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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON COMPLIANCE BY
CERTAIN DEPARTMENTS WITH THE GOV-
ERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS
ACT

THURSDAY, JULY 17, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER,

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:30 p.m., in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Washington, DC, Hon.
John T. Doolittle (Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. We will call the Subcommittee to order. I apolo-
gize for the delay. I think we will be able to get through this now
uninterrupted.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The Government Performance and Results Act of
1993 is designed to promote a practical opportunity for the Federal
Government today to put its house in order. The Results Act shifts
the focus of Federal agencies away from traditional concerns such
as staffing and activity levels and toward the overriding issue of re-
sults.

The Act was not designed to emphasize internal function or
agency output, but rather agencies need to look to their core re-
sponsibility as identified by legislative authorization. They need to
identify goals and strategies to produce measurable results in at-
taining the vision and mission of the agency.

A critical difference with this strategic planning effort is the fact
that the agencies and the Congress are working for the American
public, working with the American public, to develop these plans.
Subsequently, the Congress will make the budget and appropria-
tion cycles to the plan.

Prior strategic planning activities have been largely internal to
the agencies without reflecting the input of the Congress and the
public. This is as close as we have come so far to subjecting govern-
ment to the type of real focus which makes the private sector more
efficient.

We struggle every day with the responsibility to force govern-
ment to live within its means, to craft and manage a government
that is smaller, smarter, and more responsive. Instead of limiting
its activities to those which the citizens cannot perform for them-
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selves, their individual initiative, or private enterprise, this govern-
ment has attempted to become all things to all people. In doing so,
it is growing too expensive, too large, and too inefficient. The goal
of the Results Act is to decide what government could do and de-
velop a process to identify the overlap, the inefficiencies, and the
areas where government has gone from aiding the citizens to hob-
bling the citizens.

James Madison, I think, said it best in the Federalist Papers, ‘‘It
may be a reflection on human nature that such devices should be
necessary to control the abuses of government, and frankly, a gov-
ernment is to be administered by men over men. The great dif-
ficulty lies in this. You must first enable the government to control
the government and in the next place, to apply the controls set.’’

This is the reason the Results Act calls for consultation with the
citizens and with the Congress. This is the reason we are looking
for a clear reflection and statutory authority for the central ele-
ments of the strategic plans. This is the reason that the Act will
tie the result of strategic plans to the budget appropriation cycle.

In crafting a strategic plan, each agency needs to compare spe-
cifically its strategic plan to that of its counterparts to identify
overlaps and to identify the unique role it should provide. We have
too many agencies trying to do the same thing.

A good deal of the blame for duplicate programs and vague mis-
sions is the Congress itself. Over the years, Congress has added
new responsibilities without a close look at where they were cre-
ating overlap, but administrations and bureaucracies have followed
with a vengeance. They had to do something to add to their num-
bers, to expand their responsibilities, to redefine themselves and
their missions, and have indeed simply perpetuated themselves.

But government is not without self-perpetuation. That is the
main reason that we have laws and regulations prohibiting agen-
cies from lobbying.

The time has come for the Results Act to provide the mechanism
to identify where we can eliminate the overlap, save the dollars,
and force government to become more responsive.

The Department of the Interior has decided to produce both indi-
vidual bureau strategic plans as well as a DOI overview plan. The
Bureau of Reclamation provided a draft strategic plan to the con-
gressional staff on May 2, 1997. Chairman Young and I provided
a written evaluation later in the month highlighting both proce-
dural and substantive problems with that plan.

The Bureau has provided a new plan and attached it to its testi-
mony for this hearing. While it appears to respond to many of our
concerns, it should be noted the timing of the response made it
very hard to incorporate it into this hearing; however I am grateful
to have the updated plan, and I would hope in the future it might
be provided in a more timely basis, but I recognize the fact that
it was provided.

The USGS also provided a plan in early May and met with the
congressional staff. They subsequently provided revisions, but there
are substantial areas where we feel there remains an opportunity
to improve the product.

The Department of Energy chose to produce a single agency-wide
plan. Unfortunately, when they initiated the broad congressional
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consultation in May, they did not provide any draft of their plan.
Since that meeting, they have produced a draft which relegates the
power of the administrations to less than one paragraph. This re-
sult I find unacceptable.

Subsequent conversations between Subcommittee staff and PMA
staff alerted them of the need to participate in the process to pro-
vide some information to the Subcommittee. That process has
begun with some material being submitted, but it is far from com-
plete and must be incorporated in the DOE plan as a whole in
some fashion.

I would like to ask our witnesses to please rise and raise their
right hands, and I will administer the oath.

Do you solemnly swear or affirm under the penalty of perjury
that the responses given and statements made will be the whole
truth and nothing but the truth?

Let the record reflect that each has answered in the affirmative,
and I thank you very much. Please be seated.

We have a commitment to get Dr. San Martin out of here by 4
p.m., so I think we will alter the normal process of the Committee
and invite him to give his testimony and any question or questions
I may have I will address at that time, and then we will excuse
you, Dr. San Martin, so you can keep to your schedule.

You are recognized for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT L. SAN MARTIN, EXECUTIVE DI-
RECTOR, ENERGY AND RESOURCES BOARD, DEPARTMENT
OF ENERGY

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appre-
ciate your assistance in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for inviting the department
to testify today on our compliance with the Government Perform-
ance and Results Act.

I understand the Subcommittee’s focus of interest is the depart-
ment’s GPRA activities as they relate to the Power Marketing Ad-
ministration. In the Department of Energy’s strategic planning
process, I serve as the coordinator for all of the energy resources
business line of the department, which does include the Power
Marketing Administration.

I would first like to provide you with a little bit of background
on the GPRA strategic planning in general and DOE’s planning
process in particular. GPRA, as was passed by the Congress, does
require cabinet level agencies to prepare strategic plans. This
means that the Power Marketing Administrations are not respon-
sible for submitting individual strategic plans under GPRA. In-
stead, their activities are addressed in the DOE-wide strategic
plan.

