity proposed may vary from 1 year to the
next, the action alternatives represent a reasonable range of exploration activities
for which permits and authorizations may be expected. Also, the Draft Supple-
mental EIS does not serve as a decision document but rather is used to analyze pos-
sible environmental impacts associated with particular activities.

OIL/GAS DEVELOPMENT PUBLIC LANDS

Question. The budget request includes what it calls “Federal Oil and Gas Re-
forms.” These consist of a host of changes in three areas—royalties, development of
oil/gas leases, and improving the revenue collection process. They all share one
thing in common—they will make our Federal lands less competitive to industry,
which increasingly has other alternatives on State and private lands here in the
United States, or globally. For example, you are proposing a $6 per acre fee on non-
producing leases even though it takes years to bring leases to production—usually
because of permit or other regulatory delays caused by the Federal Government.
You also propose “adjusting royalty rates” which I can only imagine means increas-
ing them since you claim that these “reforms” will generate $2.5 billion over the
next 10 years for the Treasury.

On April 17 the House Resources Committee held a hearing comparing oil/gas
production on State lands vs. Federal lands. One of the major differences they found
was that it takes the BLM 307 days on average to approve a drilling permit—nearly
double the time it took in 2005. On State lands, processing times are 12-15 days.

Won’t increasing royalties, charging new inspection fees on top of the fee that you
already charge for processing a permit, and a new fee on so-called “non-producing
leases” only make our Federal lands less competitive compared to the States?
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Answer. Federal oil and gas production is an important component in fulfilling
our Nation’s energy needs and the Department has an obligation to the public to
ensure a fair return on that production. The Department deems the proposed
changes necessary to ensure this fair return and do not believe they will make Fed-
eral lands less competitive compared to the States. Onshore Federal oil and gas roy-
alty rates, which are currently 12.5 percent, are lower than most States’ royalty
rates. For example, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado all have a royalty rate
of 16.67 percent for State leases. North Dakota has an 18.75 percent royalty rate,
and New Mexico has various rates that are as high as 20 percent.

The administration believes that American taxpayers should get a fair return on
the development of energy resources on their public lands. We feel industry should
pay the cost of inspecting and monitoring oil and gas activities, as is the case for
other industries, including offshore oil and gas. This is consistent with the principle
that the users of the public lands should pay for the cost of both authorizing and
oversight activities.

The Department’s intent behind the proposed fee on non-producing leases is to en-
courage more timely development of Federal lands. The fee will provide an incentive
for oil and gas companies to either put their leases into production or relinquish
them so the Department can re-lease those tracts to companies who want to develop
them. Many States also have similar fees (e.g., escalating rental rates) to encourage
development. Therefore, the Department does not believe the proposed changes will
make Federal lands less competitive compared to the States.

Question. The Hill newspaper published an article on March 5 of this year where
they cited a Congressional Research Service study that determined that while over-
all U.S. oil production has increased since 2007, oil development on Federal lands
has dropped by 7 percent. For natural gas, overall U.S. production has increased
by 20 percent between 2008 and 2012, but on Federal lands it has fallen by one-
third. Instead of a host of new fees, shouldn’t the Department be looking at ways
to attract companies to Federal lands for oil/gas production? This would generate
significant revenues to both the States and Federal Government.

Answer. The Congressional Research Service study shows that Federal onshore oil
production increased by 16.3 percent from 284,900 barrels per day in 2008 to
331,500 barrels per day in 2012. Federal onshore gas production decreased slightly
during that same period. The decrease in gas production was a result of lower gas
prices and rising supplies of natural gas due to the development of unconventional
shale gas. The largest unconventional shale gas discoveries are primarily on non-
Federal land and are attracting a significant portion of new investment for natural
gas development. This does not mean that Federal lands are no longer competitive
for natural gas development. Indeed, companies continue to acquire thousands of
Federal leases and permits annually for new natural gas production projects on Fed-
eral lands.

The Department has an obligation to the public to ensure a fair return on Federal
oil and gas production. Even with the proposed changes, Federal leases will remain
competitive with State leases and should not result in any significant reduction in
interest and development of oil and gas on Federal lands. The proposed onshore and
offshore reforms will generate roughly $2.5 billion in net revenue to the Treasury
over 10 years. Many States will also benefit from higher Federal revenue sharing
payments as a result of these reforms.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND/PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES

Question. The National Wildlife Refuge Fund provides funds to local counties to
offset the loss of tax receipts from Federal land ownership. Again this year, your
fiscal year 2014 budget proposed to eliminate this $14 million discretionary amount
available to local governments across the country.

It seems to me that we should be creating fiscal certainty for local governments
instead of cutting payments to them at a time when your Department has placed
such a large emphasis on increasing Federal land ownership through LWCF.

I understand that the mandatory portion of this program will continue to go to
local counties, but why are you proposing to eliminate the discretionary portion of
the program again this year?

Answer. The Refuge Revenue Sharing Act, as amended, authorizes revenues and
direct appropriations to be deposited into a special fund, the National Wildlife Ref-
uge Fund (NWRF), and used for payments to counties in which lands are acquired
in fee (fee title) or reserved from the public domain (reserved land) and managed
by the Service. These revenues are derived from the sale or disposition of (1) prod-
ucts (e.g., timber and gravel); (2) other privileges (e.g., right-of-way and grazing per-
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mits); and/or (3) leases for public accommodations or facilities (e.g., oil and gas ex-
ploration and development) incidental to, and not in conflict with, refuge purposes.

Refuges have been found to generate tax revenue for communities far in excess
of that which was lost with Federal acquisition of the land. In addition, Refuge
lands provide many public services and place few demands on local infrastructure
such as schools, fire, and police services when compared to development that is more
intensive. National Wildlife Refuges bring a multitude of visitors to nearby commu-
nities and so provide substantial economic benefits to these communities.

The Refuge System welcomed more than 47 million visitors in fiscal year 2012,
according to the Service’s Refuge Annual Performance Plan. Hunters, birdwatchers,
beach goers and others who spend time on refuges also bring money into local econo-
mies when they stay in local hotels, dine at local restaurants, and make purchases
from local stores. Recreational spending on refuges generates millions of dollars in
tax revenue at the local, county, State and Federal level. According to a report titled
Department of the Interior Economic Contributions Fiscal Year 2011, in 2011 na-
tional wildlife refuges generated more than $4.2 billion in economic activity and cre-
ated more than 34,500 private sector jobs nationwide. In addition, property values
surrounding refuges are higher than equivalent properties elsewhere. Importantly,
in an increasingly urban world, these sanctuaries of natural beauty offer Americans
priceless opportunities to connect with nature.

Question. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments, which compensate States
and counties with large amounts of non-taxable Federal land, expire at the end of
this fiscal year. While your budget proposes to extend the mandatory payments by
a year, it does not identify any offset. Shouldn’t we identify a concrete way to pay
for this important program?

Answer. The President’s budget proposes an extensive number of legislative pro-
posals that result in savings in the next 10 years. Any of these proposals could be
considered for potential offsets to extend the PILT program for fiscal year 2014.
These proposals are identified on page 200 of the Mandatory and Receipts Proposals
section (S-9) of the President’s budget and a narrative explanation is provided by
the Department of the Interior. Please refer to the following website links: http:/
www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2014/assets/tables.pdf and on
page (Ii)fo_20 http://www.doi.gov/budget/appropriations/2014/highlights/upload/over-
view.pdf.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Question. Increased production, particularly on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
in the Gulf of Mexico, would likely reduce our reliance on foreign oil and create
much needed jobs.

What is the Department doing to make Federal offshore land available for explo-
ration and development?

Answer. President Obama’s call for a sustained, all-of-the-above energy strategy
includes the expansion of responsible production of our domestic oil and gas sup-
plies, including Federal lands. Since the President took office, America’s dependence
on foreign oil has decreased every year, and domestic oil and natural gas production
has risen every year. In 2012, American oil production reached the highest level in
two decades and natural gas production reached an all-time high. Combined with
recent declines in oil consumption, foreign oil imports now account for less than half
of the oil consumed in America.

The Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) held the first two sales of the
Five Year Program in the Gulf of Mexico in November 2012 and March 2013, which
resulted in over $1.3 billion in high bids on 436 new leases. A third lease sale,
scheduled for this August, will offer 21 million acres offshore Texas, making all un-
leased acreage in the Western Gulf of Mexico available for leasing. BOEM’s lease
terms encourage prompt development and production and ensure that the American
public receives fair market value for these shared resources. Lease sales conducted
under the program include a modified minimum bid structure that BOEM has de-
veloped, after rigorous economic analysis, to encourage operators to invest in the
OCS acreage that is most likely to lead to discoveries and production and reduce
the amount of leased acreage that sits idle. BOEM will continue to use lease terms
that incentivize industry to diligently and promptly operate their leases.

Question. National Fish Hatcheries across the Southeast generate millions of dol-
lars in economic benefits through warm water fish production. In my State, we have
the Private John Allen National Fish Hatchery, located in Tupelo, Mississippi,
which is one of eight warm water fish hatcheries managed by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service. Despite the large contribution warm water fisheries have on na-
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tional restoration efforts, the budget for fisheries located in the Southeast continues
to decline. I have concerns about funding for warm water hatcheries.

What is your plan for these hatcheries in the future? Will a disproportionate
amount of funding go to cool water fisheries at their expense?

Answer. To meet the needs of the American people in a changing social and eco-
nomic climate, the National Fish Hatchery System (NFHS) has been proactive in
implementing creative strategies for assessing, deploying, and managing its work-
force to answer these types and other important and pressing questions. In Decem-
ber 2012, the Service initiated a review of 70 production hatcheries within the
NFHS to ensure the Service is positioned to address the current and future aquatic
resource needs of the United States.

—Geoffrey Haskett, the Service’s Alaska Regional Director and former Chief of
the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS), led the review. He previously
oversaw a similar exercise that helped the NWRS improve workforce and finan-
cial management.

—The NFHS review was precipitated, in part, by staffing and budget challenges
at various hatcheries. With tight budgets, the Service must establish production
goals for the highest priority species; determine the optimal number of hatch-
eries and employees to achieve those goals; and strive for a more balanced ratio
of payroll to operational costs to achieve NFHS goals and support collaborative
recovery and restoration programs.

—The review team is comprised of Fisheries Program leadership from all Service
Regions and Headquarters. The team has collected and examined information
about species produced, staffing levels and needs, organizational structure,
operational budgets, and assets. The team used data gathered through previous
programmatic reviews as the baseline for collecting up-to-date and comparable
information.

—The review team is developing a report with funding scenarios and operations
options that is expected to be complete by August 2013. The Service will use
this information to make informed decisions about where to focus efforts given
current, declining, or increasing budgets, and where operations would be re-
duced or expanded accordingly. The review will also help inform an evaluation
of the Service’s vision for the future of its fisheries activities that the Sport
Fishing and Boating Partnership Council is conducting. The Service will use the
review team’s report and the Council’s recommendations to produce a strategic
plan for the future.

—The Service strongly believes the steps taken now—together as an agency and
with our partners—will help focus its efforts, make strategic investments, and
better address current and future challenges. Above all, these steps will position
the Service to proudly continue America’s fisheries legacy.

Last year, in response to a question I submitted for the record, the Department
stated that most States and Tribes currently use the majority of their Historic Pres-
ervation Fund grant funds to carry out non-discretionary activities mandated by the
National Historic Preservation Act.

Do you believe that the preservation and conservation activities previously carried
out by the Save America’s Treasures (SAT) program were an important part of en-
suring the protection of our Nation’s cultural heritage?

Answer. The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) states that it is the pol-
icy of the Federal Government to “contribute to the preservation of [ . . . ] pre-
historic and historic resources and give maximum encouragement to organizations
and individuals undertaking preservation by private means.” (16 U.S.C. 470-1).
There are numerous ways in which the Federal Government can contribute to his-
toric preservation, and the Save America’s Treasures program was one of these
tools.

From 1999 to 2010, $319.1 million was appropriated resulting in 1,287 grant
awards. Matched dollar-for-dollar, these funds have leveraged approximately $380
million in non-Federal investment and added over 16,000 jobs to local and States’
economies.

The SAT grants assisted 295 National Historic Landmarks (NHL), 28 properties
located in and contributing to NHL Districts, over 250 buildings individually listed
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), over 70 properties located in
and contributing to NRHP-listed historic districts, and 24 properties eligible for
NRHP listing, as well as hundreds of nationally significant museum collections.

Question. Given that most States and Tribes have little funding from Historic
Preservation Fund grants remaining after completing mandated activities, what is
the Department doing to support bricks and mortar projects to preserve and protect
nationally significant historic sites?
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Answer. The grants-in-aid to States and Territories and grants-in-aid to Tribes
funded through the NPS Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) account can be used for
brick and mortar projects, and a small number of States do use a portion of the HPF
allocation for this. A small amount of funding goes to bricks and mortar projects
through the Tribal Heritage grant program and Japanese-American World War II
Confinement Site Preservation program. Additionally, through the NPS’s Technical
Preservation Services office, the NPS develops historic preservation policy and guid-
ance on preserving and rehabilitating historic buildings, administers the Federal
Historic Preservation Tax Incentives Program for rehabilitating historic buildings,
and sets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JOHN HOEVEN

Question. Which States, if any, do you believe do not have laws or rules regulating
hydraulic fracturing?

Answer. States are free to regulate hydraulic fracturing as appropriate, with the
exception that State regulations must meet the minimum requirements of any appli-
cable Federal regulations. Some States have specific rules related to hydraulic frac-
turing, while others regulate the process solely under their general oil and gas per-
mitting requirements.

States are not legally required to meet the stewardship standards applying to
public lands and do not have trust responsibilities for Indian lands under Federal
laws. The States that have regulated hydraulic fracturing do not uniformly require
measures that would uphold the BLM’s responsibilities for federally managed public
resources, to protect the environment and human health and safety on Federal and
Indian lands, and to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands.

We would note that BLM is not an expert on the regulatory requirements of each
State, and we understand that many States are in the process of reevaluating their
regulatory requirements regarding hydraulic fracturing; thus, we recommend that
the committee follow up with appropriate State officials for the latest information
on their particular regulatory requirements and standards.

However, after conducting a search through regulations of various States, the
BLM believes that the following States do not currently have specific hydraulic frac-
turing regulations in place: Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Iowa,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, North
Carolina, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Washington, and Wisconsin.

In addition, our understanding is that the following States have banned the prac-
tice of hydraulic fracturing: New Jersey, New York, and Vermont.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator MURKOWSKI. With that, we stand recessed. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 12:44 p.m., Tuesday, May 7, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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Senator REED. Let me call the hearing to order. And as the first
order of business, let me wish Senator Murkowski a happy 21st
birthday.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you.

Senator REED. Happy birthday.

I want to welcome all of our witnesses and my colleagues to the
fiscal year 2014 hearing on the budget to the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS). And on behalf of the subcommittee, let me particularly
welcome Tom Tidwell, the Chief of the USFS. Thank you, Chief.
You have been a great leader at the agency and someone we have
enjoyed working with immensely.

I'd also like to welcome Barbara Cooper, the USFS acting Budget
Director. Ms. Cooper, thank you very much for being here also.

The President’s fiscal year 2014 budget request for USFS pro-

rams totals $4.84 billion in discretionary spending. The request is
%62 million, or a 1-percent increase, more than the fiscal year 2013
enacted level.

Chief Tidwell, in reviewing your budget request, it’s clear that
there’s a theme: making tough choices so that the agency can con-
tinue to fight wildland fires. The fire budget, as we spoke, seems
to drive so much of the USFS.

Within the total amount provided, the budget request does in-
clude an increase of $79 million for wildland fire management, for
a total of $2.046 billion, an increase of 3.5 percent.

(131)
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In addition, the request provides level funding for the FLAME
Fund, at $315 million. However, that amount doesn’t fully cover
the increases that are needed within the fire program, including a
$65 million increase to fully fund the 10-year rolling average for
fire suppression and a $50 million increase to fund next-generation
air tanker contracts to replace the 6-year-old P2 aircraft.

That means that your budget sustains some tough reduction to
programs like Hazardous Fuels Reduction and State Fire Assist-
ance.

I'm very concerned, as I know you are, Chief Tidwell, about the
precedent that’s been set with the fire budget. As the 10-year aver-
age goes up every year budgets are shrinking and the need to fight
wildland fires is crowding out many worthy programs within your
budget, as well as the budgets of other agencies in the Interior, En-
vironment, and Related Agencies bill. Indeed, I note that under the
President’s fiscal year 2014 budget proposal, funding for USFS
wildland fire programs alone exceeds the investment in clean water
and drinking water infrastructure by more than $450 million.

As critical as your fire programs are, it is a challenge to explain
in my parts of the country, and my State included, why fighting
these fires requires so much resources that takes away from des-
perately needed improvements and jobs in infrastructure all across
the country.

We also need a much better strategy for paying for the cost of
fires that exceed the 10-year average, something that has happened
9 out of the last 10 years. In the past, the Congress has been able,
on a bipartisan and bicameral basis, to provide emergency supple-
mental funds to pay for disasters like wildfires in a timely way.

This past year, however, our colleagues in the House chose to
add funds to pay for firefighting shortfalls within the overall dis-
cretionary appropriations cap rather than fund those needs as
emergency spending. All told, we appropriated $423 million to pay
for these additional firefighting needs. And that’s $423 million that
you have to find in other parts of your budget or we have to find
in other parts of other agency budgets. These funds are important,
but ultimately, as I suggest, other discretionary programs must pay
for them.

How to improve our capacity to budget for catastrophic fires and
other disasters is a theme that we’ll be grappling with during this
year’s appropriation process and something I've discussed with
Chairwoman Mikulski and something, Chief, that I'm sure we will
talk together, along with the ranking member, to try to come up
with a better way to proceed.

We cannot allow our obligations, and we do have to fight these
fires and we do have to support local communities, to erode other
investments that are equally important to the nation.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

I would also like to discuss a proposal of the State and Private
Forestry Programs, programs that are important to all States, in-
cluding my home State. Overall, the request also includes a 5 per-
cent cut to State and Private Forestry Programs, for a total of $240
million. Within that amount, the budget does propose to allow
States to compete for a new $20 million landscape scale restoration
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program. However, it does include a number of cuts to specific
grant programs, including a $7 million cut to the Urban Forestry
Program, without offering a concrete vision of what States like
Rhode Island, New York, New dJersey, and other urban areas have
to do not only to participate, but also to get a more reasonable
share of resources.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

The budget also requests $1.56 billion for operations of the Na-
tional Forest, which is a 1.5-percent increase more than the fiscal
year 2013 enacted level. Within that amount, the administration is
again proposing a major budget restructuring, consolidating three
major programs to create a new $757 million Integrated Resource
Restoration Program.

As you know, Chief, the subcommittee has allowed you to move
forward with a pilot program in three USFS regions to test this
new restoration program. And my colleagues and I will all want to
hear more about the progress that you're making on the ground as
we consider your request to implement this program on a national
scale. I expect we’ll also want to hear more about the budget trade-
offs that you're making to implement this proposal, including steep
reductions to other operating programs like law enforcement and
recreation, as well as other reductions to capital improvement
projects.

Finally, there are a few other bright spots in the request that are
worth noting. The budget does include a $15 million investment to
boost forestry research, for a total of $310 million. We talked about
that, and that’s absolutely important. And the request includes a
total of $118 million for land acquisition, the Forest Legacy project,
as part of the President’s $400 million proposal for discretionary
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) programs. That
amount is an 11-percent increase more than fiscal year 2013.

As my remarks suggest, Chief, we have a lot to discuss this
morning. Thank you for being here, and let me now recognize my
ranking member. I won’t say “the birthday girl.”

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you.

Senator REED. Senator Murkowski.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome,
Chief. It’s good to see you back here. We had a chance to talk dur-
ing your testimony before the Energy Committee last month, so
this is kind of a follow-on to that.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

This morning, I'm going to focus my opening statement on an
issue that stems from last year’s Forest Service budget, and that’s
your decision in March to retroactively claw back these payments
made to 41 States receiving Secure Rural Schools payments, in-
cluding Alaska, because of the sequester.

I believe that this situation teaches a larger lesson about the fail-
ures of the agency’s current forest management policy and how
that is then reflected in your fiscal year 2014 budget.



134

On March 19, you sent the State of Alaska a letter demanding
the repayment of $826,000 in Secure Rural Schools funding. In re-
sponse, our Governor Parnell sent a letter to you on April 28 refus-
ing to pay back the funds, citing the lack of any legal authority of-
fered by the USFS. And, Mr. Chairman, I have a copy of the Gov-
ernor’s letter that I would like to be included in the record.

Senator REED. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,
Washington, DC.

Hon. LisA MURKOWSKI, Ranking Member,
U.S. Senate, Energy and Natural Resources Committee,
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURKOWSKI: Thank you for your letter of April 24, 2013, cosigned
by Senator Ron Wyden, regarding the impact of sequestration on payments under
the Secure Rural Schools Act.

To fulfill our commitment to rural communities, Secure Rural Schools payments
were made on time in early January 2013, while the sequestration debate continued
in Congress. Subsequently, the sequestration took effect, and agencies were required
to implement it.

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (BBEDCA), as
amended, requires that sequestration be taken at the budget account level, and ap-
plied equally to each program, project, and activity (PPA) in those accounts. In the
case of Secure Rural Schools, the relevant account is the Forest Service Permanent
Appropriations account, which includes two PPAs for Secure Rural Schools: one
comprising the fiscal year 2013 budget authority from receipts in fiscal year 2012
(the “receipts PPA”), and the other comprising additional fiscal year 2013 budget au-
thority provided from the U.S. Department of the Treasury to cover the shortfall in
receipts necessary to make the full Secure Rural Schools payments (the “Treasury
payments PPA”). While funding for Secure Rural Schools payments is based on the
level of receipts collected in fiscal year 2012, section 102(e) of the statute directs
that the funds be paid after the end of the fiscal year. Therefore, it is budget author-
ity for fiscal year 2013 subject to sequestration under BBEDCA.

In calculating the sequestered amount, BBEDCA repeatedly refers to the amounts
for a “fiscal year” or “that year” (2 U.S.C. 901a). Thus, consistent with the applica-
tion of sequestration across programs of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), and across the Government as a whole, the amount of the sequestration
is based upon the full budgetary authority in the receipts PPA and the Treasury
payments PPA for the entire fiscal year, not on the amount remaining available as
of March 1, 2013, the date of the sequestration order.

Secure Rural Schools payments are made from both PPAs. The funding sources
are not tied to a particular title, so for purposes of sequestration, it does not matter
which title’s funding stream is cut in order to meet the full sequestered amount,
as long as the required reductions are taken from each PPA. USDA’s goals in imple-
menting sequestration have been to administer reductions in the most equitable and
least disruptive manner possible. In this instance, USDA has determined that in
order to ensure equity in the treatment of States, each State should take the same
percentage reduction to Secure Rural Schools payments.

States can pay back the mandated sequestered amounts from their title I and title
III money, or reduce title II allocations by the requisite amount where applicable.
This approach best ensures equity and uniformity in the implementation of the re-
ductions, as it applies the same percentage reduction to the payments for each
State. We encourage the States that have the option to elect to have the Forest
Service use title II funds to cover the sequestered amount, and thus avoid impacts
to their schools and road funding and eliminate the need for repayment.

Regarding the assessment of interest, penalties, and administrative costs, the For-
est Service will utilize existing Federal and Agency guidelines to waive these costs,
where applicable. We are committed to working with you to mitigate the impacts
of these actions on States and counties.

Again, thank you for your writing. A similar response is being sent to Senator
Wyden.

Sincerely,
THOMAS L. TIDWELL,
Chief.
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STATE OF ALASKA,
Juneau, AK, April 28, 2013.

Mr. THOMAS TIDWELL, Chief,

Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Independence Ave. SW, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. TIDWELL: In a letter dated March 19, 2013, you advised that the man-
dated Federal budget reductions (sequester) apply to revenue generated in 2012 and
paid in 2013 under titles I and III of the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-
Determination Act. Since the United States Forest Service has already made its
payment to Alaska, you are seeking a repayment of the sequester percentage of 5.1
percent, which amounts to $707,795.40 under titles I and III, as well as a with-
holding of $118,536.50 (or 5.1 percent) of title II funds not yet allocated. You gave
Alaska the option of having the total amount of $826,331.90 reduced from the
State’s title II funds or having that sum collected from funds already disbursed
under titles I and III.

On behalf of the proud forest communities that received fiscal year 2012 Secure
Rural Schools aid in January of 2013, I maintain that neither the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended by the Budget Control Act
of 2011, nor the Anti-Deficiency Act, authorize you to request repayment of title I
and title III outlays. As such, I will not request the Alaska State Legislature con-
sider such an appropriation.

Additionally, your letter cites no authority for the reduction of title II funds. The
titles I and III funds have been allocated and used in accordance with the Federal
law that authorized their disbursement. You have cited no valid authority for your
retroactive efforts to have those funds repaid or offset.

This sequester dilemma highlights the continued failure of the United States For-
est Service to successfully manage the nation’s forests, especially the Tongass. I
stand ready to discuss solutions to allow our forests to once again support healthy
communities—not impoverish them.

Sincerely,
SEAN PARNELL,
Governor.

Senator MURKOWSKI. The Governors of Alabama and Wyoming
have since joined Governor Parnell for similar reasons.

I'd like to repeat, Chief, what I stated last month when we were
in the Energy Committee. You have got to find a different path
here that does not punish these struggling rural communities for
the agency’s failure to manage our Nation’s forests. I'm going to be
asking you today how you plan to respond to Governor Parnell and
to the other States that have refused to pay.

Now, some might ask, “Why are you so upset? $826,000, when
you compare it to the millions, and really billions, that we’re usu-
ally talking about here in Washington, the numbers seem relatively
insignificant.” But for me, this is pretty simple: I just can’t go back
to the superintendent of the schools in Wrangell, Alaska, because
for him, these few thousands of dollars mean everything to him
and his budget.

I think that this decision by the agency represents the latest in
a long line of misguided Forest Service actions that have had a
crippling impact on Southeast Alaska. Back in 1990, the region had
more than 4,500 timber jobs, a vibrant wood products industry.
Local communities at that time received 25 percent of the revenue
generated from timber sales on the Tongass National Forest, and
they used this appropriately for roads and schools. And there was
no need for Secure Rural Schools funding.

TIMBER MANAGEMENT

Now, because of USFS policies, there are only about 300 logging
jobs left, and the region must rely in part on mandatory payments
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from the Federal Government to operate its schools. And sadly, just
as Alaskans have learned that we can’t rely on the USFS to pro-
vide a stable timber supply, now we can’t even rely on the agency
to send us the check that we’re due and not demand part of that
money back.

It’s almost as though we’re watching “Groundhog Day” all over
again. Every year, you come before the Energy Committee. You
come before this subcommittee. We pledge that we’re going to work
together on things. We’re going to improve the timber sale program
on the Tongass so we avoid losing what remains of the industry.
I always describe it as folks just kind of hanging on by their finger-
nails. You agree. You know.

But then we come back, and it’s a year later, and we’re having
the same conversation again. I think sometimes the script changes
a little bit. Some years, it’s litigation that’s to blame. Other years,
it’s poor timber markets. This year, it’s probably going to be tight
budgets we’re talking about or the impact of the sequester.

But one thing never changes. And that is the declining harvest
in the Tongass. In 2008, at the beginning of this administration,
the level was only 28 million board-feet. Last year, it was 21 mil-
lion board-feet, near the all-time low of 19 million in 2007.

We talked, again, about the agency’s plan for transitioning to
second growth. And you know that I'm skeptical there. It’s going
to be years before these trees are mature and can support an an-
nual sales program.

So I'm not encouraged by this year’s budget request, which sets
2.4 billion board-feet as a target for the timber program nationally,
when just last year you testified about ramping up to 3 billion
board-feet as part of the agency’s restoration strategy.

On May 2, I sent a bipartisan letter with 12 of my colleagues to
the President, asking for him to reconsider these timber programs.
And I know my colleague from Montana was involved with that.

So I want to be clear. I do support the agency’s many programs
that deal with recreation and with wildlife. But these objectives
within that aspect of the Forest Service shouldn’t come at the ex-
pense of managing our forests in a way that not only provides jobs,
but lowers the fire risks that the chairman was talking about and
really creates a more resilient environment. I think that’s what
your multiple-use mandate requires.

So I hope today that you can give me a reason to believe that
we're not going to be sitting here again next year at these hearings
with you talking about lack of timber supply on the Tongass and
with an industry that is just barely able to get by. I want this year
to be different. You've indicated that we’re going to have an oppor-
tunity to visit with one another in Alaska. I look forward to that.
But I think you and I would agree that we have some more busi-
ness to be done.

I look forward to your answers here this morning and appreciate
the courtesy of the Chair.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator. And if anyone else
would like to make a brief statement? Senator Tester.

Senator TESTER. Real quick, if I might. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, ranking member.
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First of all, thank you for being here, Chief Tidwell. I appreciate
the job that you do. You oftentimes are dealt a very tough hand,
and you play the cards reasonably well, from my perspective. So,
thank you for that.

Look. I don’t need to tell you how important the USFS is in a
State like Montana. You’ve been there, you've done that. The fact
is we lost 1.3 million acres to fire last year, another million acres
to beetle kill. We've got some issues as far as mitigation of cata-
strophic wildfires, as the chairman talked about, and how we'’re
going to deal with that in the short term and the long term. I look
forward to fleshing that out more as the questions go.

And I also look forward to working with you to give the USFS
more tools, more tools to be able to manage these forests, manage
them in a reasonable way, getting folks to work together from the
ground up, making sure that the industry and environmentalists
and the USFS and the Congress are all on the same page.

Thank you for your work. I look forward to the questions.

1Senator REED. Any of my other colleagues? Senator Merkley,
please.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and I'll expand during
the question period. But we had a fire the size of Rhode Island last
year in Oregon. We had the worst fire season, you know, in 100
years. We lost a lot of rangeland, a tremendous amount of timber.
And we’re in a situation where the same time that’s going on, and
largely because of the buildup of hazardous fuels, we’re looking at
a proposed budget that cuts the hazardous fuels reduction in half.

Yet everyone after these fires said, “We've got to get in there and
get more of these hazardous fuels out. We've got to operate on a
15-year cycle to be ahead of the 20-year fire cycle, not a 30-year
cycle.” And instead we’re looking at a 60-year cycle.

The fires that start on public lands then move onto private land
create an intolerable situation for our private landowners and huge
damage to the public-trusted lands. So it’s extremely troubling, the
budget as it’s laid out. I know that you’re operating with limited
resources and that it’s a huge challenge. But somehow, we’ve got
to figure out a way not to just be trying to mop up fires after they
happen, but to manage the forests well on the front end.

Senator REED. I believe no more of my colleagues have opening
statements. If that’s the case, Chief Tidwell, please, your state-
ment.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF TOM TIDWELL

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, it’s
a privilege to be here again today to discuss the President’s fiscal
year 2014 budget request for the Forest Service. I cannot thank
you enough for the support from the subcommittee over the years.
I continue to look forward to working with you to do what we can
to provide what the public wants and needs from their National
Forests and Grasslands.

The President’s budget reflects our commitment to strategic in-
vestments that are needed to grow the economy while exercising
fiscal restraint. The budget does make some very difficult tradeoffs
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between key programs. It does this by focusing on the economic
growth for rural America, including the 450,000 jobs that are sup-
ported from activities on our National Forests and Grasslands.

Now, through three key objectives, I believe this budget request
is a good investment for the economic growth in rural America. The
first part of that is it will get us back on track with our accelerated
restoration strategy to restore and sustain our national forests and
to be focused on 65 million to 82 million acres that need some form
of restoration.

It will do this by requesting full funding through our collabo-
rative forest restoration fund. It will also request permanent au-
thorization for stewardship contracting that is a tool that provides
certainty so that private entities can invest in the wood products
industry. It also will allow us to expand the use of landscape scale
analysis so we can look at hundreds of thousands of acres at one
time, determine the restoration activities that need to occur, and
be able to cover that analysis with one EIS.

It also asks for an additional $13 million in research that is dedi-
cated to increasing the markets for wood through USDA Green
Building Initiative, our Wood Energy Initiative, and also our re-
search into nanotechnology.

The second key objective deals with fire. This budget request pro-
vides a level of preparedness that will continue our success to sup-
press 98 percent of wildland fires during initial attack. It does also
request an increase from fiscal year 2012 to what we’re requesting
ofq$138 million in suppression to fulfill our agreement to meet the
10-year average.

It also will continue to reduce the threat of wildfires to homes
and communities by reducing hazardous fuels on approximately
685,000 acres of the highest priority acres in the wildland-urban
interface. And, it also requests an additional $50 million to mod-
ernize our large airtanker fleet.

The third objective is to continue with our focus on America’s
Great Outdoors Initiative, which will help support community-
based conservation, provide opportunities for economic expansion to
retain and create jobs by first providing the recreational opportuni-
ties that support the 166 million people that visit the National For-
ests and Grasslands. And it’s through their activities, their eco-
nomic activities that support more than 200,000 jobs.

Also, we want to focus on getting more volunteers out to be con-
nected to help us to do the work, but also to increase their connec-
tion with the outdoors and also expand our Youth Conservation
Corps to provide more opportunities for employment with our youth
to be outdoors, understanding the benefits of working in conserva-
tion.

It also requests an increase in LWCF funding. This is based on
what we hear from the public throughout this country about the
strong support for the need for us to acquire those small parcels
of land that are critical in-holdings to make sure that we’re pro-
viding the habitat that is necessary to support species, but to pro-
vide recreational access. In every case where we’re acquiring land,
it always reduces our administrative costs of managing that part
of the National Forest.
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STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

Now, we’re going to continue to work with the States through our
State and Private Forestry Programs to promote conservation and
to keep private forests forested. We also will encourage biomass
utilization and other renewable energy opportunities while working
to process oil and gas permit applications and energy transmission
proposals much more effectively and efficiently.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

Our budget request also proposes a framework for reauthoriza-
tion of the Secure Rural Schools Act. In addition to these three key
objectives, we're going to continue our focus on reducing our admin-
istrative costs by increasing our operational efficiencies. So over fis-
cal year 2013 and fiscal year 2014, we’re going to reduce our over-
head costs by another $100 million. We're going to continue to
focus on creating efficiencies in our processes.

For instance, when it comes to doing the environmental analysis
and sale preparation for timber sales, since 1998, funding has been
reduced by $185 million when it’s adjusted for inflation. Our staff
has been reduced by 49 percent. But during the same time, we
have reduced the unit cost by 23 percent.

The other thing we’ll continue to focus on is doing the best job
we can to deal with wildfire. Where we will continue to have 98
percent success on initial attack, for those large fires that escape
initial attack we’re going to continue to use our science, our experi-
ence, and our expertise to reduce those suppression actions that
are unnecessary and not effective. By doing this last year, we re-
duced costs by avoiding unnecessary risks by $377 million.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM

Our goal is to increase the collaborative efforts to encourage
greater public involvement and management of the public National
Forests and Grasslands. To maintain and restore healthy land-
scapes, we need to take care of the ecosystems. We also need to
support healthy, thriving communities and provide jobs in rural
areas.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the opportunity to address
this subcommittee, and I look forward to answering your questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TOM TIDWELL

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me here
today to testify on the President’s budget request for the United States Forest Serv-
ice (USFS) for fiscal year 2014. I appreciate the support this subcommittee has
shown for USFS in the past, and I look forward to continuing to work together with
members of the subcommittee to ensure that stewardship of our Nation’s forests and
grasslands continues to meet the desires and expectations of the American people.
I am confident that this budget will allow the Forest Service to meet this goal while
demonstrating both fiscal restraint and efficient, cost-effective spending.

Our Nation can and should take steps to make Government more effective and
more efficient in the 21st century. The fiscal year 2014 budget that the President
is proposing reflects the difficult choices we need to make to reduce spending while
investing in long-term economic growth and job creation. To make the strategic in-
vestments needed to grow the economy while exercising fiscal restraint, this budget
makes difficult tradeoffs between programs. It also reflects efficiency and improve-
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ments to reduce our administrative costs. It is designed to appropriately fund many
of the programs that matter to Americans.

VALUE OF THE UNITED STATES FOREST SERVICE

Our mission at USFS is to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the
Nation’s forests and grasslands to meet the needs of present and future generations.
The mission includes helping Americans use and enjoy the lands and waters that
belong to them as citizens of the United States. USFS manages a system of national
forests and grasslands on an area almost twice the size of California—193 million
acres in 44 States and Puerto Rico. These lands entrusted to our care provide some
of the richest resources and most breathtaking scenery in the Nation, as well as
drinking water for millions of Americans.

As the Nation’s leading forestry organization, we also serve Americans in other
ways. USFS was founded in 1905 to stop the degradation of watersheds and manage
the lands for the benefit of all Americans. To that end, in addition to the National
Forest System, agency programs support the sustainable stewardship of more than
600 million acres of forest land across the Nation, including 423 million acres of pri-
vate forest land, 68 million acres of State forest land, 18 million acres of Tribal for-
ests, and 100 million acres of urban and community forests.

In addition, we maintain the largest forestry research organization in the world,
with more than a century of discoveries in such areas as wood and forest products,
fire behavior and management, and sustainable forest management. In an age of
global interconnectedness, we also support the sustainable stewardship of forests
around the world; we have served people in more than 80 countries, which have di-
rect benefits to the American forestry economy through marketing American forest
products and invasive species prevention.

America’s forests, grasslands, and other open spaces are integral to the social, eco-
logical, and economic well-being of the Nation. The benefits from Forest Service pro-
grams and activities include jobs and economic activity, especially in rural areas
where other sources of employment and economic growth might be few. In fiscal
year 2011, for example, the various activities on the National Forest System contrib-
uted more than $36 billion to America’s gross domestic product, supporting nearly
450,000 jobs.

The most popular uses of the national forests and grasslands are associated with
outdoor recreation. Our increasingly diverse visitor population engages in activities
such as camping, picnicking, snowmobiling, cross-country skiing, equestrian use,
firewood and forest product gathering, all-terrain vehicle riding, skiing,
snowboarding, hunting, fishing, hiking, wildlife viewing, driving for pleasure, and
visiting cultural sites and visitor centers. The national forests and grasslands at-
tract about 166 million visits per year, supporting about 205,000 jobs and contrib-
uting $13.6 billion to the Nation’s gross domestic product each year. Fifty-five per-
cent of our visitors engage in a strenuous physical activity, contributing to their
health and well-being.

