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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. The committee will please come to order. I
have been asked to Chair the hearing by Senator Domenici, and I
am happy to do that. I have a statement that he and his staff have
prepared and I will ask unanimous consent that it be inserted at
this point in the record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

The Committee will please come to order.
Today we begin the Energy and Water Subcommittee’s fiscal year 2004 budget

hearings with the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. There will
be two panels, and as the Subcommittee’s tradition dictates, this year we will begin
with the Corps of Engineers in the first panel and the Bureau of Reclamation in
the second panel.

This Subcommittee has jurisdiction over our country’s water resources, under
which falls the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Both agencies
are responsible for managing this precious natural resource in a cost-effective man-
ner while balancing the needs of its diverse users. I believe that the mission of these
two agencies will only become more critical over time, as increasing pressure is
placed on our water resources.
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For fiscal year 2004 the President has requested an effective amount of $4.049
billion, a decrease of $580 million, or 13 percent, from the current year for the Corps
of Engineers. For the Bureau of Reclamation, the President has requested $880 mil-
lion, a decrease of $73 million or 8 percent from the current year. Unfortunately,
this is a budget request that only exacerbate problems this Nation faces in address-
ing our various water resource requirements.

I have had first-hand experience of this over the last year as the state of New
Mexico struggled to balance various water users, people, agriculture and endangered
species, during a very serious drought. And we will unfortunately continue to strug-
gle as New Mexico is at less than half of our annual snowpack for this year.

That being said, I am concerned that the Administration, in its fiscal year 2004
request, has under-funded the Corps of Engineers to such an extent that I question
whether it could effectively carry out its mandated missions next year if this request
were enacted in its current form.

An additional concern to me is the Administration’s approach to the Corps of En-
gineer’s budget. The Administration’s budget documents relating to the Corps of En-
gineers state:

‘‘While the level of funding can affect the rate at which the size of the backlog
changes, the measures taken (or not taken) to limit the number of projects that be-
come eligible for construction ultimately will determine whether we are making
progress or are falling further behind.’’

Unfortunately, this logic does not take into consideration the issue of need. There
is a clear role for the Federal Government, through the Corps, to carry out flood
control, commercial navigation and ecosystem restoration. These needs do not sim-
ply go away because you choose to limit what is constructed.

I think the Administration is missing the point that this country’s economic well-
being is closely linked to its waterways, be they rivers, harbors, or wetlands. Fur-
ther, it is in our interest to ensure that we maintain these resources for our contin-
ued successful competition within the world marketplace.

This country has an aging water resources infrastructure. For example, approxi-
mately 50 percent of the Bureau of Reclamation’s dams were built from 1900 to the
1950’s, before the current state-of-the-art construction techniques, therefore they re-
quire special maintenance measures.

Even though budgets are tight, I am concerned that no one is working to address
this longer term problem. An aging infrastructure is one of those problems that we
all put off until we absolutely have to, which in the end, will just cost us more and
may very well endanger life and property.

More importantly, the budget exercise we go through each year is not an effort
to figure out how little we can spend, but one that carefully balances the greatest
needs with our limited resources.

I would like to talk today about the impact the proposed fiscal year 2004 budget
will have on both agencies and what the Congress can do to ensure that they can
continue to effectively manage the country’s water resources.

I would like to welcome the members of the first panel from the Corps of Engi-
neers. They are:

—Undersecretary of the Army and Acting Assistant Secretary for Civil Works, Les
Brownlee,

—Lieutenant General Flowers, Chief of Engineers,
—Major General Griffin, Director for Civil Works, and
—Rob Vining, Chief, Programs Management Division.
Also here with us today are some of the Corps’ Division Commanders. They are:
—Brigadier General Larry Davis, South Pacific Division,
—Brigadier General Bo Temple, North Atlantic Division, and
—Brigadier General David Fastabend, Northwest Division.
Thank you all for being here today and for the work you do for this Nation.
On our second panel will be the Bureau of Reclamation. Appearing before us will

be:
—Bennett Raley, Assistant Secretary for Water and Science with the Department

of Interior,
—Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, John Keys, and
—Program Director Ronald Johnston from the CUP Office.