For this purpose, a strategic plan is a broad overview document
that addresses the department from a top-down perspective. The
department-wide plan does not attempt to go into detail about
every departmental activity or program. After all, the Department
of Energy has 127 distinct programs within its jurisdiction. If every
program were covered in the top-down, overall DOE strategic plan,
the document would be very large so as to be unusable.
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The Power Marketing Administrations can and have produced
their own strategic plans, plans that focus on their own individual
missions as have the other programs within the Department of En-
ergy. These power marketing administration-specific documents are
the place to find the detailed discussions of the PMAs’ goals and
objectives.

Strategic planning, Mr. Chairman, by its nature as we are all
finding out is a consultative process, one of formulation and con-
sultation and revision. The working draft of the strategic plan
issued last month by the Department of Energy is by no means the
finished product. It was developed to provide a starting point for
discussion and consultation. It can and will be altered significantly
as the department continues to evaluate its draft plan, using input
from the consultation process.

In fact, the Department of Energy’s GPRA strategic planning
team has worked closely with the House of Representatives GPRA
coordinating committee to ensure that the Congressional consulta-
tion process meets the needs of the House Members.

To our knowledge, we have complied with their every request
during this process for developing the GPRA strategic plan, and
Mr. Chairman, we have heard from the staff that DOE’s consulta-
tion process has been the best of the departments they dealt with.

DOE is currently in the middle of the consultation process. We
welcome the Subcommittee’s comments, and will most assuredly
give them serious consideration for inclusion in the final plan
which will be submitted to the Congress on September 30, 1997.

Not only is the department seeking congressional input during
the consultation period, it is also providing its working draft to
each cabinet agency, to hundreds and hundreds of interested stake-
holder groups, and the general public available to them through
the Internet. We are encouraging review, and we are encouraging
suggestions and improvements from all of these sources.

GPRA, Mr. Chairman, does require all of us to do more than just
strategic plans. It also requires departments to produce annual per-
formance plans and a performance report for each fiscal year on
how well actual performance tracked the plan.

The Department of Energy took the initiative and got a jump
start on the Government Performance and Results Act performance
plan requirement by issuing a performance plan with its fiscal
1998 budget, one year ahead of the GPRA timetable.

Mr. Chairman, the power marketing administrations have been
active participants in the department’s strategic planning process
and conducted strategic planning of their own for several years.
Their efforts dovetailed nicely with the rest of the department’s ac-
tivities in this regard.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I would argue that the way to look at
the strategic plans of the department are that the individual unit
plans dovetail into the master umbrella plan that is the corporate
plan for the Department of Energy.

Sitting behind me today, Mr. Chairman, are Steven Wright, the
vice president for national relations for the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration; Charles Borchardt, who is administrator of the
Southeastern Power Administration; Michael Deihl, the adminis-
trator of the Southwestern Power Administration; and J.M. Shafer,
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the administrator of the Western Area Power Administration.
These gentlemen are available and are prepared to answer specific
questions about the strategic planning process and performance
measures of the individual power marketing administrations.

Thank you again for this opportunity to speak before you this
afternoon. I and my colleagues will be happy to respond to any
questions you or the other Subcommittee Members may have, Mr.
Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Robert L. San Martin may be found
at end of hearing.]

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It looks like it is me. Dr. San Martin, I must
apologize that I did not introduce you in the rush to get this hear-
ing going, and I meant to. You are the executive director of the En-
ergy and Resources for the Department of Energy, is that correct?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. And that is, as I understand it, that the PMAs

report to you?
Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, what we have in the energy re-

sources board of the department is a cross-cutting council that in-
cludes all of the energy offices within the Department of Energy.
It includes the PMAs, but it also includes the programs of nuclear
energy, fossil energy, energy efficiency, renewable energy. It in-
cludes the office of energy research. It includes the policy office. It
includes the policy office. It includes our energy information admin-
istration, and what we do is try and deal with planning and stra-
tegic directional issues for the combined energy programs within
the department.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It was my understanding, Dr. San Martin, that
up until this point, up until we contacted you recently, the PMAs
had not actually done anything pursuant to the Government Per-
formance and Results Act, that whatever planning went on was not
with specific reference or pursuant to that Act, but was pursuant
to other internal directives. Do I have that understanding correct?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, from firsthand knowledge of
prior responsibilities I have had within the Department of Energy,
I can assure you that the power marketing administrations and the
individual organizational units have had a practice of strategic
plans and setting up goals and objectives that they can measure
themselves against.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. But that wasn’t pursuant or with reference to
the Government Performance and Results Act, was it?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, when we began our internal
pilot in 1994 for the purpose of preparing for the Government Per-
formance and Results Act, and we began the process of developing
not only a strategic plan, but also of developing annual perform-
ance plans and performance reports which we have done internally,
the power marketing administrations have most definitely been in-
cluded in that.

When I began calling together all of the energy organizations for
the purpose of developing this particular GPRA strategic plan that
you have before you, the power marketing administrations were in-
cluded from day one.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. So then it is your contention that indeed these
were pursuant to GPRA?
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Dr. SAN MARTIN. Yes, sir. I believe that all of those actions were
all carried out for GPRA or for the spirit of GPRA.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The spirit of GPRA. Tell me about the spirit of
GPRA.