Noncommercial uses of forest and grasslands also provide vital benefits to the
American people. For example, more than one-half of our Nation’s freshwater flows
from public and private forest land, and about 60 million Americans rely on drink-
ing water that originates on the National Forest System. Forest Service land man-
agement, combined with USFS assistance to private landowners, helps protect the
single greatest source of drinking water in the Nation.

USFS’s creation of jobs and economic opportunities is not limited to rural areas.
Through Job Corps and other programs, we provide training and employment for
America’s urban youth, and we help veterans transition to civilian life. Our Urban
and Community Forestry Program has also provided jobs and career-training oppor-
tunities for underemployed adults and at-risk youth through activities such as tree
care and riparian corridor restoration.

We also engage a wide range of partners who contribute to investments in land
management projects and activities. In fiscal year 2012, we entered into more than
7,700 grants and agreements with partners who contributed a total of about $535
million in cash and non-cash (in-kind) contributions. Combined with our own con-
tribution of nearly $779 million, the total value of these partnerships was over $1.3
billion. The growing value of grants and agreements demonstrates the increasing
importance of partnerships in fulfilling the USFS mission.

Forest landowners of all kinds benefit from our forest-related research, as does
anyone who buys products made from wood. For example, USFS scientists have de-
veloped a free software application that helps people identify invasive plants and
provides control recommendations. Our research and development bring all kinds of
benefits to the American people, improving their quality of life.
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More than 50 percent of the Nation’s forests—more than 420 million acres—are
privately owned. Working with the State Foresters, we help State forest managers
and private forest landowners manage America’s working forests sustainably.
Through our Forest Health Management program, for example, we monitor and as-
sess forest health conditions on all lands nationwide, both public and private, track-
ing outbreaks of insects and disease and providing funds for treating areas at risk.

In February 2011, President Barack Obama launched the America’s Great Out-
doors Initiative, setting forth a comprehensive agenda for conservation and outdoor
recreation in the 21st century. The initiative challenges the American people to
work together to find lasting conservation solutions, based on the premise that pro-
tecting America’s natural heritage is a goal shared by all. In tandem with the Presi-
dent’s initiative, Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack outlined an all-lands vision
for conservation. He called for partnerships and collaboration to reach shared goals
fordrestoring healthy, resilient forested landscapes across all landownerships nation-
wide.

Our fiscal year 2014 budget request is accordingly designed to help us work with
partners across borders and boundaries to invest in America’s green infrastructure
at a landscape scale. Our focus on landscape-scale conservation dovetails with
broader administration priorities, including the President’s America’s Great Out-
doors Initiative, the Secretary’s “all-lands” vision, and the Department of Agri-
culture’s priority goal of enhancing water resources. Our goal at USFS is to ensure
the ability of our Nation’s forests and grasslands to deliver a full range of jobs and
benefits, both now and for generations to come.

CHALLENGES TO CONSERVATION

Our Nation’s ability to protect its forest and grassland resources is now at risk
due to drought, invasive species, and uncharacteristically severe wildfires and out-
breaks of insects and diseases. Such stresses and disturbances are affecting Amer-
ica’s forests, grasslands, and watersheds on an unprecedented scale. Twenty-seven
percent of all forest-associated plants and animals in the United States, a total of
4,005 species, are at risk of extinction. Habitat degradation is the main reason—
affecting 85 percent of all imperiled species. Many species are also threatened by
nonnative invasive species, which affect 49 percent of all imperiled species.

Although biodiversity is exceptionally high on the national forests and grasslands,
habitat degradation and invasive species remain serious threats. We estimate that
watershed functionality is impaired or at risk on 48 percent of the watersheds on
National Forest System lands. Severe outbreaks of western forest pests have af-
fected 32 million acres on the national forests alone. Between 65 million and 82 mil-
lion acres are in need of fuels and forest health treatments—up to 42 percent of the
entire National Forest System.

Part of the problem is severe drought, resulting in extreme fire weather, very
large fires and longer fire seasons. Since 2000, at least 10 States have had their
largest fires on record, and some have had their records broken more than once. In
2000, for the first time since the 1950s, more than 7 million acres burned nation-
wide; and in 2012, more than 9 million acres burned.

The spread of homes and communities into areas prone to wildfire is an increas-
ing management challenge. From 2000 to 2030, we expect to see substantial in-
creases in housing density on 44 million acres of private forest land nationwide, an
area larger than North and South Carolina combined. More than 70,000 commu-
nities are now at risk from wildfire, and less than 15,000 have a community wildfire
protection plan or an equivalent plan.

A growing proportion of the USFS budget has been needed for fire-related activi-
ties of all kinds. In fiscal year 1991, for example, fire-related activities accounted
for about 13 percent of our total budget; by fiscal year 2012, it was 40 percent. That
has left a smaller amount of funding for nonfire purposes (watersheds, wildlife,
recreation, and other benefits and services). With increasingly limited funding, we
need to approach our work differently.

BUDGET REQUEST AND FOCUS AREAS

The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget request is designed to meet the challenges
we face. The President’s proposed overall budget for discretionary funding for the
Forest Service in fiscal year 2014 is $4.9 billion. It shifts $62 million from key pro-
grams to meet the requirement to fund the 10-year rolling average of fire suppres-
sion costs.

In response to the challenges we face, we are focusing our efforts on three key
areas:

—restoring ecosystems;
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—strengthening communities while providing jobs; and

—managing wildland fires.

In these tough economic times, our proposed budget balances spending on prior-
ities in each of these three focus areas against measures to decrease costs. Through
strategic partnerships, we will continue to leverage our funds to accomplish more
work, yielding more benefits for the people we serve while also sustaining forest and
grassland ecosystems for future generations.

RESTORING ECOSYSTEMS

Our approach to ecological degradation is to accelerate ecological restoration.
USFS is restoring the ability of forest and grassland ecosystems to resist climate-
related stresses, recover from climate-related disturbances, and continue to deliver
the values and benefits that Americans want and need. Reforestation, habitat en-
hancements, invasive species control, hazardous fuels treatments, and other meas-
ures can help to make an ecosystem more resilient and more capable of delivering
benefits, such as protecting water supplies and supporting native fish and wildlife.
Our budget request for fiscal year 2014 is specifically designed to support integrated
restoration efforts across USFS.

Through Integrated Resource Restoration, land managers are accelerating the
pace of restoration and job creation, in part by using USFS’s Watershed Condition
Framework to identify high-priority watersheds for treatment. Managers use Inte-
grated Resource Restoration to integrate activities such as hazardous fuels reduc-
tion, road decommissioning, and removal of barriers to fish passage. Outcomes in-
clude reducing risk from fire, insects, and diseases; maintaining clean drinking
water for communities; and supporting more local jobs and economic opportunities.
For example, in fiscal year 2012 through our overall efforts we treated almost 2.6
million acres to sustain or restore watershed function and resilience. Under the pilot
program, through restoration activities we treated almost 800,000 acres. We propose
fully implementing Integrated Resource Restoration across USFS in fiscal year
2014.

The growing need for restoration-related work and investments on the National
Forest System is providing jobs and community benefits. The Collaborative Forest
Landscape Restoration Program was created in 2009 to restore high-priority for-
ested landscapes, improve forest health, promote job stability, create a reliable wood
supply, and reduce firefighting costs across the United States. After the program
was created, the Secretary of Agriculture evaluated collaboratively developed project
proposals, selecting 20 large-scale projects for 10-year funding, along with three ad-
ditional high-priority projects for funding from other sources. They support an array
of restoration activities, including reducing hazardous fuels, restoring watershed
function and resilience, and improving forest vegetation and wildlife habitat. Con-
tinued implementation of these projects is a high priority in our fiscal year 2014
budget request. For example, the 23 projects under this program have created or
maintained approximately 7,500 jobs over the last 2 years and generated almost
$272 million in labor income. They have also reduced the danger of fire on more
than 600,000 acres near communities and enhanced clean water supplies by remedi-
ating or decommissioning 6,000 miles of roads.

USFS is creating partnerships across the country to help protect water by reduc-
ing the risk of fire in municipal watersheds that provide communities with water
for drinking and other uses, such as irrigation, fisheries, and recreation. To help le-
verage our funding, we are proposing a new program for Restoration Partnerships
in fiscal year 2014. The program will foster some of the most advanced public-pri-
vate partnership initiatives in the Federal Government, leveraging new outside re-
sources to support USFS’s restoration efforts. Most funding under the new program
will go to support cost-share projects that will be competed for at the national level
to attract matching financial support from partners.

Another USFS program with a restoration emphasis is Forest Health Manage-
ment. Under the program, we conduct risk mapping and surveys to identify the
areas at greatest risk from insects and disease, including invasive species such as
emerald ash borer and white pine blister rust. In identifying the areas at greatest
risk and deciding on how to respond, we work with the States, in part by utilizing
the State Forest Action Plans to help inform response decisions.

USEFS is finalizing directives for implementing the new National Forest System
Land Management Planning Rule governing how land management plans are writ-
ten for the national forests and grasslands. Half of all units on the National Forest
System have plans that are more than 15 years old. Successful forest plan revisions
are key to meeting the Forest Service’s contemporary land management challenges.
The new 2012 Planning Rule will help land managers focus on collaborative water-
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shed restoration while promoting jobs and economic opportunities in rural commu-
nities.

In concert with the President’s America’s Great Outdoors Initiative and Secretary
Vilsack’s all-lands vision for conservation, the Forest Service has launched an initia-
tive to accelerate restoration across shared landscapes. The Accelerated Restoration
Initiative builds on Integrated Resource Restoration, the Collaborative Forest Land-
scape Restoration Program, the Watershed Condition Framework, the 2012 Plan-
ning Rule, and other restoration-related programs and initiatives to increase the
pace of ecological restoration while creating more jobs in rural communities.

USFS is supporting accelerated restoration through our programs in Research and
Development. We have seven high-priority research areas, including Watershed
Management and Restoration, which is designed to support our focus on protecting
and enhancing water resources. In our Bioenergy and Biobased Products research
area, we are developing technology to sustainably produce woody biomass and con-
vert it into liquid fuels, chemicals, and other high-value products. In partnership
with the wood products industry, we are also developing science to commercialize
nanocellulosic technologies to generate new high-value products such as durable
composites and paper that is stronger and lighter. This will revolutionize technology
to create new jobs and revenues and help restore America’s economy through indus-
trial development and expansion.

We are also pursuing longer term strategic research. For example, sustainable for-
est management is predicated on decades of data on forest conditions collected
through our Forest Inventory and Analysis program. We conduct long-term research
in such areas as forest disturbances, the effects of climate change, fire and fuels,
invasive species, wildlife and fish, and resource management and use to meet local
needs. In all of our research, we are committed to delivering new knowledge and
technologies to support sustainable forest and grassland management.

STRENGTHENING COMMUNITIES AND PROVIDING JOBS

Our fiscal year 2014 budget request emphasizes the role that communities play
in sustaining the forests and grasslands around them and the benefits they provide.
Working with State and local partners, we are focusing on landscape-scale outcomes
through cross-boundary actions including forestry projects identified through the
State Forest Action Plans. Accordingly, we propose building on our State and Pri-
vate Forestry Deputy Area Redesign initiative through a new program called Land-
scape Scale Restoration. Our new program will capitalize on the State Forest Action
Plans to target the forested areas most in need of restoration treatments while
leveraging partner funds.

We also work with the States through our Forest Legacy Program to identify for-
ests critical for wildlife habitat and rural jobs. Through the program, we provide
working forests with permanent protection by purchasing conservation easements
from willing private landowners.

In a similar vein, and supporting the President’s America’s Great Outdoors Initia-
tive, our Land Acquisition program is designed to protect critical ecosystems and
prevent habitat fragmentation by acquiring inholdings on the National Forest Sys-
tem and other lands where we can improve public access. We are working in collabo-
ration with the Department of the Interior to leverage our joint investments by co-
ordinating our efforts to protect intact, functioning ecosystems across entire land-
scapes. We propose transferring $177 million in discretionary and mandatory fund-
ing from the Land and Water Conservation Fund to support these goals.

The Forest Service also engages urban communities in protecting and restoring
America’s 100 million acres of urban and community forests. For example, we are
working with 10 other Federal agencies in the Urban Waters Federal Partnership,
designed to restore watersheds in urban areas. Through our Urban and Community
Forestry program, we are benefiting communities by helping them to plant trees,
especially through demonstration projects. Through our Conservation Education pro-
grams, we are engaging millions of children and their families in outdoor experi-
ences.

In addition, we are helping communities acquire local landscapes for public recre-
ation and watershed benefits through our Community Forestry and Open Space pro-
gram. Our goal is to help create a Nation of citizen stewards committed to restoring
the forests around them to health.

Our community focus supports the President’s America’s Great Outdoors Initia-
tive to achieve landscape-scale restoration objectives, connect more people to the
outdoors, and support opportunities for outdoor recreation while providing jobs and
income for rural communities. Building on existing partnerships, establishing a 21st
century Conservation Corps will help us to increase the number of work and train-
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ing opportunities for young people and veterans through high-priority conservation
and restoration work on public lands. To engage communities in conserving the
lands around them, the Forest Service is building public-private partnerships that
leverage new resources to support USFS’s restoration goals. Our new Restoration
Partnerships program features national competitive grants to support local restora-
tion projects, with matching funds from partners.

We are also building public-private partnerships through our Sustainable Recre-
ation Framework. Many economic opportunities and other community benefits gen-
erated on the national forests and grasslands are associated with outdoor recreation.
Through the Sustainable Recreation Framework, we are engaging communities to
protect and increase recreational access as well as jobs, benefits, and opportunities
associated with outdoor recreation.

Our associated Trails program designates trails for multiple uses, consistent with
our travel management rule, while building partnerships in trail stewardship. Our
Roads program is designed to maintain forest roads and bridges to protect public
safety and water quality while meeting access needs for both resource stewardship
and the recreating public. Our Facilities program promotes the safe and energy-effi-
cient use of agency infrastructure while emphasizing cost-effectiveness and a small-
er 1environmemtal footprint through the use of green building techniques and mate-
rials.

MANAGING WILDLAND FIRES

Our restoration efforts are partly in response to growing fire season severity, one
of the greatest challenges facing the Forest Service. We continue to suppress in ini-
tial attack at very small sizes up to 98 percent of the fires we fight. However, the
few fires that escape initial attack tend to get much larger much faster. Extreme
fire behavior has become far more common. Firefighters are largely limited to pro-
tecting certain points around homes and communities.

In 2009, the Congress passed the Federal Land Assistance, Management, and En-
hancement (FLAME) Act, calling on Federal land managers to develop a joint
wildland fire management strategy. Working with the Department of the Interior,
USFS took the opportunity to involve the entire wildland fire community in devel-
oping a joint long-term National Cohesive Wildland Fire Management Strategy.

This strategy is the product of a collaborative effort between wildland fire organi-
zations, land managers, and policy making officials representing Federal, State, and
local governments; Tribal interests; and nongovernmental organizations that builds
on the successes of the National Fire Plan and other foundational documents. Phase
I was completed in 2011 and outlines the national strategy to address wildland fire
issues across the Nation. Phase II was completed in 2012 and provides a risk based
framework for evaluating local, regional, and national alternatives for wildfire re-
sponse and preparedness at a mix of different temporal and geographic scales.

Our new strategy has three components:

—Restoring Fire-Adapted Ecosystems.—More than 1,000 postfire assessments
show that fuels and forest health treatments are effective in reducing wildfire
severity. Accordingly, our fuels treatments have grown; from 2001 to 2011,
USFS treated about 27.6 million acres, an area larger than Virginia. We focus
our treatments on high-priority areas in the wildland/urban interface, particu-
larly near communities that are taking steps to become safer from wildfire, such
as adopting the national Firewise program or developing community wildfire
protection plans.

—Building fire-adapted human communities.—With more than 70,000 commu-
nities at risk from wildfire, USFS is working through cross-jurisdictional part-
nerships to help communities become safer from wildfires, for example by devel-
oping community wildfire protection plans. Through the Firewise program, the
number of designated Firewise communities—communities able to survive a
wildfire without outside intervention—rose from 400 in 2008 to more than 700
in 2012.

—Responding appropriately to wildfire.—Most of America’s landscapes are adapt-
ed to fire; wildland fire plays a natural and beneficial role in many forest types.
Where suppression is needed to protect homes and property, we focus on deploy-
ing the right resources in the right place at the right time. Using decision sup-
port tools, fire managers are making risk-based assessments to decide when and
where to suppress a fire—and when and where to use fire to achieve manage-
ment goals for long-term ecosystem health and resilience.

Hazardous fuels reduction is an important part of protecting communities and in-

frastructure in the wildland/urban interface, and the materials removed can often
be utilized as biofuels. Our Hazardous Fuels program therefore supports grants and
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other forms of assistance for wood-to-energy initiatives. We fund business plans and
feasibility studies that help make a project more competitive for other sources of
funding; we provide technical assistance to support project development or improve
air quality, and we help develop financially viable approaches for building and sus-
taining facilities that convert wood to energy.

In fiscal year 2014, USFS will work with municipal water providers and electrical
service utilities to leverage our funds for fuels and forest health treatments. For ex-
ample, our new Restoration Partnerships program will support public-private part-
nerships for investing in projects to protect water supplies on the Colorado Front
Range and elsewhere. Our Hazardous Fuels program complements activities con-
ducted through Integrated Resource Restoration and the Collaborative Forest Land-
scape Restoration Program to reduce fuels, protect communities, and restore for-
ested landscapes. Contracted services for fuels reduction provides jobs, as do the for-
est products and woody biomass utilization activities that result from fuels reduc-
tion and removal.

Our budget request for fiscal year 2014, taking the Suppression and FLAME line
items together, fully covers the 10-year rolling average of annual amounts spent on
suppression. Taken together with the Preparedness line item, our budget request re-
flects our emphasis on assessing strategic risks and improving operational decision-
making for responding to wildland fires, including using fire, where appropriate, for
resource benefits. Our efforts are expected to result in more effective and efficient
use of Forest Service resources as well as the resources of our partners.

Airtankers are a critical part of an appropriate response to wildfire, but USFS’s
fleet of large airtankers is old, with an average age of more than 50 years. The cost
of maintaining them is growing, as are the risks associated with using them. USFS
is implementing a Large Airtanker Modernization Strategy to replace our aging
fleet with next-generation airtankers. Our fiscal year 2014 budget request includes
$50 million to pay for the increased costs of modernizing the firefighting airtanker
fleet. This is in addition to the $24 million requested in the fiscal year 2013 budget
for a total of $74 million proposed over the last 2 years to further enhance the agen-
cy’s ability to fight wildland fire.

COST SAVINGS

Since 2011, USFS has conducted more than a thousand postfire assessments in
areas where wildfires burned into previously treated sites. In 94 percent of the
cases, our fuels and forest health treatments were determined to have changed fire
behavior and/or helped firefighters control the fire.

The Forest Service is also taking steps in other areas to cut our operating costs.
For example:

—Taking advantage of new technologies, we have streamlined and centralized our
financial, information technology, and human resources operations to gain effi-
ciencies and reduce costs. We will continue to work together with other USDA
agencies under the Blueprint for Stronger Services to develop strategies for key
business areas to provide efficiencies.

—PFor the same reasons, we have integrated work across our deputy areas for Na-
tional Forest System, State and Private Forestry, and Research and Develop-
ment. For example, all three deputy areas have collaborated to develop the
Southern Forest Futures project—the first comprehensive analysis of the future
of Southern forests over the next 50 years.

—In fiscal year 2012, we began implementing a new Planning Rule that will re-
duce the length of time it takes to revise management plans, saving costs. We
are also saving costs by streamlining our environmental review process under
the National Environmental Policy Act.

—We are implementing measures to achieve $100 million in cost pool savings in
fiscal year 2013 and fiscal year 2014 combined.

—We have adopted new public-private partnership strategies for leveraging res-
toration funding. For example, over 10 years the Collaborative Forest Land-
scape Restoration Program is expected to leverage $152.3 million in partner
funding, about 62 cents for every Federal dollar spent.

—We also signed an agreement to use municipal funds to restore fire-damaged
national forest land in the municipal watershed of Denver, Colorado. Over 5
years, Denver Water is matching the Forest Service’s own $16.5 million invest-
ment in watershed restoration. We have signed similar agreements with Santa
Fe, New Mexico, and with other cities on the Front Range in Colorado, includ-
ing Aurora and Colorado Springs.

—We are proposing a number of changes in our budget line items for fiscal year
2014 to better integrate accomplishments, to increase efficiencies in administra-
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tion, and to make our program delivery more transparent. For example, comb-
ing the State and Volunteer Fire Assistance programs under Wildland Fire
Management will improve program management, reduce administrative com-
plexity, and will assist with improved performance management.

—In accordance with sustainability and efficiency mandates, we are working to
reduce our environmental footprint. We are acquiring more energy-efficient ve-
hicles and using the latest technologies to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions
and cut our electricity and natural gas costs at facilities.

FUTURE OUTLOOK

Our budget request focuses accordingly on America’s highest priorities for restor-
ing ecosystems, strengthening communities and providing jobs, and managing
wildland fire. We are developing a kind of land and resource management that effi-
ciently and effectively addresses the growing extent and magnitude of the chal-
lenges we face, as well as the mix of values and benefits that Americans expect from
their forests and grasslands. We will continue to lead the way in improving our ad-
ministrative operations for greater efficiency and effectiveness in mission delivery.
Our research will continue to solve complex problems by creating innovative science
and technology for the protection, sustainable management, and use of all forests,
both public and private, for the benefit of the American people. Moreover, we are
working ever more effectively to optimize our response to cross-cutting issues by in-
tegrating our programs and activities.

The key to future success is to work through partnerships and collaboration. Our
budget priorities highlight the need to strengthen service through cooperation, col-
laboration, and public-private partnerships that leverage our investments to reach
shared goals. Through this approach, we can accomplish more work while also pro-
viding more benefits for all Americans, for the sake of generations to come. This
concludes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I would be happy to answer any questions
that you or the subcommittee members have for me.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Chief.

Senator Udall has joined us. Tom, we've offered everybody a
chance to say a minute or so if you want to make a comment.

Senator UDALL. I first just want to wish our ranking member
happy birthday. I know she was just out in the hall. Her two sons
were calling her from Alaska. They were out on a boat. And so
we're very happy that she’s here with us today.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

And just briefly just to mention, Chief, Secure Rural Schools. I
know Senator Murkowski is probably going to focus on this, too.
But I'm just very worried about the funding in our rural commu-
nities. And as you realize, in the Southwest we’re concerned about
the state of the environment, the ecosystems, and what’s hap-
pening with those schools.

I think you’ve seen a number of letters from Governors and many
participant State land commissioners, and others trying to urge
you to find a way, and let’s try to make sure that in our rural coun-
ties we're able to keep the schools there.

So with that, thank you very much, and really appreciate being
here today.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

All right. Chief, as we mentioned, the fire budget seems to drive
everything that you do or don’t do. At this point, can you give us
sort of a sense of, will we have another record fire year? We've al-
ready had some activity in southern California. Should we be an-
ticipating another year? And which leads to the question of, if
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every year is a record year, then we’ve got to sort of recalibrate and
think of different ways to fund these programs.

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, we’ve been fortunate to have a slow
start to this fire season because of the moisture we’re receiving in
the Eastern part of the country. Our predictive services once again
show that we are set up to have another very active fire season,
especially throughout the West, California, Oregon, and Wash-
ington then moving into Idaho and Montana.

So based on those predictions, we're anticipating a fire season
similar to last year’s.

Senator REED. Which is a significant cost to the Government,
and we could in fact run over the program’s budgeted allocation.
Then again, to get into that situation, we’ll need extra money?

Mr. TIDWELL. That’s correct. Unless we are fortunate to have just
a very light fire season this year, even with a moderate fire season,
the expenses will exceed what we currently have in the budget for
this year.

Senator REED. Well, again, I think both the ranking members
are concerned, and we have to come up with a mechanism. In the
past, as I indicated, there was emergency funding available to
cover true emergencies like this. We have to be thoughtful and cre-
ative. And we’ll be working with you on that.

AIRTANKERS

One of the major capital programs you have, obviously, is your
air fleet. You are now starting the next generation of tankers in
terms of your making them available. Also, in the National Defense
Authorization Act, the Air Force was given permission to transfer
seven C-27Js to you.

Can you give us an overview of where things stand with respect
to the aviation fleet? Will you have adequate aircraft this fire sea-
son? Also, longer-term plans in terms of the fleet, including your
acceptance or rejection of the Air Force aircraft.

Mr. TIDWELL. We will have an adequate airtanker fleet this year,
anticipating between 24 and 26 planes will be available. We cur-
rently have nine aircraft under what we call our legacy aircraft,
which is seven P2s, plus two BAE-14As that are currently on con-
tract.

We are in the process of awarding contracts for seven more air-
craft, what we call our next-generation, which is the faster, the
planes that we’re trying to move forward to carry larger payloads.
In addition to that, we continue to work with the Air Force and Air
Force Reserve to make sure that the modular airborne firefighting
system (MAFFS) units, the C-130Js and Hs are available again
this year as a backup. We've also taken steps to be able to work
with Alaska and Canada to bring down their Convair 580s if we
need those aircraft.

So based on everything we’re moving forward with this year, 1
feel confident we will have a set of aircraft that we can respond.

In addition, we are anxious to see what the Air Force, the deci-
sion that they make, if the C—27Js are surplused and they become
available. We would definitely like to have seven more of those air-
craft to be part of our overall fleet. They would be Government
owned, but contractor operated. We’re moving forward to actually
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look at what it would take for our MAFFS units and modify those
so that they can fit into the C—27Js so if those planes become avail-
able we’ll be able to move as quickly as we can to build those
MAFFS units for those C-27Js.

Senator REED. Just two quick follow-up questions in this regard.
One is, the next-generation contracting process is still not com-
pleted. Are you confident that you’ll have these aircraft under con-
tract and useful this fire season?

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, we're working through the process
of the contract for the next generation. We have received a protest,
and we will work through that protest. I do have the authority to
override the protest. As we go through the process, I'll make that
determination to ensure we have the aircraft we need to be able
to respond to fires this year.

Senator REED. Let me ask again a related question. And that is
that the next-generation funding level, in last year’s budget it was
$24 million. In this year’s budget, it’s $50 million. But that begs
the question, What’s the overall amount of money that you feel you
have to commit to get this next generation of aircraft in service?

And then with respect to the C—27J, have the costs of modifica-
tions been built into any budget yet? Because I would presume
that’s not going to be a trivial cost, at least initially.

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, that $50 million that we have re-
quested would help offset the additional cost for the next-genera-
tion aircraft, plus the additional cost for the legacy aircraft. The
legacy aircraft with the new contract, the expenses have gone up,
as expected. It also would help us deal with the cancellation
charges that we have to have set up in our budget.

As far as the C-27Js, if those become available, we would prob-
ably then use part of this $50 million to be able to do the work we’d
have to do on those to be able to fly with our mission. We estimate
for the C—27Js, it would cost about $3 million per aircraft to build
the MAFFS units and then to make some changes on that aircraft
to make them usable for our mission and take some of the military
equipment, some of the armor, off of those aircraft that’s no longer
needed for our mission.

Senator REED. Thank you, Chief.

Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

Chief, let’s talk a little bit about where we are with Secure Rural
Schools. I indicated that as far as I know, the Governor has not yet
received a response to his letter. I received your response on Mon-
day the 20th. And in your response, you provide the agency’s ra-
tionale for why you believe the sequester applies to the Secure
Rural Schools payments.

But putting aside the legal arguments, the letter indicates that
you made these payments in January, but the sequester was going
to be the law of the land on March 1, or you certainly should have
had every reason to anticipate that it would be.

Did you analyze the impact of whether or not the sequester
would apply to these payments before you sent them out? I'm hav-
ing a real difficult time trying to just justify how communities that
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have for decades now received these payments from the Govern-
ment now receive the payment, and then they get the letter in the
mail saying, “We want it back.” It just doesn’t work.

So what kind of consideration was made before you sent out
these payments? We know that the Department of the Interior
withheld funds prior to sending out their Secure Rural Schools pay-
ments. They did it one way; you did it another. What was the ra-
tionale there?

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, my rationale was based on two things.
The first is at that time, and it was actually in December when we
made the decision to issue those payments, I thought at that time
there would be some options that would be found for the sequester
and it wouldn’t happen.

Second of all, I was still having ongoing discussions with our

legal staff as to if the sequester would apply to the Secure Rural
Schools payments. I personally had some questions on that. After
a couple of meetings, the attorneys convinced me that they would
apply.
The other thing that drove that decision is what you've men-
tioned. I know these communities, these counties, they rely on
these funds for their schools and roads programs. So I had to make
a call either to hold that money back or send it out. Based on my
personal experience living in those communities, I made the call to
go ahead and send it out, with an understanding also, with the
title IT funds that many of the States receive, which are funds that
actually just go to project work on the National Forest, that we’'d
be able to use that money to be able to offset the sequestered
amounts so that there wouldn’t be an impact to community schools
and roads programs.

That’s the option that we've provided the States, to do what we
can to minimize the impact on schools and roads, realizing that
those title II funds, they’re also important, because it creates jobs,
it gets work done.

So, Senator, I regret the situation that we’re in. When I think
back through it, probably it would have been better to hold back
maybe 5 percent at the very start instead of being in a situation
where most of the States have the option to use title II or take it
out of their schools and roads fund. But that’s where we are. I re-
gret that we’ve had to do this.

Senator MURKOWSKI. If the State of Alaska and Alabama and
Wyoming refuse to pay, as the Governor’s letter certainly suggests,
I mean, what do you do? Are you going to, do you sue them for it?
In your letter, it looks to me like you’re kind of taking late fees and
penalties off the table, which is a darn good thing, because you’d
really have a fight on your hands there.

Mr. TIDWELL. I understand.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Your words are a little bit wiggly here in
terms of being able to waive costs where applicable. I would cer-
tainly hope that at a bare minimum there is no effort to collect late
fees and penalties.

And quite honestly, trying to sue the States, too, to collect the
monies I don’t think is a good option either. So again, we need to
figure out how, you need to figure out, working with us, how we
deal with this.
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Let me ask a more, perhaps even more local issue than Secure
Rural Schools. In the energy committee, when we visited last time,
we had a lot of discussion about the USFS mandate of multiple
use. We all recognize that it’s all multiple use. And in that hearing,
you suggested that some of what we need to look to in the Tongass
1s the recreational activities, the tourism activities.

TOURISM

And I agree. And it wasn’t more than a week later from that
hearing that I was in Ketchikan and sat down with a group of
about a dozen air taxi operators that are fit to be tied. Because
here they are trying to provide for a level of tourism within the
Misty Fjords and Traitors Cove. They take their little floatplanes.
Everyone wants to see the wilderness area. They get, the air taxi
operators get permits to just land in these lakes, just land. Not go
on the land, but just land.

And what the air taxi operators are telling me is that their per-
mits coming from the USFS are being cut by some as little as 20
percent, some as much as 40 to 45 percent. One air taxi company
has seen its permits cut from 300 to 165, another one from 500 to
298. When you'’re to provide for a level of tourism, when you can’t
take the tourists who are coming off the cruise ship out to do a
quick floatplane trip, land in one of the lakes in Misty Fjords or
Traitors Cove, it’s kind of tough.

So I called Forrest Cole and talked with him. He was going to
be meeting with everybody. And that’s to be applauded. But I guess
I'm trying to figure out, you're telling me on the one hand, “Tell
the people who live in the Tongass to move toward tourism, utilize
the forest in that way.” And then your agency is limiting, dramati-
cally limiting their ability to provide for those tourism opportuni-
ties.

So can you explain to me what it is that we’re going to do in that
particular situation in one community in Southeast?

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, Senator, I don’t have all the details into the
forest decision, but it’s my understanding that they reduced some
of the flights based on the concern from the public with the amount
of noise that was created from the floatplanes, and at the same
time increased the number of permits into Traitors Cove.

I will follow up with the forest and find out more specifics as to
why the decision was being made, and then also what they’re doing
to actually mitigate. If it’s something as just the noise, 1s there a
way that they could land in a different place, maybe at a different
time, but other ways to be able to deal with the concern from the
public?

[The information follows:]

AIR TAXI SERVICE ON THE TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST

Due to concerns that limiting the amount and location of outfitter and guide use
may not adequately provide for industry stability and growth, the Record of Decision
for the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide Management Plan allocated
53,997 service days annually to outfitters and guides. The highest actual use re-
ported by outfitters and guides between 2005 and 2009 was 24,245 service days.
Thus, the decision allows outfitter and guide use across the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords
District to increase over 100 percent from the reported highest use levels.

The Forest Service also met with commercial air service providers on May 6, 2013
in Ketchikan, Alaska to discuss the issues you have raised, to explain what was in
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the actual decision, and to discuss the new permit allocations. At the conclusion of
the meeting, the Forest Service committed to meet again with the air service pro-
viders at the end of the season to review actual use versus permitted use. The
Ketchikan-Misty Outfitter and Guide Management Plan includes an adaptive man-
agement strategy to allow changes to be made if experience shows they are needed.

Accordingly, by doubling the outfitter guide use across the District, and by incor-
porating a flexible adaptive management strategy to incorporate changes as needed
in the future, the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide Management Plan
will facilitate growth of the industry while maintaining quality visitor experiences.

The Forest Service does not have reliable information about unguided visitor use
numbers for Misty Fjords. Most unguided visitors access Misty Fjords National
Monument Wilderness via motorized boat or sea kayak. Many of these visits are by
local residents via privately owned boats. There is no practical way to know how
many such visits are made.

The Forest Service has always been concerned about the economic health of rural
communities throughout Southeast Alaska. The Alaska Region has made significant
investment in a wide variety of resource areas to expand business opportunities
across the Tongass. In this particular case, the Tongass National Forest limited the
amount of outfitter guide use in one area to maintain its wilderness character and
quality visitor experiences, while allowing for growth in other areas of the Ketch-
ikan Misty Ranger District.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, this would be one opportunity for you
to view for yourself. When you live in a place like Ketchikan that
is on the water, you've got a lot of floatplanes. That’s just the na-
ture of the business. And how we provide for recreational tourism
operations in a place like the Tongass, you've got to be flying.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator MURKOWSKI. So, let’s work on this.

Senator REED. Thank you very much.

We will have a second round, just for the information of the
members. My list has Senator Merkley as the first to arrive.

STEWARDSHIP CONTRACTING

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. And thank
you for your testimony.

I first wanted to ask about, we have a mill in John Day that has
been at high risk of closing. And the regional forester has been
working very hard to lay out a 10-year stewardship contract to en-
sure accessible supplies so that essentially the infrastructure in the
plant can be renovated, be competitive, and that the mill knows it’s
going to be able to access wood for long enough to make that work.
Otherwise, the mill shuts down. And we were this close, and I'm
afraid we'’re this close today.

Last week, the regional forester got a letter from Leslie Weldon.
It said, “We can’t figure it out. We can’t do it.” It notes that we’ll
work to design a new contracting structure. My concern is that it’s
been 6 months in which a new contracting structure could have
been identified. We could be wrestling with that now if it didn’t
take legal changes, which it doesn’t appear it will take, from this
letter. It could be in place now.

We don’t want to lose this mill. Last month we lost the mill in
Cave Junction, the Rough & Ready mill. It is the heart of the econ-
omy in that small town. This is the heart of the economy in John
Day.

How can—what can we do to create the sense of urgency about
designing the necessary structures so we don’t lose this mill?
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Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, of course we share your concern about
that mill for the community, the jobs, but also to have the facility
to be able to do the restoration work on the National Forest.

Since our staff sent that letter out, I personally have taken an-
other look at this to see if there isn’t some other options that we
can do prior to getting stewardship contracting reauthorized. I'm
optimistic that there’s a different approach that we can take, that
we’re working currently with the region and forest on, to be able
to move forward with a 10-year stewardship contract.

I have to stress, though, that without reauthorization of steward-
ship contracting, it is really—well, it will be the end of the pro-
gram, the program that has provided a lot of certainty, that gives
us this kind of flexibility to do these long-term contracts. And it’s
one of the reasons why it becomes one of our highest priorities this
year to be able to get that reauthorized.

So I will get back with you as soon as we have finalized our ap-
proach that we're going to take. But I'm confident that we’ll be able
to find a different way to be able to move forward.

[The information follows:]

STEWARDSHIP CONTRACT

The Malheur National Forest is preparing a 10-year Integrated Resource Service
Contract (IRSC), Indefinite Delivery, and Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) to provide tim-
ber volume and service work. This contract should be available for companies to bid
on this summer. The contract will provide a major share of the Malheur’s program
for the next 10 years.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. And are you satisfied with the
stewardship contracting reauthorization as structured in the Sen-
ate farm bill?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator MERKLEY. Okay. So we anticipate getting that done, and
hopefully, we'll get it arranged through the House.

Mr. TIDWELL. Thank you.

Senator MERKLEY. And I appreciate that you’ve taken special at-
tention, personal attention to this issue.

We have other situations where 10-year contracts will either
make or break whether or not there is a biomass plant established,
which means the difference between basically utilizing some of the
forest woody mass versus having it burned on the floor of the for-
est.

It makes a lot of sense to try to make these things work, but
there has to be a framework in what has been a very uncertain
world that provides much more certainty. I know you understand.
But thank you for your personal attention on it.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

I wanted to turn to the LWCF and Forest Legacy. And I really
appreciate the administration’s support for the LWCF. And I was
especially pleased to see the top-ranked project in the country was
Gilchrist Forest in Oregon.

We were anticipating that there was a chance that the Gilchrist
Forest and the Blue Mountains Forest Legacy could be funded in
fiscal year 2013. And I think we’re still waiting for announcements.
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I think we thought those were coming out in April. Are those on
the—are we likely to hear on some of these projects fairly soon?
Mr. TIDWELL. Yes. We should be able to get to you, I think, with-
in the next week.
[The information follows:]

LWCF GILCHRIST FOREST UPDATE

Currently the project is held by The Conservation Fund. This was done at the re-
quest of the State and is in compliance with Forest Service Program Implementa-
tion Guidelines. The project will add nearly 26,000 acres to the 42,000 acre Gilchrist
State Forest. The Gilchrist State Forest is the newest State forest in Oregon and
was acquired with $15 million of State funding. This project is important not only
because of its contribution to the local forest products industry, but also for recre-
ation and preventing conversion from open space, which will reduce fire risk and
suppression costs. The State goal is to close on the Gilchrist land acquisition in this
calendar year, though that may be closer to early in the following year to allow for
the required due diligence actions for acquisitions funded by the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram.