Senator COCHRAN. This morning we are hearing from two panels,
the Corps of Engineers, Bureau of Reclamation presentation of the
budget request for this next fiscal year. We are happy to have as
members of the first panel, Secretary or Under Secretary Les
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Brownlee of the United States Army. He is accompanied by Lieu-
tenant General Robert B. Flowers of the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers and Major General Robert Griffin, Director of Civil Works.
And we appreciate the attendance of Senators.

And without a lot of conversation, let me just say that I have re-
viewed the highlights of the budget that is being submitted by the
administration for the Corps of Engineers, and I am disappointed
that there are many important areas that seem to me to be inad-
equately funded if we were to approve this budget request without
any changes.

And some of those, I am sure members of the committee will look
at very carefully. And I am also interested just as a matter of intro-
duction in some of the reforms that are being suggested for the
Corps of Engineers, and the way projects are evaluated and the
process that is followed in determining when construction is appro-
priate for projects, for flood control projects in particular.

And I will be interested in hearing your views about those re-
forms and the degree to which you can inform us about the details
and how they will really work in practice.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Without a lot of other comments, I will put my statement in the
record, and yield to other Senators for any opening comments they
would like to make.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Mr. Chairman, I join you in welcoming the witnesses before the Committee.
I appreciate the hard work the Corps of Engineers does in the state of Mississippi

and around the country in carrying out its responsibilities.
While the Corps has taken on the added responsibilities of assessing the national

water resources and protecting Civil Works infrastructures from possible terrorist
attacks, its core mission remains. Corps levees and floodwalls protect millions of
homes, farms, and businesses. Its coastal ports and barge channels carry 2 billion
tons of freight annually, and its dams generate one-fourth of this nation’s hydro-
electric power.

For the individuals in my state who live in areas susceptible to flooding, Corps
of Engineers’ projects are critical to protecting their homes, businesses, and liveli-
hoods.

I am very concerned that this budget submission shortchanges these programs.
I’m sure this committee will try to identify ways to make improvements in this
budget for flood control.

I hope that the leadership in the Department of Defense and our witnesses will
assist us in determining which projects have the highest priorities and are ripe for
funding.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of our witnesses.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Craig.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LARRY CRAIG

Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me
echo the same frustration you have with the Army Corps’ budget.
Clearly there is a lot of work to be done out there, and we hope
we will be able to assist them in getting most of it done.

The Army Corps and those of us who live in the Pacific North-
west are very frustrated at this moment at the inability of the
Corps to manage the Snake/Columbia River complex in the way
necessary to be managed for navigation. We have got a lawsuit we
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are working through out there that disallows dredging for the mo-
ment. Some judge turned too green on us, and we have got to work
our way through it.

We have got fish runs coming back. We have got a river that is
being managed extremely well at the moment. Everything is gen-
erally looking up on that river, except the inability to effectively
manage it as a waterway for very important traffic in the Snake/
Columbia River Basin systems.

Everybody wonders why I am interested in the Corps. I do not
think a lot of people realize that I have the furthest in-land sea
port in the United States in North Idaho, and it is a critical eco-
nomic link to our State.

Senator REID. What is it, Larry? Which one is it?
Senator CRAIG. Port of Lewiston. It is at the upper end of the

slack water systems of the Snake and the Columbia system, and
handles a lot of traffic, a lot of forest products, and grain out of
Montana and the upper Midwest. So it is a very important link.

And at this time, the Corps is not being allowed to do what they
should be doing because of the Ninth Circuit. Once again, we come
to the floor frustrated by a dysfunctional court system that decides
that they are going to deal politically instead of legally with the
world. Anyway, I have said enough. We are anxious to hear from
them.

Les, it is great to have you back in your capacity now, your new
capacity. You have had great experience here on the Hill. We have
enjoyed working with you in the past on a lot of issues. We will
enjoy working with you now in your position as Under Secretary,
and we will also look forward to the—hearing from the Bureau of
Reclamation, another critical agency to western States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator Craig.
Senator Reid.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Senator REID. Thank you very much, Senator Cochran. I appre-
ciate your filling in today.

First of all, Larry, Senator Craig, because there were a number
of statements made on the floor yesterday about the terrible Ninth
Circuit, which as you know, you and I are both—it is our jurisdic-
tion. And 24 judges sat on that rehearing. The opinion was written
by a judge appointed by a Republican, the initial opinion. And of
the ten dissents, which was something we wanted—of the ten dis-
sents, seven of them were Clinton-appointed judges. If we had had
six other judges who had been appointed by the Republicans, who
had voted with us, we would have won that.