Dr. SAN MARTIN. The intent that is embodied in the legislation,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It may be consistent with GPRA, but it was my
belief that it was not carried out for GPRA. I might be wrong. Am
I?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, from my personal experience
within the department, when we began to generically speak about
GPRA coming and we were beginning a number of processes, the
people who were working that knew that they were to prepare for,
when we actually fixed and formally went out and convened people
for the purpose of producing the document that is required by
GPRA, which was again earlier this year, that is the point that
most people would conclude was the fixed time when the focus was
exclusively on GPRA.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Could you provide to the Subcommittee some
written documentation that provides the link between their plan-
ning and GPRA?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Certainly.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me ask you this. What percentage of the em-

ployees of the Department of Energy are employed in the power
marketing administrations, the Federal employees?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. The Department of Energy has close to 18,000
Federal employees and 110,000 dedicated contractor employees,
and of the Federal employees, the Power Marketing Administration
represents a little over 20 percent, if I recall correctly.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. With over 20 percent of your Federal employees
involved in PMAs, how is it that in the strategic plan of DOE that
they get just a few sentences?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, in many ways, the operation of
the power marketing administrations serve a very important func-
tion in the service and the energy that they deliver and market. In
many ways, it operates as a business in the conduct of their work.
In that regard in operating as a business and striving to deliver re-
liable services at the lowest possible cost, a good deal of what they
do is prudent and cost effect management of the resources they are
entrusted with, and that, Mr. Chairman, is also covered in the cor-
porate management section without reference to specific areas in
the strategic plan.

When you get down to specific energy matters and the energy
system, when we created an envelope for how all of the pieces of
the Department of Energy fit, the power marketing administrations
and how they fit in the electric sector and the critical function that
they provide in support and stability of our transmission system
was the highlight of their contribution from a strategic perspective,
and therefore, that was the area that was highlighted in that over-
all strategic plan.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. It just seems strange to me that since over one-
fifth of the entire Federal employee work force is employed in
PMAs, that it wouldn’t get more focus than it got, and I guess I
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am expressing to you the opinion that I think it ought to get some
additional focus.

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, your recommendation is duly
noted, and I will certainly carry that back as this plan is revised
because we expect to have a revision of this at the beginning of Au-
gust and we will come back to the Congress again in hopes of get-
ting more comments before we go into a final draft after that.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me ask you, are there programs or activities
that need to be eliminated, created, or restructured to achieve the
goals outlined?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Do you mean the plan that is being commented
on now, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes.
Dr. SAN MARTIN. The plan that is being commented on right now

is a plan that looked at trying to carefully identify and relate to
all of the important broad areas of the department and all of the
areas that are required of the department by legislation. I think we
have addressed that, and the plan is before you at this time.

It does not give you an itemized list to respond to the question
you just asked.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Are you aware of such programs or activities
that will need to be eliminated, restructured, or created?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. I am not at this particular point in time, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I know this is a first-time experience for all
these agencies going through this, but it seems to me that it is a
worthwhile endeavor if we can actually improve the bottom line of
all the taxpayer money being spent through governmental activi-
ties, namely, the results.

May I just ask you, and I don’t know your background, but have
you been employed in the Department of Energy for a number of
years?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I joined the Depart-
ment of Energy in 1978.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I was correct in the beginning. It is my belief
that the people who work in these agencies are the ones many
times who are most aware where the duplication is or where the
inefficiencies are, and oftentimes, they have an idea of ways things
could be carried out that would improve the results, because they
are most familiar with the activities.

I just wonder if you would care to comment on your prognosis for
seeing something positive coming out of this process?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. I would like to very much, Mr. Chairman. I
have two major comments. No. 1, I think that GPRA is very good
for the Federal Government and will be good for the Department
of Energy, and I personally genuinely support everything that is in-
tended in the legislation.

Reflecting what I have seen over the last almost 20 years, I think
that we are genuinely going through a learning process, and if we
have the opportunity to be able to do this for another two or three
cycles, because we will learn from each other and we will get much
better at doing this, I think we will have done a real service to the
public.
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At the same time that we are going through this learning experi-
ence, I think part of that is going to be how we use the best infor-
mation that we have available, because in many ways, if you look
at a very, what should I say, corporate strategic plan and then you
evaluate that with all the strategic plans that exist with the oper-
ating units, I think one gets the very best picture of how well one
is truly documenting and explaining what functions and actions
and results are actually being carried out.

Now, you were also asking the question about what can we po-
tentially do to eliminate less-than-desirable functions or less-than-
efficient functions within the department, and I believe we have to
be very vigilant in looking for this at all points in time, but I must
point out that it was only about 3 years ago that in the Depart-
ment of Energy, we went through a very extensive bottoms-up stra-
tegic alignment process where we identified a considerable amount
of actions, programs, and activities that we felt were either no
longer appropriate or were significantly inefficient or were not suf-
ficiently productive, and we changed things and eliminated quite a
few things, and in that regard, I think we made some big steps for-
ward in carrying out what is intended by the legislation, but I
think there is always the opportunity to look harder and do the job
better.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. The Southeastern Power Administration’s stra-
tegic plan for 1997 contains the goal that Southeastern will in-
crease project reliability from 87 percent to 95 percent by 2002,
which would be a very commendable goal to achieve. The second
and third objectives specifically state that Southeastern will en-
courage its customers to lobby for funding.

Now, I don’t know whether that violates the law or not, but it
seems to me that it is awfully close to that. Could I invite your
comment on that portion of their plan?

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, may I call on my colleague?
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes. Would you identify yourself and be sworn

in as a witness?
Mr. BORCHARDT. Yes. I am Charles Borchardt, Administrator for

the Southeastern Power Administration.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Borchardt, would you please raise your right

hand?
Do you solemnly swear or affirm under the penalty of perjury

that the responses given and statements made will be the whole
truth and nothing but the truth?