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you. And I do appreciate the advocacy
for funding. This has been a key, key set of programs.

HAZARDOUS FUELS

I wanted to turn to the issue of hazardous fuels reduction. The
frustration of fighting these forests on the back end is just enor-
mous. And after the fires last summer, everyone, whether it be in-
side the USFS, with the private landowners, with our local
electeds, the scientists said, “We’ve got to do more on the front end.
We've interrupted the natural fires of the past that were smaller
fires that cleaned out this debris.”

And so it comes as a shock to us to see that that funding was
cut by, I think, $116 million. I fought hard for us to get funding
to replace the surplus funds that were going to be diverted into
fighting the fires, which I realize the huge challenge; you’ve got to
fight fires when they occur. But how do we responsibly address for-
est health if we can’t have a robust fuels reduction program on the
front end?

Mr. TipweLL. Well, Senator, that reduction in the hazardous
fuels funding in our request is just part of the difficult tradeoffs we
have to make. When we have to continue to put so much more of
our budget into suppression and also in preparedness, there has to
be changes made in reductions.

With the funding that we are requesting, we’ll focus on the
wildland-urban interface with the hazardous fuels reduction. And
then in the backcountry, or outside of, away from the communities,
when we do our restoration work, when we do our timber harvest,
our timber thinning, we’re also reducing hazardous fuels. And so
we’ll be accomplishing that hazardous fuels reduction through our
integrated resource restoration work, through our timber sales.

But there’s just no question with that level of reduction, there’s
going to be less fuels work done, there’s going to be less hazardous
fuels accomplished.

Senator MERKLEY. Well, I'll keep talking with you about it, be-
cause I realize there’s no easy answer. But with the changing or
the more extensive droughts, we’re going to see that this problem
of accumulated fuels becomes of more and more dreaded effect. And
somehow we have to figure it out. Thank you.
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Senator REED. Thank you very much.

Senator Tester.

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yeah, we’ve got to
break the cycle. We're spending money on fighting fires when it
would be much better to cut some wood and get us a permanent
supply. We'll get into forest jobs maybe later.

AIRTANKERS

First I want to talk about airtankers, next-generation airtankers.
As we well know, there’s an intent to award contracts for seven of
them. Fire season has already started in Montana and across the
West, quite frankly. And while my staff was initially told that
these planes would be ready to fly, I'm talking about the ones that
were the seven that were contracted, awards were given. Well, my
staff was initially told that these would be ready to fly this fire sea-
son.

We've received conflicting information from—even before the pro-
tests. And so I understand there might be some actions you can
take to resolve this. But I have larger concerns regarding how
these competitions are being run. You and I have known each other
for a long time. You've been up front with me. I'm going to be up
front with you.

After two protested competitions, I have serious questions as to
whether the USFS is getting the best value for the dollar. So,
Chief, can you tell me when these planes will be ready? I'm talking
about the seven that the contracts have been awarded for.

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, once we work through the protests and we
actually award the contracts, it’s our expectation that those con-
tractors that have the new contract awards will have their planes
ready to go within 60 days for testing.

Senator TESTER. Okay, how about, that’s for testing. Does that
mean—okay, 60 days. We're middle of May, June, July. I hope
we’re not, but chances are, you know well, there’s going to be a lot
of smoke in here by the middle of July. Will the planes, they're
ready for testing in 2 months. Are they going to be ready to fly in
2 months?

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, it’s our expectation that after they complete
the tests, they will be able to fly. The aircraft that are being con-
sidered, they are all FAA certified already. So there isn’t a problem
we have to deal with. So it’s just to get their tanking systems and
then to be able to meet our performance tests. And they’ll be able
to fly.

Senator TESTER. Yes, thank you, Chief. Can you tell me if that
was taken into consideration as far as the contracting, whether—
how quickly the planes could be up in the air? Because quite frank-
ly, I really hate to say this, but you know very well we'll either be
flooded out in June or there will be fires in June. There’s going to
be no happy medium here.

Mr. TIDWELL. It was factored into the decision on which contracts
were awarded or would be awarded as to their capability based on
what they provided, their capability to be able to have the aircraft
that would perform to our standards and to be able to be oper-
ational within 60 days. There’s no guarantee that they will be, but
this is the process that we have to go through.
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It’s why we are also setting up contingency plans to bring the
580s down from Canada and Alaska if we need to, and then of
course to have the MAFFS units on ready.

Senator TESTER. Look. You’re probably frustrated with it, too. I'm
a little frustrated with this whole thing because, quite frankly, I've
seen what’s happened in Montana’s forests for a long time now. I
live in eastern Montana, 200-300 miles from where the forest is.
And we are covered in smoke most summers.

And it goes to a bigger issue that Senator Merkley was talking
about. But if we’re going to fight these fires and if you want to use
next-generation as being the plane that’s really going to get the job
done much more efficiently and cost effectively, I honest to good-
ness can’t figure out why the award was made how it was. That’s
just a dirt farmer talking. Because quite frankly, we haven’t been
able to get an answer from your staff as to when these planes are
going to be up in the air, and I'm not sure I've gotten one from you
as to whether these planes can be up in the air in 60 days.

Mr. TiIDWELL. Well, Senator, that’s the requirement in the con-
tract, that once the contract is awarded, is that they need to be
available to test within 60 days. That’s the contract——

Senator TESTER. But if they don’t pass the test, what happens?

Mr. TIDWELL. If they don’t pass the test, then they don’t fly. So
those aircraft are not available. We have to then go back to the air-
craft that are available, plus we can use the 580s.

Senator TESTER. The Canadians.

Mr. TIDWELL. Plus we can use the call-when-needed.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Mr. TIDWELL. I want to point out this is the problem.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Mr. TIDWELL. This is one of the reasons why we’ve been asking
for the C—27Js. So we at least have part of our fleet that is Govern-
ment owned so that there is some guarantee that we’re going to
have aircraft.

Senator TESTER. Yes.

Mr. TIDWELL. So this just could have been an ongoing problem
with these contracted aircraft.

Senator TESTER. My problem is not with the contracted aircraft
per se. And I'm not for privatizing Government. But my problem
is that there were better options on the table to be taken up by the
Forest Service, from my perspective. And they didn’t do it. And you
know exactly what I'm saying in all that.

Mr. TIDWELL. We have a set of procedures that we follow when
we award contracts. I can guarantee you there is a high level of
oversight that is provided. Through the process of being able to
protest, on another additional level of review, and so that’s the
process that we have to follow.

Because of that, our folks go to great lengths to be able to make
sure that we are making the right decision based on what the con-
tractors provided us. We have to make our best decision.

Senator TESTER. I understand that. And I know there’s going to
be a second round. I would just say that, and I know you can’t do
anything about it because the contract has already been awarded—
well, I guess you can. But the bottom line is that we need to get
the biggest bang for the buck. And I'm not sure that, because of
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the fact that we don’t know if these planes are going to be oper-
ational or not, whether we got the bang for the buck.

I appreciate your service, and I don’t mean to be critical. But I'll
stick around for the second round.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator Begich.

Senator BEGICH. Thank you very much, Chief, for being here. Let
me just ask a quick question on Senator Tester’s issue there. The
protest has been filed, right? How long before that’s resolved?

Mr. TIDWELL. I'm hoping that the attorneys are actually working
today to begin the discussions to address that protest.

Senator BEGICH. So, I don’t mean to interrupt you. But so they’'ve
started the review, but the protest has an amount of time that the
individual has, correct?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. What is that time?

Mr. TiIDWELL. Well, they've submitted the protest. The next step
is for us to provide the information that both sides are requesting.
Then eventually, it would go in front of, in this case, the judge.

In the meantime, I have to look at where we’re going to be, how
much it’s going to take, and make the decision whether to override
the protest or not.

Senator BEGICH. Got you.

Mr. TIDWELL. That’s one of the decisions that I'm going to have
to make here probably within the next week or so.

Senator BEGICH. That’s the question I was trying to get to. So
you have about a 2-week window that you’ll determine if the pro-
test, in your mind, is valid? Probably not the right word, but that
there is full merit to it? But also, you’ll weigh the fire issue that
you have to deal with this summer; is that correct?

Mr. TIDWELL. That’s correct. I have the authority based on the
emergency situations of having airtankers to be able to override
the protest.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. I just wanted to add that little con-
text to the schedule there.

ROADLESS RULE

I want to talk to you about the Roadless Rule, which of course
you know that the Alaska delegation is totally opposed to on many
fronts. But, and I want to say your Alaska region has done a good
job working with us in regards to mining issues in trying to make
sure that some of those mines can continue to move forward.

We've been told and assured that the Federal Power Act will
trump the Roadless Rule on development. So let me go to one area
specifically. And that’s the area of hydroelectric power. As you
know, in Southeast, it is what operates.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. And also important for some projects that are
moving forward. We have heard from individual operators, as well
as the industry group, that it’s not clear how this will work. For
example, will they be forced to use helicopter maintenance as an
issue versus accessing it, obviously, through roads? Which of
course, just adds huge costs to the ability to move power.
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I guess what I'm looking for, because there’s so much uncertainty
here, will you commit to meet with the industry groups to get this
clarity on how hydropower can be utilized within the roadless
areas? Two, how can we maintain a constructed, meaning the
power itself and transmission lines and generation? Is that—be-
cause we keep hearing theyre just not sure. And of course, if you
start going to helicopter maintenance, very expensive.

Is that something you would commit to to make sure we can
move forward in trying to get this figured out?

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, I will make that commitment to be able
to bring the right folks together to have a clearer understanding
about what we need to do to move forward to make sure that the
proponents for these hydroelectric facilities understand how they're
going to need to operate. So make it very clear. So I will make that
commitment to bring the right people together to clarify this.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. And on generation and on trans-
mission?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. Okay. Because, obviously, generation may be a
piece, you know, resolvable. But if you have lines that you can’t get
to and it costs a lot of money, the project may not happen. And if
you could give us feedback as you move forward on that, it would
be great.

AIRTANKERS

I want to just quickly follow up on the C—27s that were brought
up by the chairman. And that is, let’s assume for a moment DoD
and the authorizing bill does it. They say they got seven surplus.
They say, “Here you go.” Are you willing to take those, and/or are
you willing—tell me what your step will be if those are presented
to you or available to you. Are you willing to take those? And if
the answer is yes, do you have within your budget resources to do
the things that the chairman asked for? One is retrofitted in, but
also to maintain them and operate them.

I understand they’re going to be contracted, operational, but
owned by the feds. But can you tell me?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes. If those seven aircraft are made available, we
will receive those aircraft, and we’'d expect that the earliest that
would occur is toward the end of this fiscal year, probably in Sep-
tember at the earliest. Our budget request for fiscal year 2014
would provide us with the additional resources to move forward to
modify those aircraft so they’'d be available for our mission.

SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS

Senator BEGICH. Fantastic. Let me also just associate my com-
ments with Senator Murkowski in regard to the secure school fund-
ing issue, obviously a big concern there. But I wanted to get to a
higher level.

I mean, your position where you’re at, and I kind of heard it
through some of your testimony that, I mean, you're just getting
squeezed from all ends. And you're just trying to figure out where
to reduce the budget, and this is one of the areas that you looked
at. And now you’re kind of rethinking, maybe it wasn’t the wisest
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thing to do to do it all at that point, giving them all the money,
then trying to claw it back.

Let’s assume for a moment the sequester continues. Because it’s
a 10-year deal. It’'s not a 1-year deal. Are you going to look at this
in how are you going to allow or transfer that money to schools and
hold back any next cycle? Or what’s your thinking now that you've
gone through this experience that still is not over yet?

Mr. TIDWELL. The 25 percent funds will go out as collected for
next year. If there is continuation on extension of Secure Rural
Schools payments, we will know what we’re up against right at the
start so it will be the amount of money that will be made available
for schools and roads so that we will not have this issue ever again.

Senator BEGICH. Okay. And are you starting to—I'm assuming,
I know you don’t want to do it too early because school is still in
session this session. But as you move toward next session, will you
be working with the affected schools’ districts to make sure they
understand, if we don’t resolve the sequester, what the impacts are
going to be?

Mr. TIDWELL. We will be working through the States to be able
to inform them what we’d expect under the 25 percent fund if there
isn’t an extension of Secure Rural Schools. If there is an extension
that is made available, then we will also work with the States to
share that information.

TIMBER MANAGEMENT

Senator BEGICH. Great. Last question. Just for the record,
maybe, if you could get to me, I'd be interested in maybe the last
10 or 15 years on a chart that shows on timber sales the amount
of time it takes you from the initial stage to actual in production.
I want to kind of see what it looks like over the last 10-15 years.
Has it improved? Has it decreased? And if you wouldn’t mind put-
ting in there what your staffing levels and resources have been al-
1ocate?d to that effort corresponding to those years. Does that make
sense?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. You see where I'm driving to. I just want to
kind of see what the connection is if there is one.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes, Senator, we can provide you that. It’s the in-
formation that supports what I've already shared about the 49 per-
cent reduction in staffing over the last 14 years, but at the same
time a reduction in our unit costs by 23 percent. We'll also show
basically the average amount of time it takes from when we ini-
tiate a project to when we actually sell the contract.

[The information follows:]

HISTORY OF TIMBER SALES AND TIMEFRAMES FROM BEGINNING TO PRODUCTION

The following are estimated timeframes for the various parts of the timber sale
preparation process. The first step (Gate 1) is developing a project proposal. This
typically will take 1 week to 1 year depending on the size and complexity of the
project. The next step (Gate 2) is project analysis and design. This second step is
when NEPA analysis is completed. This is the longest timeframe and varies based
on the size of the area and the complexity of the proposal; it can range from 6
months to 2 plus years. This excludes the appeal and litigation processes if they
occur. The third step (Gate 3) involves marking the areas on the ground, measure-
ments, contract preparation, and appraisal. It varies from 3 months to 1% years,
depending on the size and complexity of the project. The sale package, bid opening
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and sale award (Gates 4, 5, and 6) vary from 2 months to 6 months. Altogether the
process can range from 1 year on a very simple, small sale to 5 years for a large
complex project. There is also variation in the timeframes in different regions of the
country. Our perspective is that these time periods have not changed much, if at
all, over the past decade.

The history of timber sales for the past 15 years is provided in the table below.

[In million board feet]

Year Volume Offered Volume Sold
1998 3,415 2,955
1999 2,300 2,200
2000 1,714 1,745
2001 2,015 1,534
2002 1,785 1,621
2003 2,070 1,638
2004 2,467 2,164
2005 2,531 2,400
2006 2,639 2,863
2007 2,731 2,499
2008 2,830 2,484
2009 2,508 2,221
2010 2,671 2,592
2011 2,579 2,533
2012 2,616 2,644
2013 est! 2,800 2,800
2014 est! 2,380 2,380

1Sold value was estimate based on calculated 2012 unit value.
TIMBER STAFF LEVELS

The table below shows staff levels for the years 1998 to 2012. These numbers in-
clude FTEs from the Forest Products budget line item and the Timber Salvage Sales
and Cooperative Work Knutson-Vandenburg funds.

TIMBER PROGRAM STAFF LEVELS

Fiscal Year FTE
1998 6,453
1999 4,065
2000 3,445
2001 3,342
2002 4,659
2003 3,822
2004 4,128
2005 4,054
2006 3,268
2007 3,792
2008 3,210
2009 3,263
2010 3,101
2011 3,027
2012 3,282
Percent change 1998 to 2012 49

Senator BEGICH. That would be great. I'd love to see that. I think
the window is 10-year—I think you used 1998 as your start point
in your testimony.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator BEGICH. So maybe take it from that point, move forward.

Mr. TiDWELL. Okay.

Senator BEGICH. Very good. Thank you very much. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.
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Senator REED. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Feinstein.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman. And wel-
come, Chief. It’s good to see you again.

AIRTANKERS

At an earlier hearing of the Energy and Water Development Sub-
committee on Appropriations, David Hayes indicated that Cali-
fornia was going to have its worst drought in history this year. In
terms of what that means, it’s one water and two fire. We won’t
have the water, and we will have the fire. And that presents a very
real problem.

I don’t want to go into all the details which have been discussed
of the holdup in contracts, of the contracting of the C-27s. But I
want to express to you my view that this is life or death to Cali-
fornia. If we have a number of lightning strikes, which we can have
and have had 2,000 of an afternoon that started 1,000 wildfires,
these tankers are critical.

I also want to take this opportunity to invite you to attend a
summit on Lake Tahoe, where three National Forests sort of con-
verge, on August 19. This is a bi-State summit with Nevada, Sen-
ator Reid handles it this year, and California. We alternate years
when we do the summit. And we have the regional foresters there,
which are just great.

I think 1t would be very helpful for you to come out and see the
work that they have done. And it’s one of the things that I try to
get there every year to see the trails of burning that’s gone on, the
trails that are being cleared, and some of the foresting that’s being
done. So I want to extend that invitation to you personally, and
also if you can, to say a few words at the summit.

I am really concerned by fire and would like to just urge you to
do your utmost to get rid of those contract problems and move
those planes, because they are going to be just vital to the Cali-
fornia fire areas.

QUINCY LIBRARY GROUP

As you may know, many years ago, with Wally Herger in the
House, I proposed legislation called the Quincy Library Group. And
this was when environmentalists and lumber people and others up
in the northern California area got together. And they went to the
Quincy Library because it was the only place they couldn’t yell at
each other. And they forged a plan to be able to prudently forest
some of the forests in that area, particularly to mitigate fire.

The project’s authority expired in September 2012. I can’t do a
bill to renew it because it’s now an earmark. But what I want you
to know, and hope, is that you continue your significant fuels treat-
ment within the 1.5 million acres of forestlands covered by Quincy
Library Group in the next few years.

Now, you’ll have reduced funding. And you’ll have existing au-
thorities. Can you tell me a little bit about what the Forest Service
plans to do within that 1.5 million acres?

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, we’re going to continue to build on the
good work that you started with Quincy Library Group. And out of
that, we've also been able to release some of our scientific reports
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that also support that type of work to continue in the forest, which
is helping to build more and more support for it. So we’re looking
at expanding that type of work.

We do have the challenges with reduced funding. But by looking
at larger areas than we have in the past, we’re finding greater effi-
ciencies by doing the analysis for hundreds of thousands of acres
at a time versus those small projects, which is increasing the effi-
ciency.

Also with the programs we have going on there in the State,
where there’s the incentives for biomass, that’s also going to be
very helpful. We want to make sure that we can demonstrate that
the work we’re doing on the forest also supports what the State is
doing.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Well, I'm a strong supporter of both of those.
And if you need help, please call. I very much fear this next fire
system. As you know, the Santa Anas blew in May, of all things.
And that started a huge fire. So it’s really fire, and urging you to
keep an eye particularly on California in this regard. And anything
I can do to help, please let me know. I want to help.

If you can come to Tahoe, it will be on the Nevada side, on Au-
gust 19. I think that would be very, very helpful. You've got a great
team up there. And they work very hard. So it would, I think, be
very welcome.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. That’s it for me.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Feinstein.

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

You know, Chief, we’ve been going back and forth, I think, very
productively. But certainly the critical issue of the fire season, the
cost of fires, whether you’re prepared or not, aviation, ground
crews, et cetera, and then I think the ranking member and I are
very concerned because, from what you've said, we’re probably
going to meet or exceed last year’s very expensive fire operation,
which takes away from discretionary spending.

And one of the things that we will pursue, and we’'d like your
support in this pursuit, is that at some point we’re going to have
to declare emergencies for these fires. Is that a position that you
would support?

Mr. TiDWELL. Yes, I would. We need to have a better solution
than what we’ve had in the past when we do have these very active
fire seasons that go way beyond the budget that’s been prepared
for it. So I would appreciate your support there.

LANDSCAPE SCALE RESTORATION

Senator REED. Well, thank you very much, Chief. You've made
many proposals, and let me discuss one of them. This is the Land-
scape Scale Restoration Program, which is you’re trying to reorga-
nize programs. Can you tell us what you would like to accomplish
with this proposal? And how States with predominantly State or
privately owned, not National Forests, but State or privately owned
forests, and Rhode Island is one of those States, can participate
and will benefit from this program? It seems just on the surface to
be directing resources more exclusively to the National Forests.
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Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, this proposal is kind of built off of
the concept of the integrated resource restoration, but would allow
our State foresters to be able to look at their landscapes, their mix
of private land and State lands, and be able to determine what
type of work needs to occur on that landscape, instead of being fo-
cused on individual programs within that landscape.

So for States like yours, with their statewide plans that your
State foresters put together, it actually supports that type of an ap-
proach, to be able to look at these larger landscapes, to be able to
do all the work that needs to be done versus focus in on this pro-
gram on this acre, another program on another acre.

So we feel that for a State like Rhode Island, it will actually sup-
port the work that they’ve been doing. It will also, we believe, cre-
ate some more efficiencies and increase the overall amount of work
that can be done to be able to support our private land forests.

INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION PROGRAM

Senator REED. Well, thank you, Chief. Another proposal is the
Integrated Resource Restoration Program. We authorized and pro-
vided resources for a pilot program. I know you have the results
for 2012. Now you want to go scale up nationally, even though it’s
a 3-year pilot. Can you share with us the results, the findings of
the first year of the pilot? Presumably, that influenced you in your
decision to seek a nationwide program.

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, first of all, thank you for the pilot
authority. Our first-year results show that in almost every cat-
egory, we met or exceeded the targets that were set up. The only
area where we did not meet those targets was in our northern re-
gion when it came to biomass timber sale productions. That was
driven by some litigation that occurred. That shortfall would have
occurred with or without the integrated resource restoration.

With the pilot, we recognize it’s going to take 2 to 3 years for us
to be able to have the information to show you that this is a better
way. We're committed to the pilot. I'll keep asking for the full au-
thority just because based on my previous experiences, I think it’s
a better approach. We’re going to focus on doing the pilot work and
then be able to come in here 2 to 3 years from now and make a
strong case as to why this is a better approach.

LAND ACQUISITION

Senator REED. Thank you, Chief. My final question is that the
land acquisition component is about $57.9 million. That’s an in-
crease of $5.5 million. And I think we all support land acquisition.
You indicated in your opening statement it’s a very smart and effi-
cient way to conduct your operations.

But the bulk of the money is targeted to six to eight, six projects
where I presume that there are nationwide sort of demands for
these funds. And can you sort of explain the rationale of so tightly
focusing these resources rather than using them in a more dis-
persed basis?

Mr. TiDWELL. Mr. Chairman, over the years we had taken the
approach of working the highest priority projects across the country
without ever looking at what actually needs to get done in certain
parts of the country. So working with the Department of the Inte-
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rior a couple of years ago, we took a step back to really look at
some key landscapes in the country where, by working together, we
can complete the acquisition that needs to be done and actually be
able to say, “Okay, we're completed there,” and then be able to
move on to other parts of the country.

So it helps us to be able to focus not only the funds that we re-
quest, but also from the Department of the Interior to be able to
accomplish the overall goals for acquisition in that part of the coun-
try. So it does require a larger investment in any 1 year in a cer-
tain part of the country. But by doing that, it will allow us to com-
plete that work and then move on to the next higher priority.

At the same time, we also have a list of what we call our core
projects that we need to move forward with that are the highest
priority, that are time sensitive. And we’re going to continue to be
able to do both.

Senator REED. Just, and you might provide this for the record.

[The information follows:]

LAND ACQUISITION PROJECTS
The table below provides the status of Land Acquisition projects.
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Senator REED. Do you have sort of a list of those projects that
are fully completed? You're indicating on your strategy, because
there’s always—and again, this is a good thing. There’s always sort
of a notion that, “Well, we’ve really consolidated a lot of territory
around the national, and there’s just one or two more pieces that
we could do, where success leads to additional incentives.”

So it would be helpful, I think, to us to have a notion of, you
know, if there is finality in this process and also to look closely at
those high priority, because you're talking about areas of the coun-
try where it is time sensitive. You could lose the land to either pub-
lic use—private use, rather, or many other reasons if they're not
immediately acquired. So we would like that information if you
could get it.

With that, let me recognize Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION

Chief, I appreciate that you’ve clarified, I think, the agency’s po-
sition with the budget request for the integrated resource restora-
tion. I think it is important that we are able to really look at some
concrete results that demonstrate improved performance, that real-
ly allow us to determine whether or not this IRR proposal lowers
the costs and achieves better results on the ground.

So what I heard you say to the chairman was that you appreciate
the pilot program, you’re going to continue with the pilot. It’s prob-
ably going to take several years before you can get exactly that
kind of evidence so that we as a subcommittee can then weigh that
and make a determination as to whether or not it should be made
permanent.

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

Senator MURKOWSKI. So I appreciate that clarification.

Let me ask you a question on the LWCF. The plan calls for par-
tial mandatory funding for LWCF in fiscal year 2014, then shifts
to full mandatory funding of $900 million a year beginning in fiscal
year 2015. And then within your own budget—that was the Presi-
dent’s budget. Within your own budget proposal, $59 million is in-
cluded on the mandatory side for LWCF in fiscal year 2014.

And I guess I'm looking at this and saying, we all have our prior-
ities most clearly here. I have questioned that at a time where
budgets are very, very tight, we would be purchasing more land
when we're not able to adequately care for, maintain, provide the
resources for what it is that we have. And then discussions like
we’re having here this morning about fire season that I think
scares us all, and a recognition that we simply won’t have the re-
sources that we need to deal with that, have to move towards dis-
aster funding.

So I guess it just begs the question here, when you move some-
thing to mandatory funding, we’re basically on autopilot. And we
are then in a situation where one program receives somewhat pref-
erential treatment. If you’re on autopilot, it’s not subject to the
same critical review, I think, that we go through with all of these
very important programs, whether it is firefighting, whether it’s
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dealing with hazardous fuels, whether it’s dealing with our timber
harvest programs.

So I guess a very direct question is, Why does LWCF deserve to
be put on a higher plane, a higher priority than some of these other
very critical budget areas?

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, the LWCF proposal for mandatory fund-
ing is based on the Department of the Interior’s proposals to gen-
erate additional revenues to cover the cost of that. I want to assure
you that the only way this could be successful is if there is ade-
quate input and oversight from Congress and from this committee
so that it reflects the type of projects you want to see go forward.

I want to reassure you it has to be part of this, to be able to put
a system in place so that you have the level of input and oversight
that’s necessary to make sure that it is successful.

Once again, it is driven by what we hear across this country
about the need to acquire these key parcels of land, whether it’s
for the critical habitat that can assure that we’re able to recover
species and be able to do more active management, or those key
access points to make sure that folks can continue to access the
National Forests and Grasslands, or in key areas to be able to pro-
vide the conservation easements so that a private landowner can
keep working his land or her land so that she can still be able to
manage that land as an active forest versus having to give it up
to some form of development.

That’s what really is driving this. Like I said earlier, when it
comes to the acquisition, in every case that I've dealt with during
my career, by acquiring those key parcels it actually reduces our
overall administrative costs and gives us more flexibility to be able
to manage these landscapes.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, you mentioned the role of the com-
mittee in terms of determining that priority. I think that oversight
role is important. And I worry that we might lose some aspect of
that oversight with this expansion that we’re talking about.

TIMBER HARVEST

In my last minute, I'd like to bring up the question that you
know that I'm going to ask. I don’t want to disappoint you here.
But this is relating to the timber harvest in the Tongass.

I asked my staff to get the official agency timber harvest for the
last 10 years in the Tongass. The high-water mark was 2003.
There were 51 million board-feet. We’ve gone downhill since then
to 21 million board-feet last year. We talk about the situation every
year.

What can you provide for me today in terms of assurances that
we’re going to see the numbers improve within the Tongass?

Mr. TIDWELL. Senator, last year we sold, I think, right around 50
million to 51 million, which is basically our 10-year average of tim-
ber sold. Harvest has been less than that, based mostly on market
conditions. That’s the way it is.

Senator MURKOWSKI. When you say “less,” would you agree that
it was 21 million board-feet last year?

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, as far as the harvest numbers, Ill have to
get back to you.

[The information follows:]
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TIMBER SALES, HARVEST, AND STAFFING IN REGION 10

The numbers shown between 1998 and 2008 are best estimates for timber sale
activity and staffing in Region 10.

: Number of | Timber Sold Timber
Fiscal Year Sales (MMBF) H(a’\;l\’/\zé}:e)d FTEs
1998 81 24 120 330
1999 46 61 146 310
2000 67 170 147 1300
2001 40 50 43 280
2002 58 24 34 240
2003 35 36 51 230
2004 54 87 46 200
2005 70 65 50 180
2006 63 85 43 158
2007 41 30 19 130
2008 48 5 28 120
2009 181 23 28 110
2010 146 46 36 107
2011 38 37 33 107
2012 159 53 21 107
15-year average 75 53 57 186

LFiscal year 2000 marked the last harvest from the Long term Contracts and the beginning of the Tongass “unification” effort which con-
verted three separate “Areas,” essentially separate National Forest sized entities, into a single large forest organization. (Three fully staffed
organizations down to one.)

Source: Timber Cut and Sold Reports and Periodic Timber Sale Accomplishment Report.

Senator MURKOWSKI. That’s what your agency says.

Mr. TiIDWELL. Okay. So based on the market we’ve seen across
the country our harvest levels have dropped, even though we've
been able to maintain or actually increase what we’re selling.
That’s how it works. The purchasers need to play the market as
to when they can move forward to be able to do that. Our contract
allows them the flexibility to decide what year to move forward
with the harvest.

But as far as reassurances, we’re ready to move forward with the
Big Thorne project this year that will have a significant amount of
volume. And at the same time, we have plans for the Wrangell
project that will be coming up, I think next year. Then the other
part of this is that we’re going to move forward with our second
growth, to be able to have that second-growth transition.

I think it is our best chance to ensure that we have an integrated
wood products industry in Southeast Alaska, to be able to provide
the wood that’s needed in the sawmills, and at the same time be
able to actually implement projects. It’s one of those things that I
think, through a stewardship contract, especially over a lengthy pe-
riod like 10 years will provide that certainty so that private entities
can 5nake the investments in their mills. And that is the path for-
ward.

So we're going to need your help in a couple of areas. There’s an-
other issue I want to talk to you about in the future. And that is
if we could use the export values in our appraisal process, that
would also help us to be able to put more of our timber, more sales,
forward. And it’s something that I'd like to be able to sit down with
y}(l)u in the future and discuss to see if we can get your support on
that.

But I do believe that the sales that we have lined up, plus our
focus on moving forward with the transition to second growth, is
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going to give us the best path forward to be able to continue to
build on a level of timber sales that we’ve been putting up over the
last couple of years.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Well, Chief, you know that I am happy to
talk with you. I'm happy to work with you, because I'm trying to
keep some of these small Southeastern communities alive. And the
one thing that I can’t do is, I can’t make these trees grow any fast-
er.
And so when we talk about the transition, I've said it before, I
will repeat again in this committee, I worry that we don’t have our
operators who are able to hold on until we can transition to that
second growth, that you have situations just exactly as Senator
Merkley has described in Oregon, where they had the Rough &
Ready go down a few weeks ago, and now they’ve got another one
going down. At some point in time, there is nobody left to deal with
this transition.

And so I've pressed you to know whether or not the agency has
a plan B, because I'm not sure that plan A, which is to transition
to second growth, is one that is viable in an area where you have
just 300 jobs remaining in the whole region. And it’s getting skin-
nier every day.

So, Mr. Chairman, my time has expired right now. But I do think
that this is something, again, we have this conversation every sin-
gle year. And we’re just not seeing things improve in the Tongass.
So we've got to look at a different approach and one that will hope-
fully deliver some results for these communities.

Senator REED. Thank you, Senator Murkowski.

Senator Tester.

AIRTANKERS

Senator TESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Real quickly, to fol-
low up on the contracted next-gen, just real quick just for clarifica-
tion purposes. My notes say that you said that these planes, these
contracted next-gen planes, will have FAA clearance to fly as
airtankers. They have that now?

Mr. TIDWELL. It’s my understanding that all except one aircraft,
I think, still needs FAA certification. But the other aircraft have
been used for other purposes, for passenger planes or cargo planes
in the past. So we expect to have the FAA certifications.

But I can follow up with that, Senator.

[The information follows:]

NEXT GENERATION LARGE AIR TANKER FAA CERTIFICATION

Six of the seven next generation large airtankers proposed in the intent to award
are FAA approved with a FAA Type Certificate.

Senator TESTER. Yes. Well, the question is, Do they have it or do
you expect that they will have it?

Mr. TIDWELL. It’s my understanding that these aircraft do have
it, except there is one that made a modification with the airframe
and they’ve been working on getting that certification.

Senator TESTER. Sure.

Mr. TIDWELL. I can check on that.

Senator TESTER. If you could check on it and get back to us, that
would be very much appreciated.
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I want to talk a little bit about this C-27Js. The chairman talked
about it a little bit. You talked about it in your statement. Could
you give me an idea, is the transfer in process of the seven C-27Js?

Mr. TIDWELL. It’s my understanding the Air Force is doing the
study to determine if these aircraft are surplus or not.

Senator TESTER. Okay.

Mr. TIDWELL. We're hoping that will be completed later this year,
hopefully by September. If they determine that they’re surplus, it’s
mg uSnderstanding that seven of those aircraft will be offered to the
USFS.

Senator TESTER. And what’s the timeline for acceptance?

Mr. TiIDWELL. I think once they’re offered, we will accept them
as quickly as we can and then move forward to make the modifica-
tions on those aircraft so that they can be retardant planes.

Senator TESTER. Okay. Is there a system available, a retardant
delivery system available for that plane?

Mr. TipweELL. Not today. We are moving forward with our cur-
rent MAFFS units and to be able to create one that would fit into
the C-27J. We’re working on the design of that. Then once we have
that design completed, we’d be able to quickly move forward to
have these units built.

Senator TESTER. Okay. And not being a pilot myself, I would as-
sume that these planes would also have to be cleared by the FAA
to be tanker planes to fight fires?

Mr. TIDWELL. These planes do meet all the airworthy criteria, so
it would be up to us to determine that they meet our airworthiness
standards and that they would be able to deliver the mission. But
based on the success we’ve had with the C-130s, we expect the C—
27Js will work just fine. They just carry a smaller payload than the
C-130s.

Senator TESTER. Do you know what their payload is?

Mr. TIDWELL. We anticipate that the payload would probably be
about 1,800 gallons. So these would be medium airtankers.

Senator TESTER. The reason I ask that is because at one point
in time they were going to put C-27s at the Air National Guard
in Great Falls, Montana. And I don’t know this for a fact, but it
seemed to me like their payload was 2,000 pounds. But we can visit
about that. We’re not to a point where that becomes an issue yet.

Vghat about service and maintenance? Will that be contracted
out?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes.

Senator TESTER. Do you anticipate there being issues there?

Mr. TiDWELL. No. We expect that probably some of our current
operators would be glad to have a contract and be able to maintain
and operate those aircraft.

Senator TESTER. Okay. And then you’d mentioned in a previous
question or maybe in your opening statement that you thought it
would be about $3 million per aircraft to adapt the aircraft and
place the delivery system in that aircraft. Is that based off of—
what’s that based off of? Have you guys done some studies on that,
or what?

Mr. TiDWELL. It’'s based on our past experience with building
MAFFS units. That’s part of it. And then also realizing that we’d
have to spend some money in order to remove some of the military
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equipment and, like I said earlier, some of the armoring that’s on
these aircraft. It’s not necessary for our mission, and we would look
at removing some of that excess weight that wouldn’t be necessary.

Senator TESTER. Okay. Overall, by the time you get done, let’s
just assume the military makes the transfer. You get seven of these
babies. Are you looking at a $21 million expenditure to make the
adaptation and have them up in the air? Or have you done any
projections on what it would cost to get them up?

Mr. TIDWELL. It will be probably be $21 million and maybe $26
million is what it will take.

Senator TESTER. Okay. All right. Thank you. Thanks for that.
Just curious to see where we’re at.

COLLABORATION

Look, as a regional forester in Region 1, the most important re-
gion, right? No, you don’t have to answer that. You did some great
collaboration. You did some great collaboration. And it really shows
what can happen when you do collaboration versus what happens
when both sides dig in. Everybody loses, including the forest.

And so are you looking to expand upon collaborative projects? I
mean, look. Senator Merkley talked about it. Both the chairman
and the ranking member talked about it. If we lose the infrastruc-
ture that’s out there because we don’t have predictable supply,
then it all falls on the taxpayers, it all falls on your budget. Is
there some work being done collaboratively in different regions of
the country that we can point to that say, “Yes, we’re making
progress here,” as far as stopping the folks who don’t want to cut
one single tree?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes, Senator. Throughout the country, we've had
significant progress that’s been made. The collaborative forest land-
scape project is just one example. There is an understanding and
recognition across this country that there is a need for us to man-
age these forests and to reduce not only the hazardous fuels, but
to make them more resistant, more resilient to the changing cli-
mate they have to deal with.

So there is recognition, and we’re seeing it almost everywhere.
We still have some issues in your State of Montana where we've
lost a little ground recently. But we’re going to keep working there
to be able to show folks, this is the right work that needs to be
done at the right time.

Senator TESTER. Well, not to put pressure on the ranking mem-
ber of this subcommittee, because she’s the ranking member of an-
other very important committee. But if we can get her out, maybe
we can show her collaboration in Montana that does work. Thank
you, Chief.

Senator REED. Thank you very much, Senator Tester.

Just for the record, we will keep the record open until May 29.
So you may get additional questions from my colleagues, and addi-
tional statements could be provided. That’s next Wednesday. But
I know Senator Murkowski has a request. And before I adjourn, let
me recognize Senator Murkowski.

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just very brief-

ly.
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Chief, you have provided us with the timber offered over the past
10 years in the Tongass and the Chugach; I appreciate that. We’'d
also asked for the number of employees and the breakdown be-
tween the Chugach and the Tongass so we have them, those posi-
tions that are approved, those that are currently filled.

Can your folks get us the breakdown then on the number of jobs
then within the Tongass that are focused on forest management,
just kind of give us that breakdown, if you will, when you respond?