So I think the Ninth Circuit was certainly all way off base on
this, but I would hope that we would stop blaming it on Democratic
appointees, because it was——

Senator CRAIG. Well, if you noticed, I did not. I was very generic
in talking of the dysfunctionality of the Ninth Circuit. The Su-
preme Court has already decided long ago that you either fix it or
they will just simply rule most of their decisions out.

Senator REID. The problem is, Larry, that they have so many
cases that the Supreme Court does not hear all their cases.
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Senator CRAIG. Oh, that is the great tragedy for those of us who
live in the greater Northwest.

Senator REID. Anyway——
Senator CRAIG. I see Senator Murray here. I think she supports

us on a lot of these frustrations.
Senator REID. Senator Domenici and I have worked on this sub-

committee for many, many years, and I have enjoyed working with
him. He is a very—he is a friend, and does an outstanding job in
his capacity in being a Senator.

These hearings are intended to help us prepare our funding pro-
posals. We depend on the open exchange of information we receive
in these hearings. Most importantly we will develop our appropria-
tions bill by taking into account the needs of our members and the
needs of the American people.

The budget that OMB submitted for the Army Corps is totally
inadequate. It continues a recurring theme of trying to mask deficit
spending with funding gimmicks. The administration has proposed
a fiscal year request for the Army Corps of $4.04 billion. When you
exclude proposed funding from the power marketing legislative pro-
posal included in the budget, that is what it amounts to. This is
about $600 million less or a 14 percent cut from the amount en-
acted in 2003.

For the Bureau the proposal is about $58 million less or a 7 per-
cent cut over fiscal year 2003. This reduced amount of funding—
or level of funding, I should say, in reclamation, water and related
resources account is going to hamper progress on many large
projects and programs involving water and power for the West, and
also small projects.

The Army Corps general investigation account is taking a tre-
mendous hit. The fiscal year request is $100 million versus $135
million enacted in fiscal year 2003, a 26 percent cut.

The administration is proposing to fund only 19 preconstruction,
engineering, and design studies out of 89 funded last year. This
means that 70 ongoing studies that have been signed—that have
signed cost-sharing agreements with local sponsors must be termi-
nated.

The Army Corps construction general account is proposed at
$1.350 billion or $406 million below what we had enacted last year,
a 23 percent cut. There are no funds provided for discretionary new
construction starts.

The Army Corps operation and maintenance general account is
proposed at—I am sorry—$1.939 billion. This assumes $145 million
will be received from the Power Marketing Administration for hy-
dropower operation and maintenance.

But when properly accounted, the proposal is an 8 percent cut.
The Army Corps’ Mississippi River and Tributaries account is pro-
posed at $280 million, a—which is $65 million below last year, a
19 percent cut.

The only major account to see a budget increase for the Army
Corps is for general regulatory, a boost of $5 million over last year,
an increase of 4 percent.

The administration has proposed two new funding gimmicks this
year, and is recycling another one from last year. They are pro-
posing direct financing of the maintenance of the inland waterway
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system by using $146 million from the Inland Waterway Trust
Fund. Keep in mind, this fund was established to provide the in-
dustry cost share for new construction, major rehabilitation, inland
navigation projects. The fund is financed by a 20 percent per gallon
tax on fuel for vessels operated for commercial waterway transpor-
tation.

If the administration’s proposal is implemented, it would ensure
that the fund either went bankrupt or fuel taxes for the inland wa-
terway system would have to be increased significantly.

The other new proposal is to tap $212 million from the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund for construction and deep water ports and
channels. This fund was established for users to pay maintenance
costs of deep water ports and channels.

The fund is financed by cost on the value of cargo shipped to or
from U.S. ports. And the requests we get from members, valid im-
portant requests every year for these deep water channels, deep
water ports and channels is overwhelming. We cannot keep up
with it without, in effect, stealing this money for other projects.

While the harbor maintenance trust fund is better financed than
the inland waterway trust fund, using it for construction of projects
was not envisioned, and it would cause its bankruptcy.

The recycled proposal is for direct funding of operation and main-
tenance of the Corps, owned and operated hydropower facilities by
the Power Marketing Administration. This proposal assumes that
it will provide $145 million to the Corps for hydropower operation
and maintenance. This proposal was dead on arrival last year, and
I see no enthusiasm for it this year.