Mr. BORCHARDT. Yes, I do.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you. Go ahead and give us your comment.
Mr. BORCHARDT. Yes, sir. I think what we were talking about at

that time was the general statement that we would try to seek al-
ternative funding and have the customers work with the Corps of
Engineers to obtain funds directly to eliminate some of the re-
quests for appropriations that the Corps was going through.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. From previous hearings, Mr. Borchardt, I know
we have discussed the reliability issue, and I know it is important
that you receive proper funding for the operation and maintenance
of the power generating facilities, but I was a little concerned to
read the emphasis on lobbying, and I would like to have that clari-
fied.
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Mr. BORCHARDT. It was an unfortunate use of the word. It was
not meant to be lobbying per se but to find ways of doing alter-
native funding and thus eliminate additional appropriations. This
would be primarily on the Corps side, but it would reduce our
rates.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I would like to thank you two gentleman for
being here. Dr. San Martin, I note that your hour has almost ar-
rived, and with that, we will excuse you and carry on with the re-
maining witnesses.

Dr. SAN MARTIN. Thank you very much for being able to assist
me, Mr. Chairman, and I would be very happy to work with you
and your staff on any followup.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you. I appreciate that. Our next witness
will be Susan D. Kladiva, Acting Associate Director; Energy, Re-
sources, and Science Issues, from the United States General Ac-
counting Office. Ms. Kladiva, welcome.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN D. KLADIVA, ACTING ASSOCIATE DI-
RECTOR, ENERGY, RESOURCES, AND SCIENCE ISSUES, RE-
SOURCES, COMMUNITY, AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DI-
VISION, UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Ms. KLADIVA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here
today to participate in the Subcommittee’s review of the efforts of
the Departments of Energy and Interior to comply with the re-
quirements of the Results Act.

As agreed, I will comment on the overall quality of the draft stra-
tegic plans of Energy and the Interior and provide specific com-
ments on the Energy plan as it relates to the Power Marketing Ad-
ministrations, and Interior’s plan in three key areas, first, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s mission; second, the coordination of cross-cut-
ting program activities at the Bureau and the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey; and third, the challenges that both will face in providing reli-
able information for measuring results.

It is important to recognize that the final plans are not due to
the Congress until September and that the Results Act anticipated
that it may take several planning cycles to perfect the process, and
that the final plans will be continually refined as future planning
occurs. Thus, my comments reflect a snapshot of the plans in mid-
June when they were submitted to the Congress.

First, with respect to the Department of Energy’s draft plan,
while we found that the agency has made progress in developing
its plan, the draft plan does not provide the Congress with com-
plete information for its consultation with the agency. Energy has
developed a plan that is appropriately focused on a department-
wide mission that transcends the interest of individual programs.
Accordingly, the document barely mentions PMAs specifically.

However, of particular concern to this Subcommittee, it does not
identify programs and activities such as those of the PMAs that are
cross-cutting or similar to those of other agencies. The PMAs’ func-
tion of marketing electricity relates to the functions of the Bureau
of Reclamation and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers that produce
the electricity that the PMAs market. However, the plan does not
recognize that the achievement of Energy’s strategic goals will de-
pend in part upon its coordination with these agencies. To ensure
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that the PMAs, the Bureau, and the Corps are moving toward mu-
tually reinforcing goals and objectives, we believe it is important
for Energy to address the coordination issue of its plan.

Turning to Interior’s draft plan, a significant amount of work
still needs to be done before Interior’s plan can fulfill the require-
ments of the Act. Since programs within Interior are carried out
primarily through its eight major autonomous subagencies, Interior
chose to implement the Act by developing an overview plan for the
department as a whole and requiring each of the subagencies to de-
velop its own plan.

Three key areas are of special interest to this Subcommittee.
First, the Bureau’s mission. Although the mission statement is
comprehensive and covers the major statutory responsibilities, this
Subcommittee and the Bureau disagree about the focus of its basic
mission. The Subcommittee’s May 29 letter to the commissioner
noted that the Bureau seems to be abandoning its original mission
of developing water resources in favor of managing water re-
sources.

You questioned whether the Bureau is the appropriate agency to
be carrying out the activities related to this management mission.
The mission of the Bureau, which was established 95 years ago,
has evolved and changed over time. Its present-day mission is a le-
gitimate and suitable subject for negotiation. It is the basic premise
from which the remainder of the plan flows. The consultation proc-
ess established by the Results Act provides an ideal framework for
discussing such issues.

Next, cross-cutting program activities. As with Energy, Interior’s
draft plan generally does not identify programs and activities that
are cross-cutting or similar to those of other agencies, nor does it
indicate that any coordination has occurred.

For example, both the Bureau and the Geological Survey as well
as other agencies such as the Environmental Protection Agency ad-
dress environmental water quality issues. Cross-cutting program
efforts present the logical need to coordinate efforts to ensure that
goals are consistent and, as appropriate, that program efforts are
mutually reinforcing.

We have found that when this is not done, overlap and duplica-
tion can undermine efforts to establish clear missions and goals.

Finally, identifying program measures and ensuring the develop-
ment of reliable financial program information to measure the
progress under their strategic plans will be major challenges for In-
terior and all of its subagencies. Interior acknowledges the chal-
lenge, and to its credit, has included in its department-wide draft
strategic plan a general goal for improving its financial and per-
formance reporting systems to better support the implementation
of the Results Act.

In summary, both the Departments of Energy and the Interior
have made progress toward meeting the requirements of the Act.
The continuing consultation process provides the opportunity for
this Subcommittee to ensure first, that he subagencies’ priorities
are consistent with those of the Congress, and second, that the
functions are complementary, appropriate in scope, and not dupli-
cative.
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Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement, and I will be
pleased to answer any questions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Susan D. Kladiva may be found at
end of hearing.]

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you very much. We will proceed next with
the remaining two witnesses, and then have questions of the re-
mainder of the panel.

Our next witness is the Honorable Eluid Martinez, Commissioner
of the Bureau of Reclamation. Commissioner, I am pleased to have
you here and recognize you for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. ELUID L. MARTINEZ, COMMISSIONER,
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT
OF INTERIOR

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for the
opportunity to provide testimony on the status of the Bureau of
Reclamation’s compliance with the Government Performance and
Results Act.

With your permission, I would like to summarize my comments
and have the full text of my prepared statement entered into the
hearing record.