[The information follows:]

ToNGASS NATIONAL FOREST, FOREST MANAGEMENT STAFF

There are 112 positions in Forest Management in the Tongass National Forest
Supervisor’s Office and Ranger Districts.

TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST, FOREST MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

o e o
Supervisor's Office:
0460 Forester 9
0462 Forestry Technician 3
0807 Landscape Architect 3
1315 Geologist 2
0193 Archeologist 1
0401 Recreation 1
1101 NEPA Coordinator 2
1082 Writer/Editor 1
0408 Ecologist 3
1035 Public Affairs 1
0802 Engineering Tech 2
0810 Engineer/Transportation Planner 2
1315 Hydrologist 1
0482 Fish Biologist 1
0470 Soils 2
2210 GIS 5
0301 NEPA Planner 2
0486 Wildlife Biologist 1
Ranger District Offices:

0460 Forester 24
0462 Forestry Technician 17
0404 Fish Technician 2
0193 Archeologist 5
0401 Natural Resource 6
1101 Specialist (NEPA, IDT Leader) NEPA Coordinator 2
1082 Writer/Editor 3
0408 Ecologist 1
1315 Hydrologist 2
0482 Fish Biologist 3
0470 Soils 1
0301 NEPA Planner 1
0486 Wildlife Biologist 3

Total Number of Positions 112

Senator MURKOWSKI. And then in the Energy Committee, I had
mentioned the Anan Creek facility. And I think we’re working on
a proposed solution for that. I understand that there’s been some
engineering work that has advanced. So hopefully, when we get
you up to the State, we can see some good news there, as well.

But I look forward to visiting with you a little bit more and wel-
coming you north.

So, appreciate that, Mr. Chairman.
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ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator REED. Thank you. There are no further questions. Let
me thank you, Chief, and thank you, Ms. Cooper, for your testi-
mony today. And we look forward to working with you.

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

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JACK REED
FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH

Question. What initiatives are you planning for next year that account for the $15
million increase in Forest and Rangeland Research?

Answer. To be successful in our restoration efforts, Forest Service Research and
Development (R&D) will play a critical role. Our R&D priorities are integral invest-
ments in science as a foundation for restoration activities. One avenue that we will
take is to accelerate opportunities to develop new public/private partnerships to
commercialize nanocellulose technologies. This will revolutionize technology, cre-
ating new jobs and revenues while simultaneously restoring our forests, thus
strengthening America’s economy through industrial development and expansion.

Forest Service R&D is investing in a Vibrant Cities program which will direct re-
search efforts in selected urban areas to provide new information and tools to help
in sustainability planning. Forest Service R&D will accelerate its urban research
program on urban forest health and management, ecosystem services and values,
watershed rehabilitation, human health and experiences, green infrastructure, and
green building. This effort is aligned with the Vibrant Cities & Urban Forests Na-
tional Call to Action initiative.

We will also invest more in our Localized Needs Research Priority Area, as di-
rected by Congress in House Report 112-331, page 1080.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

Question. What do you hope to accomplish with the new, $20 million Landscape
Scale Restoration proposal?

Answer. The goal of the proposed Landscape Scale Restoration (LSR) Program is
to focus and prioritize State and Private Forestry (SPF) resources to better shape
and influence forest land use at a scale and in a way that optimizes public benefits
from trees and forests across all landscapes, from rural lands to urban centers. This
is an evolution of the successful SPF “Redesign” effort, formalizing a process already
in place by establishing a specific Budget Line Item (BLI), rather than combining
funds from specific BLIs. This will provide increased flexibility for States to focus
on the priorities identified in their Forest Action Plans without the limitation of a
predetermined mix of programmatic funding. The work under this BLI will continue
to identify the greatest threats to forest sustainability and accomplish meaningful
change in priority landscapes. As a competitive grant program, it will provide flexi-
ble opportunities to fund innovative projects across boundaries that focus on States’
priorities.

Question. How are States with predominately State or privately owned forests but
smaller “landscape,” such as Rhode Island, likely to compete?

Answer. The increased focus on “All Lands” projects brings particular attention
to implementation of the priorities identified in State Forest Action Plans, formerly
called “Statewide Assessments.” Landscapes will be defined broadly in this competi-
tive grant program, focused on cross-boundary work between not only States and
the Forest Service, but between States, between States and private landowners, be-
tween States and Tribes, etc. As such, States with large amounts of State and pri-
vate land, such as Rhode Island, are expected to compete just as successfully as
States with more Federal land. Over the past 5 years, Rhode Island has been suc-
cessful in receiving project funding through the competitive “Redesign” process, and
it is expected that success will continue under the LSR program, especially with
Rhode Island’s record of bringing partners, such as universities and nonprofits, into
their competitive project process.

Question. Will this year’s $7 million reduction in Urban Forestry all go to Land-
scape Scale Restoration? Please detail the estimated State allocations vis-a-vis fiscal
year 2013.

Answer. The Urban and Community Forestry (U&CF) program estimates that
State allocations in fiscal year 2014 will be largely the same as in fiscal year 2013
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and the U&CF program will continue to support landscape scale restoration efforts.
In recent years, the U&CF program has contributed roughly 15 percent of fiscal net
available dollars to “Redesign” projects, and similar levels are anticipated for future
landscape scale restoration projects that can include urban areas. Of the total pro-
posed reduction to the U&CF program, approximately $3.6 million is the estimated
contribution to “Redesign” or what will essentially be the LSR BLI. The U&CF pro-
gram plans to make reductions in areas such as national partnerships and initia-
tives (e.g. Urban Waters Federal Partnership) to maintain the U&CF community as-
sistance activities carried out primarily through State forestry agencies with the
State allocations.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION

Question. Please outline the findings for the first year of the Integrated Resource
Restoration (IRR) pilot and what improvements you are making this year with that
knowledge.

Answer. The pilot regions reported several advantages of the IRR program:

—Increased flexibility to fund multiple priorities, integrate planning efforts, lever-
age IRR funds to support Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration projects,
and to achieve priority integrated restoration work.

—Increased coordination across program areas and increased integrated planning.

—Implementing high-priority projects is easier without multiple budget line items
because it provides more flexibility.

—Focused investments in landscape-level projects allowed restoration actions to
be funded in a single year that would otherwise be piecemealed over many
years.

—The focused, integrated effort made setting goals and priorities easier.

Regions also identified challenges with the IRR program, including:

—The Forest Service manages a number of programs that may not directly con-
tribute to restoration activities in IRR under the previous separate programs,
presenting challenges in how we manage these base programs and how they fit
in the context of a restoration program.

—Not all restoration priorities will align with traditional targets as allocated from
previous years with IRR authority.

—The consolidated nature of IRR does not lend itself easily to breaking out the
cost of specific restoration activities to estimate trends in unit costs.

We are addressing the challenges going into fiscal year 2014 through improved
program direction and continuing communication between the Washington office
and the three regions under the pilot authority.

An agreement was entered into with Colorado State University and the Univer-
sity of Oregon to accomplish third-party monitoring and evaluate the effectiveness
of the IRR program. Surveys will be conducted with key Forest Service individuals
at all levels and case studies will be evaluated within the pilot regions. Findings
from these activities will ultimately help the Agency better manage the program.

Question. Why does the budget propose full implementation in fiscal year 2014,
when the pilot project has not concluded?

Answer. The IRR pilot regions met or exceeded allocated targets in all areas ex-
cept for timber volume sold, which was 82 percent of the target volume. Factors un-
related to IRR caused this shortfall, such as litigation on projects with significant
portions of acres to be treated, no bids received on timber sales, and impacts from
a demanding fire season. The IRR pilot authority has provided a valuable learning
opportunity for the Agency. The flexibility provided by IRR facilitates focused in-
vestments on expediting the completion of on landscape-level restoration projects
that would otherwise be split over the course of many years. It allows the Agency
to leverage funds across multiple programs to increase efficiency in planning and
in achieving restoration outcomes. The flexibility given to Line Officers and program
managers has proven beneficial in helping with prioritizing restoration treatments.
To fully realize the flexibility created through IRR, it must be expanded to a full
Agency-wide authority. In doing so, the Agency can focus resources on integrated
ecosystem restoration across the country.

The Forest Service will continue to monitor and report the performance results
from the three regions under the IRR pilot authority to demonstrate the advantages
of the program.
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RESTORATION PARTNERSHIPS

Question. What is the split between grants and “partnership development” in the
$10 million proposed for Restoration Partnerships?

Answer. This new authority is not a grant program. We propose a new $10 million
program to create and build partnerships for improving municipal and beneficial-
use watersheds, reduce risks from wildfire to public utilities and infrastructure, and
reduce biomass to sustain landscape fuel reduction and watershed investments. All
of the funding would be used to support on the ground partnership work, a portion
of which will fund staff work for those projects at a rate to be determined by the
specific projects selected. Within Restoration Partnerships, funding will be allocated
to a cost-share program and to partnership development with municipalities, public
utilities, and other organizations. Partnership development will enable regions and
forests to act on innovative partner supported ideas, with diverse partners including
nongovernmental entities, municipal partners, and a variety of public service utili-
ties.

Question. What match will be required from non-Federal partners?

Answer. There is no required match in Restoration Partnerships, but our target
for fiscal year 2014 is to leverage $11 million in partner funding for the $10 million
in requested Federal funding. In fiscal year 2012, the Forest Service entered into
more than 7,700 grants and agreements with partners, who contributed $535 mil-
lion, which was leveraged by nearly $779 million in Forest Service funding. How-
ever, Restoration Partnerships emphasizes the critical role of non-Forest Service re-
sources across projects diverse in scope and duration. The Restoration Partnerships
program will enable regions and forests to work with diverse partners to implement
innovative projects that will expand the success of smaller scale projects to much
larger landscapes. They will grow the circle of partners to include an increased
number and broader array of municipal, utility, and nongovernmental organization
partners. We will track the total value of resources, expressed as a ratio, leveraged
through partnerships with States and other partners to assess performance in this
newly proposed program.

Question. Do you anticipate National Forests in the East to participate?

Answer. Yes, all Forest Service regions will be able to respond affirmatively to
partner sponsored projects to protect critical infrastructure such as electrical trans-
mission lines, by reducing accumulated fuels, implementing municipal watershed
restoration, and protecting and enhancing water quality and quantity.

ADMINISTRATIVE GRAZING FEE

Question. What percentage of the Forest Service’s Grazing program costs will the
new $1 administrative fee cover?

Answer. We estimate that the proposed $1 fee would generate approximately $5
million per year, approximately 6.2 percent of the grazing program costs in fiscal
year 2012. The total grazing program costs in fiscal year 2012 were $80.9 million,
with $55.4 million covered by the Grazing Management BLI, $2.3 million from the
Range Betterment Fund, and the remaining $23.2 million coming from Vegetation
& Watershed Management and Integrated Resource Restoration BLIs.

Question. How much will this $1 fee add to the total cost per animal?

Answer. Changes in the total cost per animal with an added $1 fee per head
month are shown below (Western States National Forest).

On average (based on the Agency’s 2012 Grazing Statistical Report authorized use
data):

—This additional $1 fee would add $1 per cow/horse per month. Combined with
the current fees, ($1.35 per head month for cattle), this would make the total
cost $2.35 per cow per month.

—This additional $1 fee would add $.20 per sheep per month (one-fifth of a head
month). Combined with the current fees ($.27 per sheep per month), this would
make the total cost $.47 per sheep per month.

. Qdue?stion. What are the comparisons for Forest Service fees to State and private
ands?

Answer. The grazing fee for the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment are identical in the western States. The National Agricultural Statistical Serv-
ice (NASS) provides both agencies three indices that are used in the fee calculation
formula. This amount is restricted to plus or minus 25 percent of the previous year’s
fee. The regulations also established a minimum fee of $1.35.

The NASS calculates the average private grazing land lease rate per animal unit
month (AUM) by State, which can be found on the following website: http:/
www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics by Subject/Economics and Prices/index.asp.
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These values are shown below. For comparison, the Forest Service cattle grazing
in Western States fee is $1.35 per head month (HM) for 2013. There are adjustment
factors for type (species) of animal.

The Western States vary considerably in the fees charged for grazing on State
lands and the methods used to set those fees. The GAO report titled “Livestock
Grazing, Federal Expenditures and Receipts Vary, Depending on the Agency and
the Purpose of the Fee Charged, 2005” provides the last data on State land grazing
fees. Generally, States charge a fee per AUM. In fiscal year 2004, the Western
States charged grazing fees ranging from a low of $1.35 per AUM for some lands
in California to gSO per AUM in parts of Montana.

Below is a comparison of grazing fees on National Forest System lands, State
managed lands, and privately owned lands.

$Q¢H’\gt\;\lt?st Average $/ leferegce NFS Average $/ | Difference NFS

State National For- AUM Private Private lands AUM State & State lands

est Land grazing fees Land grazing fees

AZ 1.35 9.00 7.65 2.23 0.88
CA 1.35 17.30 1595 | 1.35-12.50 | 0.00-11.15
(0] 1.35 15.30 13.95 6.65-8.91 5.30-7.56
ID 1.35 14.50 13.15 5.15 3.80
MT 1.35 19.40 18.05 | 5.48-80.00 | 4.13-78.65
ND 1.35 18.00 16.65 | 1.73-19.69 | 0.38-18.34
NE 1.35 27.30 25.95 | 16.00-28.00 | 14.65-26.65
NM 1.35 13.00 11.65 | 0.17-10.15 —1.18-
8.80

NV 1.35 13.00 11.65 N/A N/A
0K 1.35 11.00 9.65 | 7.00-16.00 | 5.56-14.65
OR 1.35 14.80 13.45 432 297
SD 1.35 24.20 22.85 | 3.00-56.00 | 1.65-54.65
Ut 1.35 13.20 11.85 | 1.43 or 2.35 | 0.08 or 1.00
WA 1.35 12.00 10.65 | 5.41 or 7.76 | 4.06 or 6.41
Wy 1.35 17.60 16.25 413 2.78

AUM = Animal Unit Month = Head Month.
LAND ACQUISITION

Question. The first project on the Forest Service Land Acquisition list is $31 mil-
lion. Why does the budget place such a high funding priority on one project in fiscal
year 2014? Is $31 million all that is required to complete the project?

Answer. This request is part of the multi-Agency, public-private “Montana Leg-
acy” collaborative. These investments directly fulfill the intent of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Collaborative Landscape Planning Initiative and
address the requests of members of Congress and our private partners for a portion
of Federal land acquisition to invest in the most ecologically important landscapes
and in projects with clear strategies for reaching shared goals grounded in science-
based planning. Through Collaborative LWCF, the Forest Service and the Depart-
ment of the Interior bureaus jointly direct funds to projects that will achieve the
highest return on Federal investments, and coordinate land acquisition planning
with Government and local community partners.

In this Montana Legacy project, this collaborative land acquisition effort leverages
millions in private investments such as a 110,000-acre donation to the Flathead and
Lolo National Forests by the Nature Conservancy in 2010 and is resulting in the
consolidation of tens of thousands of acres of the highest quality wildlife habitat and
working lands in the northern Rockies. Eliminating the historic “checkerboard”
lands will allow us to move toward completion and protection of this globally impor-
tant ecosystem by 2015 instead of attempting it piecemeal over the next 10 or 20
years during which time parcels would be developed and lost, and it will result in
improved management, reduced administrative costs and increased recreational op-
portunities.

Question. What should we expect from this Collaborative Landscape Planning pro-
gram long-term? Will the same landscapes continue to be in the budget until they
are completed, or will we see different focus areas next year?

Answer. In an era of constrained budgets, it is more important than ever that con-
servation investments deliver measurable returns, and rely on best available science
and strong partnerships to target investments to critical needs. The administration’s
intention is for the Forest Service to continue to participate in the Collaborative
Landscape Planning (CLP) program. The collaborative approach is successful be-
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cause it allows LWCF funds to leverage other Federal resources, along with those
of non-Federal partners, to achieve the most important shared conservation out-
comes in the highest priority landscapes. An important objective of this program is
to stabilize large landscapes in a short timeframe before they can be further frag-
mented and become more expensive if not impossible to protect. At the same time,
the Forest Service recognizes the valuable role of protecting individual tracts of land
with other LWCF components including Forest Legacy, and collaborative LWCF is
not intended to replace the role of those programs in meeting individual conserva-
tion objectives.

Collaborative LWCF enables the Forest Service to continue its long held focus on
conserving large-scale landscapes that provide multiple resource and economic bene-
fits to the public including cleaner drinking water, increased recreational opportuni-
ties, improved and protected habitat for at-risk and game species, and a greater
number of jobs generated on and off these lands. This approach also produces direct
long-term benefits for the taxpayer by simplifying land management, creating public
access, reducing operating and maintenance costs, reducing boundary conflicts, and
protecting areas from urgent threats like wildfire and invasive species. Throughout
this process, the Forest Service will continue to use its rigorous merit-based evalua-
tion process to prioritize projects for funding for Forest Legacy, core and the multi-
Agency CLP LWCF programs.

The investments needed in any particular collaborative landscape will be unique
to that landscape’s needs and resources. As part of the application process, land-
scape proponents are requested to identify future acquisition needs; to date, most
projects are designed to take 2 to 3 years to complete, whether in the core competi-
tion or the CLP.

Question. For the Crown of the Continent, Longleaf Pine, and Desert Southwest
Collaborative Landscapes, please provide a list of Forest Service projects within
those Landscapes, designating completed and incomplete projects.

Answer. None of the Collaborative Landscapes are complete because only 1 year
of funding has been disbursed. They are conceived as 2- to 3-year projects. Fiscal
year 2013 is the first year of the Collaborative Landscape Planning Program. The
first round of Collaborative Landscape Projects were selected in 2012, and an-
nounced in the administration’s fiscal year 2013 budget request. The Crown of the
Continent and Longleaf Pine projects areas were initiated in 2013. The Crown of
the Continent initially included two sub-landscapes, which were the Montana Leg-
acy Completion project and the Greater Yellowstone project. In 2014, these two
projects were de-coupled and only the Montana Legacy Completion project received
a funding recommendation. The Greater Yellowstone project will compete again in
the fiscal year 2015 process.

The Desert Southwest Landscape was not proposed until fiscal year 2014. The
Desert Southwest Collaborative is in the President’s budget request to Congress for
fiscal year 2014 for the first time therefore it is also not complete, as the fiscal year
2014 appropriations are not finalized.

F'SCFasl Iﬁan{jezl?la: Fiscal Year 2014 President’s Budget Request
Crown of the Continent:
Montana Legacy: Lolo/Flathead NF ........... $12,400,000 | $31,000,000
Greater Yellowstone Area: Bridger-Teton/Car- 3,200,000 | Proposed for $2,000,000 by Forest Service, but
ibou-Targhee. not a CLP project.
Longleaf Pine Collaborative:
Florida/Georgia Longleaf Initiative: Osce- 5,300,000 | Not included in CLP.
ola NF.
South Carolina Longleaf Partnership: Francis 11,000,000 | $6,700,000
Marion NF.
Desert Southwest:
California  Desert  Southwest: ~ San 10,390,000 | $10,390,000
Bernardino NF, Santa Rosa & San
Jacinto NM.

1Core LWCF funding.
WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT

Question. Do you agree that the ability to provide emergency firefighting funds
is critical? Will you support efforts to provide an emergency or disaster designation
for funds appropriated to pay for emergency firefighting needs?
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Answer. In the past few years, fire seasons have become longer and more intense
with historical fires in several Western States. Funding the rolling 10-year average
with both the FLAME and Suppression funds is insufficient in some years which
results in detrimental transfers. In addition, continued growth of the 10-year aver-
age adds increasing pressure on already tight discretionary funding. We would like
to work with the committee to explore long-term solutions to this problem.

Question. How does fire borrowing negatively impact your other programs, even
if Congress does provide a partial or full repayment at a later date?

Answer. When funding is transferred from other programs to support fire sup-
pression operations, these programs are impacted because they are unable to accom-
plish priority work and achieve the overall mission of the Agency. Often this priority
work mitigates wildland fire hazard in future years. The ability of programs to
achieve established targets is impacted and projects are often put on hold or can-
celed. This not only impacts the ability of the Agency to fulfill its mission respon-
sibilities, but is an inefficient use of taxpayer resources. A significant amount of
money can be wasted if all of the pre-work for a contract has been completed and
then it is canceled due to transfers. In addition, transfers negatively impact local
businesses and economies, costing people jobs and income because projects are de-
layed or canceled. Examples of deferred or canceled activities include contracts not
awarded for various priority restoration projects, such as our Collaborative Forest
Landscape Restoration projects, and ceased activity for land acquisition.

Question. The budget request recounts the accomplishments and benefits of pro-
grams that assist in reducing the incidence of catastrophic fire, yet these programs
are proposed for decreases in fiscal year 2014 (hazardous fuels reduction, State and
volunteer fire assistance, forest health management of pests and disease, and fire
science). Aren’t these reductions counter-productive to forest health and the Forest
Service’s stated goals of restoration, jobs and managing wildfires?

Answer. The budget reductions will result in lower targets and lower accomplish-
ments. However, in times of reduced budgets, prioritization becomes even more im-
portant. Firefighter and public safety will remain our number one priority during
the 2014 fire season. The Forest Service will continue to prioritize work to accom-
plish the most important projects in all of our programs. Specifically, the highest
priority projects are focused where the threat is high, we can make a difference, and
we have community partners.

Question. How much of the $116 million decrease in Hazardous Fuels is trans-
ferred to the Integrated Resource proposal?

Answer. The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget proposes $201,228,000 for Haz-
ardous Fuels, which reflects a funding decrease of $115,848,000 from fiscal year
2013 including—a shift of $76 million to IRR. Funds that may have been spent on
hazardous fuels reduction outside the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) in previous
years will now be part of IRR to support integrated restoration of National Forest
System lands. We will continue to focus on the highest priority areas in the WUI
to protect communities and create defensible space for firefighters to work in.

Question. With such a dramatic decrease for Hazardous Fuels within Wildland
Fire, how are you planning to set priorities for where work is performed?

Answer. The Forest Service continues to improve its processes for allocating fuel
reduction funds, which prioritizes fuel reduction projects based on national prior-
ities. These improvements include the use of a computer model developed by the
Forest Service (the Hazardous Fuels Priority Allocation System, or HFPAS) to assist
in making allocation decisions, rather than relying primarily on historical funding
patterns and professional judgment. HFPAS uses data from various sources and
considers wildfire potential, negative consequences of wildfire, program performance
with prior years’ allocations, and potential opportunities that meet other integrated
resources objectives. The Agency annually updates the model inputs to use the best
available data and science. The Forest Service also directs its regional offices to use
a similar process and finer scale information. Additionally, we have directed the re-
gions and field units to focus on projects where the threat is high, we can make a
difference, and we have community partners.

Question. In your testimony, you disclose that almost half of the Forest Service
budget is dedicated to fire-related activities. What solutions are you pursuing to
make firefighting cost less? How do we tackle this problem so that Fire doesn’t over-
take other Forest Service functions and priorities?

Answer. We have made significant strides in implementing risk management for
fire suppression efforts, to ensure we have an appropriate, risk informed, and effec-
tive response to all fires. Cost is one outcome of our decisions. By utilizing risk man-
agement techniques we are successful in having positive financial outcomes on our
suppression operations. Based on analysis performed by Forest Service researchers,
in fiscal year 2012, we spent nearly $377 million less than we would have in pre-
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vious years, had they had similar fire seasons, due to applying risk management
principles.

Question. Sequestration will reduce your firefighting assets by at least 100 fire en-
gines and 500 fire crew members. Are those figures still correct and what are the
consequences for fighting fire this year?

Answer. Yes, we anticipate reductions at approximately this level (although the
engines may be subject to a reduction of 50-100). However, we will ensure that
there are adequate resources available to meet the demands of fire activity through
the use of contracted assets as well as by managing the levels and location of sea-
sonal employees available nationally.

Question. We currently use a 10-year average of suppression costs to predict the
funding necessary for the next fiscal year. The fact that we have spent more than
the 10-year average in 9 of the last 10 years, it is evident that this model is not
reliable. Are you working on a different model, and what are the options?

Answer. We have only overspent the 10-year average in 7 of the last 10 years.
Fire costs are dependent on several factors, primarily weather, that are extremely
difficult to predict 2 years out, as is necessary to meet budget formulation timelines.
We have explored several methods, including multi-equation regression models that
include weather and climate data, to more accurately predict future costs and fire
activity and have had some success. We will continue to work to develop these
methodologies and would like to work with the committee to explore other options.

FIRE AVIATION

Question. Last year’s budget included $24 million to pay for increases in tanker
contract costs for the Next Gen aircraft. The President’s budget request for fiscal
year 2014 has an additional $50 million, but there is not a total specified in the
budget for aviation. What is the total amount you are proposing to spend, in both
Preparedness and Suppression, on firefighting aviation?

Answer. Total aviation expenditures are hard to predict given that a large portion
of our costs are associated with actual flight hours for flying suppression operations.
We do expect to spend between $160 million and $200 million on fixed availability
costs for all aviation assets (this includes not only large airtankers, but other assets
like helicopters and water scoopers) from the preparedness account. In addition, on
average, we spend $150 million to $200 million on flight costs, which are paid from
suppression. The additional funding will support the contract acquisition costs of the
continued phasing in of modernized aircraft.

Question. Are we going to see similar increases every year for this activity due
to the increasing number of aircraft? What are the estimates of how much addi-
tional funding new aircraft will cost in future years?

Answer. As we continue to modernize our airtanker fleet, we will evaluate the
needs for fiscal year 2015 and beyond to determine if we will continue to ask for
specific increased funding for this purpose, weighing our other funding needs within
the Agency.

Question. Congress has given you the opportunity to obtain 7 C-27Js. If you do
receive them, they will not be immediately ready as tankers. What are you able to
do now to prepare for the transfer?

Answer. A working group, made up of the following Aviation staff groups, Oper-
ations, Business Operations, Airworthiness, Pilot Standardization, and Strategic
Planning—as well as Budget and Planning and Acquisition Management—has been
formed within the Agency to facilitate the transfer, ownership, and eventual oper-
ation of these aircraft. Solicitations are being prepared for the design and manufac-
ture of a retardant delivery system, maintenance services, and pilot services. The
Forest Service is also working with the U.S. Army Prototype Integration Facility to
assist us with the design of the retardant delivery system. The Forest Service is cur-
rently in discussions with the Department of Defense regarding the divesture of the
C—27Js. The Forest Service has also intensified interaction and coordination with
potential inter-Agency partners to ensure contracts and other logistical require-
ments will be in place as soon as possible after receiving the aircraft.

Question. Do you have an estimate of how long it would take to convert the C—
27Js to tankers after a transfer?

Answer. The Forest Service estimates it may take up to 18 months from the
award of the retardant delivery system contract to complete the design, manufac-
ture and testing. The retardant delivery system is the most complicated of the con-
version tasks, because it involves engineering analysis, design and airworthiness,
and engineering approval of the aircraft after modifications required to accept the
delivery system and the actual installation of the delivery system have occurred.
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Question. What assurances can you provide that these C—27J aircraft will actually
perform as well as other firefighting aircraft?

Answer. The C-27J was designed for combat purposes, which are a similar flight
environment to the wildland firefighting airtanker mission. It has a demonstrated
ability to meet Agency and Federal Aviation Administration airworthiness and safe-
ty requirements. The C-27J is a multi-role aircraft capable of operating as an
airtanker, as well as performing other missions such as firefighter transport,
smokejumper deployment, and cargo delivery.

Question. If you acquire the C—27Js, the Forest Service must maintain ownership
of these aircraft, which is not your current model. What type of contract do you plan
to use, and how much will the C-27Js cost to operate?

Answer. The Forest Service would retain ownership when the aircraft are trans-
ferred. The only contracts would be for pilot and maintenance services from private
industry. We are still analyzing the potential operating costs.

Question. How do you propose to pay for the C—27Js, taking into account the con-
tinuing costs of the Legacy and Next Generation contracts?

Answer. The Forest Service would pay for C-27Js within our requested budget by
implementing programmatic efficiencies and identifying firefighter resource alloca-
tion changes and reduction that will decrease our costs and maintain our oper-
ational capability. Programmatic efficiencies include implementation of optimized
dispatching analysis, streamlining of our IT investments through the Wildland Fire
IT initiative, and a decrease in programmatic overhead costs.

Question. The Air Tanker Modernization Strategy called for 18 to 28 large
airtankers with at least a 3,000-gallon capacity, which is not possible for the C-
27Js. Does that mean that you also plan to pursue other contract aircraft that meet
the requirements set in your modernization strategy?

Answer. The C-27Js would be considered medium airtankers, but would meet
most of the other requirements to be considered a Next Generation Airtanker. In
effect, two C—27Js would equal one large airtanker referenced in the Large
Airtanker Modernization Strategy. We will continue to contract for airtankers from
private industry. Seven contracts have been awarded for the Next Generation Large
Airtanker services which will continue this model, providing aircraft that fit within
the Large Airtanker Modernization Strategy.

COMMUNITY WILDFIRE PROTECTION PLANS

Question. You also stated in your testimony that there are now 70,000 commu-
nities across the country at risk due to forest fires, but only 15,000 of those commu-
nities have wildfire protection plans. What incentives does this budget propose to
improve that statistic?

Answer. The Forest Service prioritizes treatments identified in a Community
Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPPs) or equivalent plan and works in close coordina-
tion with communities at risk in the Wildland Urban Interface. This includes pro-
viding funding for development of CWPPs and providing technical assistance di-
rectly to communities when they are undergoing preparation of a CWPP. However,
there is no requirement for communities, counties or States to develop CWPPs.

Question. Why aren’t more communities working on Fire Plans?

Answer. Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP) are most prevalent in the
western United States, where significant portions of counties are covered by Forest
Service or Department of the Interior lands. The eastern and southern portions of
the country, however, often use tools other than a CWPP to prepare for wildland
fire (and other hazards) and to identify priority acres for treatment. A CWPP may
not be the right tool in communities that are not close in proximity to Federal lands
or in communities focused more broadly on multiple types of hazards, such as hurri-
canes.

Question. Other than the clear risk of fire, are there consequences for commu-
nities that do not want to create Fire Plans?

Answer. Community Wildfire Protection Plans are an important tool in helping
communities prepare for wildland fire. The Forest Service prioritizes treatments
identified in a CWPP or equivalent plan and works in close coordination with com-
munities at risk in the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI). This coordinates with fund-
ing for the development of CWPPs and providing technical assistance directly to
communities while they prepare a CWPP. However, there is no requirement for
communities, counties or States to develop CWPPs. Therefore, not all National For-
est System lands in the WUI are identified in a CWPP.
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QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JON TESTER

Question. Within the next 2 weeks, Chief Tidwell will decide whether or not to
override the next-generation large airtanker contract intent to award protest. Can
you provide a status update?

Answer. On June 7, 2013, Neptune withdrew their protest. The Forest Service
moved forward to award the remaining four line items in the next-generation large
airtanker contract that same day.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ToM UDALL

Question. Chief, as you know my State of New Mexico has experienced dev-
astating wildfires the past 2 years, and we are now in our third year of extreme
drought. I am concerned that the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget request has
a substantial reduction for the hazardous fuels program.

I realize that a direct budget comparison for your requested funding for hazardous
fuels is complicated by the budget restructuring you request for the “Integrated Re-
sources Restoration” (IRR) activity, but I understand that your request is about a
20 percent reduction from the current fiscal year 2013 level. (That assumes your
hazardous fuels program budget of $300 million for the current year, after the se-
questration, and a request for fiscal year 2014 of $201 million, plus perhaps $40 mil-
lion or so within the Integrated Resources Restoration account for hazardous fuels
type projects.)

What do you expect the impacts to be if this reduction in hazardous fuels funding
are maintained?

Answer. This reduction is just one of many difficult tradeoffs that had to be made,
while fulfilling our commitment to request funding for the 10-year average for sup-
pression funding.

The reduction in fuels funding will result in fewer acres of hazardous fuels treat-
ed, but still allows us to treat 685,000 of the highest priority acres each year. We
will continue to focus on the highest priority areas in the WUI to protect commu-
nities and create defensible space for firefighters to work in. Funds that may have
been spent outside the WUI in previous years will now be part of IRR to support
integrated restoration of National Forest System lands.

Question. Will this reduction in funding for dealing with Hazardous Fuels make
communities more at risk?

Answer. Firefighter and public safety will remain our number one priority. The
Forest Service will continue to prioritize our work to accomplish the most important
hazardous fuels projects. The highest priority projects are focused where the threat
is high, where we can make a difference, and where we have community partners.

Scientific analysis and our monitoring have shown a strong correlation between
hazardous fuel treatments and reduced wildfire behavior when a wildfire burns
through a treated area. The treatments are also beneficial to fire suppression forces.
We know these outcomes reduce risk to communities. However, because of the ran-
dom nature of wildfires it is impossible to quantify the impacts of this reduction in
terms of hypothetical increased risk or potentially less effective wildfire suppression.

Question. Chief Tidwell, it is my understanding that the President’s fiscal year
2014 budget removes the Valles Caldera National Preserve line item, but that the
Service intends to fund the Preserve through other Budget Line Items. The Valles
Caldera National Preserve is very important to New Mexicans and we are very con-
cerned that the Preserve continues to be well managed.

What kind of assurance can you give folks in my State that the elimination of
this line Item would NOT impact the continued funding of the preserve?

Answer. While the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget does not propose a separate
funding level for management of the Valles Caldera National Preserve, the Forest
Service will continue to fund the Valles Caldera National Preserve through a variety
of budget lines that are directly relevant to the work being completed. These fiscal
year 2014 funds would support the integrated program management objectives of
the Preserve.

The Preserve could expect to receive funding from the relevant budget line items
(BLI) in the range of its historic appropriations under the former BLI, which would
be approximately $3 million at the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget level.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR LISA MURKOWSKI
CUBE COVE ACQUISITION

Question. This is in regards to continuing discussions regarding the Forest Serv-
ice’s potential acquisition of Shee Atika Incorporated’s lands at Cube Cove on Admi-
ralty Island. While it is my understanding there has been no final response, I have
been told that the Forest Service staff has stated an intention to deny Shee Atika
request for a “mutually agreeable” appraiser. Shee Atika believes that such a proc-
ess is allowed by Forest Service Regulations.

What is the status of this request?

Answer. The Forest Service has looked further into completing an appraisal for
the Cube Cove lands on Admiralty Island that could meet Government requirements
that might be agreeable to Shee Atika. In our May 3, 2013 response to them, we
indicated that under the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR), activities related
to the development of contract requirements and the source selection process for a
Federal Government contract are inherently governmental and may only be per-
formed by Federal employees.

Question. How does the Forest Service intend to move forward with Shee Atika
in a manner that protects the value and promise to Shee Atika of the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act, while also protecting the interests of the Forest Service?

Answer. Since Shee Atika has expressed desire to have an active participatory
role in the selection of the appraisal firm, the Forest Service has offered to appoint
someone acceptable to Shee Atika to be a temporary, uncompensated “special Gov-
ernment employee” (SGE). The SGE would have access to contractor and source se-
lection information and could participate in the evaluation and source selection proc-
ess to the extent permitted by the Forest Service. The Forest Service will need a
willing seller letter from Shee Atika prior to moving ahead with the contract acqui-
sition process for the appraisal.

Shee Atika wrote Chief Tidwell on May 10, 2013 respectfully requesting a meeting
with him as soon as possible to further discuss the appraisal process. This meeting
has not yet been scheduled. The Forest Service is also evaluating the mineral poten-
tial of the area to assess the risks of acquiring a split estate (surface only).

AIR TOUR OPERATIONS

Question. I am hearing a great deal from my constituents in Ketchikan that the
Forest Service’s reduction of permit allocations in Misty Fjords National Monument
and Traitors Cove in the Tongass will push air taxi businesses to the brink of finan-
cial collapse. As you know, tourism is becoming the predominant industry in Ketch-
ikan, and your own budget puts a greater emphasis on the importance of outdoor
recreation on our national forests to the national and local economies. The monu-
ment is accessible only by water and air, so any reductions to air permit allocations
directly limits visitor access and the tourism dollars it generates. There is little evi-
dence that the monument is threatened by visitor overuse. One air taxi company
has seen its permits cut from 300 to 165; another from 1,600 to 1,191; and another
from 500 to 298. These are real businesses providing jobs for real people. I don’t
know of many operators that can survive with a 45 percent cut to their business.

What are the other “uses” that the USFS is concerned that the air tour operators
are negatively impacting?

Answer. We are concerned about the effects of motorized floatplane traffic on the
wilderness character of Misty Fjords National Monument, the impacts of outfitters
and guides on wildlife resources in the area, and conflicts between guided visitors
and unguided public recreational use of the area.

In January 2012, the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide Management
Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Record of Decision (ROD)
were completed which reduce commercial visitor use in the Misty Core Lakes. This
decision established seasonal visitor capacities and outfitter and guide allocations
for 28 Recreation Use Areas on the District. There is a perception that the decision
reduced commercial visitor use at the Margaret Creek Wildlife Observation Site at
Traitors Cove but this is not the case.

—The Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide (O/G) Management Plan EIS
and ROD reduced commercial visitor use in the Misty Core Lakes area of the
Misty Fjords National Monument Wilderness by about 27 percent.

—Contrary to public perception, the ROD allows for a 49 percent increase in
O/G use at the Margaret Creek Wildlife Observation Site in Traitors Cove.

Question. What steps can be taken to help mitigate the current situation?

Answer. Due to concerns that limiting the amount and location of outfitter and
guide use may not adequately provide for industry stability and growth, the Record
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of Decision for the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide Management Plan
allocated 53,997 service days annually to outfitters and guides. The highest actual
use reported by outfitters and guides between 2005 and 2009 was 24,245 service
days. Thus, the decision allows outfitter and guide use across the Ketchikan-Misty
Fjords District to increase over 100 percent from the reported highest use levels.

The Forest Service also met with commercial air service providers on May 6, 2013
in Ketchikan, Alaska, to discuss the issues you have raised, to explain what was
in the actual decision, and to discuss the new permit allocations. At the conclusion
of the meeting, the Forest Service committed to meet again with the air service pro-
viders at the end of the season to review actual use versus permitted use. The
Ketchikan-Misty Outfitter and Guide Management Plan include an adaptive man-
agement strategy to allow changes to be made if experience shows they are needed.

Accordingly, by doubling the outfitter guide use across the District, and by incor-
porating a flexible adaptive management strategy to incorporate changes as needed
in the future, the Ketchikan-Misty Fjords Outfitter and Guide Management Plan
will facilitate growth of the industry while maintaining quality visitor experiences.