All three of these proposals would require specific enacting legis-
lation in order for them to become law. However, the administra-
tion made no overtures to the Congress to explain how these pro-
posals would be a benefit to the Corps.

It is entirely possible that these overtures have not been made
because these proposals benefit neither the Corps or the Nation. In
fact, two of the proposals only served a mass deficit spending with
the beneficiary being the administration in this budget game.

The budget proposed for the Bureau shows a slight increase.
However, this increase is quite deceiving. Many important ongoing
projects have received substantially reduced funding levels.

The administration slashed funding for reclamations of rural
water and water recycling projects from what has been provided in
prior years. The administration’s budget says that they will—that
while these are important elements in meeting future western
water needs, they should be done by someone else. I do not know
who that would be.

Most of the rural water projects funded by this subcommittee
provide clean drinking water to people that have had only access
to water of questionable quality for most of their lives. The cost to
our local communities of providing this clean drinking water is well
beyond the scope of most communities.

Federal funding for recycled water projects is limited to a 25 per-
cent overall project cost and, in many cases, capped at $20 million.
But without these Federal dollars, these projects simply cannot go
forward. The Federal dollars provide the necessary leverage for
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State and local funds to be able to do something that is meaning-
ful.

The administration budget theme for this year is economic secu-
rity for our Nation. Based on the proposals submitted by the Army
Corps—submitted for the Army Corps and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, it appears that they have overlooked valuable components of
our economic security.

For example, 41 States are served by the Army Corps’ ports and
waterways. These ports and waterways provide an integrated, effi-
cient and safe system for moving bulk cargo. Two-point-three bil-
lion tons of cargo are moved through these ports and waterways
each year. This—the value of this cargo to the national economy
approaches $700 billion. Navigable waterways generate over 13
million jobs in the national economy, and $150 billion in Federal
taxes. Annual damages prevented by the Corps exceed $20 billion.
By how much, I am not too sure.

From 1928 to 2000, the cumulative flood damages prevented,
when adjusted for inflation, were $709 billion for an investment of
only $122 billion. That is nearly a 6:1 return.

The Bureau and the Army Corps water projects, storage projects
have a total capacity of 575 million acre feet of storage and provide
municipal and industrial water supply to millions of our citizens.
Without these infrastructure investments, the tremendous popu-
lation growth in western America would not have been possible.

The Bureau and the Corps provide about 35 percent of the Na-
tion’s hydroelectric power, which amounts to 5 percent of our total
electricity. In the West, the percent of—or percentage of hydro-
power, that power, is much greater.

Both the Corps and the Bureau contribute to our Nation’s envi-
ronmental protection. Over $1 billion or about 25 percent of the
Army Corps’ appropriation was targeted for environmental activi-
ties. Reclamation expended a similar percentage on their budget.

These are only a few of the things that these two agencies con-
tribute to our economy. The administration’s proposals are inad-
equate to fund ongoing projects at anything other than minimal
levels. And we are going to have to eliminate lots of them.

In spite of all of the administration’s rhetoric about the econ-
omy—about economic security and maintaining our abilities to
compete in world trade, the administration has again—have pro-
duced something that is remarkably shortsighted in this budget.

The administration will not lead in the area of critical infrastruc-
ture. But we have to. Congress has to. So I plan to work with the
subcommittee, Chairman Stevens, Ranking Member Byrd, and
Chairman Domenici to ensure that this subcommittee gets the re-
sources needed to fund these vital organizations properly.

And I would say on a personal note, the employees of these—of
the Corps, I appreciate very much for their outstanding service to
organizations not only to Nevada, but to our Nation as a whole.

PREPARED STATEMENT

More often than not, your employees do not get the credit they
deserve. There is not a single member in either chamber whose
State is not impacted positively by the work that these agencies do,
the Corps and the Bureau.
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So I am sorry to take so much time. And I know you are filling
in and wanted to rush through this. I am——

Senator COCHRAN. That is not correct.
Senator REID. That speaks——
Senator COCHRAN. I do not want to rush through it.
I want to carefully address the budget proposal and consider it

very carefully.
Senator REID. That speaks well of you. If the roles were reversed,

I would want to rush through it, so——
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Good Morning.
This is the first of our budget oversight hearings this year and, as always, I look

forward to working with my good friend, Senator Domenici and his staff in pre-
paring our annual spending package.