Mr. Chairman, the Bureau of Reclamation has taken its respon-
sibilities in this process seriously. GPRA has provided the Bureau
an opportunity to re-examine its role and will provide Congress the
opportunity to consider the role of the Federal Government in
meeting contemporary water needs in the west.

Because western water supplies are limited and because Rec-
lamation supplies water to some 10,000,000 acres of land in the
west and over 30,000,000 people, our actions are important in ad-
dressing the broad range of competing demands for water in the
west.

To address these demands for water, we are involved in a num-
ber of initiatives, including the management of water at our
projects. We are assisting communities through a number of activi-
ties. We provide technical assistance for water conservation. We
are helping to demonstrate and implement the benefits of water
reclamation and re-use, and where appropriate and in cooperation
with States, tribes, local, and other entities, Reclamation is and
will encourage the development of consensus-based structural and
nonstructural economically justified and environmentally sensitive
water supply initiatives.

We will continue to work with Congress and other Federal, State
and local governments, Native Americans, and the general public
to meet the water and related resource needs of the 21st century.

We realize that this process is an ongoing initiative. On April 17,
Reclamation published in the Federal Register a notice of avail-
ability of its draft strategic plan. We posted a copy of the plan on
our home page, and that plan continues to be on the Internet.

Through the months of April and May, Reclamation held numer-
ous meetings in States throughout the west and in Washington,
DC, on its April draft plan. We met with Federal, State, and local
government agencies. We met with water users, power users, In-
dian tribes, conservationists, academics, and others, and on May 2,
Reclamation received input from this Subcommittee on our initial
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draft, and Reclamation is aware and is responding to comments
made by yourself and Chairman Young on these issues.

Mr. Chairman, these meetings were productive. In fact, as a re-
sult of the six meetings held in Washington, Reclamation now
hosts regular monthly meetings in Washington with interested par-
ties. The next such meeting is scheduled for July 23.

Based on the comments received to date, our April 17 draft has
undergone what I consider to be significant changes. Next week,
Reclamation’s plan will go to the Department for its review. Be-
tween now and August 15 when the plan is sent to the Office of
Management and Budget, it is my hope that Reclamation will have
another opportunity to meet with the Subcommittee to receive your
concerns. We will continue our meetings in Washington with stake-
holders, and will continue to receive comments from interested par-
ties.

The revised plan will be placed on the Internet, and we will
transmit the plan to all the western Governors in reclamation
States for the comments and input. The report is due to Congress
on September 30.

Mr. Chairman, this hearing is both timely and appropriate. Rec-
lamation’s strategic plan continues to be an effort that was begun
in the late 1980’s. Ten years ago, this Subcommittee had a congres-
sional oversight hearing on the reorganization of the Bureau of
Reclamation, and it focused on a document entitled Assessment
1987, and I raise this issue, and you might in your time have an
opportunity to read this document. It is about 131 pages, and I
have read it over the last few weeks, and it sheds some interesting
information on the Bureau of Reclamation.

At that time, Assistant Secretary James Ziglar testified before
the committee, and made some remarks that remain appropriate
today. I would like to quote one of his comments.

He said that the Bureau of Reclamation’s original mission of re-
claiming the west was relatively close to being accomplished in that
there were very few opportunities left to build large dams and res-
ervoirs. However, the Bureau’s general mission of providing an
adequate supply of water was far from being accomplished.

He went on to say that to accomplish this, the Bureau must
change from a construction-company mentality to a resource-man-
agement type of agency.

Mr. Chairman, I bring this historical reference to your attention
to point out that the Bureau of Reclamation, Congress, and the
stakeholders have been discussing the contemporary mission of the
Bureau of Reclamation for more than a decade through different
administrations.

I and Reclamation look forward to working with you and this
Subcommittee to continue to debate this important issue. Thank
you again for the opportunity to testify, and I would be pleased to
answer any questions you might have.

[The preparee statement of Eluid L. Martinez may be found at
end of hearing.]

[Draft Strategic Plan for Bureau of Reclamation may be found at
end of hearing.]
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Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you. Our next witness will be Dr. Gordon
P. Eaton, Director of the United States Geological Survey. Mr.
Eaton, I invite you to give your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DR. GORDON P. EATON, DIRECTOR, UNITED
STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

Mr. EATON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Like my colleagues here
at the witness table, I very much appreciate this opportunity to
discuss with you the Geological Survey’s draft of its intended plans
and accomplishments under the Government Performance and Re-
sults Act.

In your letter of invitation to Secretary Babbitt, you expressed
specific interest in having us address several different topics, but
before addressing these, I would like to share some background in-
formation about the USGS strategic planning efforts in general and
GPRA planning in particular.

In June 1996, the Geological Survey concluded an 18-month stra-
tegic planning effort with the publication of a paper entitled Stra-
tegic Plan for the U.S. Geological Survey, 1996–2005, and that doc-
ument ably expressed the vision and strategic direction of the
USGS, but it did not provide statements of goals and objectives as
called for by GPRA.

For that reason, a revised plan, Strategic Plan for the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey for 1997 to 2005 carries forward much of what was
laid out in the June, 1996, publication, but adds GPRA goals and
objectives as well as addressing the programs of the National Bio-
logical Service, which at the direction of the Congress, had become
the Survey’s Biological Resources division on October 1 of last year.

This new document has been revised as of June of this year to
reflect comments provided both by departmental staff and as a re-
sult of preliminary consultations with congressional staff, including
members of the staff of this Subcommittee.

The U.S. Geological Survey also participated in the pilot phase
of GPRA implementation through the National Water Quality As-
sessment Program. Through this early experience, we have learned
and are learning a lot, including, for example, the fact that it is
possible for different measures of success to have different signifi-
cance depending on the interests and the different perspectives of
the reviewers. Also, for performance plans, performance measures,
and critical results to produce desired outcomes, there must be on-
going communication between and among performers and review-
ers.