Question. How many non-air visits are made to Misty Fjords each year?

Answer. The Forest Service does not have reliable information about unguided
visitor use numbers for Misty Fjords. Most unguided visitors access Misty Fjords
National Monument Wilderness via motorized boat or sea kayak. Many of these vis-
its are by local residents via privately owned boats. There is no practical way to
know how many such visits are made.

Question. Is the USFS concerned that a number of these businesses will be put
out of business if the current allocation numbers hold? What suggestions do you
have, Chief, to help me resolve these disagreements?

Answer. The Forest Service has always been concerned about the economic health
of rural communities throughout Southeast Alaska. The Alaska Region has made
significant investment in a wide variety of resource areas to expand business oppor-
tunities across the Tongass. In this particular case, the Tongass National Forest
limited the amount of outfitter guide use in one area to maintain its Wilderness
character and quality visitor experiences, while allowing for growth in other areas
of the Ketchikan Misty Ranger District.

TIMBER BUDGET NATIONALLY

Question. 1, along with 12 of my colleagues, signed a bipartisan letter on May 2
to the President asking him to reconsider the reduction of national timber targets
by 15 percent.

I understand that you are working with tight budgets, but can you explain to me
why you reduced the timber targets so drastically when just last year you testified
about the need to ramp up to 3 billion board feet as part of the agency’s restoration
strategy?

Answer. Continuing to increase the Agency’s targets is challenging and will be
slowed during the effort to reduce Federal deficits and the national debt. Based on
the Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) funding level proposed in the fiscal year
2014 President’s budget, the expected output is approximately 2.38 billion board feet
of timber volume sold. This budget request provides for continued strategic invest-
ments in the highest priority activities while also constraining spending in other ac-
tivities to contribute to budget savings at the national level.

Approximately 51 percent of the funding for forest products is directed at pre-
paring, offering, and selling new sales which is the basis for the output of timber
volume sold. The remaining funding pays for administering the harvest of timber
sales already under contract and handling “walk-in” business from citizens for fire-
wood permits and special forest products. The Agency is contractually obligated to
administer existing contracts and will continue to provide personal use permits for
firewood and other special forest products. Thus, a 5 percent reduction in the total
forest products program is actually a 10 percent reduction in funding available to
prepare and sell new timber volume.

In addition, timber volume is not related to a single funding line item, but is a
result of multiple National Forest System BLIs, Capital Improvement and Mainte-
nance BLIs, permanent authorities, and trust funds. All of these funds were reduced
by the sequestration and will continue to be constrained as we do our part to con-
tribute to budget savings at a national level.

The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget proposes a wide variety of management
activities associated with IRR and is designed to balance the needs to maintain, en-
hance, or restore watersheds at the landscape level, and meet statutory require-
ments needed for sound resource management. We will also continue providing the
public fuel wood program out of the decreased funds. The Forest Service continues
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to explore ways to increase efficiencies to increase the pace of restoration through
such things as NEPA efficiencies, stewardship contracting, and large scale projects.

Question. I note that you have increased your request for land acquisition by $76
million—a 75 percent increase.

With 75 million to 80 million acres in need of restoration treatments, couldn’t you
reduce part of this request to keep on a path toward the 3 billion board foot goal?
I would view taking care of what we already have as more important than adding
more land that we can’t take care of.

Answer. Land acquisitions are in response to public demand, as outlined in the
America’s Great Outdoors Initiative. The fiscal year 2014 program targets include
new measures for acres acquired or donated using mandatory funds and high-pri-
ority acres acquired or donated using mandatory funds. For Land Acquisition, we
propose a little more than $58 million in discretionary funding; an increase of
around $8.2 million from fiscal year 2013 enacted levels after sequestration. We also
propose almost $34 million in mandatory funding, from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, for a combined total of $92 million. All Land Acquisition projects
are within National Forest boundaries and acquiring them will reduce confusion and
costs associated with boundary management, landscape-scale conservation and fire
suppression, as well as costs to communities providing services to remote and frag-
mented land ownership. Acquiring these proposed land acquisition projects will re-
duce overall management costs.

The Forest Legacy program is also important because funds are used to perma-
nently protect working forests from development, helping to create and maintain
rural jobs, conserve air and water quality, and provide habitat for threatened or en-
dangered wildlife or fish. The increase is a key component of the President’s Amer-
ica’s Great Outdoors Initiative to conserve important landscapes and reconnect
Americans to the outdoors. For the Forest Legacy Program, we propose $60 million
in discretionary funding; an increase of around $9.5 million from fiscal year 2013
enacted levels after sequestration. We also are requesting $24.8 million in manda-
icory funds, from the Land and Water Conservation Fund, for a total of $84.8 mil-
ion.

Question. Chief Tidwell stated that he would like to work with Congress on using
“export” values in timber appraisals. What is this referring to exactly?

Answer. Current Region 10 policy uses export values for 50 percent of the spruce
and hemlock volume in a timber sale appraisal, consistent with the volume we allow
to be exported, and that has helped the program significantly since its inception.
The Region could increase the percentage of exportable volume to 75 or 100 percent
for spruce and hemlock and appraise accordingly with export values and might very
well have more positive value sales available for offer. However, the result might
be unacceptable in that mill jobs could be lost while logging and export processing
jobs increased.

FIRE AND AVIATION

Question. I'm very concerned about the current state of our fixed wing airtanker
fleet. You have included a request for $50 million for airtanker modernization but
there is virtually no indication of how these funds will be spent in your budget jus-
tification.

If these funds are provided, how exactly will they be expended?

Answer. The $50 million that we have requested would help offset the additional
cost for the next generation aircraft, plus the additional cost for the legacy aircraft.
As anticipated, legacy aircraft expenses have gone up with the new contract. Addi-
tionally, the funds would help cover cancellation charges for which we are required
to budget.

Question. The agency recently awarded a contract for “next generation” air tank-
ers but it was reported last week that one company already plans to file a bid pro-
test.

Can you tell us how long will it take to resolve the bid protest?

Answer. Neptune Aviation has withdrawn their protest as of Friday, June 7, 2013.
Three of the line items from the next generation large airtanker contract were
awarded on May 31, 2013. The remaining four were awarded on June 7, 2013 fol-
lowing Neptune Aviation’s decision to withdraw their protest.

Question. Neptune Aviation, the company filing the bid protest, has met with my
staff and claims that even if they had not filed a protest the “next generation” air-
craft would not be ready to be in the air for several months. How do you respond
to that claim?

Answer. One airtanker awarded on May 31 is currently approved and operating
under the next generation contract. The other six aircraft are scheduled for retard-
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ant tank testing and we expect them to meet the timeline of operating 60 to 90 days
after the award.

Question. Without these new tankers, how many airtankers will you have at your
disposal?

Answer. We do expect to have the new next generation large airtankers in oper-
ation this fire season, however without them we should have 16 to 18 airtankers
on current or potential exclusive use or call when needed contract.

Last year’s Defense Authorization bill included language concerning surplus C—
27J aircraft operated by the military. The language gave the Forest Service the op-
portunity to possibly obtain some of these aircraft if the military declared them as
surplus. I also understand the Coast Guard and National Guard have an interest
in these aircraft.

Question. How many of these C—27Js may be declared surplus by the military and
what can you tell us about the likelihood of the Forest Service obtaining these
planes compared to the other agencies?

Answer. The C-27J aircraft being excessed by the Department of Defense would
be available through the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), which al-
lowed for up to seven aircraft to be transferred to the Forest Service. The NDAA
gives right of first refusal to the Secretary of Agriculture.

Question. Even if you obtain these aircraft, how long will it take to get them ready
to drop retardant? It is my understanding that the interior tanks (“MAFFS” units)
have not been designed yet for these planes.

Answer. The transfer timeline of the C-27Js is dependent on the Department of
Defense. The Forest Service is ready to take ownership of these aircraft. Long-term
plans will depend on interest from the U.S. Coast Guard and other Federal agencies
in the C-27J. None of the MAFFS systems will fit into the C-27J. A new design
will need to be created which incorporates the latest in technology and lighter
weight components. In order for these aircraft to be used as medium airtankers, the
Forest Service will have to solicit for contract services to design and manufacture
retardant delivery systems, which is expected to take up to 18 months. If the Forest
Service receives the aircraft sooner rather than later, one or more might be config-
ured for general fire support missions such as firefighter or cargo transport later
this fire season.

INTEGRATED RESOURCE RESTORATION

Question. For the past 3 years, the agency’s budget request consolidates several
programs including timber, wildlife, and planning into one line item called “Inte-
grated Resource Restoration.” Currently, you have authority to operate a pilot for
this program in Regions 1, 3, and 4. I personally believe we need to see concrete
results that demonstrate improved performance before we can approve such an ap-
proach for all Regions on a permanent basis.

My staff has told me that they have been briefed by the agency and there is still
not sufficient information to determine whether the IRR lowers costs and achieves
better results on the ground.

Why does the agency continue to propose this consolidation when the information
the committee needs to make an informed decision is simply not available?

Answer. The flexibility provided by the Integrated Resource Restoration program
(IRR) has allowed focused investment on landscape-level restoration projects that
otherwise have been split into several projects over the course of many years. To
fully realize the flexibility of budget line items created through IRR, it must be ex-
panded to a full Agency-wide authority. In doing so, the Agency can focus resources
on integrated ecosystem restoration across the country.

The Forest Service issued a progress report on April 15, 2013, describing the re-
sults of the IRR pilot program for fiscal year 2012. In 2012 the IRR pilot program
exceeded or met its targets for moving watersheds to an improved condition class,
acres treated to sustain or restore watershed function and resilience, miles of
stream habitat restored or enhanced, and miles of road decommissioned. The pilot
regions achieved over 80 percent of their target for timber volume; the shortfall was
due to litigation in the pilot region independent of the IRR authority. The Forest
Service will continue to monitor and report the performance results of the IRR pilot
regions.

The fiscal year 2014 President’s budget continues to emphasize Integrated Re-
source Restoration as the leading approach to accomplish on-the-ground restoration.
This work will lead to improved forest and grassland health and resilience using
landscape scale restoration to recover watershed health and improve water and cre-
ate or maintain local economic opportunities and jobs.
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Question. When do you anticipate having comprehensive quantitative measures by
which the committee can decide whether moving to the IRR is a better approach
than the current budget structure?

Answer. The Forest Service issued a progress report on April 15, 2013, describing
the results of the IRR pilot program for 2012. The Agency has initiated a third-party
monitoring of IRR with Colorado State University and the University of Oregon; it
will begin June 2013 and be completed by March 2015. While we can already pro-
vide quantitative measures on outputs and outcomes as provided in response to the
prior question, we will continue to work with the committee to provide needed infor-
mation.

The IRR accomplishments for Regions 1, 3, and 4 are presented below for fiscal
years 2008 to 2012 as are the accomplishments for non-IRR regions for comparison.
The regions began implementation of the IRR pilot authority in fiscal year 2012
with passage of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2012.

IRR PILOT REGIONS 1, 3, AND 4

Region 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Region 1:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 297 420 657 396 426
Miles of roads decommissioned ............ccccooevunne 346 363 561 257 383
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 246,695 307,420

Number of watersheds moved to an improved

condition class 2
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ......... 240.2 293.1 256.9 210.6 206.1
Region 3:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 121 177 127 151 162
Miles of roads decommissioned .............cooccurreeees 46 103 25 57 69
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 296,944 198,574

Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class

Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ......... 1235 111.9 138.6 131.9 1244
Region 4:

Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 232 296 355 238 346
Miles of roads decommissioned ..........cccocerreeees 162 320 792 325 286
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-

tershed function and resilience 222,789 283,795
Number of watersheds moved to an improved

condition class 3 1
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ........ 117.0 103.5 112.9 118.7 110.7

The number of watersheds moved to an improved condition class and acres treat-
ed annually to sustain or restore watershed function and resilience were both new
performance measures in fiscal year 2011. There are no prior data for these two
measures.

Volume of timber sold, miles of roads decommissioned, and miles of stream habi-
tat restored or enhanced are traditional accomplishments, but because fiscal year
2012 was the first official year for IRR, it is difficult to establish valid IRR related
trends at this time. We began implementation of the Watershed Condition Frame-
work in fiscal year 2011 and it takes 3 to 7 years to restore a watershed. Therefore,
we expect the number of watersheds moved to an improved condition class to show
an in increasing trend in future years.

Regions not included in the IRR pilot program below are the IRR corollary accom-
plishments for Regions 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10 for fiscal years 2008 to 2012.

REGIONS NOT IN THE IRR PILOT
[Regions 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10]

Region 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Region 2:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 90 140 108 142 222
Miles of roads decommissioned ............ccccouvuunece 354 287 290 254 300
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REGIONS NOT IN THE IRR PILOT—Continued
[Regions 2, 5, 6, 8, 9, and 10]

Region 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 216,956 214,430
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ......... 259.9 243.4 222.3 204.7 241.3
Region 5:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 281 1,163 426 449 465
Miles of roads decommissioned ...........ccccoovuennc 51 94 83 249 274
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 164,183 249,641
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class 3
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ......... 202.8 310.3 335.6 3114 299.8
Region 6:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced ... 369 373 702 696 173
Miles of roads decommissioned ..........cccccerreeees 151 347 372 198 208
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 302,055 464,793
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class 1
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ......... 628.0 584.4 576.7 547.6 605.6
Region 8:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 509 486 551 756 670
Miles of roads decommissioned ..........ccoceerreeees 93 104 204 81 337
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 925,362 556,688
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class 2
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ........ 515.2 466.9 502.1 542.4 557.2
Region 9:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 382 353 476 969 554
Miles of roads decommissioned ...........cccovevennce 81 144 193 103 223
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 211,227 246,116
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ........ 391.7 3715 400.7 421.4 446.6
Region 10:
Miles of stream habitat restored or enhanced .... 67 91 173 81 87
Miles of roads decommissioned ...........ccccoevuunece 7 15 29 17 23
Acres treated annually to sustain or restore wa-
tershed function and resilience 37,805 40,907
Number of watersheds moved to an improved
condition class | T
Volume of timber sold (million board feet) ........ 5.4 229 459 44.2 52.5

ANAN CREEK FLOAT DOCK STATUS

Question. Anan Creek, located 30 miles southeast of Wrangell, Alaska, in the
Tongass National Forest, is home to one of the largest pink salmon runs in South-
east Alaska, making it an ideal spot to watch black and brown bears, bald eagles
and sea lions. The Forest Service maintains an observation platform for visitors.
However, the area is only accessible by floatplane or boat.

Several air charter service companies offer trips to Anan from local communities,
especially Wrangell and Ketchikan. However, the current docking system in Anan
Bay is only suitable for ideal weather conditions usually encountered during the
summer months.

I understand that a new docking facility is needed, as the current situation has
become a safety hazard, leading to sunken and damaged boats and planes. This
issue was raised at public meetings with the Forest Service earlier this year and
I understand the Forest Service has done some preliminary engineering work there.
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Chief, I mentioned this issue to you in our ENR hearing last month and wanted
to ask if you had a chance to look into it and give us a status update on the situa-
tion.

Answer. Access from the beach to the existing Anan Trailhead has been a man-
agement concern since we began allowing commercial use. Some type of dock, or
other mooring, has been identified as a need. Although it has been identified as a
need, available funding has been allocated to higher priority safety and health con-
cerns, such as minimizing bear-human encounters and proper handling of human
waste at the site.

Some work has been completed on a long-term solution for improving safety and
accessibility of the bear viewing facilities. Conceptual designs have identified several
options; the most practical option is a floating dock that could be beached in the
off season. One potential site is at the head of the cove near the Forest Service
cabin. This would complement the existing small float, but it may conflict with use
of the cabin.

Another site being evaluated is in the cove where the Anan Administrative Facil-
ity is anchored. Integrating the dock into that floating facility has advantages. Con-
necting the floating dock to a staircase would make it more difficult to ensure an
accessible facility, however. Finally, it may be difficult to construct accessible trails
from the dock to the current trailhead.

In short, the Tongass National Forest is aware of the issues and is evaluating the
best way to resolve them. Further NEPA analysis will be necessary before a dock
or mooring facility can be built.

NUMBER OF FOREST SERVICE EMPLOYEES IN SE

Question. The State of Alaska has a large percentage of Federal employees living
in our State. These Alaskans are paid good wages and are important contributors
to our economy, especially in many rural places throughout the State. These folks
are our little league coaches, neighbors and community leaders.

I'm concerned about the downturn of timber harvesting and the loss of related
jobs on the Tongass. And I hear you saying that one of the reasons for this down-
turn is tight resources. I understand that you have over 350 employees working on
the Tongass.

While I understand that the Tongass is expansive with several Ranger Districts
working 17 million acres of land, I want to make sure you have enough people work-
ing on arguably the most important mission priority of the Service—one that pro-
motes private sector jobs in these rural areas.

How many employees do you have working on timber?

Answer. There are 112 positions in Forest Management in the Tongass National
Forest Supervisor’s Office and Ranger Districts.

TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST, FOREST MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION

. . Number of
Series Series Name Positions
Supervisor's Office:
0460 Forester 9
0462 Forestry Technician 3
0807 Landscape Architect 3
1315 Geologist 2
0193 Archeologist 1
0401 Recreation 1
1101 NEPA Coordinator 2
1082 Writer/Editor 1
0408 Ecologist 3
1035 Public Affairs 1
0802 Engineering Tech 2
0810 Engineer/Transportation Planner 2
1315 Hydrologist 1
0482 Fish Biologist 1
0470 Soils 2
2210 GIS 5
0301 NEPA Planner 2
0486 Wildlife Biologist 1
Ranger District Offices:

0460 Forester 24
0462 Forestry Technician 17
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TONGASS NATIONAL FOREST, FOREST MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION—Continued

Series Series Name N#OT\??JH?
0404 Fish Technician 2
0193 Archeologist 5
0401 Natural Resource 6
1101 Specialist (NEPA, IDT Leader) NEPA Coordinator 2
1082 Writer/Editor 3
0408 Ecologist 1
1315 Hydrologist 2
0482 Fish Biologist 3
0470 Soils 1
0301 NEPA Planner 1
0486 Wildlife Biologist 3
Total Employees Tongass National Forest 112

Senator REED. With that, the hearing is concluded.

CONCLUSION OF HEARINGS

[Whereupon, at 11:01 a.m., the hearings were concluded, and the
subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the

Chair.]






DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, ENVIRON-
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
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U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.

NONDEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The subcommittee was unable to hold hearings
on nondepartmental witnesses. The statements and letters of those
submitting written testimony are as follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF FISH VETERINARIANS

Dear Chairman Reed and members of the subcommittee: We are writing in sup-
port of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife (FWS) Aquatic Animal Drug Approval Partnership
(AADAP) program. Current proposed budget cuts will effectively eliminate the crit-
ical services that AADAP provides to all fisheries professionals and the aquaculture
industry in the United States. The American Association of Fish Veterinarians
(AAFV) is an association of licensed veterinarians that works in the area of aquatic
animal medicine. A central function of our organization is to advance the quality
and stature of clinical fish veterinary practice and provide safe and effective treat-
ments for fish. We rely heavily upon the AADAP program to assist in the approval
process for new animal drugs used in the various aspects of fish medicine and the
aquaculture industry. We respectfully request through this letter that current levels
of funding at $1,790,000 and current full-time equivalents (FTEs) of the staff be
maintained to continue AADAP’s mission.

The AADAP program works in a unique partnership with Federal, State, and pri-
vate enterprise to provide safe and efficacious drugs and other tools used to work
with fisheries resources in the United States. In the early 1990s, the Federal Food
and Drug Administration (FDA) announced that all fisheries drugs would need to
go through the same approval process that is required of other animal species. The
aquatic animal industry is small in comparison to terrestrial animal species produc-
tion and thus it does not attract investment by private drug companies as the in-
vestment returns are limited. Fisheries professionals have had to step up to the
challenge and take on the drug registration process on their own. The development
and approval of new animal drugs is quite complicated and expensive. The New Ani-
mal Drug Application (NADA) process has six study sections that must be completed
favorably to FDA standards prior to approval which takes many years of research
to complete and considerable investment of time and financial resources. Although
we all participate in this process, the AADAP program has taken up the lead in co-
ordinating the National Investigational New Animal Drug (INAD) Program (NIP).
Through the years, the NIP has allowed for a wealth of important ancillary efficacy
and target animal safety data to be generated and this has been used in supporting
new animal drug approvals for drugs and therapeutants that we can use.

Many species of fish are produced by the U.S. aquaculture industry which in-
cludes the FWS, State, and private fish hatcheries. These fish are used for rec-
reational and commercial fishing and for private sales with one commonality, most
of these fish like other veterinary species are considered a food animal. The food
animal classification carries a special stigma with the FDA and the general public
which requires these fish to be produced in safe and unadulterated manner. People
want to know that the fish they caught or the one they bought in the grocery store
is safe. This health and human safety issue is a huge responsibility for aquatic ani-

(191)
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mal veterinarians who diagnose disease and prescribe drug treatments and for those
involved with aquaculture. There must be adequate numbers of drugs available for
treatments that are efficacious so that misuse or overuse of any individual drug
does not promote antimicrobial resistance that could affect efficacy of human drug
treatments. (Currently, we work with a very limited armamentarium of approved
drugs/therapeutants.) We must know withdrawal times to ensure that there is no
drug residue or adulteration of the human food supply. Drugs must also be safe for
the target animal and for the people who administer them. AAFV feels that the
human health and safety concern would be magnified tremendously if the AADAP
program is defunded or eliminated and it would have far reaching deleterious effects
on fish veterinary practice and for fisheries biologists collecting data in the field.

We understand that tough decisions must be made in difficult budget times but
the AADAP program is money well spent. The aquaculture industry has a signifi-
cant impact on the American economy providing jobs and billions of dollars to local
economies. It is estimated that 33 million Americans fish recreationally, and salt-
water fishing alone generates $73 billion in economic impact. Do we want to defund
a program that helps protect an industry that has this much of an economic impact
which essentially pays for itself over and over in new tax revenue? We believe that
this would be a mistake. On behalf of the AAFV and its membership we encourage
the Senate Appropriations Committee to maintain the AADAP program at its cur-
rent funding level of $1,790,000. We welcome contact to answer any questions or
concerns you may have over this issue and thank you for your consideration of our
proposal.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF ART MUSEUM DIRECTORS

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a statement for the record regarding fis-
cal year 2014 appropriations for the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) and
the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). We respectfully request that
the subcommittee approve a funding level of $155 million for the NEA and $155 mil-
lion for the NEH, which would restore them to their fiscal year 2011 levels.

In a statement submitted last year, we provided information about an upcoming
exhibition—Children of the Plumed Serpent: The Legacy of Quetzalcoatl in Ancient
Mexico—that had received support from both the NEA and the NEH. Now that the
exhibition has run its course, we thought that members of the subcommittee might
be interested in its impact.

During its 3-month run at the Los Angeles County Museum of Art (LACMA),
83,162 people attended. In addition:

—310 K-12 teachers attended “Evenings for Educators,” which present strategies
to incorporate the visual arts into the classroom. The programs included a lec-
ture, gallery tours and activities, and hands-on workshops. Educators received
curriculum materials containing a thematic essay on the exhibition, color prints,
lesson plans, and a CD of additional resources. All programs were interdiscipli-
nary and aligned with California State content standards.

—37 school groups were given tours led by docents.

—2,800 people attended four Sunday afternoon programs for children and their
families focusing on the exhibition. Families enjoyed dance and art workshops
and learned how artists in ancient southern Mexico were inspired by the an-
cient Plumed Serpent god, Quetzalcoatl. A musical performance was held on the
BP Grand Entrance featuring La Banda Filarmonica Maqueos. Bilingual gallery
tours (Spanish/English) were led by Education Gallery Teachers. Like Evenings
for Educators, Family Sundays are privately supported.

—Seven buses were provided for families from communities throughout Los Ange-
les County, including Cypress, Glendale, North Hollywood, Pacoima, and south-
central Los Angeles, to attend the four programs; approximately 450 partici-
pated. Outreach and transportation are privately supported.

—In conjunction with the exhibition, LACMA worked with the nonprofit organiza-
tion 826LA to design a series of writing workshops. The final workshop included
a visit to LACMA and a curator-led tour of the exhibition. LACMA provided two
free buses and free admission for students and their families to visit the mu-
seum.

—DMore than 1,000 people participated in other public programs including lec-
tures, panel discussions, and a teen event.

After closing in Los Angeles, Children of the Plumed Serpent traveled to the Dal-

las Museum of Art, where total attendance was 34,953. As at LACMA, the museum
in Dallas also built significant programming around the exhibition.
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This exhibition, which received grants from both the NEA and NEH, is merely
one example of the great work that both agencies support, and that directly benefits
large numbers of people across the country.

As mentioned in last year’s statement, the exhibition also received Federal sup-
port through the arts indemnity program.

Offered by the Federal Council on the Arts and the Humanities and administered
by the NEA, the indemnity program has played a vital role in many of the most
important traveling exhibitions in this country since it was established in 1975.
gVithout it, many objects would not be able to travel to and within the United

tates.

That some exhibitions may not go forward without indemnity was proved to the
subcommittee’s satisfaction in 2007, when it expanded the program to cover purely
U.S. exhibitions (previously the program only covered exhibitions with a substantial
foreign component). At that time, subsequent to Hurricane Katrina, insurance com-
panies had recalculated their loss estimates, and insurance became much more ex-
pensive and difficult to obtain, especially in zones prone to events such as hurri-
canes, floods, and earthquakes. Important exhibitions had either been curtailed or
cancelled purely because of the rise in insurance costs. The private insurance indus-
try supported our request to extend indemnity to domestic exhibitions, because it
benefits from being able to insure part of an exhibition rather than none if the exhi-
bition does not go forward at all.

The amount that museums save in insurance fees far surpasses the total direct
grants that NEA makes to museums. Last year, the savings was about $30 million,
according to AAMD’s 2013 Statistical Report. Over the 38 years of the program, it
has extended indemnity to about 1,200 major exhibitions and saved museums about
$375 million in insurance payments. Over the same period there have been just two
claims because the program has very rigorous requirements regarding what it will
insure and what procedures must be followed in terms of packing, shipping, and
guarding works of art. The two claims together came to just $104,700.

The total dollar amount of indemnity agreements for international exhibitions
that can be in effect at any one time is $10 billion. The corresponding figure for
purely domestic exhibitions is $5 billion. While these numbers sound large, two im-
portant facts must be noted. First, they do not represent actual outlays by the U.S.
Government; and second, individual objects can be exceedingly valuable, sometimes
running into the scores of millions of dollars. As the market continues its seeming
inexorable rise, the value of exhibitions rises as well.

Last year, the international indemnity program received requests to cover exhibi-
tions worth nearly $16 billion, while the amount requested for domestic exhibitions
was nearly $6.3 billion. Because not all exhibitions are going to be up at the same
time, the program has been able to grant all qualified requests without exceeding
the respective caps of $10 billion for international and $5 billion for domestic, but
in some cases not at the full amount requested, meaning that some museums had
to find private insurance or curtail their exhibitions.

Over the life of the program, Congress has consistently raised the international
cap at intervals of as little as 2 years and as many as 8. It is now 8 years since
either cap was raised and we suggest that the statistics show that the time is ap-
proaching for another adjustment.

We suggest as well that the subcommittee look into the possible benefit of low-
ering the threshold value of exhibitions that can be covered.

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit testimony for the record.

ASSOCIATION OF ART MUSEUM DIRECTORS

The Association of Art Museum Directors (AAMD) is composed of the directors of
more than 200 art museums in the United States, as well as several in Canada and
Mexico. Its mission is to support its membership in fostering vibrant communities.
The AAMD has been a grantee of the NEA in the past.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF PETROLEUM GEOLOGISTS

To the chair and members of the subcommittee: Thank you for this opportunity
to provide testimony on behalf of the American Association of Petroleum Geologists
(AAPG) about the importance of the geological programs conducted by the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey (USGS).

AAPG is the world’s largest scientific and professional geological association. The
purpose of the association is to advance the science of geology, foster scientific re-
search, and promote technology. AAPG has more than 38,000 members around the
world, with roughly two-thirds living and working in the United States. These are
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the professional geoscientists in industry, government, and academia who practice,
regulate, and teach the science and process of finding and producing energy re-
sources from the Earth.

AAPG strives to increase public awareness of the crucial role that the geosciences,
and particularly petroleum geology, play in our society. The USGS is crucial to
meeting these societal needs, and several of its programs deserve special attention
by the subcommittee.

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Multiple Programs

As part of the effort to improve America’s energy security, save consumers money,
and maintain United States leadership in emerging energy technologies, the USGS,
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), and the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) have developed an interagency plan that aims to understand the potential en-
vironmental, health, and safety impacts of hydraulically fractured oil and gas re-
sources.

AAPG would like to emphasize that while hydraulic fracturing technology con-
tinues to evolve, it is not a new technology and we have substantial knowledge
about its impacts as well as evidence of its long-term safety. This should form the
basis for any new research. The AAPG supports the USGS budget increase in fiscal
year 2014 that will support research efforts that include resource assessments and
characterization; water quality; water availability; ecological impacts; effects on peo-
ple and their communities; and induced seismicity.

GEOLOGIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS

Energy Resources Program

The USGS Energy Resources Program (ERP) conducts both basic and applied geo-
science research focused on geologic energy resources (both domestic and inter-
national), including oil, natural gas, coal, coalbed methane, gas hydrates, geo-
thermal, oil shale, and bitumen and heavy oil.

An urgent problem addressed through the ERP is the preservation of geological
and geophysical data. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPACT 2005, Public Law 109-
58) includes section 351, Preservation of Geological and Geophysical Data. This pro-
gram is helping to preserve geological, geophysical data, and engineering data,
maps, well logs, and samples. It includes development of a national catalog of this
archival material, and providing technical and financial assistance related to the
samples and materials. As the act stipulated, the USGS created the National Geo-
logical and Geophysical Data Preservation Program (NGGDPP). Since the beginning
of this program, however, it has received insufficient funding to accomplish all of
the objectives set out in the authorizing language.

Why is preservation important? Responsible management and efficient develop-
ment of natural resources require access to the best available scientific information.
Over many years industry, such as petroleum and mining companies, has invested
billions of dollars to acquire geological and geophysical data. Because of changing
company focus and economic conditions this data may no longer have value to the
company that acquired it, and is in jeopardy of being discarded.

But this data still has value to society. The data is valuable for further natural
resources exploration and development, and can be applied to basic and applied
Earth systems research, environmental remediation, and natural-hazard mitigation.
It is the type of data that will enable future generations of scientists and policy-
makers to address the Nation’s energy, environmental, and natural hazard chal-
lenges of the 21st century.

For example, this data has been essential to the development of oil and gas from
shales. Geoscientists require previously acquired subsurface cores and samples to
identify prospective natural gas deposits that were bypassed before new technology
made shale resources economically producible.

The NGGDPP was authorized at $30 million annually in EPACT 2005. Historical
allocations for this program have ranged from $750,000 to $1 million per year.
These funding levels are inadequate to achieve the program’s objectives.

AAPG supports President Obama’s fiscal year 2014 request to fund the Energy
Resources Program activities at $31 million, and asks the subcommittee to addition-
ally appropriate $30 million in fiscal year 2014 for the preservation of geological and
geophysical data, bringing the total Energy Resource Program budget to $61 million.

Mineral Resources Program

The United States is the world’s largest consumer of mineral commodities. They
form the building blocks of our economy.
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It is therefore essential to the Nation’s economic and national security that the
Federal Government understands both the domestic and international supply and
demand for minerals and mineral materials. This data is used throughout Govern-
ment (Departments of Commerce, Interior, Defense, and State; the Central Intel-
ligence Agency; the Federal Reserve) and the private sector.

The USGS Mineral Resources Program (MRP) is the only Federal and publicly
available source for comprehensive information and analysis of mineral commodities
and mineral materials.

AAPG supports greater funding than the $46.4 million in President Obama’s fiscal
year 2014 request for the Mineral Resources Program, and urges the subcommittee
fp appropriate a level at least even with the fiscal year 2012 request of $48.76 mil-
ion.

GEOLOGIC LANDSCAPE AND COASTAL ASSESSMENTS

National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program

AAPG supports the National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program (NCGMP).
This unique partnership between the Federal and State governments and the uni-
versity community further demonstrates the importance of geoscience to society. The
geologic maps produced by this program are used for natural resource management,
natural hazard mitigation, water resource management, environmental conservation
and remediation, and land-use planning.

NCGMP deserves special commendation for its EDMAP initiative. This university
partnership enables students, working in a close mentoring relationship with fac-
ulty, to produce maps while learning essential mapping skills. As such, the program
delivers an immediate return on the Federal investment in terms of beneficial maps,
as well as a future return in the form of a trained and competent next generation
workforce.

AAPG applauds President Obama’s support for the National Cooperative Geologic
Mapping Program and his increased funding request of $28.3 million. However, this
is essentially the amount authorized for fiscal year 1999. Authorizing legislation en-
visaged annual increases up to $64 million in appropriated funds. AAPG urges the
subcommittee to fund NCGMP at a level higher than the President’s request level
in fiscal year 2014.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony to the subcommittee. In
addition, thank you for your leadership and support for the geosciences. As you de-
liberate appropriate funding levels for these USGS programs, please consider the
important public policy implications these choices entail.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN BIRD CONSERVANCY

American Bird Conservancy (ABC) is a 501(c)(3) national nonprofit organization
dedicated to the conservation of wild native birds and their habitats throughout the
Americas. Founded in 1994, ABC is the only U.S. based group dedicated solely to
overcoming the greatest threats facing native birds in the Western Hemisphere.

As you know, America is blessed with a spectacular abundance and rich diversity
of birds, with more than 800 species inhabiting the mainland, Hawaii, and sur-
rounding oceans. Unfortunately, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s
2009 State of the Birds Report, many of our bird species are in decline and some
are threatened with extinction making it more important now than ever to continue
funding Federal programs like the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act
grants program, Joint Ventures, and the North American Wetlands Conservation
Act which have been proven and effective in maintaining healthy and abundant na-
tive bird populations.

Funding Federal bird conservation programs not only provides ecological benefits,
it makes good economic sense. Birds are also a very important economic driver. Ac-
cording to a report put together by the Federal Government, Americans spend about
$36 billion in pursuit of birding activities every year. Approximately one in five
Americans—48 million people—engages in bird watching, and about 42 percent
travel away from home to go birding. Birding activities also generate about $4.4 bil-
lion in Federal tax revenues. Birds also naturally provide billions of dollars’ worth
of pest control each year benefiting farmers and consumers alike.

American Bird Conservancy’s report, Saving Migratory Birds for Future Genera-
tions: The Success of the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act found that
of our 341 species that are neotropical migrants—meaning birds that breed in the
United States and Canada and winter in Latin America and the Caribbean—127 are
in decline. Sixty of those species, including 29 songbirds, are in severe decline hav-
ing lost 45 percent or more of their population in the past 40 years. If these trends
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continue, future generations of Americans may never be able to see a bright blue
Cerulean Warbler, Bell’s Vireo, or Black-chinned Sparrow.

This trend can be seen all throughout the country. Here in Washington, DC for
example an annual census of birds in Rock Creek Park that started in the 1940s,
found that the number of migratory songbirds breeding there has dropped by 70
percent over the past half century. Three species of warbler (Black-and-white, Hood-
ed, and Kentucky) no longer breed there at all. The main reasons for these precipi-
tous declines are well established and reported in the 2009 State of the Birds Re-
port: The largest source of bird mortality is due to habitat loss through conversion
for human uses. Resource extraction and a growing human population have resulted
in more development and land conversion for suburban sprawl so there are simply
fewer and fewer large blocks of unbroken habitat for our native birds.

The second major impact is from habitat degradation from ecologically harmful
land uses, such as unsustainable forestry or destruction of grasslands to create farm
land. Deforestation, especially in Latin America, is accelerating at an alarming rate,
driven by the needs of the rapidly expanding human population, which has tripled
from 1950-2000. Estimates of the percentage of remaining forests that are lost each
year in the Neotropics are between 1-2 percent.

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION ACT (NMBCA)

To address these two problems—habitat loss and degradation, both of which are
rapidly increasing south of our border—ABC respectfully suggests that Congress act
to help mitigate their impact by continuing to fund the Neotropical Migratory Bird
Conservation Act grants program at the highest level possible. As the subcommittee
knows, the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act supports partnership pro-
grams in the United States, Canada, Latin America, and the Caribbean to conserve
migratory birds, especially on their wintering grounds where birds of nearly 350
species, including some of the most endangered birds in North America, spend their
winters. Projects include activities that benefit bird populations such as habitat res-
toration, research and monitoring, law enforcement, and outreach and education.

The NMBCA grants program has a proven track record of reversing habitat loss
and advancing conservation strategies for the broad range of Neotropical birds that
populate America and the Western Hemisphere. The public-private partnerships
along with the international collaboration they provide are proving themselves to be
integral to preserving vulnerable bird populations. Between 2002 and 2012, the pro-
gram supported 395 projects, coordinated by partners in 48 U.S. States/territories
and 35 countries. More than $43 million from NMBCA grants has leveraged over
$166 million in matching funds. Projects involving land conservation have affected
more than 3 million acres of bird habitat. While there are over 100 worthy proposals
received each year, the program is oversubscribed with funding only available to
fund about 40 projects. From these numbers, it is clear that conservation that would
benefit our migrant songbirds is not able to take place due to a lack of funding for
this program. ABC strongly believes expanding this program is essential to achiev-
ing conservation goals critical to our environment and economy. Just as importantly,
this Federal program is a good value for taxpayers, leveraging over $4 in partner
contributions for every one that we spend. ABC respectfully requests that NMBCA
be funded at the President’s request which is $3.78 million for fiscal year 2014.

JOINT VENTURES

Joint Ventures (JVs) also exemplify a highly successful, cost-effective approach to
conservation. By applying science and bringing diverse constituents together, JVs
across the United States have created a model for solving wildlife management
problems and restoring habitats critical to conserving declining species. Nationally,
JVs have protected, restored, or enhanced more than 18.5 million acres of important
habitat for migratory bird species. There are currently 21 JVs in the United States
that provide coordination for conservation planning and implementation of projects
that benefit all migratory bird populations and other species.