These hearings are intended to help us prepare our funding proposals. We depend
on the open exchange of information that we receive in these hearings.

Most importantly, we will develop our appropriations bill by taking into account
the needs of our Members and the American people.

Once again, the budget that OMB submitted for the Army Corps is totally inad-
equate. Further, it continues a recurring theme of this administration of trying to
mask deficit spending with funding gimmicks.

The Administration has proposed a fiscal year 2004 request for the Army Corps
of $4.049 billion when you exclude proposed funding from the power marketing leg-
islative proposal included in the budget. This is about a $600 million less or 14 per-
cent cut from the amount enacted in fiscal year 2003. For the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, the proposal is about $58 million less or a 7 percent cut over the fiscal year
2003 enacted amount.

This reduced level of funding in Reclamation’s Water and Related Resources Ac-
count is going to hamper progress on several large projects and programs providing
water and power for the West.

The Army Corps’ General Investigations account is taking a huge hit. The fiscal
year 2004 request is $100 million versus $135 million enacted in fiscal year 2003,
a 26 percent cut. The Administration is proposing to fund only 19 Preconstruction
Engineering and Design Studies out of 89 funded in fiscal year 2003. This means
that 70 on-going studies that have signed cost sharing agreements with local spon-
sors must be terminated if the budget proposal were enacted.

The Army Corps’ Construction, General account is proposed at $1,350 billion,
$406 million below fiscal year 2003 enacted, a 23 percent cut. There are no funds
provided for discretionary new construction starts.

The Army Corps’ Operation and Maintenance, General account is proposed at
$1,939 billion, however, this assumes $145 million will be received from the Power
Marketing Administrations for hydropower operation and maintenance. When prop-
erly accounted, the proposal is $1,794 billion, $146 million below the fiscal year
2003 enacted, an 8 percent cut.

The Army Corps’ Mississippi River and Tributaries account is proposed at $280
million, $65 million below fiscal year 2003 enacted or about a 19 percent cut.

The only major account to see a budget increase for the Army Corps is for General
Regulatory, a boost of $5 million over fiscal year 2003 enacted, or an increase of
4 percent. While I am glad to see this increase for the Army Corps’ permitting ac-
tivities, I am appalled at the cuts to the other major accounts.

The Administration has proposed two new funding gimmicks this year and is re-
cycling one from fiscal year 2003.

The Administration is proposing direct financing of the maintenance of the inland
waterway system by using $146 million from the Inland Waterway Trust Fund.

This fund was established to provide the industry cost share for new construction
and major rehabilitation of inland navigation projects. The fund is financed by a 20
cent per gallon tax on fuel for vessels operated for commercial waterway transpor-
tation.

If the Administration proposal is implemented, it would ensure that the fund ei-
ther went bankrupt or fuel taxes for the inland waterway system would have to be
significantly increased.

The other new proposal is to tap $212 million from the Harbor Maintenance Trust
Fund for construction of deepwater ports and channels.
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This fund was established for users to pay maintenance costs of deep water ports
and channels. The fund is financed by a tax on the value of cargo shipped to or from
U.S. ports.

While the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund is better financed than the Inland Wa-
terway Trust Fund, using it for construction of projects was not envisioned and
would cause its bankruptcy as well unless the tax rate was increased.

The recycled proposal is for direct funding of operation and maintenance of Corps
of Engineers owned and operated hydropower facilities by the Power Marketing Ad-
ministrations. This proposal assumes that the Power Marketing Administrations
will provide $145 million to the Corps of Engineers for hydropower operation and
maintenance.

This proposal was dead on arrival last year and I see no enthusiasm among my
colleagues for it this year.

All three of these proposals would require specific enacting legislation in order for
them to become law. However, the Administration has made no overtures to the
Congress to explain how these proposals would be of benefit to Corps of Engineers
or the Nation.

It is entirely possible that these overtures have not been made because these pro-
posals benefit neither the Corps of Engineers nor the Nation. In fact, two of the pro-
posals only serve to mask deficit spending with the beneficiary being the Adminis-
tration in their annual budget game.