Suffice it to say it has been a significant challenge for the USGS
as a science agency to develop results-oriented performance meas-
ures that will allow ourselves and others to determine whether or
not specific goals are being met.

Some of the difficulties that we face, and these are shared with
other science agencies in the Federal Government, include the fol-
lowing.

In most cases, a minimum of 5 years is required to fully realize
outcomes from much long-term research, although summaries
might not yield meaningful and strategic results for as much as ten
or more years.

At an even more fundamental level, we often cannot anticipate
whether our research findings and facts will be used immediately
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by a client or what the results might be. In other words, if we are
attempting to measure outcomes, in many cases, the results of our
work lead to outcomes that are in the hands of others, and not our-
selves.

With these brief concerns as background, let me turn now to the
Subcommittee’s four specific areas of interest.

The first is the unique responsibilities of the Geological Survey
that define its mission. This mission can be very succinctly summa-
rized as providing the Nation with reliable, impartial information
to describe and understand the objects, the phenomena, and the
processes at work upon and within the earth.

This information is used by others to minimize loss of life and
property from natural disasters to manage water, biological, en-
ergy, and mineral resources, to enhance and protect the quality of
life, and to contribute to the wise economic and physical develop-
ment of the assets of the nation.

Within this overall mention of the USGS, the mission of the
water resources division is to provide reliable, impartial, timely in-
formation needed to understand the nature of water resources.

Water Resources Division activities include data collection, as-
sessments of water resources, applied research, basic research and
development for the purpose of solving water-related problems.

In summary, the Water Resources Division of the U.S. Geological
Survey is a primary source of scientific information on one of the
nation’s most important and vital natural resources, water. This re-
sponsibility fulfills a unique Federal role by providing standard-
ized, objective information to the entire country through the collec-
tion of long-term hydrologic data, interpretive reports, and the de-
velopment of new measurement and analytical methods.

Historically, the USGS has been very active in coordinating its
work with other agencies. The newly formed advisory committee on
water information convened by the USGS brings together 35 water
resource organizations at all levels of government, the private sec-
tor, universities, and public interest groups as well.

Reimbursable programs with numerous Federal agencies provide
an acute awareness of current and future needs of water informa-
tion that are reflected in the USGS strategic plan.

One example of this process is the watershed and river system
management program, a cooperative, formal venture between the
USGS and our colleagues in the Bureau of Reclamation. The pro-
gram supports the development and application of data-based deci-
sions for systems, which in turn assist resource managers at Fed-
eral, State, and local levels, and the result has been the postulation
of a specific GPRA measure.

In addition to such programmatic interactions, the USGS has es-
tablished a number of formal bilateral committees. The Survey par-
ticipates in the interagency research roundtable and the Natural
Resources Performance Management Forum, Federal agency
groups sharing experiences in implementing GPRA.

We see great value in GPRA, and despite the concerns that I
have expressed, I think that by working together in consultation
with the Congress, we can find a way in fact to make GPRA mean-
ingful and helpful to our conduct where appropriate.
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Again, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear be-
fore you this afternoon.

[The prepared statement of Gordon P. Eaton may be found at
end of hearing.]

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Thank you very much. One of the comments by
the General Accounting Office would seem to be common to all
three of the departments or agencies represented here today was
the failure to identify programs and activities that were cross-cut-
ting or similar to those of other agencies.

I just wondered if any of you would care to offer your thoughts
as to why that seems to be a missing element in your own plan,
or if it is a missing element basically in all three that are rep-
resented here today.

Maybe we should begin with our witness from the GAO and ask
you if you would offer your thought on that.

Ms. KLADIVA. For one thing, Mr. Chairman, I think that agencies
in going through this process right now are focused on themselves
and they are not thinking beyond their own mission sphere in
terms of what they can accomplish on their own versus what they
must accomplish by working with other government agencies.

As we pointed out with the PMAs, for example, they market the
electricity, but in order for them to market electricity, they have to
have the power and coordinate with the Bureau of Reclamation and
with the Corps of Engineers.

In looking at the strategic plans of those two entities, they do not
appear to have coordinated with one another, although individ-
ually, each has some performance measures that would relate to
the functions that are important to the other.

When we talk about coordination, we don’t mean just putting the
document out there for comment and for others to see. What we
mean is sitting down and discussing and reaching agreement so
that when you look across the plans, where activities are related,
you see a consistent pattern in the performance measures, the
goals and objectives so that you have some degree of confidence
that they are actually going to be able to fulfill that goal or objec-
tive by working together.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I appreciate that. Mr. Borchardt, I can ask him,
but let me ask the two of you that remain with your agencies.

Have you had an opportunity to go sit down and compare notes
on these similar responsibilities?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I think if I may comment, the bu-
reaucracies have a tendency to respond to the issues that they need
to respond to, and I think that if that would have been—my under-
standing is that the GPRA Act does not require that kind of coordi-
nation, although I do believe that it is an important and integral
part of this whole process.

Probably one of the reasons, and I am speaking as an individual,
one of the reasons you are not seeing these plans for this is because
it is not one of the six or seven requirements. I do believe that
there is quite a bit of coordination taking place.

In my particular instance, I have attended several meetings by
other agencies going through their GPRA plans, and I know that
that coordination is taking place and is taking place inside the De-
partment of the Interior.
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I think that it is through these type of hearings that raise these
issues that make the agency more aware that this is an issue that
the Congress is concerned about, but I think there is that consulta-
tion taking place.

Now, let me raise another issue here that I think needs to be
raised, that notwithstanding the fact that you have different agen-
cies involved in similar activities to relate to the testimony, the
comment that was made here to my left just a minute ago, is that
even though you might have EPA, the Bureau of Reclamation, the
BIA, and the Department of Energy all involved in common issues
which might be water quality, it would be in my opinion very dif-
ficult for all of them to reach a common goal, because their mis-
sions and their responsibilities might differ. But where they can
have common goals, you have to identify the duplication, and that
is just an observation that I volunteer as an individual, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I didn’t quite follow the last part of your state-
ment. You said where they do have common goals?