Joint Ventures have a long history of success in implementing bird conservation
initiatives mandated by Congress and by international treaties. Projects are devel-
oped at the local level and implemented through diverse public/private partnerships.
These projects reflect local values and needs, while addressing regional and national
conservation priorities. The projects benefit not only birds, but many wildlife spe-
cies, and have a positive impact on the health of watersheds and local economies.
For every dollar appropriated for Joint Ventures leveraged more than $36 in non-
Federal partner funds. ABC respectfully requests that JVs be funded at the highest
level of funding possible and urges the committee to support $15.5 million for this
vital program for fiscal year 2014.
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ABC strongly believes increased funding for NMBCA and JVs is essential to
achieving conservation goals critical to our environment and economy. Just as im-
portantly, these Federal programs are good values for taxpayers, leveraging over $4
and $30 respectively in partner contributions for each one that the taxpayers spend.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION ACT (NAWCA)

The NAWCA has helped conserve wetlands in North America for more than 20
years by providing funding for conservation projects that benefit wetland-associated
migratory birds in all 50 States, Canada, and Mexico. NAWCA has a proven track
record of success. From 1990 to 2012, the program has assisted in funding over
2,216 wetland conservation projects affecting over 26 million acres of essential wild-
life habitat. NAWCA grants totaling more than $1 billion have leveraged approxi-
mately $3.4 billion in matching partner funds. More than 4,500 partners have fos-
tered public and private sector cooperation for migratory bird conservation, flood
control, erosion control, and water quality. For every dollar of money invested in the
program, an average of $3.20 is raised to match the Federal share by non-Federal
entities.

As an organization that works with migratory birds, which by definition cross
international borders during their migration patterns, we know that protection and
restoration of wetland and upland habitat must occur across the continent if the
goal is to protect the species. As a result ABC respectfully requests that NAWCA
be funded at the President’s request which is $39.425 million for fiscal year 2014.

America faces a serious challenge to reverse the decline of many of our bird spe-
cies, but it is possible. Since birds are sensitive indicators of how we are protecting
our environment as a whole, this decline signals a crisis that Congress must act now
to reverse it. If these reports tell us anything, it is that when we apply ourselves
by investing in conservation, we can save imperiled wildlife, protect habitats, and
solve the multiple threats at the root of this problem.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FOREST FOUNDATION

Investments in the U.S. Forest Service Forest Stewardship Program and the U.S.
Forest Service Forest Health Management Program will help family forest owners
get ahead of increasing threats from invasive pests and pathogens, wildfire, and de-
velopment pressures. It is also critical that funding for U.S. Forest Service Forest
Inventory and Analysis and overall Forest Service Research and Development pro-
grams are improved and maintained, so these programs continue to provide the in-
formation and technical resources for landowners to make informed decisions about
America’s forests. Investments in forestry programs will help strengthen rural com-
munities, support rural jobs, and ensure that communities that rely on the clean
water and air, wildlife habitat, and forest products from family owned forests, don’t
face additional costs for these goods and services.

The American Forest Foundation (AFF) urges the subcommittee to maintain fiscal
year 2012 funding for the above mentioned programs and the fiscal year 2013 fund-
ing recommendation for the Forest Inventory and Analysis Program, that support
improved forest stewardship on our Nation’s 251 million acres of family owned for-
ests and ensure the next generation is equipped to conserve and manage these for-
ests—for the benefit of all Americans. Given the tight budget climate, we under-
stand tough decisions must be made. However, we believe these programs should
at a minimum be maintained so we don’t lose ground in efforts to conserve and
manage America’s family owned forests.

Family forest owners are facing a “perfect storm” of threats. Wildfires, forest
pests, pathogens and invasive species, pressures from development, and declining
forest products markets make it harder than ever to keep America’s family owned
forests healthy and productive. At the same time, less than 5 percent of family for-
est owners are taking an active role in the stewardship of their forests. Many are
under the impression that leaving their woods “alone” is the best option, meaning
few have sought out the advice needed to address these pending threats. It is there-
fore essential we ensure these families have tools, technical information, and policy
support to keep their forests as forests, for current and future generations.

The American Forest Foundation is a nonprofit conservation organization that
works on the ground with the more than 10 million family woodland owners,
through a variety of programs including the American Tree Farm System® and our
focused place-based projects designed to achieve specific ecological or economic out-
comes in priority places. Our mission is to help these families be good stewards and
keep their forests healthy for future generations.
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Families and individuals steward more of America’s forests than the Federal Gov-
ernment or corporations. Families and individuals own 35 percent of our Nation’s
forests.! These private forests provide myriad public benefits—clean air, clean
water, recreation, renewable resources that build our homes and communities, and
good-paying rural jobs. Family forest owners invest their own time, resources, and
energy into keeping their forests healthy and ensuring their children and grand-
children have the same opportunities. Those who actively manage their land, likely
received some technical or financial help or got their start by getting support from
a consultant, an agency forester, or an industry forester. Most families have not
sought out this help, and many don’t even know they need it.

FOREST HEALTH INVESTMENTS NEEDED

The threats are daunting. For example, close to 500 species of tree-damaging
pests from other countries have become established in the country, and a new one
is introduced, on average, every 2 to 3 years. At least 28 new tree-killing pests have
been detected in the United States in just the last decade. Some of these will cause
enormous damage; for example, thousand cankers disease threatens black walnut,
with an estimated growing stock of $539 billion, across the eastern United States.
The USFS Forest Health Management (FHM) Program is a critical resource sup-
porting efforts to prevent, contain, and eradicate dangerous pests and pathogens af-
fecting trees and forests. The program provides critical assistance to other Federal
agencies, State agencies, local agencies and private landowners.

In fiscal year 2012, the FHM Program helped combat native and invasive pests
on more than 351,000 acres of Federal lands and over 615,000 acres of Cooperative
lands—an impressive figure, but still nearly 150,000 fewer Cooperative land acres
treated, compared with 2011 totals. Any further cuts to this program will neces-
sitate deeper reductions in support for communities already facing outbreaks and
expose more of the Nation’s family owned forests to the devastating and costly ef-
fects of the Asian Longhorned Beetle, Emerald Ash Borer, Hemlock Wooly Adelgid,
Thousand Cankers Disease, Western Bark Beetle and other pests.

INVEST IN A MORE FOCUSED, IMPACTFUL FOREST STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM

Over the last few years, there have been significant cut backs in outreach and
technical assistance provided to woodland owners, as agency budgets have shrunk,
and industry has cut back or eliminated their outreach foresters. This greatly con-
cerned woodland owners across the country that AFF works with, who rely on pro-
grams like the Forest Stewardship Program and State forest agency service for-
esters. The Forest Stewardship Program has been the backbone of the American
Tree Farm System, providing the support to woodland owners to ensure they have
management plans and can therefore be certified and access certified wood products
markets.

These cuts are also of great concern because of the growing number of
“unengaged” woodland owners—those 95 percent of woodland owners who are not
actively managing their land, and therefore have forests that are more susceptible
to the threats mentioned above.

To address some of this loss AFF is currently piloting, together with several State
forest agencies, conservation groups, and industry partners, a number of innovative
landowner outreach tools, using micro-targeting and social marketing strategies, to
more efficiently and effectively engage “unengaged” woodland owners. To date, we've
seen a 12 percent response rate—woodland owners who are saying “yes” to being
engaged—compared with a 3—4 percent response rate that forest agencies, extension
agents, and organizations typically see.

Tools like these, combined with a more focused Forest Stewardship Program that
concentrates on landowner outreach and assistance in priority areas like those iden-
tified in each State’s Forest Action Plan, have significant potential to leverage the
Forest Stewardship Program further and lead to even greater impact on the ground.

It’s because of this work underway to improve the impact of the Forest Steward-
ship Program, we ask that you maintain this program’s funding.

MAINTAINING ESSENTIAL INFORMATION FOR FOREST MANAGEMENT OF FAMILY OWNED
WOODLANDS

Both of these programs, the Forest Stewardship Program and the Forest Health
Program, must be grounded in sound science and sound forest information. That’s
where the U.S. Forest Service’s Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) Program and

1USDA, May 2008, Who Owns America’s Forests?
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the Research and Development Programs (R&D) come in. These programs provide
irreplaceable data about our forests and give landowners the tools to know how to
manage the growing threats they face.

As our Nation’s forest census, the FIA program provides critical updates on forest
health and market trends—better equipping forest owners nationwide to mitigate
the impact of impending threats and concerns. FIA also provides a census of the
trends in family forest ownership, demographics, and trends, so we can better un-
derstand how to work with this significant ownership group, most of whom, as men-
tioned above are “unengaged” in active forest management.

In particular, the USFS Research and Development Program provides the science
to help manage invasive species in urban and rural forests. AFF believes it is vitally
important to conduct research aimed at improving detection and control methods for
the Emerald Ash Borer, Hemlock Woolly Adelgid, Sudden Oak Death, Thousand
Cankers Disease, Gold-spotted Oak Borer and other non-native forests pests and
diseases. USFS research scientists have had the leading role in developing detection
traps and evaluating treatments that make walnut lumber safe to continue moving
in commerce. We urge this work to continue, and look forward to more progress on
genetic restoration of impacted tree species, among other projects.

The R&D function is not only essential for providing forest management research,
it is also on the leading edge of providing new information about the use of wood
products, which can help create new markets for products from family owned wood-
lands. This information helps position wood in growing markets, like green building
markets, where understanding the environmental impacts of building materials is
key. We urge the subcommittee to call on R&D to invest an additional $6 million
in green building research through the Forest Products Laboratory to continue this
important work.

To conclude, AFF recognizes the subcommittee must find areas to reduce spend-
ing. We ask the subcommittee to consider the impact these reductions will have on
the country’s nearly 11 million family forest owners and every American who bene-
fits daily from the positive externalities of well-managed, working forests. We urge
the subcommittee to work to maintain fiscal year 2012 funding levels for the U.S.
Forest Service’s Forest Stewardship Program, Forest Health Management Program,
Research and Development Program, and the fiscal year 2013 funding recommenda-
tion of $72 million for the Forest Inventory and Analysis Program.

I thank the subcommittee for the opportunity to provide some insight on these
programs and appreciate consideration of my testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FOREST & PAPER ASSOCIATION

Dear Chairman Reed and Ranking Member Murkowski: The American Forest &
Paper Association (AF&PA) is the national trade association of the forest products
industry, representing pulp, paper, packaging and wood products manufacturers,
and forest landowners. Our companies make products essential for everyday life
from renewable and recyclable resources that sustain the environment. The forest
products industry accounts for approximately 5 percent of the total U.S. manufac-
turing GDP. Industry companies produce about $190 billion in products annually
and employ nearly 900,000 men and women, exceeding employment levels in the
automotive, chemicals, and plastics industries. The industry meets a payroll of ap-
proximately $50 billion annually and is among the top 10 manufacturing sector em-
ployers in 47 States.

Actions are needed to restore Federal timber harvests to help ensure adequate
fiber supply and address forest health priorities on both Federal and private lands.
Within the jurisdiction of this committee, we urge you to direct the United States
Forest Service (USFS) to help sustain the forest products industry and the vital jobs
it supports. Specific recommendations follow.

FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH

Forest Inventory and Analysis.—Targeted research and data collection is needed
to support forest productivity, forest health, and economic utilization of fiber. The
Forest Inventory and Analysis (FIA) program within USFS Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) is the backbone of our knowledge about the Nation’s forests, and is a
vital technical resource that allows assessment of the sustainability, health, and
availability of the forest resource. FIA is utilized by a large swath of stakeholders
interested in the state of America’s forests: forest resource managers at mills, land
managers, conservation groups, and State and Federal agencies all look to the pro-
gram for data about our Nation’s forests. We are concerned by the cuts to this pro-
gram over the recent years. With an increased focus on utilizing woody biomass for
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renewable energy and other products, the program that allows managers to deter-
mine sustainability and availability of the forest resource should not be reduced, but
rather increased. We oppose cuts to this valuable program.

AF&PA requests funding levels of at least $72 million for the FIA program, which
would allow the USFS to cover the majority of U.S. forest lands, expedite data avail-
ability and analysis, and support our growing data needs in the areas of bioenergy
and climate mitigation.

We also recommend increased funding within the USFS R&D program in support
of the Agenda 2020 Technology Alliance. Working in partnership with universities
and the private sector, USFS funding for the Agenda 2020 program supports re-
search to develop and deploy wood production systems that are ecologically sustain-
able, socially acceptable, and economically viable to enhance forest conservation and
the global competitiveness of forest product manufacturing and biorefinery oper-
ations in the United States. In particular, we encourage greater support for research
on forest productivity and utilization at the Forest Products Lab and Research Sta-
tions. Innovative wood and fiber utilization research, including nanotechnology re-
search, contributes to conservation and productivity of the forest resource. The de-
velopment of new forest products and important research on the efficient use of
wood fiber directly address the forest health problem through exploration of small
diameter wood use and bioenergy production.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM, FOREST PRODUCTS

To create forest industry jobs, more Federal timber should be made available for
sale, AF&PA requests restoring funding of the Forest Products program to at least
$336 million to put people back to work in our rural communities while improving
the health and reducing the fire risk of forest ecosystems. The 15 percent reduction
in timber sales from the National Forests as a result of the sequester will have a
devastating effect on those communities dependent on Federal timber and must be
restored.

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM, HAZARDOUS FUELS REDUCTION

Hazardous fuels reduction is essential to the Federal forest health restoration ef-
fort and AF&PA supports maintaining this vital program at the fiscal year 2011
level ($339 million). We also urge the subcommittee to instruct the USFS to imple-
ment these projects in forested stands, using mechanical treatments that produce
merchantable wood fiber for utilization by local mills. Prescribed burns and debris
removal will not solve the hazardous fuel overload by themselves. The forest prod-
ucts industry can and does play a key role in reducing hazardous fuels from Federal
lands as evidenced by the fact that mechanical hazardous fuel reduction costs are
frequently significantly lower in regions with a substantial forest products industry
presence. The agency must take advantage of these synergies.

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY

AF&PA applauds the subcommittee’s sustained support for USFS State and Pri-
vate Forestry programs. With ongoing droughts, invasive species infestations, and
significant forest health problems, private forest resources remain vulnerable to
damage from threats that do not respect public/private boundary lines.

As you know, private forests provide the bulk of the Nation’s wood fiber supply,
while also sequestering huge amounts of carbon from the atmosphere, providing mil-
lions of acres of wildlife habitat, and supplying clean drinking water for millions of
Americans. USFS State and Private Forestry programs protect these resources from
threats beyond the capability of small landowners to combat effectively. Therefore,
we urge funding at no less than their fiscal year 2012 enacted levels of $86 million
for State Fire Assistance, $112 million for Forest Health Management, and $29 mil-
lion for Forest Stewardship.

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY

AF&PA believes that full and effective implementation and enforcement of the
2008 Lacey Act amendments will reduce the destructive effects of illegal logging on
tropical forests, enable American forest product companies to compete on a level
playing field, and contribute to cutting of global greenhouse gas emissions through
reduced deforestation and sustainable forest management practices. A 2004 AF&PA
report on illegal logging found that up to 10 percent of global timber production
could be of suspicious origin and that illegal logging depresses world prices for le-
gally harvested wood by 7 to 16 percent on average. The report also calculated that
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the economic cost of global illegal logging to the U.S. industry is approximately $1
billion per year in lost exports and depressed domestic prices.

The USFS International Forestry program lends critical technical assistance for
Lacey Act implementation and to improve sustainable forest management practices
in developing countries, which helps reduce illegal logging overseas. AF&PA be-
lieves cuts to the International Forestry accounts could be detrimental to full Lacey
Act compliance and enforcement efforts, and advocates funding the International
Forestry program at fiscal year 2012 levels ($8 million).

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY

The American Fisheries Society (AFS) would like to express our concern over lan-
guage in the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget that proposes a $400,000 reduction
in funding for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Aquatic Animal Drug
Approval Partnership (AADAP) program.

Our Nation’s fisheries and aquatic resources have significant economic, ecological,
and cultural value to all Americans. Commercial fishing supports approximately 1
million full- and part-time jobs and generates more than $100 billion in sales im-
pacts.! More than 33 million Americans fish recreationally 2, and saltwater angling
alone generates an additional $73 billion in economic impact and supports over
327,000 more jobs3. On behalf of the 9,000+ AFS members, we support programs
like AADAP that work to conserve our Nation’s fisheries and aquatic resources.

Many fisheries activities require the use of drugs including therapeutants needed
to maintain health and fitness of hatchery fish, as well as sedatives and marking
agents that facilitate field-based monitoring and research. As described in a recent
AFS Policy Statement, the absence of suitable drugs, “jeopardizes fishes, fisheries,
fish culture, research, and poses considerable risk to those involved in these activi-
ties.” Without access to these compounds, the ability of fisheries professionals to de-
liver on conservation commitments to the American public is constrained. Legal li-
abilities related to the use of unapproved drugs in fisheries and aquatic resource
conservation are also a concern.

Leveraging partnerships with Federal, State, tribal, academic, and private enti-
ties, AADAP leads a coordinated national effort to secure aquatic animal drug ap-
provals from the U.S. Food and Drug Administration and provide partners with ac-
cess to critically needed drugs and information about their legal and judicious use.
USFWS leadership is critical because the Service itself is a major end-user of aquat-
ic animal drugs, the need for safe and effective drugs is nationwide, and economic
incentives are insufficient to encourage drug sponsors to pursue aquatic animal drug
approvals in the United States.

We recognize that difficult decisions must be made in light of the current Federal
budget crisis and sequestration. We contend that the proposed cuts to the AADAP
program would eliminate vital elements of a program that serves the USFWS, its
partners, and fisheries and aquatic resources in essential and unduplicated ways.
We encourage the USFWS to fully support the AADAP program, restore its funding,
and ensure the current and future needs of fisheries professionals are met. Thank
you for your consideration of our view.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY FISH CULTURE SECTION
WORKING GROUP ON AQUACULTURE DRUGS, CHEMICALS, AND BIOLOGICS

Dear Chairman Reed and members of the subcommittee: As an educator, scientist,
fisheries professional, and staunch supporter of effective natural sources manage-
ment, I am writing to express my concern regarding the proposed $400,000/three
full-time equivalent (FTE) reduction in support for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice (FWS) Aquatic Animal Drug Approval Partnership (AADAP) program as de-
scribed in the fiscal year 2014 President’s budget. Given the importance of this pro-
gram and its deliverables to the fisheries and aquaculture disciplines—particularly
to the mission of the FWS itself—I strongly encourage you to reconsider the rami-
fications of this reduction, and fully support the AADAP program with $1,790,000
in base funding and current FTEs. This figure represents the amount previously

INMFS NOAA. 2009. Fisheries economics of the United States. Available at: http:/
www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st5/publication/fisheries economics 2009.html.

2USFWS. 2011. National survey of fishing, hunting, and wildlife-associated recreation. Avail-
able at: http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/fhw11-nat.pdf.

3NMFS NOAA. 2009. Fisheries economics of the United States. Available at: http:/
www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/stb/publication/fisheries economics 2009.html.
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dedicated to the drug approval process in the Department of the Interior budget
(2010 funding levels for AADAP and the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) (budget
since eliminated entirely), adjusted to fiscal year 2014 dollars. Without this level of
support, these unduplicated and essential activities cannot be completed in a rea-
sonable timeframe, and fisheries professionals, especially the FWS, will be unable
to effectively deliver on their responsibilities to the American public.

Most fisheries activities requires the use of drugs: whether to maintain health and
fitness of hatchery fish, or facilitate field-based research and management activities,
as described in a recent AFS Policy Statement,! the absence of suitable drugs, “jeop-
ardizes fishes, fisheries, fish culture, research, and poses considerable risk to those
involved in these activities.” Fish drugs include commonplace chemicals such as hy-
drogen peroxide, but it is illegal to use such products unless they have passed the
rigorous Food and Drug Administration (FDA) animal drug approval process.
USFWS leadership is critical because the Service itself is a major end-user of aquat-
ic animal drugs, the need for safe and effective drugs is nationwide, and without
public-sector assistance economic incentives are insufficient to encourage drug spon-
sors to pursue aquatic animal drug approvals in the United States.

Recognizing difficult budgetary decisions must be made, I contend that the pro-
posed cuts to the AADAP program offer only modest savings and would eliminate
vital elements of a program that serves the FWS, its partners, and fisheries and
aquatic resources in essential and unduplicated ways. Without access to safe and
effective drugs, it is unclear to me how fisheries professionals, especially FWS staff,
will be able to fulfill their mandates (e.g., rearing and stocking fish, collecting field
data) without misusing the few approved drugs currently available (e.g., overusing
an existing antibiotic because no other alternatives exist, risking the development
of antibiotic-resistant bacteria) or resorting to the use of unapproved products (e.g.,
using innocuous but currently unapproved products, risking significant legal liabil-
ity and FDA action). The proposed cuts would effectively terminate the AADAP re-
search program, and with it, the drug approval process in the United States. This
is not grandstanding or arm-waving, it is reality: without AADAP, the drug ap-
proval process stops, and without approved drugs, fisheries professionals and fish-
eries themselves are put in jeopardy.

I encourage you to fully support the AADAP program at a funding level of
$1,790,000 and ensure the current and future needs of fisheries and fisheries profes-
sionals continue to be met. Thank you for your consideration of my position on this
issue.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FISHERIES SOCIETY

Dear Chairman Reed and members of the subcommittee: The purpose of this let-
ter is to express my serious concern with respect to language in the fiscal year 2014
President’s budget proposing a $400,000 reduction in funding for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Aquatic Animal Drug Approval Partnership (AADAP) program.
AADAP is the Nation’s only program singularly committed to obtaining U.S. Food
and Drug Administration approval of aquatic animal drugs needed by fisheries pro-
fessionals. AADAP provides many key services to the USFWS and its partners, in-
cluding State natural resource agencies and university fisheries and aquaculture
programs, by providing access to needed drugs and securing drug approvals to en-
sure safe and effective drugs are available to treat disease, aid spawning, and facili-
tate field research and fisheries management activities. I firmly believe any reduc-
tion in funding for AADAP would have a significant, negative impact on the ability
of the USFWS and State natural resource agencies to accomplish mandated fish pro-
duction and field management objectives. I strongly encourage full support of the
AADAP at a level of $1,790,000 in base funding. This figure represents the amount
previously dedicated to the drug approval process in the Department of the Interior
budget (fiscal year 2010), adjusted to fiscal year 2014 dollars.

Illinois Department of Natural Resources is responsible for managing fisheries
programs throughout the State. Primary activities include the recovery and restora-
tion of imperiled species, management of commercial stocks, and providing opportu-
nities for recreational fishing. Most fisheries activities require the use of drugs:
whether to maintain health and fitness of hatchery fish, or facilitate field-based re-
search and management activities. For example: multi-institutional efforts between
USFWS, IDNR and Southern Illinois University have been implemented to control
Asian carp populations in the Illinois waterways and suppress their infestation of

1AFS Policy Statement on the Need for Immediate-release Sedatives in the Fisheries Dis-
ciplines. Available at: http:/fisheries.org/docs/policy statements/policy 34f.pdf.
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the Great Lakes watershed. The benefits (economic and otherwise) derived from

these activities are clear. USFWS leadership is critical because the Service itself is

a major end-user of aquatic animal drugs, the need for safe and effective drugs is

nationwide, and without public-sector assistance economic incentives are insufficient

tso encourage drug sponsors to pursue aquatic animal drug approvals in the United
tates.

I am certainly cognizant of the challenging budgets facing all Federal agencies.
However, the AADAP program’s dedication to fisheries conservation, track record of
success, and critical deliverables are recognized by public and private fisheries and
aquaculture stakeholders and conservation authorities as unduplicated and unparal-
leled; attempts at cost savings that diminish this program diminish needed Federal
leadership in this area and jeopardize the ability of natural resource agencies to de-
liver effective fisheries conservation to the American public. Illinois Department of
Natural Resources as well as Southern Illinois University Carbondale continues to
rely on AADAP to help us meet critical fisheries management needs along with
much needed research in the field of aquatic sciences. We strongly encourage you
to continue to fully support/fund AADAP. I would also like to thank you in advance
for your consideration of this issue.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN GEOSCIENCES INSTITUTE

Thank you for this opportunity to provide the American Geosciences Institute’s
perspective on fiscal year 2014 appropriations for geoscience programs within the
subcommittee’s jurisdiction. We ask the subcommittee to support and sustain the
critical geoscience work of the United States Geological Survey (USGS), the Na-
tional Park Service, and the Smithsonian Institution. Specifically, we ask support
for the President’s request for $1.167 billion for USGS, $246 million for the National
Park Service’s Natural Resource Stewardship and Everglades Restoration activities,
and $869 million for the Smithsonian Institution.

The Earth provides the energy, mineral, water, and soil resources that are essen-
tial for a thriving economy, national security, and a healthy population and environ-
ment. We must understand the Earth system in order to sustain and improve our
quality of life and the quality of the environment, while reducing risks from natural
hazards. The USGS is the Nation’s only natural resource science agency that can
provide the objective data, observations, analyses, assessments, and scientific solu-
tions to these intersecting Earth-focused needs.

AGI is a nonprofit federation of 48 geoscientific and professional associations that
represent approximately 250,000 geologists, geophysicists, and other Earth sci-
entists who work in industry, academia, and government. Founded in 1948, AGI
provides information services to geoscientists, serves as a voice of shared interests
in our profession, plays a major role in strengthening geoscience education, and
strives to increase public awareness of the vital role the geosciences play in society’s
use of resources, resilience to natural hazards, and the health of the environment.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

AGI urges support of USGS at least at the level of the President’s budget request
of $1.167 billion. We endorse the use of $18.6 million for science-based hydraulic
fracturing studies that will be coordinated with other agencies. We strongly urge
you to reject proposed cuts of $5 million to the nationally important Mineral Re-
sources Program which has suffered budget cuts for more than a decade.

USGS addresses a wide range of important problems facing the Nation including
natural hazards, water resources, waste disposal, environmental change, and energy
and mineral resources. USGS plays a prominent and unique role in providing the
impartial geoscience information needed to grow the economy, build a skilled work-
force, and foster a natural resource-literate public. USGS geoscience data and un-
derstanding should be incorporated more fully into actions for balanced and sustain-
able development.

Mineral Resources Program (MRP).—AGI strongly supports the President’s re-

uest for an additional $1 million for rare Earth element research activities and

1.13 million for high priority research on critical minerals. This work will help to
strengthen the economy and national security. But we are deeply concerned by pro-
posed cuts of $5 million to ongoing MRP activities. The proposed reduction of $1.157
million to minerals information activities is particularly puzzling. The MRP is the
world’s leading source of statistical information on current production and consump-
tion of about 100 mineral commodities, both domestically and globally, covering ap-
proximately 180 countries. MRP data and analyses are used by the Department of
the Interior, Department of Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Depart-
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ment of State, the Federal Reserve, other Federal, State and local government enti-
ties, foreign governments, private companies, and the general public to guide eco-
nomic and strategic decisionmaking. Additional proposed cuts of $3.8 million to
MRP research and assessment activities will drastically curtail the flow of informa-
tion on mineral resources for land planning, economic development, and mineral pol-
icy decisionmaking. There are no alternative public or private sources for this infor-
mation. Please reverse all cuts to the Mineral Resources Program and provide $50
million for minerals information and research in the national interest.

Hydraulic Fracturing.—AGI supports USGS work to better understand the sci-
entific aspects of hydraulic fracturing, to reduce potential impacts, and to provide
decision-support information. We are pleased to note the collaboration between
USGS, the Department of Energy, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
We support the allocation of $18.6 million for scientific research on this economi-
cally important technology.

Water Resources Program.—AGI is pleased to see a modest overall increase in
funding for Water Resources activities at USGS but we are concerned with the de-
creased funding in the President’s request for several elements of the program. The
USGS is the Nation’s premier Federal water science agency and knowledge about
water quality and quantity is necessary for economic growth and land-use planning.
Eliminating $5.5 million in grants to more than 250 applied research and informa-
tion transfer projects under the Water Resource Research Act Program will affect
university water resource education and research and weaken our future workforce.
The Nation needs more information on the quantity and quality of our water re-
sources; we should be investing more, not less, in water assessment activities.

We respectfully ask that funding for the Methods Development and Assessment
in the National Water Quality Assessment Program, for Interpretative Studies/As-
sessments in the Cooperative Water Program, and for annual base grants under the
Water Resource Research Act Program be maintained at fiscal year 2013 levels.

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) and Other Natural
Hazards.—A key role for the USGS is providing the research, monitoring, and as-
sessment that are critically needed to better prepare for and respond to natural haz-
ards. The tragic 2011 Tohoku earthquake and tsunami in Japan; the deadly 2013
earthquakes and landslides in Sichuan, China; and the economically damaging dis-
ruption of air travel after the 2010 eruption of Eyjafjallajokyull remind us of the
need for preparation, education, mitigation and rapid response to natural hazards.

With great forethought, the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Authorization Act of
2000 (Public Law 106-503) called for modernization of existing seismic networks
and for the development of the Advanced National Seismic System (ANSS)—a na-
tionwide network of shaking measurement systems focused on urban areas. ANSS
can provide real-time earthquake information to emergency responders as well as
building and ground shaking data for engineers and scientists seeking to under-
stand earthquake processes and mitigate damage. With 2,564 of 7,100 stations in
operation at the end of 2012, the ANSS is far from achieving its goals. Critical in-
vestments now will help to reduce earthquake risks; help to create jobs and grow
the economy by improving and modernizing seismic networks and the built environ-
ment; help support external earthquake research and education efforts; and help to
support other major earthquake science initiatives. Given all of these factors, now
is the time to increase investments in USGS-NEHRP through the Earthquake Haz-
ards Program. AGI strongly supports reauthorization and funding of NEHRP in the
113th Congress.

AGI supports robust appropriations of at least the President’s request for the
Earthquake Hazards Program ($57.9 million), the Volcano Hazards Program ($24.7
million) and Landslide Hazards Program ($3.7 million).

National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program (NCGMP).—AGI is very grateful
to Congress for passing the re-authorization of the National Cooperative Geologic
Mapping Program in the 2009 public lands omnibus (Public Law 111-11, sec.
11001). This important 20-year-old partnership between the USGS, State geological
surveys, and universities provides the Nation with fundamental data for addressing
natural hazard mitigation, water resource management, environmental remediation,
land-use planning, and raw material resource development. AGI thanks the com-
mittee for its previous support for the National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Pro-
gram and requests a total of $28.3 million in fiscal year 2014.

National Geological and Geophysical Data Preservation Program (NGGDPP).—
The data preservation program (Public Law 109-58, sec. 351) is administered by the
U.S. Geological Survey in partnership with State geological surveys and other stake-
holders. Private and public entities collect geologic and geophysical data in the form
of paper records, digital files, and physical samples. Often these data and samples
are given to State geological surveys either voluntarily or because of regulatory stat-
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utes. These data are worth far more than the cost of preserving them because they
provide information about natural resources and natural hazards that are used by
others for business or safety. The program generates more value in terms of eco-
nomic development, environmental stewardship, hazard mitigation and fulfilling
regulatory requirements than it costs to run.

The President’s budget request for fiscal year 2014 places the NGGDPP and the
Biological Information Management and Delivery Program within a single sub-
activity called Science Synthesis, Analysis, and Research. AGI supports a modest in-
creﬁlse of $100,000 over the fiscal year 2012 estimate for a total appropriation of $2
million.

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

The Smithsonian’s National Museum of Natural History plays a dual role in com-
municating the excitement of the geosciences and enhancing knowledge through re-
search and preservation of geoscience collections. AGI asks the subcommittee to pro-
vide steady funding to cutting-edge Earth science research at the Smithsonian Insti-
tution. We support the President’s request of $869 million for the Smithsonian Insti-
tution in fiscal year 2014.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

The national parks are very important to the geoscience community and the pub-
lic as unique national treasures that showcase the geologic splendor of our country
and offer unparalleled opportunities for research, education, and outdoor activities.
The National Park Service’s Geologic Resources Division was established in 1995 to
provide park managers with geologic expertise. Working in conjunction with USGS
and other partners, the division helps ensure that geoscientists are becoming part
of an integrated approach to science-based resource management in parks. AGI sup-
ports the President’s request for $236 million for Natural Resource Stewardship ac-
tivities and $10 million for Everglades Restoration so the NPS can adequately ad-
dress the treasured geologic and hydrologic resources in the National Parks.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony to the subcommittee.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF AMERICAN GOLD SEAFOODS

Our company grows, harvests and produces wild fishery and aquaculture products
that supply U.S. seafood markets and helps create thousands of jobs here in the
United States. Our parent company, Icicle Seafoods, employs thousands of people
throughout the Pacific Northwest and Alaska in both their commercial fishing oper-
ations, as well as in their aquaculture operations. I am writing to express our seri-
ous concern and opposition to the $400,000/3 FTE budget reduction for the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service’s Aquatic Animal Drug Approval Partnership (AADAP) pro-
gram that is being proposed in the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget. AADAP is
the Nation’s only program singularly committed to obtaining U.S. Food and Drug
Administration approval of aquatic animal drugs needed by fisheries professionals,
academic research programs and both public and private aquaculture production fa-
cilities. AADAP facilitates many key services to the USFWS;, other resource agency
partners, supports commercial and recreational fishery programs, and assists both
public and private aquaculture producers. The AADAP program provides access to
necessary new animal drugs and secures new drug approvals to ensure that safe
and effective drugs are available to treat fish disease, aid spawning, and facilitates
field research and other fisheries management activities. Any reduction in funding
for AADAP would have significant and negative impacts on the ability of the
USFWS and State natural resource agencies to accomplish their mandated fishery
production and field management objectives. This in turn would be damaging to the
commercial and recreational fisheries of the United States, as well as the continued
recovery of endangered fish stocks. Reductions in the ability, and the measurable
progress that has been made to date by AADAP program could also severely impact
the hundreds of companies in the United States involved in aquaculture.

Because of this, we strongly encourage you to fully support the AADAP program
at a level of $1,200,000 in base funding. This figure represents the amount pre-
viously dedicated to the drug approval process in the Department of the Interior
budget (fiscal year 2010), adjusted to fiscal year 2014 dollars. This is a level that
allows the AADAP program to continue making improvements to the processes and
tools available for natural resource managers and domestic aquaculture producers,
both key components to our ability to produce seafood in the United States. The
AADAP program coordinates the efforts of numerous stakeholders to secure aqua-



206

culture drug approvals, and aids public and private fish culture operations by allow-
ing for monitored, legal access to new aquatic animal drugs that are in development.
AADAP is one of the few Federal programs providing needed support to the unique
challenges related to aquaculture, aquatic animal health and risk management for
fishery managers across the United States. Given the importance of this program
and its deliverables to the fisheries and aquaculture disciplines, maintaining the
current funding level is vital. Without this level of support, these unduplicated and
essential activities cannot be completed in a reasonable time frame, and fisheries
professionals, especially the USFWS, will be unable to effectively deliver on their
responsibilities to the American public.

The proposed cuts would effectively terminate the AADAP research program, and
with it, the aquatic animal drug approval process in the United States. Without the
AADAP program, the drug approval process stops, and without approved aquatic
animal drugs, fisheries professionals, aquaculture producers and commercial and
recreational fisheries themselves will unnecessarily be put in jeopardy. I strongly
encourage you to reconsider the President’s proposed budget reductions to the
AADAP program and instead would urge your full support of this important pro-
gram. Thank you for your consideration of our position.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN GEOPHYSICAL UNION

The American Geophysical Union (AGU), a nonprofit, nonpartisan scientific soci-
ety, appreciates the opportunity to submit testimony regarding the fiscal year 2014
budget request for the United States Geological Survey (USGS). The AGU, on behalf
of its over 62,000 Earth and space scientist members, would like to respectfully re-
quest Congress to appropriate at least $1.167 billion for fiscal year 2014, and to re-
store critical funding for USGS programs that will enable implementation of natural
hazards warning and monitoring systems that will reduce risks from floods, earth-
quakes, severe storms, volcanic eruptions, and other hazards.

USGS Benefits Every State in the Union.—The USGS is uniquely positioned to
provide information and inform responses to many of the Nation’s greatest chal-
lenges. The USGS plays a crucial role in assessing water quality and quantity; re-
ducing risks from earthquakes, tsunamis, floods, landslides, wildfires, and other
natural hazards; providing emergency responders with geospatial data to improve
homeland security; assessing mineral and energy resources (including rare Earth
elements and unconventional natural gas resources); and providing the science
needed to manage our ecosystems and combat invasive species that can threaten
natural and managed environmental systems and public health.

The U.S. Geological Survey has a national mission that extends beyond the
boundaries of the Nation’s public lands to positively impact the lives of all Ameri-
cans. The USGS plays a crucial role in protecting the public from natural hazards,
assessing water quality and quantity, providing geospatial data, and conducting the
science necessary to manage our Nation’s living, mineral, and energy resources.
Through its offices across the country, the USGS works with partners to provide
high-quality research and data to policymakers, emergency responders, natural re-
source managers, civil and environmental engineers, educators, and the public. A
few examples of the USGS’ valuable work are provided below.

The Survey collects scientific information on water availability and quality to in-
form the public and decisionmakers about the status of freshwater resources and
how they are changing over time. During the past 130 years, the USGS has col-
lected stream flow data at over 21,000 sites, water-level data at more than 1 million
wells, and chemical data at more than 338,000 surface-water and groundwater sites.
This information is needed to effectively manage freshwaters—both above and below
the land surface—for domestic, public, agricultural, commercial, industrial, rec-
reational, and ecological purposes.

National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) and Other Natural
Hazards.—The USGS plays an important role in reducing risks from floods,
wildfires, earthquakes, tsunamis, volcanic eruptions, landslides, and other natural
hazards that jeopardize human lives and cost billions of dollars in damages every
year. Seismic networks and hazard analyses are used to formulate earthquake prob-
abilities and to establish building codes. USGS monitors volcanoes and provides
warnings about impending eruptions that are used by aviation officials to prevent
planes from flying into volcanic ash clouds. Data from the USGS network of stream
gages enable the National Weather Service to issue flood and drought warnings. The
bureau and its Federal partners monitor seasonal wildfires and provide maps of cur-
rent fire locations and the potential spread of fires. USGS research on ecosystem
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structure informs fire risk forecasts. AGU supports the President’s request of $142.6
million for Natural Hazards for fiscal year 2014.

Mineral Resources Program.—USGS assessments of mineral and energy re-
sources—including rare Earth elements, coal, oil, unconventional natural gas, and
geothermal—are essential for making decisions about the Nation’s future. The Sur-
vey identifies the location and quantity of domestic mineral and energy resources,
and assesses the economic and environmental effects of resource extraction and use.
The agency is mapping domestic supplies of rare Earth elements necessary for wide-
spread deployment of new energy technologies, which can reduce dependence on for-
eign oil and mitigate climate change. The USGS is the sole Federal source of infor-
mation on mineral potential, production, and consumption.

Research conducted by the USGS is vital to predicting the impacts of land use
and climate change on water resources, wildfires, and ecosystems. The Landsat sat-
ellites have collected the largest archive of remotely sensed land data in the world,
allowing for access to current and historical images that are used to assess the im-
pact of natural disasters and monitor global agriculture production. The USGS also
assesses the Nation’s potential for carbon sequestration. Other Interior bureaus use
USGS research on how climate variability affects fish, wildlife, and ecological proc-
esses to inform natural resource management decisions.

Funding Shortfall—Over the years, Congress has worked in a bipartisan fashion
to restore damaging budget cuts proposed by administrations from both parties.
These efforts have paid dividends and helped the USGS continue to provide answers
to the challenging questions facing decisionmakers across the country. A major chal-
lenge currently facing the USGS is budget sequestration. Not only has the agency’s
budget been cut by $61 million, but the USGS faces further funding cuts as other
Federal agencies scale back reimbursable activities, which represent roughly $400
million of USGS’ annual operating budget.

Among the sequestration-induced impacts to USGS science:

—In order to prevent the shutdown of 350 stream gauges, USGS will stop deliv-
ering stream flow information. This will hinder informed decisionmaking, but
is less costly than turning off the stream gauges and losing data altogether.

—Maintenance of real time status of stream gauges and seismic networks will di-
minish, potentially resulting in data gaps.

—Decreased monitoring of volcanoes and delayed warnings about volcanic activ-
ity. The Federal Aviation Administration relies upon this information to route
planes safely in Alaska and elsewhere.

—Fewer early warnings will be issued about emerging wildlife diseases. This
could jeopardize natural resource managers’ abilities to respond to threats in a
timely manner.

—Energy assessments will take longer to be completed. These delays could slow
economic development and the Nation’s efforts to utilize more domestic energy.

The USGS has also implemented a hiring freeze, disallowed overtime, and can-
celled all training and nonessential travel. Contracts and grants are being reviewed
internally to determine the feasibility of delay, re-scoping, or termination. Employee
furloughs of up to 9 days are also possible. The employees of the USGS are hard-
working and committed individuals dedicated to serving the American public. They
routinely work in harsh conditions and with limited resources. Unpaid furloughs
threaten to further diminish employee morale.

In addition, USGS suspended employee attendance at 27 conferences in February,
March, and April. Although this may save money in the short term, scientists must
be able to exchange ideas and information freely. Scientific conferences are a highly
productive mechanism for the transfer of information among scientists and engi-
neers.

USGS has identified ways to cope with its diminished budget in the short term,
but the agency’s ability to deliver science over the long term is in jeopardy. We are
fspecially concerned about long-term data sets, as information gaps cannot be filled
ater.

The AGU is grateful to the Senate Interior Appropriations Subcommittee for its
leadership in restoring past budget cuts and strengthening the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey. We appreciate the opportunity to submit this testimony to the subcommittee
and thank you for your thoughtful consideration of our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AD-HOC INDUSTRY NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
GROUP

The Ad-Hoc Industry Natural Resource Management Group (Group) expresses
support for the fiscal year 2014 budget request of the Department of the Interior
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(DOI) Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration Program in the
amount of $12,539,000. The testimony herein does not reflect the opinion or views
of the industrial member companies that comprise the Group’s membership, individ-
ually or collectively.

The Ad-Hoc Industry Natural Resource Management Group (Group), founded in
1988, is a group of multinational industrial companies and is focused exclusively on
the interface between natural resources and industrial operations. The Group has
served as resource, facilitator, educator and catalyst relative to prevention and reso-
lution of natural resource damage liabilities, as well as identification and implemen-
tation of resource restoration objectives. Over the 25-year history of the Group,
nearly 80 percent of the land restored nationwide to compensate the public for lost
resource use, under the natural resource damage (NRD) liability regime defined
under a number of Federal laws, has resulted from direct action or funding by the
industrial company members of this Group.

When a company settles a claim for NRD, the funds are to be used for natural
resource restoration, which is most often undertaken by Government departments
and agencies. As such, it is important that there can be immediate follow through
from settlement with industrial parties to implementation of natural resource res-
toration. Accordingly, I support the budget request of the U.S. DOI Natural Re-
source Damage Assessment and Restoration Program in the amount of $12,539,000.
It is our understanding that the additional request of funds for fiscal year 2014 is
aimed exclusively at getting restoration implemented. DOI has a very large amount
of funds waiting to be dispersed to specific projects nationwide and it does not cur-
rently have the staffing needed to do this. Therefore, I respectfully suggest that it
is imperative that the full requested fiscal year 2014 budget request be approved
in order to effect these needed actions.

I would be pleased to provide further information or answer questions, as desired.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this fiscal year 2014 budget re-
quest.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

The American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS) appreciates the opportunity
to provide testimony in support of appropriations for the United States Geological
Survey (USGS), United States Forest Service (USFS), and Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) for fiscal year 2014. AIBS encourages Congress to provide the USGS
with at least $1.167 billion in fiscal year 2014, with at least $180.8 million for the
Ecosystems activity. We further request that Congress provide the USFS Forest and
Rangeland Research program with at least $310.2 million, and EPA’s Office of Re-
search and Development with at least $600 million.

The AIBS is a nonprofit scientific association dedicated to advancing biological re-
search and education for the welfare of society. AIBS works to ensure that the pub-
lic, legislators, funders, and the community of biologists have access to and use in-
formation that will guide them in making informed decisions about matters that re-
quire biological knowledge. Founded in 1947 as a part of the National Academy of
Sciences, AIBS became an independent, member-governed organization in the
1950s. Today, AIBS has nearly 160 member organizations and is headquartered in
Reston, Virginia, with a Public Policy Office in Washington, DC.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The USGS provides unbiased, independent research, data, and assessments that
are needed by public and private sector decisionmakers. Data generated by the
USGS save taxpayers money by reducing economic losses from natural disasters, al-
lowing more effective management of water and natural resources, and providing es-
sential geospatial information that is needed for commercial activity and natural re-
source management. The data collected by the USGS are not available from other
sources and our Nation cannot afford to sacrifice this information.

The Ecosystems activity within USGS underpins the agency’s other science mis-
sion areas by providing information needed for understanding the impacts of water
use, energy exploration and production, and natural hazards on natural systems.
The USGS conducts research on and monitoring of fish, wildlife, and vegetation—
data that informs management decisions by other Interior bureaus regarding pro-
tected species and land use. Biological science programs within the USGS gather
long-term data not available from other sources. The knowledge generated by USGS
programs is used by Federal and State natural resource managers to maintain
healthy and diverse ecosystems while balancing the needs of public use.

Other examples of successful USGS Ecosystem initiatives include:
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—Development of comprehensive geospatial data products that characterize the
risk of wildfires on all lands in the United States. These products are used to
allocate firefighting resources and to plan fuel reduction projects.

—Identification of white-nose syndrome, a fungus that is devastating U.S. bat
populations and could jeopardize the multi-billion dollar pest control services
provided by bats.

—Identification and evaluation of control measures for Asian carp, sea lamprey,
Burmese pythons, and other invasive species that cause billions of dollars in
economic losses.

—Study of the impacts of solar energy and other next generation energy sources
on wildlife and endangered species.

The requested fiscal year 2014 budget would support several important ecosystem
science priorities at USGS. The budget would implement a recommendation by the
President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology to integrate information
on the condition of U.S. ecosystems. The budget request would also enable the
USGS to develop methodologies to better prevent, detect, and control Asian carp and
other invasive species. USGS would be able to provide enhanced surveillance and
diagnostic tools, and develop management tools for white-nose syndrome and other
ecologically and economically costly wildlife diseases. Additionally, USGS would be
able to study and better inform decisions about new energy sources.

The request also includes additional funding for water quality research, including
in the areas of fisheries and contaminant biology. The budget would support devel-
opment of a new system for access and use of water budget information. A central
part of this new initiative is streamflow information collected by USGS’ national
network of streamgages.

Through the Cooperative Research Units, the USGS and their partners address
pressing issues facing natural resource managers at the local, State, and Federal
levels. Examples of recent research initiatives include studying the effects of the
Gulf of Mexico oil spill on wildlife and fisheries, and improving management of elk
and waterfowl. In addition to providing research expertise, these partnerships at 40
universities in 38 States serve as important training centers for America’s next gen-
eration of scientists and resource managers. More than 500 graduate students each
year receive training at Cooperative Research Units. The program is also an effi-
cient use of resources: each Federal dollar invested in the program is leveraged
more than three-fold. A modest increase is proposed for fiscal year 2014.

Although the proposed budget supports many USGS priorities, the requested
funding level would result in $36.6 million in cuts to programs that support agency
core missions. The agency proposed these reductions to offset increases in fixed costs
and to attain greater cost efficiencies.

In summary, the USGS is uniquely positioned to provide a scientific context for
many of the Nation’s biological and environmental challenges, including water qual-
ity and use, energy independence, and conservation of biological diversity. This
array of research expertise not only serves the core missions of the Department of
the Interior, but also contributes to management decisions made by other agencies
and private sector organizations. USGS science is also cost-effective, as the agency’s
activities help to identify the most effective management actions. In short, increased
investments in these important research activities will yield dividends.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE

United States Forest Service research provides scientific information and new
technologies to support sustainable management of the Nation’s forests and range-
lands. These products and services increase the basic biological and physical knowl-
edge of the composition, structure, and function of forest, rangeland, and aquatic
ecosystems.

The fiscal year 2014 budget request would support key areas of scientific research,
the outcomes of which will inform sustainable management of the Nation’s forests
and rangelands. USFS’ research on wildland fire and fuels evaluates the effective-
ness of hazardous fuels treatments and helps managers as they protect life and
property and restore fire-adapted ecosystems. Research would also continue on pri-
ority invasive species, such as emerald ash borer and hemlock wooly adelgid, which
have caused extensive damage to forests and local economies.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The Office of Research and Development (ORD) supports valuable extramural and
intramural research that is used to identify and mitigate environmental problems
facing our Nation. ORD research informs decisions made by public health and safety
managers, natural resource managers, businesses, and other stakeholders concerned
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about air and water pollution, human health, and land management and restora-
tion. In short, ORD provides the scientific basis upon which EPA monitoring and
enforcement programs are built.

Despite the important role played by ORD, its funding has declined by 28.5 per-
cent in Gross Domestic Product-indexed dollars since fiscal year 2004, when it
peaked at $646.5 million. “This long-term decline has limited and will continue to
limit the research that can be conducted to support the agency’s effort to protect
human health and the environment,” according to the EPA’s Science Advisory
Board. “These limitations pose a vulnerability for EPA at a time when the agency
faces significant science questions with long-term implications for protecting the en-
vironment and public health.”

At $554.1 million, the budget request for fiscal year 2014 falls far short of ad-
dressing past and current shortfalls. We ask that Congress restore funding for ORD
to at least the fiscal year 2010 enacted level.

The Ecosystem Services Research program within ORD is responsible for enhanc-
ing, protecting, and restoring ecosystem services, such as clean air and water, rich
soil for crop production, pollination, and flood control. The program has been long
underfunded, according to the EPA Science Advisory Board, with a 58 percent budg-
et decline over the last decade. We ask that Congress address the chronic under-
funding of the program.

The Science to Achieve Results (STAR) program supports valuable research on
human health and the environment through competitively awarded research grants.
The program enables EPA to fill information gaps that are not addressed by intra-
mural EPA research programs or by other Federal agencies.

Two valuable training opportunities for the next generation of scientists will be
removed from EPA as part of a proposed Government-wide consolidation of science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics education programs. Funding would be
zeroed out for EPA STAR graduate fellowships and Greater Research Opportunities
undergraduate fellowships. The Science Advisory Board “considers it a priority to
increase STAR fellowships, if possible, because support for environmental scientists
at an early stage in their careers is a cost-effective way to advance ORD’s strategic
goals.” The National Academy of Sciences called the fellowship “a valuable mecha-
nism for enabling a continuing supply of graduate students in environmental
sciences and engineering.” We are concerned that the consolidation of these pro-
grams at the National Science Foundation will be detrimental to preparation of the
next generation of environmental scientists and engineers. We ask for the program
to remain at EPA and to be supported at an adequate funding level.

ORD’s Safe and Sustainable Water Resources program supports research that un-
derpins safe drinking water for society. The program’s research also focuses on bet-
ter understanding resiliency of watersheds to stressors and factors that affect water-
shed restoration. The budget request would allow the program to pursue research
that will inform decisions about water safety and to ensure the sustainability of our
wetlands.

In conclusion, we urge Congress to restore funding for the ORD to the fiscal year
2010 enacted level. These appropriation levels would allow ORD to address a back-
log of research needs.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN HIGHER EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
REQUEST SUMMARY

On behalf of the Nation’s Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), which together
compose the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (ATHEC), thank you for
this opportunity to present our fiscal year 2014 appropriations recommendations for
the 29 colleges funded under the Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities As-
sistance Act (Tribal College Act); the Bureau of Indian Education postsecondary in-
stitutions; and the Institute of American Indian Arts. The Bureau of Indian Edu-
cation administers these programs, save for the Institute of American Indian Arts,
which is congressionally chartered and funded directly through the Department.

In fiscal year 2014, TCUs seek $75 million for institutional operations, an endow-
ment building program, and technical assistance grants under the Tribally Con-
trolled Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of 1978 or Tribal College Act; of
which, $74.3 million for titles I and II grants (27 TCUs); $109,000 for title III (en-
dowment grants), and $600,000 for increasingly needed technical assistance. TCUs
are founded and chartered by their respective American Indian tribes, which hold
a special legal relationship with the Federal Government, actualized by more than
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400 treaties, several Supreme Court decisions, prior congressional action, and the
ceding of more than 1 billion acres of land to the Federal Government. Despite this
trust responsibility and treaty obligations, the TCUSs’ primary source of basic oper-
ating funds has never been fully funded. With sequestration in effect, promising sig-
nificant annual cuts to this already underfunded program, the more than 30-year
Federal investment in this solid program will be lost, as some of these institutions
may be forced to close their doors. This path to a bottom line number defies logic.
Even before sequestration cuts, despite modest increases in funding, the TCUs’ basic
institutional operations grants have lost ground. Our fiscal year 2014 request seeks
to achieve 75 percent of the authorized funding level for institutional operating
grants, which is based on a per Indian student allocation, and to retain $600,000
to provide critically needed ever changing technical assistance.

ATHEC’s membership also includes tribally controlled postsecondary career and
technical institutions whose institutional operations funding is authorized under
title V of the act; ATHEC supports a request for $9.372 million. There are three ad-
ditional TCUs funded under separate authorities and within Interior Appropria-
tions, namely: Haskell Indian Nations University, Southwestern Indian Polytechnic
Institute, and the Institute of American Indian Arts. ATHEC supports their inde-
pendent requests for support of the institutional operating budgets of these institu-
tions.

Last, ATHEC seeks a one-time appropriation of $17.4 million needed to forward
fund the operations grants of the remaining TCUs that are not so funded. Five
TCUs are the only schools whose operations funding come from the Department of
the Interior that are not forwarded funded. All other BIE/Interior schools are for-
ward funded and are able to plan multi-year budgets and start (and end) the school
year with dependable funding. Forward funding does NOT increase the Federal
budget over the long run. It simply allows critical education programs to receive
basic operating funds before each school year begins, which is critically important
when the Federal Government is funded under continuing resolutions.

TCU SHOESTRING BUDGETS: “DOING SO MUCH WITH SO LITTLE”

Tribal Colleges and Universities are an essential component of American Indian/
Alaska Native (AI/AN) education. Currently, there are 37 TCUs operating more
than 75 campuses and sites in 15 States, within whose geographic boundaries 80
percent of American Indian reservations and Federal Indian trust land lie. They
serve students from well more than 250 federally recognized tribes, more than 75
percent of whom are eligible to receive Federal financial aid. In total, the TCUs an-
nually serve about 88,000 Als/ANs through a wide variety of academic and commu-
nity-based programs. TCUs are accredited by independent, regional accreditation
agencies and like all U.S. institutions of higher education must periodically undergo
stringent performance reviews to retain their accreditation status. Each TCU is
committed to improving the lives of its students through higher education and to
moving American Indians toward self-sufficiency.

To do this, TCUs must fulfill additional roles within their respective reservation
communities functioning as community centers, libraries, tribal archives, career and
business centers, economic development centers, public meeting places, and child
and elder care centers.

The Federal Government, despite its direct trust responsibility and treaty obliga-
tions, has never fully funded the TCUs’ institutional operating budgets, authorized
under the Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of 1978. Al-
most every other U.S. institution of higher education receives institutional oper-
ations funding based on its entire student body. However, it is important to note
that although about 17 percent of the TCUs’ collective enrollments are non-Indian
students living in the local community, TCUs only receive Federal funding based
on Indian students, which are defined as members of a federally recognized tribe
or a biological child of a tribal member. Currently, the administration requests and
Congress appropriates over $200 million annually, toward the institutional oper-
ations of Howard University (exclusive of its medical school), the only other MSI
that receives institutional operations funding from the Federal Government. How-
ard University’s current Federal operating support exceeds $19,000/student. In con-
trast, most TCUs are receiving $5,665/Indian Student (ISC) under the Tribal Col-
lege Act, about 70 percent of the authorized level. TCUs have proven that they need
and have earned an investment equal to—at the very least—the congressionally au-
thorized level of $8,000/Indian student, which is only 42 percent of the Federal
share now appropriated for operating Howard University. Please understand that
we are by no means suggesting that our sister MSI, Howard University does not
need or deserve the funding it receives, only that the TCUs also need and deserve
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adequate institutional operations funding; however, their operating budgets remain
grossly underfunded.

While many TCUs do seek funding from their respective State legislatures for
their students that are non-Indian State residents (sometimes referred to as “non-
beneficiary” students) successes have been at best inconsistent. TCUs are accredited
by the same regional agencies that accredit mainstream institutions, yet they have
to continually advocate for basic operating support for their non-Indian State stu-
dents within their respective State legislatures. If these non-beneficiary students at-
tended any other public institution in the State, the State would provide that insti-
tution with ongoing funding toward its day-to-day operations. Given their locations,
often hundreds of miles from another postsecondary institution, TCUs remain open
to all students, Indian and non-Indian, believing that education in general, and
postsecondary education in particular is the silver bullet to a better economic future
for their regions.

FURTHER JUSTIFICATIONS

TCUs provide access to valuable postsecondary education opportunities.—Tribal
Colleges and Universities provide access to higher education for American Indians
and others living in some of the Nation’s most rural and economically depressed
areas. In fact, 7 of the Nation’s 10 poorest counties are home to a TCU. The U.S.
Census Bureau, American Community Survey indicates the annual per capita in-
come of the U.S. population is $27,100. However, the annual per capita income of
AI/ANSs is just $13,300, about half that of the general population. TCUs offer their
students a high level of support and guidance to bolster their chances of achieving
academic success. In addition to serving their student populations, these tribal insti-
tutions offer a variety of much needed community outreach programs.

TCUs are producing an American Indian workforce that includes highly trained
American Indian teachers, tribal government leaders, nurses, engineers, computer
programmers, and other much-needed professionals—By teaching the job skills most
in demand on their reservations, TCUs are laying a solid foundation for tribal eco-
nomic growth, with benefits for surrounding communities and the Nation as a
whole. In contrast to the high rates of unemployment on many reservations, grad-
uates of TCUs are employed in “high demand” occupational areas such as Head
Start teachers, elementary and secondary school teachers, agriculture and land
management specialists, and nurses/healthcare providers. Just as important, the
vast majority of tribal college graduates remains in their tribal communities, apply-
ing their newly acquired skills and knowledge where they are most needed.

ADDITIONAL FACTS

A Growing Number of TCUs.—Compounding existing funding disparities is the
fact that although the numbers of TCUs and students enrolled in them have dra-
matically increased since they were first funded in 1981, appropriations have in-
creased at a disproportionately low rate. Since 1981, the number of tribal colleges
has more than quadrupled and continues to grow; Indian student enrollments have
risen more than 350 percent. Since fiscal year 2005, five additional TCUs have be-
come accredited and eligible for funding under title I of the Tribal College Act, an-
other will be eligible for funding next year, and there are several more colleges in
the pipeline. TCUs are in many ways victims of their own successes. The growing
number of tribally chartered colleges and universities and increasing enrollments
have forced TCUs to slice an already inadequate annual funding pie into even
smaller pieces.

Local Tax and Revenue Bases.—TCUs cannot rely on a local tax base for revenue.
Although tribes have the sovereign authority to tax, high reservation poverty rates,
the trust status of reservation lands, and the lack of strong reservation economies
hinder the creation of a reservation tax base. As noted earlier, on Indian reserva-
tions that are home to TCUs, the unemployment rate can well exceed 70 percent.

Gaming and the TCUs.—Although several of the reservations served by TCUs do
have gaming operations, these are not the mega-casinos located in proximity to
urban outlets and featured in the mainstream media. Only a handful of TCUs re-
ceive regular income from the chartering tribe’s gaming revenue, and the amounts
received can vary greatly from year to year. Most reservation casinos are small busi-
nesses that use their gaming revenue to improve the local standard of living and
potentially diversify into other, more sustainable areas of economic development. In
the interim, where relevant, local TCUs offer courses in casino management and
hospitality services to formally train tribal members to work in their local tribally
run casinos.
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Although some form of gaming is legalized in 48 States, the Federal Government
has not used the revenues generated from State gaming as a justification to de-
crease Federal funding to other public colleges or universities. Some have suggested
that those tribes that operate the few enormously successful and widely publicized
casinos should be financing higher education for all American Indians. However, no
State is expected to share its gaming revenue with a non-gaming State.

PRESIDENT’S BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014

As noted earlier, it has been more than three decades since the Tribal College Act
was first funded, and the TCUs have yet to receive the congressionally authorized
per Indian student funding level. To fully fund the TCUS’ institutional operating
grants at $8,000 per Indian student, would require an increase of approximately $30
million over the fiscal year 2013 appropriated level. However, we do recognize the
budget constraints the Nation is currently facing and consequently, we are not re-
questing that level of increase in fiscal year 2014, but rather seek to achieve 75 per-
cent of the authorized funding level, determined by the per Indian student alloca-
tion, which requires an increase of $11.1 million over fiscal year 2013 and $5.2 mil-
lion over the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget request. Details of the request are
outlined in the Request Summary above.

CONCLUSION

Tribal Colleges and Universities provide quality higher education to many thou-
sands of American Indians and other reservation residents who might otherwise not
have access to such opportunities. The modest Federal investment that has been
made in TCUs has paid great dividends in terms of employment, education, and eco-
nomic development. Continuation of this investment makes sound moral and fiscal
sense.

We greatly appreciate your past and continued support of the Nation’s Tribal Col-
leges and Universities and your serious consideration of our fiscal year 2014 appro-
priations requests.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALL INDIAN PUEBLO COUNCIL

Established in 1598, the All Indian Pueblo Council (AIPC) has served as the polit-
ical voice of the Pueblos of New Mexico and Texas. The AIPC is comprised of 20
Pueblos: Acoma, Cochiti, Isleta, Jemez, Laguna, Nambe, Ohkay Owingeh, Picuris,
Pojoaque, San Felipe, San Ildefonso, Sandia, Santa Ana, Santa Clara, Santo Do-
mingo, Taos, Tesuque, Ysleta del Sur, Zia, and Zuni. Every Pueblo governor carries
a cane from President Abraham Lincoln, which was specifically presented to the
governors 150 years ago to acknowledge our sovereign authority over our lands and
our people. Each cane is a physical embodiment of the recognition of our status and
of the commitment of the United States to protect and respect our sovereign rights,
as well as to support the well-being of our communities.

It is with the United States’ commitments firmly in mind that we provide testi-
mony to Congress. AIPC asks that the subcommittees:

—Exempt Indian programs from further sequestration;

—Fund Indian programs at a level that keeps pace with inflationary costs;

—Fully fund Contract Support Costs; and

—Support Carcieri and Patchak Fixes.

Exempt Indian programs from further sequestration.—While the effects of seques-
tration are initially becoming apparent in the form of delayed flights and inconven-
ienced travelers, we can attest that it will do much for than inconvenience Indian
Country. The Pueblos provide essential services to our citizens but we cannot do
that alone. When funding for programs is cut, we often have very few other re-
sources to turn to make up the difference. Unfortunately, the sequestration applies
fully to virtually all Federal Indian programs, even though many Native commu-
nities suffer the worst social and economic statistics in the country, largely due to
Federal action and policies in place over the last 200 years.

This situation is particularly heartbreaking for Native people when we see that
many low-income programs (such as Child Care Entitlement to States; Child Health
Insurance Fund; Family Support Programs and Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families) were exempted from sequestration but Federal Indian programs were not.
It is heartbreaking for us when we see that the Veterans Administration’s hospital
system was exempted from sequestration but the Indian Health Service (IHS) was
not. This puts the life, health and well-being of generations of Native peoples at risk
in a system that already strains to deliver basic healthcare. The subcommittees can
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and should fund the IHS at a level that would offset the sequester amount and in
doing so honor our Nation’s commitment to its First Peoples.

Fund Indian programs at a level that keeps pace with inflationary costs.—When
evaluating whether the Federal budget fulfills the Trust responsibility, AIPC be-
lieves that it is critical to take into account the effects of inflation. From fiscal year
2002 through fiscal year 2008, despite annual increases, after taking into account
the effect of inflation, most Federal domestic programs, including the Indian pro-
grams, saw a purchase power decrease of approximately 14 percent. The large budg-
et increase in fiscal year 2009, including American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
funding, was approximately enough to make up for this effective cut and bring the
purchase power of Indian programs back to fiscal year 2002 levels, but in the inter-
vening 12 years, Indian Country needs have grown substantially. And, of course, the
fiscal year 2002 levels were inadequate to address the needs of Indian Country or
to fulfill the Federal Government’s trust obligation.

In a very real way, the budget of the United States Government reflects the val-
ues of the American people. Courtesy of the National Congress of American Indians
(NCAI), set forth below is a chart that depicts the percentage of the Federal budget
dedicated to funding the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). As you can see, as a per-
centage of the overall budget, the BIA budget has declined from 0.115 percent in
fiscal year 1995 to 0.075 percent (correcting chart typo) in fiscal year 2011, approxi-
mately a one-third decline as a percentage of the overall budget (despite a small
bump up in fiscal year 2010). Below that chart is another which demonstrates that
over the last 10 years, when funding increases have come to the Department of the
Interior they have been greater for other major agencies within the Department
than for the BIA.

Federal Spending on Bureau of Indian Affairs

Compared to Entire U.S. Budget 1995-2011
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AIPC respectfully asks that the subcommittees support funding increases for Fed-
eral Indian programs that consistently exceed the relevant rate of inflation in order
to achieve real progress in closing the services gap for Native people. At a minimum,
Federal Indian programs should be held harmless from any reductions coming from
sequestration or similar future draconian cuts. Federal Indian programs should not
be deemed discretionary, but rather mandatory.

Fully Fund Contract Support Costs.—AIPC thanks Congress for appropriating ad-
ditional funding for THS Contract Support Costs (CSC) necessary to administer
Tribal health programs authorized under the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act. Even so, there remains an ongoing shortfall of CSC, which
continues to impose significant hardships on our ability to provide adequate health
services to our patients when direct program funds have to be diverted to pay over-
head costs. We urge the subcommittees to continue to push for full funding of CSC.
While it is difficult to estimate the full CSC need for fiscal year 2014—in part be-
cause IHS refuses to release its CSC distribution data for the last 2 years—the total
needed increase over the administration’s request for CSC fiscal year 2014 for Com-
pacting and Contracting Tribes is estimated to be at least $617 million. BIA Con-
tract Support Costs should also be fully funded; the estimated increase needed to
fully fund CSC is an additional $22.7 million.

Given the progress toward full CSC funding in recent years, we are dismayed the
administration’s fiscal year 2014 budget proposed only a minimal increase for THS
CSC to $477 million. This would force tribes to absorb almost $140 million in un-
compensated costs for allowable and reasonable administration costs associated with
managing Federal programs. The administration’s proposed appropriations act lan-
guage, whether intentional or not, attempts to preclude tribes from their right to
recover any of their CSC shortfalls through contract actions, as ruled by the Su-
preme Court in the Salazar v. Ramah Navajo decision. The bill language would in-
corporate by reference a table identifying the capped amount as determined by the
agency of CSC available to be paid for every compactor or contractor. This process
is being proposed without Tribal Consultation and is unworkable, therefore we urge
that the committees reject this proposed approach and, instead, fully fund CSC for
both THS and BIA.

Carcieri and Patchak Fixes.—Although there is no question that the 20 Pueblos
were “under Federal jurisdiction” in 1934, and thus are not subject to the immediate
harmful effects of the Supreme Court’s decision in Carcieri v. Salazar , it is still
important that this holding be overturned by congressional legislation. This decision
has led to two classes of tribes—those that can take land into trust and build up
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their communities and those that cannot. The President has included Carcieri “fix”
language in his fiscal year 2014 budget, and the subcommittees strongly supported
“fix” language earlier, including it within the fiscal year 2011 appropriations bill.
Passing this legislation is the right thing to do, and will help prevent numerous ju-
risdictional and other uncertainties that would hamper many of our fellow tribes.
AIPC asks that the subcommittees take up the fight for fair and equal treatment
of all Tribal nations and, once again, advance a Carcieri fix. We also ask that the
subcommittees support a Patchak fix, a ruling which affects every tribe because it
provides that even up to 6 years after land has been taken into trust a suit can
be brought challenging that decision. Both of these holdings are severely hampering
economic development in Indian Country.

CONCLUSION

ATPC’s mission is to promote justice and to encourage the common welfare of the
Pueblo citizens. We address governmental policy and social issues and we strive to
revitalize Pueblo culture and to preserve our Pueblo languages. We are proud of our
cultural heritage and want to ensure that our children and our children’s children
carry on our traditions and speak our languages for generations to come. We ask
that the Federal Government uphold its solemn trust responsibility and we thank
the subcommittees for considering our testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF JOINT VENTURE MANAGEMENT
BOARDS

The Association of Joint Venture Management Boards (AJVMB) seeks continued
support for Federal funding of the Migratory Bird Joint Ventures through the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. We are respectfully requesting $15.5 million for the Joint
Ventures (JVs). Joint Ventures bring together Federal and non-Federal partners to
support the implementation of national and international conservation plans for the
benefit of birds, other wildlife and people.

Over the course of their history, Joint Venture partnerships have leveraged $36
of non-Federal funds for every $1 of Federal funds. That 36:1 leverage has enabled
us to conserve 20.5 million acres of critical habitat and contributed to significant
population increases in most waterfowl populations. Because of the success of the
Joint Venture partnership model, JVs have grown in terms of geographic extent as
well as the species and habitats they support.

Today, 18 habitat Joint Ventures and three species Joint Ventures have responsi-
bility for the conservation of all migratory bird populations. Joint Venture efforts
include on-the-ground habitat conservation and restoration projects, biological plan-
ning, linking partners to tools and resources, monitoring and evaluation, and public
outreach.

This year, the Association of Joint Venture Management Boards undertook an as-
sessment of all of the individual Joint Ventures’ needs for their base operational ca-
pacity. This analysis resulted in our request for $15.5 million for fiscal year 2014
for the program. Our request of $15.5 million will enable Joint Ventures to continue
their current basic functions, and meet the documented needs for improvements to
consell;vation design, habitat delivery, communications, biological monitoring, and re-
search.

The fact sheet accompanying this letter shows how Joint Ventures have invested
the Federal funding entrusted to them by Congress, the administration and the
American public. We believe that the fact sheet demonstrates that the trust was
well placed.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2014
request
Science and Technology:
Clean Air and Climate: Federal Vehicles and Fuels Standards and Certification .........ccccooovvvvereviennne $100.4
Indoor Air and Radiation: Indoor Air Radon Program 0.21
Research: Air, Climate and Energy 105.7
Environmental Programs and Management:
Clean Air and Climate: Clean Air Allowance Trading Program 20.5
Clean Air and Climate: Climate Protection Program 106.1
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[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2014
request
Clean Air and Climate: Federal Stationary Source Regulations 34.1
Clean Air and Climate: Federal Support for Air Quality Management 132.8
Indoor Air and Radiation: Indoor Air Radon Program 39
Compliance Monitoring 1275
Enforcement 267.8
Grants to States:

Diesel Emission Reduction Grant Program 20.0
Radon 8.0
State and Local Air Quality Management 257.2

The American Lung Association is pleased to present our recommendations for fis-
cal year 2014 to the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on the Interior, Environ-
ment and Related Agencies. The American Lung Association was founded in 1904
to fight tuberculosis and today, our mission is to save lives by improving lung health
and preventing lung disease. We urge the committee to ensure that the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency has the necessary resources to protect the public
health from air pollution, and to adopt a fiscal year 2014 bill free from any policy
riders.

Fulfilling the promise of the Clean Air Act to protect public health and save lives
is a tremendous responsibility. Much progress has been made, but the EPA work-
load continues to be vast. In 2014, EPA must implement the health-based air qual-
ity standards for PM and ozone among others; continue implementing rules to clean
up toxic pollution from industrial sources including but not limited to power plants;
clean up toxic pollution from automobile tailpipes; and reduce carbon pollution from
powerplants. In addition, EPA must have the resources needed to aggressively en-
force the law to ensure compliance and protect the public; support State and local
air pollution cleanup; continue research on the health impacts of air pollution and
best ways to prevent and reduce exposure; improve air pollution monitoring; and en-
sure that the Clean Air Act is implemented in a way that protects the most vulner-
able. As a Nation, we need EPA to be able to do all of these things. Inadequate re-
sources will hurt the health of our communities, families, children and the most vul-
nerable populations. Below, we have highlighted key provisions of the President’s
fiscal year 2014 budget that deserve your support.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Clean Air and Climate: Federal Vehicle Fuels Standards and Certifications Pro-
grams

Congress should provide at least the requested $100.4 million in support for the
EPA Federal Vehicle Fuels Standards and Certifications Programs. EPA has not
been able to keep up with increasing demand vehicle certification and compliance
testing, or the increasing diversity of technologies. Currently EPA has resources to
conduct very limited testing of small imported engines, but a high fraction of these
engines fail the tests. Additional resources are needed to improve this important
program to protect public health. Additional resources will also expand EPA’s ability
to address greenhouse gas emissions from locomotives, marine craft and aircraft.

We also strongly support EPA’s work to strengthen gasoline and vehicle stand-
ards. Cars, light trucks and SUVs are a major source of pollution that contributes
to ozone and particle pollution. These pollutants trigger asthma attacks, harm heart
and lung health, worsen existing conditions such as chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease (COPD) and diabetes and can even lead to early death. Cleaner gasoline and
vehicle standards will save thousands of lives each year, and prevent tens of thou-
sands of asthma attacks and related hospitalizations.

Indoor Air and Radiation

The American Lung Association strongly opposes the $210,000 cut to the Indoor
Air Radon Program for science and technology support for addressing the threat
from radon. Exposure to radon continues to be a significant risk to human health,
and is the largest cause of lung cancer after tobacco.! Without the science and tech-

1U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. EPA’s Assessment of Risks from Radon in Homes
(2003).
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nology support from EPA, State programs will struggle to protect the public from
the threat of radon. Please fully restore this funding.

Research: Air, Climate and Energy

The American Lung Association strongly supports EPA’s Air, Climate and Energy
Research Program. Research is essential to improve the understanding of the health
effects of air pollution and determining what levels of pollution should be set to pro-
tect the public with an adequate margin of safety. Additionally, improving the Na-
tion’s air pollution monitoring network is absolutely critical in providing better in-
formation to enhance Federal, State, and local knowledge and empower efforts to
protect the health of their communities. We urge Congress to provide the full $105.7
million as requested in the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget. Continued invest-
menlt in other areas of research, especially in climate change and biofuels, is also
vital.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

Clean Air and Climate

Please support the EPA’s Clean Air Allowance Trading Program funding request
of $20.5 million, to support development, implementation, and assessment of, and
provides regulatory and modeling support for, efforts to address major regional and
national air issues from stationary sources. Clean air allowance trading programs
help implement the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to reduce
acid deposition, toxics deposition, and regional haze. Pollutants include sulfur diox-
ide (SO,), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and, as a co-benefit of SO, emission reductions,
mercury. These are common sense investments in public health.

We strongly support the requested funding level of $106.1 million for the Climate
Protection Program. EPA has an obligation to address public health threats associ-
ated with climate change. Higher temperatures can enhance the conditions for ozone
formation. Even with the steps in place to reduce ozone, evidence warns that
changes in climate could increase ozone levels in the future in large parts of the
United States. More ozone means more asthma attacks, which increase the burden
on already vulnerable populations.

We support the President’s budget increases to improve air quality and address
climate change. Specifically, we support the President’s budget request of $34.1 mil-
lion for Federal Stationary Source Regulation. EPA must have increased resources
to meet increased demands of the Clean Air Act, including the statutory obligation
to review dozens of stationary source air toxics standards due for their 8-year review
in fiscal year 2014. We urge Congress to provide funding needed to complete the
review and revise these standards to protect public health.

The American Lung Association President’s fiscal year 2014 budget request of
$132.8 million, for the Federal Support for Air Quality Management. People who
live near major sources of pollution often face the greatest health risk. Through de-
velopment of faster, electronic reporting, closing of data gaps, and continuing to de-
velop the science necessary to reduce pollution to healthy levels, EPA supports
States, Tribes and local agencies and directly benefits communities.

Indoor Air and Radiation: Indoor Air Radon Program

The American Lung Association strongly supports EPA’s work to reduce the risk
from radon in Federal housing programs, but EPA’s radon categorical grants also
require staff support and oversight which have been cut from the President’s fiscal
year 2014 budget. We urge Congress to provide $3.9 million for the Indoor Air
Radon Program (restoring funding to fiscal year 2012 enacted levels) to ensure EPA
can provide needed support and oversight to the States. EPA must provide basic
oversight and guidance to States as they work to reduce threats from radon.