Mr. MARTINEZ. What I am saying is that the EPA is a regulatory
agency; the Bureau of Reclamation is a management agency. We
both have common interests in certain issues, but we might not
necessarily agree on the same outcome of that issue was more or
less what I am trying to say.

So it might be difficult to set four agencies around a table that
are all involved with water quality to all say this is our common
goal, because they spread out on certain issues. In other words,
they don’t all agree on certain issues.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. You may have different goals, and I understand
that may produce a different conclusion, but I guess from your per-
spective, from your own personal knowledge and experience, are
there some areas that are duplicative, perhaps through identifica-
tion of these different common responsibilities that might result in
some improvement in efficiency or in some recommendation to Con-
gress for legislation where it could be done administratively to clar-
ify these different missions?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I guess the idealistic answer
would be that all Federal agencies don’t duplicate efforts, but that
in practicality is not the answer.

It appears to me that the process that allows agencies to see
what other agencies are doing can lead to some improvement.

With respect to the Department of the Interior agencies, we try
to coordinate as much as possible and avoid the duplication.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Maybe that is an illustration of how it could
work between agencies that aren’t in the same department.

Ms. Kladiva, do you have a comment on that?
Ms. KLADIVA. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on

the statement that the identification of cross-cutting issues is not
required by the Results Act.

Specifically, one of the six requirements of the Results Act is that
agencies are to identify key factors affecting achievement of general
goals and objectives, and within the guidance of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, Circular A–11 specifically indicates that
among these key factors that should be considered is that achieve-
ment of goals can also depend upon the action of Congress, other



17

Federal agencies, State, local governments, and non-Federal enti-
ties. Key factors influence goal achievement directly and signifi-
cantly and potentially could invalidate the assumptions underlying
the goal.

Accordingly, the OMB guidance says that the strategic plan
should briefly discuss and describe each key external factor, indi-
cate its link with a particular goal, and describe how the achieve-
ment of the goal can be affected by that factor.

On that basis, when you have a number of agencies that have
missions, for example, in water quality, unless those agencies sit
down and talk with each other and sort out what the relative re-
sponsibilities are and where those responsibilities overlap, how do
you identify where there is duplication?

If each agency approaches this as though what they are doing is
fine, freestanding, and that they don’t need to coordinate with
other agencies, that is where you get a potential for duplication
and waste.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. May I just ask you—I am looking at page 2 of
your testimony under the subheading background, and you list the
six elements the Act requires. Which one of these six does this fall
under?

Ms. KLADIVA. Of the six, I am not sure that—it is number 5.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Number 5, identification of key factors, exter-

nally to the agency and beyond its control that could significantly
affect achievement of the strategic goals, and then you referred to
a——

Ms. KLADIVA. The OMB circular which implements the Act for
the executive agencies. It is Circular number A–11, part 2, which
was issued in June 1996.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me just ask our witnesses, are you gentle-
men familiar with this circular that she is referring to?

Mr. EATON. I am in general, but I have staff who are familiar
with it in detail.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. And Commissioner, is it the same situation for
you?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I haven’t read the individual circular, but I am
aware of its existence.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me just ask you, if you would, to get a copy
of that or maybe have your staff get a copy of it and see if you can
agree with Ms. Kladiva that the coordination is in essence part of
the requirements of GPRA. Perhaps that is something we need leg-
islatively to clarify in the future.

Mr. MARTINEZ. There is no question. I think that coordination is
important, and I don’t want to take up time debating that issue,
because I find it interesting that General Accounting Office says all
six conditions have been met, but if you have not met condition
number 5, there seems to be an inconsistency, because they are
saying all the conditions have been met, yet the plan is deficient
because there is no coordination.

To me, there is a bit of a logic problem there, but we should just
leave that to the side and maybe Mr. Eaton might want to shed
some light on this.

Mr. EATON. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate an opportunity to
comment on that.
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The absence of any reference to that in the GPRA report does not
mean that there is no coordination. There is in fact extensive co-
ordination.

In one area that is cited here, the area of water quality, there
is formal and frequent coordination and communication with other
agencies. I think the problem here is that the instructions in devel-
oping the GPRA plan were not explicit enough in asking to have
those put forward.

Life did not begin with GPRA. We have been in this business a
long time and we talk regularly and meaningfully with other agen-
cies at the Federal level, the State level, and the local level.

The GAO did not come to us and ask that question. I wish that
they had.

With respect to coordination across the whole of Interior, it is ad-
dressed by a variety of means in addition to that of strategic plan-
ning. Interior has coordinated its strategic planning process
through a formal strategic planning steering group and through ex-
isting management coordination groups such as the Interior Man-
agement Council.

Interior has also been a driving force in the Natural Resources
Performance Management Forum. This forum was established by
the Bureau of Land Management, an Interior bureau back in May
1995 and include the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Forest Service
which is part of Agriculture as you well know, and the National
Park Service. The Forum facilitates the exchange of GPRA and re-
lated information.

So I think the wrong question has been asked here, and some as-
sumptions have been made that in fact aren’t borne out by the
facts.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. And you two represent agencies that in fact are
subagencies within the Department of the Interior, so I accept
what you are telling me, that you in fact have the coordination
going on.

I will have to ask in writing from the Department of Energy if
they are coordinating with the Department of the Army, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation.

Commissioner, you could probably tell us a little bit about that.
Have they coordinated with the Bureau of Reclamation, as far as
you are aware?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I am aware that some representatives from the
power marketing associations have attended some of our work-
shops out west.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Maybe if you could, for the record, supplement
or amplify that answer if you have further information about what
is going on there, but that would be an illustration of where you
are dealing with entities that are not from the same department.
Perhaps there isn’t the level of coordination there as there is with-
in the Department of the Interior agencies.