Compliance Monitoring & Enforcement

EPA must ensure that air pollution standards and requirements are being met
to protect public health. The American Lung Association supports EPA’s request for
compliance monitoring and enforcement funding to identify and reduce non-compli-
ance, and enforce penalties when required to deter future non-compliance. In order
to effectively protect the public and promote justice, EPA must have the ability to
enforce penalties for permit violations and respond to civil enforcement actions au-
thorized by the Clean Air Act. Please fully fund EPA’s Compliance Monitoring re-
quest for g127.5 million, and their Enforcement program request of $267.8 million,
in the interests of the Nation’s youngest, oldest, and most economically challenged
citizens. The American public needs a pollution cop on the beat, and they should
be fully prepared and given adequate resources to fulfill their duties.
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GRANTS TO STATES

Diesel Emission Reduction Act

The American Lung Association strongly opposes cuts in the President’s budget
to the widely supported Diesel Emission Reduction Act (DERA) program that was
reauthorized in late 2010. Please restore funding to at least $20 million. Twenty
million old diesel engines are in use today that pollute communities and threaten
the public and workers. Immense opportunities remain to reduce diesel emissions
and protect public health through the DERA program.

Radon

We strongly oppose the elimination of the $8 million State radon categorical
grants as proposed in the President’s budget. Without the financial support from
EPA, the State programs will not be able to protect the public from the pervasive
threat of radon.

State and Local Air Quality Management

We strongly support the requested $257.2 million for State and Local Air Quality
Management Grants. State and local air pollution agencies need more resources, not
less, to ensure proper implementation of the Clean Air Act and protection of the
public, since they are on the front lines nationwide in efforts to improve air quality.
Yet they are perennially underfunded. In fiscal year 2014, the States and local agen-
cies will develop State-specific strategies to implement air quality standards, includ-
ing modeling and developing emission inventories; implement and enforce Federal
mercury and air toxics standards including monitoring, collecting, and analyzing
emissions data; operate and maintain air pollution monitoring network; and much
more. These activities are crucial to ensuring success of the Clean Air Act.

NOTE: We oppose a provision in the President’s fiscal year 2014 budget that
would gradually shift PM,s monitoring funds from Clean Air Act, section 103
(where matching funds are not needed) to section 105, which requires additional
matching funds. Federal funds must be made available for Clean Air Act implemen-
tation and enforcement, especially if State or local funds are lacking.

CONCLUSION

Thank you for the opportunity to present the recommendations of the American
Lung Association. For more than 40 years the Clean Air Act has directed EPA to
protect the public from air pollution and fulfill the promise of air that is clean and
healthy for all to breathe. We urge the committee to ensure that EPA is meeting
the required deadlines and updating standards to reflect the best science with the
mczilximum health protection, and to pass and fiscal year 2014 bill free of any policy
riders.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ARCTIC NATIVE SLOPE ASSOCIATION, LTD.

Chairman Reed, Ranking Member Murkowski, and other distinguished members
of the subcommittee, thank you for the honor and opportunity to testify before you
today regarding the fiscal year 2014 budget for the Indian Health Service (IHS). My
name is Angela Cox. I am an Inupiaq from the northern most Tribe in the United
States, and I am the Vice President of Administration for the Arctic Slope Native
Association (ASNA). We are an inter-tribal health organization based in Barrow,
Alaska and we are controlled by and serve eight federally recognized Tribes situated
across Alaska’s North Slope.

The anchor for all of our services is the IHS Samuel Simmonds Memorial Hospital
in Barrow. Since 1996 we have operated this IHS facility under a self-governance
compact with THS, now compacted under title V of the Indian Self-Determination
Act. The region we serve is quite large, equal in size to the State of Minnesota.

I am here to provide testimony about our new IHS hospital, which is in the final
stages of completion. This new 100,000 square foot state-of-the-art hospital is re-
placing the 25,000 square foot hospital which IHS built in 1963. We are excited
about our new facility and must pause to thank this subcommittee for its extraor-
dinary work in providing the majority of the funds necessary for this project.

I am particularly proud to say that we contracted for the construction of this hos-
pital under title V, and that we are completing the project within budget. Next
month (May 2013) we will receive our certificate of beneficial occupancy. In 5
months (September 2013) actual patient services will begin in the new hospital.

But, a brand new hospital is of little use if it there is no new staffing. This is
one reason why I am here to testify about IHS’s proposed fiscal year 2014 budget.
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The most significant impacts for ASNA in that budget are staffing for new facilities
and contract support costs.

New Hospital Staffing.—Our staffing requirements for the new hospital were de-
veloped over the course of several years, and IHS signed our final staffing package
in May 2011. The new IHS hospital is four times larger than our existing facility
and many more services will be available—assuming we have the staffing—includ-
ing CT-scan, physical therapy, and optometry, as well as expansions of existing
services. Many of the new services are currently only available by flying to Anchor-
age, which is more than 700 air miles south of Barrow. Practically speaking, that
means only some patients receive this care, and others simply go without. Providing
this care locally will enhance patient health while producing considerable savings
over travel and lodging costs in Anchorage.

Our existing staffing package for the old hospital is 116 FTEs (full time equiva-
lent employees). IHS calculated the new hospital staffing package—granted, only at
the standard 85 percent-of-capacity formula—to be 256 FTEs. That is a 140 FTE
increase in staff. (If IHS were staffing the hospital at the level for which it was de-
signed, based upon IHS’s patient need methodology, the staffing would actually be
301 FTEs. As I said a moment ago, 256 FTEs is only 85 percent of full staffing.)

Although we require 140 new FTEs for a total of 256 FTEs, the fiscal year 2014
budget only requests 49 new FTEs for a total of 165 FTEs. That is only 35 percent
of the personnel required to bring the hospital online at 85 percent capacity. In
other words, about half of the hospital will be empty and unused. (As a matter fact,
even though we are commencing patient services in current fiscal year 2013, ASNA
is not slated to receive any fiscal year 2013 IHS staffing funds.)

It makes little sense for Congress to finance the construction of a high priority
new facility, and then to leave the facility half-staffed and unable to provide the
care for which it was designed. We ask that the subcommittee take corrective action
to staff the Barrow Hospital by adding 140 new FTEs, not a mere 49 FTEs.

Contract Support Costs.—The underfunding of the staffing package is compounded
by the underfunding of our contract support requirements. These are the funds
which THS is required, by contract, to pay ASNA for the cost of operating the Bar-
row Hospital and outlying village clinics.

ASNA’s contract support has been underfunded since 1996. Each year since then
we have had to redirect healthcare monies, including FTE staffing funds, to cover
for IHS’s failure to pay these costs in full. This subcommittee has been heroic in
seeking to close the national gap in funding all tribal contract support cost require-
ments, and we thank this subcommittee for its hard work. No one has done more
to remedy this perennial problem than this subcommittee.

We appreciate that it is extremely difficult to find new funds and to reorder prior-
ities in a “sequester” environment. But with all due respect to the President, the
administration, and to Director Roubideaux, honoring a contract in full is not a
choice among priorities; it is a legal obligation.

I say this from direct experience. The subcommittee is surely familiar with the
recent Supreme Court decision involving BIA contract underpayments, called
Salazar v. Ramah. What may be less well known is that for 9 years we have been
litigating identical claims against IHS. When the Supreme Court decided the
Ramah case, the Supreme Court also issued an Order reopening our Arctic Slope
case. A few weeks later, the Court of Appeals said we would be able to recover the
unpaid portion of our contracts though the Federal Judgment Fund, just like any
other Government contractor. Just this month, we finally settled our 1999 claim for
$1.4 million plus interest.

The proposed budget would prevent us from securing justice on our contract
claims 1n fiscal year 2014. It would cap contract payments to ASNA and deprive us
of our day in court for any losses. That is its stated purpose. We are shocked that
the agency would propose this, particularly after having just lost decades of litiga-
tion in the Supreme Court. The answer when you lose a case in the Supreme Court
is to honor the ruling, not look for a way to get around it.

I am particularly disappointed to see IHS call its new proposal a Supreme Court
“recommendation.” The Supreme Court never recommended cutting off our claims.
The Supreme Court vindicated our claims. The agency has turned the Court’s words
in order to avoid paying our contracts in the future. The agency and the Department
are not proposing to cut off the contract rights of its many non-Indian contractors,
and it should not treat Indian contractors any differently.

Worse yet, the administration has done this in secret, without any consultation
whatsoever with the impacted tribes. We understand the importance of the current
fiscal challenges and would like to be part of the solution; this is the value of sup-
porting tribal consultation.
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In short, in the wake of the Ramah and Arctic Slope decisions, contract support
costs should be fully funded at $617 million. However, regardless of funding levels,
no new language should be added that would cut off our contract rights under the
Indian Self-Determination Act. If any proposal is going to be advanced to alter our
contract rights under the Indian Self-Determination Act, it should be done through
an open and transparent process that is led by the authorizing committees which
wrote the act, beginning with Chairwoman Maria Cantwell’'s Committee on Indian
Affairs.

In my language we end our public statements by simply saying, Quyanaqpak, or
Thank you very much.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALASKA NATIVE TRIBAL HEALTH CONSORTIUM

My name is Andy Teuber, I am the Chairman and President of the Alaska Native
Tribal Health Consortium (ANTHC). For the fiscal year 2014 Indian Health Service
(IHS) budget we are requesting full funding for contract support costs (CSC), cur-
rently estimated to be $617 million for fiscal year 2014. ANTHC also requests that
the subcommittee not accept the statutory language proposed by the administration
that would be a statutory “amendment-by-appropriation” effectively cutting off the
future contract rights of tribes.

ANTHC is a statewide tribal health organization that serves all 229 tribes and
more than 140,000 American Indian and Alaska Natives (AI/AN) in Alaska. ANTHC
and Southcentral Foundation co-manage the Alaska Native Medical Center (ANMC),
the tertiary care hospital for all AI/ANs in Alaska. ANTHC also carries out virtually
all non-residual Area Office functions of the IHS that were not already being carried
out by Tribal health programs as of 1997.

FULL FUNDING FOR CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS

Indian tribes and tribal organizations are the only Federal contractors that do not
receive full CSC. There is a clear obligation on the part of the Federal Government
to fully fund CSC. But more importantly, lack of full funding for CSC has a very
;ealda(rlld detrimental impact on our programs that are already substantially under-
unded.

CSC is used to reimburse our fixed costs for items that we are required to have
but are not otherwise covered by the IHS budget, either because another govern-
mental department is responsible or because the IHS is not subject to that par-
ticular requirement. Examples include federally required annual audits and tele-
communication systems. We cannot operate without these things, so when CSC re-
imbursements are underfunded we have to use other program funds to make up the
shortfall, which means fewer providers that we can hire and fewer health services
that we can provide to our patients.

The best projection available shows that the CSC shortfall for fiscal year 2014 will
be approximately $140 million. Given these significant shortfalls, IHS’s request for
only a $6 million increase in CSC for fiscal year 2014 is extremely disappointing.
Our disappointment is particularly acute when we consider that the BIA has re-
quested near full funding for CSC for its programs.

The inadequate IHS request could return us to a situation similar to the one we
endured from 2002 to 2009, when there were virtually no increases for ITHS CSC
appropriations and the CSC shortfall increased by over $130 million. During that
period, as our fixed costs increased every year, all major tribal health programs in
Alaska were forced to lay off staff due to lack of funds.

The opposite is also true: when CSC reimbursement increases occur, vacant posi-
tions are filled. If ANTHC had full funding of our CSC requirements, we would be
able to fill scores of provider and support positions, including enrollment techni-
cians, financial analysts, medical billing staff, professional recruiters, maintenance
technici?gls, security officers, information technology support and professional sup-
port staff.

ANTHC respectfully requests that the Federal Government honor its legal obliga-
tions to tribes and tribal organizations and fully fund CSC reimbursements by pro-
viding $617 million for IHS CSC reimbursements in fiscal year 2014.

REJECTION OF ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL TO CUT OFF TRIBAL CONTRACT RIGHTS

Perhaps more worrisome than the inadequate funding requested by IHS for CSC
in fiscal year 2014 is IHS’s proposal to give legal effect to a table that the Secretary,
HHS, would provide to appropriators—the table would specify the maximum
amount that each tribal contractor is entitled to be paid. Since tribal contracts are
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“subject to appropriations,” this proposal by the administration could limit the
amount that is “available” to tribes to the amount listed in the table.

This proposal to cap CSC is an unnecessary and unfair overreaction by the admin-
istration to recent Supreme Court decisions that directed the Federal Government
to pay tribes their full CSC. While the administration seeks to limit CSC payments
to tribes by this proposal, there is no similar proposed limit on the amount of serv-
ices for which tribes have to perform under their compacts/contracts with the Fed-
eral Government. This is another example of how tribal contractors are unfairly sin-
gled out from and treated adversely compared to any other Federal contractors.

If adopted, the administration’s proposal would effectively make tribal contracts
second-class contracts. While the Federal Government would pay all non-tribal con-
tractors in full, this proposal would direct tribes do carry out their full contract re-
sponsibilities, yet receive less-than-full payment.

I appreciate your consideration of our recommendations to not accept any new
statutory language that would limit the contract right of tribes for CSC and for ad-
ditional CSC funding to improve the level, quality and accessibility of desperately
needed health services for AI/ANs whose health care status continues to lag far be-
hind other populations in Alaska and in this Nation.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALEUTIAN PRIBILOF ISLANDS ASSOCIATION

Summary.—We are planning for reconstruction of the Unalaska Hospital and the
Atka Island clinic, both of which were destroyed during World War II. We are work-
ing with the Indian Health Service (IHS) toward staffing and other assistance for
these facilities through our position on the IHS’s list for the competitive joint ven-
ture program, and we are looking for non-IHS sources of funding for reconstruction,
including appropriations to support an amendment to the Aleutian and Pribilof Is-
lands Restitution Act. We respectfully ask the subcommittees to support our pro-
posed amendment to the Restitution Act and appropriate $42.6 million for recon-
struction of these two health facilities.

We also ask that the subcommittees appropriate sufficient Indian Health Service
funds for staffing and operations of new health facilities so that more tribal joint
venture projects may open their doors to provide healthcare for our underserved pa-
tients. We also request that the subcommittees end the chronic underfunding of In-
dian health programs and provide $8.2 million to cover real costs incurred for Clin-
ics leased under the Village Built Clinics (VBC) program, $617 million in IHS con-
tract support costs (CSC), and to exempt the IHS, which is already at only 56 per-
cent of needed funding, from future budget sequestration.

The Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association (APIA) is a regional nonprofit tribal or-
ganization with members consisting of the 13 federally recognized tribes of the Aleu-
tian Chain and Pribilof Islands Region of Alaska. APIA provides healthcare services
to the Alaska Natives in six of the tribal communities of this Region through fund-
ing received from the Indian Health Service under title V of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA), and also provides other health-
related services to all 13 tribal communities through various non-IHS grants and
agreements.

FUNDING FOR RECONSTRUCTION OF TWO HEALTHCARE FACILITIES DESTROYED DURING
WWII

During World War II, communities within the APIA region suffered historic
losses, not only to their populations due to deaths arising from inadequate
healthcare and poor living conditions during removal by the U.S. Government to
camps in southeast Alaska, but also to two healthcare facilities that were destroyed
and never rebuilt or accounted for in prior restitution made to the Aleutian and
Pribilof tribal communities.

On June 4, 1942, the Japanese bombed the 24-bed hospital operated at that time
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Unalaska, Alaska. Since that time, the closest
hospital is located in Anchorage, Alaska—800 air miles away, and not accessible by
roads. Ten days later and 350 miles to the east, on June 14, 1942 the residents
of Atka Island were forcibly evacuated from the Island by the United States for
their “safety,” and the United States Navy burned all of the structures on the Island
to the ground, including the Island’s health clinic, to prevent their use by the Japa-
nese.

Congress passed the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands Restitution Act in 1988 (Public
Law 100-383), which led to creation of the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands Restitution
Trust to administer funds appropriated under the Restitution Act on behalf of the
St. Paul, St. George, Unalaska, Atka, Akutan, Nikolski, Biorka, Kashega and
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Makushin communities. The Restitution Act provided very limited appropriations to
partially address losses suffered by these communities during evacuations from
1942 to 1945. During that time, the treatment of the Aleut people in the evacuation
camps lacked even the most basic attention to health and human safety matters,
in extremely crowded, unheated, abandoned buildings with very poor sanitation con-
ditions. Ten percent of the Aleuts who were evacuated died in the camps. For those
who returned to their communities, many found their homes and community facili-
ties destroyed, possessions taken, and churches stripped of religious icons by the
U.S. military.

Remarkably, replacement of the core medical facilities serving these communities
was not addressed through the Restitution Act or other appropriations. While we
understand that these are lean economic times, the United States is currently
spending significant funds for wartime restoration and reconstruction in foreign
countries, making the appropriation of funds for reconstructing the only hospital de-
stroyed by a foreign country on U.S. soil during wartime, and reconstruction of a
health clinic deliberately burned down by the U.S. Navy, more than justified.

The time is now to replace the Unalaska hospital and the Atka Island Clinic. The
Aleutian and Pribilof tribal communities are the most remote within the State of
Alaska. The next level of referred specialty and inpatient care is in Anchorage. The
replacement hospital facility would directly serve the 5,000 year-round residents of
Atka, Dutch Harbor, Nikolski and Unalaska, in addition to the typically hundreds
of seasonal fishery workers requiring immediate emergency or primary care. Having
a hospital would eliminate the need to send referrals to Anchorage at an average
airfare cost of $1,400, not to mention the cost of lodging, meals and the personal
hardship of having to leave the community for days at a time. Atka lies 350 miles
away from Unalaska, so until its clinic has sufficient capacity to meet local need,
that population is at severe risk due to its isolated, weather-challenged, location.

Based on inflation-adjusted 2010 projected cost estimates, the total funding need-
ed for reconstruction of the Unalaska hospital is $39.1 million. The inflation-ad-
justed cost for the Atka Island clinic, based on a 2003 Denali Commission clinic de-
sign, is $3.5 million. APIA thus requests $42.6 million in funding for reconstruction
of these facilities.

APIA is ranked near the top in the IHS’s joint venture program, under section
818(e) of the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, however we are unable to move
forward without identified construction resources. For facilities subject to the THS
joint venture program, construction must be accomplished with non-IHS money. The
Restitution Act offers the best legislative framework for an appropriation from Con-
gress. We recommend that the Restitution Act be amended to add a new section
1989C—-4(b)(1)(D) to title 50 of the United States Code, to state as follows: “(D) One
account for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an inpatient hospital fa-
cility in Unalaska and health clinic in Atka with a direct appropriation of
$42,600,000 for those purposes.” We ask for the subcommittees’ support of such an
amendment and the related appropriation of funds.

If we are to successfully receive this non-IHS construction project funding, the
joint venture program would allow APIA to enter into a no-cost lease with the THS
for a period of 20 years; the IHS would in turn provide staff, equipment and sup-
plies for the operations and maintenance of the facilities. The joint venture program
is a competitive program and funding is limited. According to the IHS’s budget jus-
tification for fiscal year 2013, the IHS signed 16 agreements for joint ventures be-
tween 2001 and 2011, but received 55 “positive responses” to a solicitation for joint
ventures during the fiscal years 2010-2012 cycle. Yet, the IHS has indicated it does
not have adequate resources to fund even those programs ranked highest on its list
of joint venture projects, such as APIA’s Unalaska Hospital. Tribes in Alaska sup-
port the IHS joint venture program as one of the best solutions to immediately ad-
dress critical healthcare needs in our communities. We ask that the subcommittees
appropriate additional funds for staffing and operations of new facilities; doing so
will allow IHS to partner with Tribes like APIA whom are anxious to move forward
their projects under this successful Joint Venture model in fiscal year 2014.

APIA SEEKS AN END TO CHRONIC UNDERFUNDING OF VILLAGE BUILT CLINICS AND CSC

Village Built Clinic Leases.—As we stated in our 2012 testimony, the inability of
the THS to adequately fund the Village Built Clinics leases causes a significant, ad-
verse impact on APIA’s ability to ensure delivery of safe, quality healthcare services
at our three Community Health Aide Program-staffed clinics and two mid-level pro-
vider-staffed health centers. For the 2014 appropriations, we support the Alaska
Tribes’ request that an additional $8.2 million be appropriated within the Hospitals
and Clinics budget line to help fully fund all Alaska VBC leases in fiscal year 2014.
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It would be helpful if Congress would also direct the THS to use its fiscal year 2014
appropriations to fully fund VBC leases in accordance with section 804 of the Indian
Health Care Improvement Act.

IHS Contract Support Costs Shortfall —APIA thanks Congress for appropriating
additional funding for Contract Support Costs necessary to administer tribal health
programs authorized under the ISDEAA. Even so, there remains an ongoing short-
fall of CSC, which continues to impose significant hardships our ability to provide
adequate health services to our patients when direct program funds have to be di-
verted to pay overhead costs. We urge the subcommittees to continue to push for
full funding of CSC. While it is difficult to estimate the full CSC need for fiscal year
2014—in part because IHS refuses to release its CSC distribution data for the last
2 years—we estimate that the total need in fiscal year 2014 for Compacting and
Contracting Tribes to be at least $617 million.

Given the progress toward full CSC funding in recent years, we are dismayed the
administration’s fiscal year 2014 budget proposed only a minimal increase for IHS
CSC to $477 million. This would force Tribes to absorb almost $140 million in un-
compensated costs for allowable and reasonable administration costs associated with
managing Federal programs. The administration’s proposed appropriations act lan-
guage, whether intentional or not, attempts to preclude tribes from their right to
recover any of their CSC shortfalls through contract actions, as ruled by the Su-
preme Court in the Salazar v. Ramah Navajo decision. The bill language would in-
corporate by reference a table identifying the capped amount as determined by the
agency of CSC available to be paid for every compactor or contractor. This process
is being proposed without tribal consultation and is unworkable, therefore we urge
that the subcommittees reject this proposed approach and, instead, fully fund CSC
for both THS and BIA.

Sequestration.—APIA is appalled that the American Indian and Alaska Native pa-
tients were subject to a loss of basic healthcare as a result of the fiscal year 2013
budget sequestration. IHS lost $195 million which directly impacted our patients’
access to care. Specifically for APIA, we will not be filling provider vacancies includ-
ing one dentist and one dental health aide and have placed on hold several clinical
support positions. We have seen an increase in our patient requests for medical
travel assistance and are unable to assist our patients with their access to care
issues. In addition, our referral hospital, the Alaska Native Medical Center, has in-
dicated that sequester will impact their ability to pay for medical care, further exac-
erbating our patients’ ability to receive basic healthcare. This means cancer screens
will not get done; necessary care will be deferred until it becomes an acute emer-
gency, and funds for early screening or early treatment which could save lives will
now be spent down the road on high cost acute or chronic care services. Our ability
to sustain safe facilities will be compromised as we are forced to defer necessary
maintenance and improvement of health facilities. We are already struggling to pro-
vide adequate care to our patients; the reasonable approach would be to exempt di-
rect patient care from across-the-board cuts. Therefore we strongly believe that the
ITHS budgets should be exempt from both sequestrations and rescissions and that
the cuts suffered this year should be restored in the fiscal year 2014 budget. The
United States has a trust responsibility for the health of Alaska Native and Amer-
ican Indian people. We fail to understand why this responsibility was taken less se-
riously than the Nation’s promises to provide health to other citizens. Medicaid
State grants and Medicare, other than a 2 percent administration cost, and Vet-
erans Health Administration (VA) programs were made exempt from the sequester.
See section 255 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
(BBEDCA), as amended by Public Law 111-139 (2010). We thus strongly urge the
subcommittee to support an amendment to the Budget Control Act to fully exempt
the IHS from any future sequestration, just as these other programs which also pro-
vide direct care are exempt.

Thank you for your consideration of our request to support funding the recon-
struction of the Unalaska Hospital and Atka Island Clinic with associated staffing
and operating costs. We are very confident that these reconstructed facilities will
right a huge wrong in our history and will significantly improve healthcare for the
Aleutian and Pribilof tribal communities. We also appreciate the subcommittees’
consideration of other requests outline in this testimony. On behalf of the Aleutian
Pribilof Islands Association and the people we serve, I am happy to help provide
any additional information desired by the subcommittees.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC AND LAND-GRANT
UNIVERSITIES

On behalf of the APLU Board on Natural Resources (BNR), we thank you for your
support of science and research programs within the United States Geological Sur-
vey (USGS). We appreciate the opportunity to provide recommendations for the fol-
lowing programs within USGS: $6.5 million for the Water Resources Research Insti-
tutes and 58.566 million for the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units.

APLU BNR requests at least $6.5 million for the Water Resources Research Insti-
tutes (WRRI).—The APLU BNR request is based on the following: $5,500,000 in
base grants for the WRRI as authorized by section 104(b) of the Water Resources
Research Act, including State-based competitive grants; and $1 million to support
activities authorized by section 104(g) of the act, and a national competitive grants
program. Federal funding for the WRRI program is the catalyst that moves States
and cities to invest in university-based research to address their own water manage-
ment issues. State WRRI take the relatively modest amount of Federal funding ap-
propriated, match it 2:1 with State, local and other funds and use it to put univer-
sity scientists to work finding solutions to the most pressing local and State water
problems that are of national importance. The Institutes have raised more than $15
in other funds for every dollar funded through this program. The added benefit is
that often research to address State and local problems helps solve problems that
are of regional and national importance. Many of the projects funded through this
program provide the knowledge for State or local managers to implement new Fed-
eral laws and regulations. Perhaps most important, the Federal funding provides
the driving force of collaboration in water research and education among local,
State, Federal and university water professionals. This program is essential to solv-
ing State, regional and inter-jurisdictional water resources problems. For example,
the Idaho Institute conducted work in 2011 for the City of Boise and the National
Renewable Energy Laboratory to determine whether the Boise Front geothermal aq-
uifer was adequate for supplying current and increased withdrawals. Similarly, In-
stitutes in Louisiana, California and North Carolina have made major contributions
in emergency planning and hurricane recovery, protecting groundwater aquifers
from sea water intrusion and reducing water treatment costs.

The institutes also train the next generation of water resource managers and sci-
entists. Last year, these institutes provided research support for more than 1,400
undergraduate and graduate students at more than 150 universities studying water-
related issues in the fields of agriculture, biology, chemistry, earth sciences, engi-
neering and public policy. Institute-sponsored students receive training in both the
classroom and the field, often working should-to-shoulder with the top research sci-
entists in their field on vanguard projects of significant regional importance.

In addition to training students directly, Water Resources Research Institutes
work with local residents to overcome water-related issues. For example, the Cali-
fornia Institute for Water Resources, like most of its peers, holds field days, dem-
onstrations, workshops, classes, webinars, and offers other means of education in an
effort to transfer their research information to as many users as possible. Outreach
that succeeds in changing a farmer’s approach to nitrogen application or reducing
a homeowner’s misuse of lawn treatments can reduce the need for restrictive regula-
tion.

APLU BNR requests at least $18.6 million for the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife
Research Units (CRU).—This program serves to (1) train the next generation of Fish
and Wildlife managers; (2) conduct research designed to meet the needs of unit co-
operators; and (3) provide technical assistance to State and Federal personnel and
other natural resource managers. Originally established to provide training for stu-
dents in fish and wildlife biology, the units were formally recognized by the Cooper-
ative Units Act of 1960 (Public Law 86—686). The CRU provide experience and
training for approximately 600 graduate students per year, a critical need as State
and Federal workforces face unprecedented retirements over the next 5 to 10 years.
The CRU also provides valuable mission-oriented research for their biggest clients,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and cooperating State agencies. Today, there are
40 Cooperative Research Units in 38 States.

Each unit is a true Federal-State-university collaboration in that it is a partner-
ship between USGS, a State natural resource agency, a host university, and the
Wildlife Management Institute. For every $1 the Federal Government puts into the
program, $3 more are leveraged through the other partners. The U.S. economy has
long relied on the bountiful natural resources bestowed upon this land. Federal in-
vestment in the CRU will be returned many times over though the training of fu-
ture natural resource managers who will guide the Nation in sustainable use of our
natural resources. The research conducted by CRU scientists directly supports the
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difficult management challenges faced by natural resources managers. The exam-
ples below demonstrate the value of the CRUs to wildlife issues with local and na-
tional importance.

—The Minnesota Cooperative Fish & Wildlife Research Unit currently has 3 Fed-
eral employees, 3 post-doctoral research fellows and a total of 12 graduate stu-
dents. Current research funded by the Minnesota Department of Natural Re-
sources and Federal agencies totals $4.9 million. Among the numerous projects
being conducted by unit personnel, a project determining the olfactory sensi-
tivity of Asian carp to putative hormonal sex pheromones has recently received
national attention. The Asian carp is an invasive species that threatens many
of the Nation’s freshwater native fish because they are more competitive than
native fish for food. The Minnesota CRU hopes to use the sex pheromones to
attract and trap Asian carp, removing them permanently from the Nation’s
freshwater lakes and rivers.

—The Idaho Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit has 3 Federal scientists
who are training 22 graduate students and supervise 8 year-round staff plus 15
seasonal staff and 5 work-study students. Total grants and contracts for these
three scientists exceed $1.5 million and include projects related to gray wolf
monitoring and population estimation, improving fish passage at lower Colum-
bia River dams, and defining “recovery” for endangered species.

ABOUT APLU AND THE BOARD ON NATURAL RESOURCES

APLU’s membership consists of 221 State universities, land-grant universities,
State-university systems and related organizations. The Board’s mission is to pro-
mote university-based programs dealing with natural resources, wildlife, ecology,
energy, and the environment. BNR representatives are chosen by their president’s
office to serve and currently number over 500 scientists and educators, who are
some of the Nation’s leading research and educational expertise in environmental
and natural-resource disciplines. APLU institutions enroll more than 3.5 million un-
dergraduate students and 1.1 million graduate students, employ more than 645,000
faculty members, and conduct nearly two-thirds of all federally funded academic re-
search, totaling more than $34 billion annually.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE DRINKING WATER
ADMINISTRATORS

WHO WE ARE

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) represents the
State drinking water programs in the 50 States, territories, District of Columbia,
and the Navajo Nation in their efforts to provide safe drinking water to more than
275 million consumers nationwide.

SUMMARY OF REQUEST

ASDWA respectfully requests that, for fiscal year 2014, the subcommittee appro-
priate funding for three State drinking water programs at levels commensurate with
Federal expectations for performance; that ensure appropriate public health protec-
tion; and that will result in enhancing economic stability and prosperity in Amer-
ican cities and towns. ASDWA requests $200 million for the Public Water System
Supervision (PWSS) program; $1.387 billion for the Drinking Water State Revolving
Loan Fund (DWSRF) program; and $10 million for State drinking water program
security initiatives. A more complete explanation of the needs represented by these
requested amounts and their justification follows.

HOW STATES USE FEDERAL FUNDS

Public Health Protection.—States need increased Federal support to maintain
overall public health protection and to support the needs of the water systems they
oversee. State drinking water programs strive to meet public health protection goals
through two principal funding programs: the Public Water System Supervision Pro-
gram (PWSS) and the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) Pro-
gram. These two programs, with their attendant State match requirements, provide
the means for States to work with drinking water utilities to ensure that American
citizens can turn on their taps with confidence that the water is both safe to drink
and the supply is adequate. In recent years, State drinking water programs have
accepted additional responsibilities in the area of water system security that include
working with all public water systems to ensure that critical drinking water infra-
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structure is protected; that plans are in place to respond to both natural and man-
made disasters; and that communities are better positioned to support both physical
and economic resilience in times of crisis.

Vibrant and sustainable communities, their citizens, workforce, and businesses all
depend on a safe, reliable, and adequate supply of drinking water. Economies only
grow and sustain themselves when they have reliable water supplies. More than 90
percent of the population receives water used for bathing, cooking, and drinking
from a public water system—overseen by State drinking water personnel. Fire-
fighting also relies on potable water from public water systems to ensure public
safety. Even people who have their own private wells will visit other homes, busi-
nesses and institutions served by a public water system. As important as public
water systems are to the quality of water we drink and our health, the majority
of water produced by public water systems is used by businesses for a variety of
purposes, including processing, cooling, and product manufacturing. The availability
of adequate supplies of water is often a critical factor in attracting new industries
to communities. Public water systems—and the cities, villages, schools, and busi-
nesses they support—rely on State drinking water programs to ensure they are in
compliance with all applicable Federal requirements and the water is safe to drink.
Several incidents in the United States over the past several years that have led to
illnesses or deaths from unsafe drinking water serve as stark reminders of the crit-
ical nature of the work that State drinking water programs do every day and the
dangers of inadequately funded programs,

The PWSS Program.—To meet the requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA), States have accepted primary enforcement responsibility for oversight of
regulatory compliance and technical assistance efforts for more than 155,000 public
water systems to ensure potential health-based violations do not occur or are rem-
edied in a timely manner. More than 90 contaminants are regulated in Federal
drinking water regulations and the pace of regulatory activity has accelerated in re-
cent years. Beyond the more than 90 contaminants covered by Federal drinking
water regulations, States are also implementing an array of proactive initiatives to
protect public health from “the source to the tap.” These include source water as-
sessments and protections for communities and watersheds; technical assistance
with water treatment and distribution for challenged utilities; and enhancement of
overall water system performance capabilities. In recent years, States have also
taken on an increasingly prominent role in working with Federal and local partners
to help ensure sufficient water quantity. In short, State activities go well beyond
simply ensuring compliance at the tap—and, they perform all of these tasks more
efficiently and cheaply than would be the case if the program were federally imple-
mented. In short, well supported State programs are a “good deal” for America.

The DWSRF Program.—Drinking water in the United States is among the safest
and most reliable in the world, but it is threatened by aging infrastructure. Through
loans provided by the DWSRF, States help water utilities overcome this threat. The
historical payback to the DWSRF on this investment has been exceptional. In the
core DWSRF program, $12.4 billion in cumulative capitalization grants and $2 bil-
lion in American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) funds since 1997 have
been leveraged by States into nearly $22 billion in infrastructure loans to small and
large communities across the country. Such investments pay tremendous divi-
dends—both in supporting our economy and in protecting our citizens’ health. Some
State drinking water programs have also used DWSRF funds to support the tech-
nical assistance and training needs of numerous small drinking water systems and
to help these water systems obtain the technical, managerial, and financial pro-
ficiency needed to meet the requirements of the SDWA.

State Drinking Water Security Responsibilities.—State drinking water programs
are critical partners in emergency planning, response, and resiliency at all levels of
Government. State primacy agencies provide key resources and critical support—re-
gardless of whether the emergency is rooted in terrorism, natural disasters, or cyber
intrusions. States continually work toward integrating security considerations
throughout all aspects of their drinking water programs.

WHY INCREASED FUNDING IS URGENTLY NEEDED

State Drinking Water Programs are Hard Pressed and the Funding Gap Continues
to Grow.—States must accomplish all of the above-described activities—and take on
new responsibilities—in the context of the continuing economic downturn. This has
meant operating with less State-provided financial support—which has historically
compensated for inadequate Federal funding. State drinking water programs have
often been expected to do more with less and States have always responded with
commitment and ingenuity. However, State drinking water programs are stretched
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to the breaking point. Insufficient Federal support for this critical program increases
the likelihood of a contamination event that puts the public’s health at risk. Al-
though the 1996 SDWA Amendments authorized the PWSS Program at $100 million
per year, appropriated amounts have only recently reached that authorized level—
a level that now, more than 16 years from the date of those amendments, falls far
short of the amount needed. $100.5 million was appropriated for the PWSS program
in fiscal year 2013 (but may be further reduced once the details of the fiscal year
2013 continuing resolution, with sequestered amounts, are known) and the adminis-
tration requested only $109.7 million in fiscal year 2014. These amounts are woe-
fully inadequate for the enormity of the task faced by State drinking water pro-
grams. We believe, based on our assessments of every State’s need, that at least
twice that amount is needed. Inadequate Federal funding for State drinking water
programs has a number of negative consequences. Many States are simply unable
to implement major provisions of the newer regulations, leaving the work undone
or ceding the responsibility back to EPA, which is also challenged by the Agency’s
own resource constraints and lack of “on the ground” expertise. This situation has
created a significant implementation crisis in several regions of the country and is
ultimately delaying implementation of critically needed public health protections.
State’s Drinking Water Infrastructure Investment is Well below Documented
Need.—In 2013, the Association of Civil Engineers gives the Nation’s water infra-
structure a D grade and EPA’s most recent National Drinking Water Infrastructure
Needs Survey (2007) indicated that drinking water system infrastructure needs
total $334.8 billion over the next 20 years. The American Water Works Association
recently estimated that 20-year need at $1 trillion. Investment is needed for aging
treatment plants, storage tanks, and the pumps that move water through a water
system. The great majority of infrastructure investment, however, is for the pipes
that carry water to our Nation’s homes, businesses and schools. Many States are
heavily focused on efforts to sustainably fund water infrastructure which includes
looking at increased, but still affordable, rates as well as reducing demand through
asset management and other techniques used in the private sector. States are also
looking at State level funding sources to augment Federal assistance. The DWSRF
must continue to be a key part of the solution to the Nation’s infrastructure crisis.

FISCAL YEAR 2014 REQUEST LEVELS AND SDWA PROGRAM OBLIGATIONS

The PWSS Program.—The number of regulations requiring State implementation
and oversight as well as performance expectations continue to grow while at the
same time, the Federal funding support necessary to maintain compliance levels
and meet expectations has been essentially “flat-lined” or included only meager in-
creases. Inflation has further eroded these inadequate funding levels. States want
to offer the flexibilities allowed under existing rules/requirements to local water sys-
tems; however, fewer State resources mean less opportunity to work one-on-one with
water systems to meet their individual needs.

ASDWA respectfully requests that the fiscal year 2014 funding for the PWSS pro-
gram be appropriated at $200 million. This figure begins to fill the above-described
resource gap and is based on the expense of implementing new drinking water
rules, taking on a number of other new initiatives, and accounting for the eroding
effects of inflation. We further recommend that Congress not allow any Federal
funds already appropriated to State drinking water programs to be rescinded.

The DWSRF Program.—States were very encouraged by the $1.387 billion appro-
priated for the DWSRF in fiscal year 2010 but are disappointed at the subsequent
downward trend—$96