Ms. KLADIVA. I would underscore again, Mr. Chairman, that our
point here is not that they just need to be talking with each other.
We know that they coordinate on an operational basis from day to
day in many cases, but what we are talking about here is this type
of cross-cutting coordination and reaching agreement on the goals
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and objectives of the strategic plans. That is the part that we are
talking about.

We are talking about ratcheting it up above the working, every-
day level.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is an important distinction. When you look
at it like that, gentlemen, is it your belief that that level of coordi-
nation is going on or just the coordination that is essential for the
everyday carrying out of activities?

Mr. EATON. I would argue that it is both from where we sit, and
I would point out again, the program that I mentioned which is a
formal partnership where we work together.

I have real trouble with the idea that somehow, there is no co-
ordination going on here, and let me refer back to the Natural Re-
sources Performance Management Forum.

That has been meeting on a regular basis and its membership in-
cludes NOAA and EPA and TVA and the Army Corps of Engineers,
quite outside the Department of the Interior.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Commissioner, what is your comment on that?
Mr. MARTINEZ. The point I was trying to make a while ago and

maybe I didn’t state it correctly is that there are some issues where
this is probably possible, but there are different interests rep-
resented by different agencies that might be difficult to come
around the table and come to closure.

For instance, in the development of water projects, there are en-
dangered species issues, there are water quality issues, EPA has
certain concerns, the Bureau of Reclamation has certain concerns,
and sometimes, you don’t come to closure on those issues.

I would find it very interesting to get all those agencies around
the table and say we all want you to come to one conclusion on a
goal of what should be the future of water development projects out
west. I am saying that you probably would not be able to do that,
so we have to be realistic as to where we are heading.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Maybe this process can force some of those peo-
ple to rethink their approaches.

Mr. MARTINEZ. It might be interesting to see what we get out of
it.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I think right now, it seems that you are basically
saying that and I would agree that the network of laws and regula-
tions appear to be in conflict, depending upon the agency. Is that
your feeling, Commissioner, or have I not characterized that accu-
rately?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I think, and again, I am speaking as an indi-
vidual here. I think the authorities are pretty clear, but sometimes,
people bring to the table different perceptions.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I guess if this Act works as it is supposed to, it
should focus on the results. We have to have available water, and
we have to do it in a way that respects the environment and re-
spects the opportunities for economic growth that are essential for
maintaining conditions of economic prosperity. I would hope that
this Act, by focusing on the results, would force us to operate a lit-
tle bit differently maybe than we have been operating, because I
don’t think anyone can look at these resource or environmental
controversies and feel good about how things are working in the
government these days.
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I think the hope here is, and I guess this is your point, Ms.
Kladiva, that to carry out the intent of GPRA as GAO has de-
scribed, the agencies would need to reference each other in their
strategic plans and clearly identify conflicts and overlaps.

Ms. KLADIVA. Absolutely.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Let me ask our two witnesses remaining if that

is something that you could take a look at as you proceed with your
strategic plans to see if you could at least identify the conflicts and
the overlaps?

Mr. EATON. Absolutely no problem there at all.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Commissioner Martinez, I really think you made

a lot of progress in that last draft, and I appreciate your sending
that to us.

One of the things that I would hope to get from all the agencies
over which we have oversight is specific citations and statutory au-
thority for each of the goals that you are identifying. I think that
would be very useful.

I think it would be useful to help us as policymakers focus in on
what you are actually supposed to be doing, and if there are goals
out there that don’t have adequate statutory foundation, then I
think those would need to be reviewed during an oversight hearing.
Then, either the foundation would need to be provided through a
law enacted, or if there are things that are supposed to be done
that aren’t being done, then I think this is how we as a Congress
representing the people are able to accomplish the business of the
American people.

That would be of great benefit to us if you could provide that.
I don’t believe that is actually required by GPRA in the way I
asked but I think it would be helpful when you write these plans
to tell us what your goals are and so forth, that for each one, give
us a footnote, which statute confers the authority to do that, and
I think that would be something that I would appreciate having,
and I think it would be useful to our Committee Members.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Yes.
Mr. MARTINEZ. If I may, I think that is a point very well taken,

and we tried to respond to that issue in our draft, but as you are
aware, on Bureau of Reclamation, we have like 1,400 pages of the
laws, and in most cases, it is project-specific.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. I read that in your testimony, and I thought no
wonder it is such a difficult problem.

Mr. MARTINEZ. We would like to work with the staff to see how
we might be able to address that issue without giving you on each
of the goals five pages of recitations to specific laws, but the intent,
I think, is good and we should address that.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Another thing that came up in another hearing
I was in, if you believe this is a problem, I wish you would high-
light it as to how it fits into one of these six points, but there is
a sort of a tradition that has arisen around here, a longstanding
one, of having report language that is inconsistent with the actual
statutory language.

That seems strange to me that we would operate in that fashion,
because the only thing that is the law is what is in the statute, and
yet the reports are oftentimes treated as if they were the law. I
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don’t know if you feel that that is a problem as you administer
your agencies, but I know I have had to introduce a bill—the report
had the language we needed in it, but the law was ambiguous, so
we are changing the law.

Maybe in some cases, and I don’t know what we would do with
1,400 pages of law that you deal with, Commissioner, whether that
is—each of these projects is basically a separate and specific thing,
the way we do it. Am I correct?

Mr. MARTINEZ. That is correct. For the most part, that is correct.
Mr. DOOLITTLE. That is a good point. I think I have asked the

questions I want to. There are many other questions that we could
ask, and I think rather than take up your time on any additional
questions I have, I will tender it in writing and ask you please to
answer as possible, and we will hold the record open for the an-
swers.

I really appreciate the time that our witnesses have taken. I am
sorry we had to wait so long to get started, and with that, the hear-
ing will stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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