The budget proposed for the Bureau of Reclamation shows a slight increase; how-
ever, this increase is deceiving. Many important on-going projects have received sub-
stantially reduced funding levels.

The Administration has slashed funding for Reclamation’s rural water and water
recycling projects from what has been provided in fiscal year 2003 and prior years.
The Administration’s budget says that while these are important elements of meet-
ing future western water needs, they should be done by someone else. The implica-
tion is that these are local problems and should be solved by local interests.

Most of the rural water projects funded by this Subcommittee provide clean clear
drinking to people that have only had access to water of questionable quality for
most of their lives. The cost to local communities of providing this clean drinking
water is well beyond the scope of most communities.

Federal funding for recycled water projects is limited to a 25 percent of the overall
project cost and in many cases is capped at $20 million. Yet without these Federal
dollars many of these projects could not go forward. The Federal dollars provide the
necessary leverage to obtain other state and local funds.

The Administration budget theme for this year is Economic Security for Our Na-
tion. Based on the proposal submitted for the Army Corps and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, it appears that they have overlooked valuable components of our economic
security. Let me elaborate:

—41 states are served by Army Corps ports and waterways. These ports and wa-
terways provide an integrated, efficient and safe system for moving bulk cargos.
2.3 billion tons of cargo are moved though these ports and waterways. The
value of this cargo to the national economy approaches $700 billion. Navigable
waterways generate over 13 million jobs to the national economy and nearly
$150 billion in Federal taxes.

—Average annual damages prevented by Army Corps flood control projects exceed
$20 billion. From 1928–2000, cumulative flood damages prevented when ad-
justed for inflation were $709 billion for an investment of $122 billion, adjusted
for inflation. That is nearly a 6 to 1 return on this infrastructure investment.

—The Bureau and the Army Corps water storage projects have a total capacity
of nearly 575 million acre feet of storage and provide municipal and industrial
water supply to millions of our citizens. The water supply infrastructure pro-
vided by the Bureau and the Army Corps in the West are the life blood of the
communities they serve. Without these infrastructure investments the tremen-
dous population growth in our western states would not have been possible.

—The Bureau of Reclamation and the Army Corps of Engineers provide about 35
percent of the Nation’s hydroelectric power which amounts to nearly 5 percent
of the U.S. total electric capacity. In the West the percent of hydropower to total
power supplied is much greater.

—Additionally, both the Army Corps and the Bureau contribute to our Nation’s
environmental protection. Over $1 billion or about 25 percent of the Army
Corps’ fiscal year 2003 appropriations was targeted for environmental activities.
Reclamation expended a similar percentage of their budget on these important
activities.

These are only some of the ways that these two agencies contribute to our econ-
omy and yet the Administration’s budget proposal has given them short shrift. The
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Administration proposals are woefully inadequate to fund ongoing projects at any-
thing more than minimal levels.

In spite of all of the Administration rhetoric about economic security and main-
taining our abilities to compete in world trade, the Administration has again pro-
duced a remarkably short sighted budget.

If the Administration will not lead in the area of critical infrastructure, Congress
will. I plan to work aggressively with Ranking Member Byrd, Chairman Stevens
and Chairman Domenici to ensure that this Subcommittee gets the resources need-
ed to fund these two vital organizations properly.

On a personal note, I would like to take this opportunity to thank you and your
employees for the outstanding service that your organizations provide not only to
Nevada, but to our Nation as a whole. More often than not, your employees don’t
get the credit they deserve. There is not a single Member in either Chamber whose
state is not impacted positively by the work your agencies do.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator Reid.
Senator Bond.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHRISTOPHER S. BOND

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Acting Chairman. And
I woke up yesterday morning thinking that serving on 5 commit-
tees and 11 subcommittees was leaving me with too much free
time, so I jumped at the opportunity to serve on this twelfth sub-
committee.

And, Secretary Brownlee, General Flowers, General Griffin, and
all of you, I welcome you and the second panel. I join with my col-
leagues in expressing the frustrations that we all have felt.

I know at this time, gentlemen, particularly those in the—well,
all of you, have issues on your plate that are larger than the de-
tails of the project feasibility study and environmental impact
statements. I know that each of you are no strangers to military
combat. Each of you have had to lead troops into combat, and cur-
rently the troops are looking to you for leadership. And, once again,
on behalf of myself and the people I serve, we express our gratitude
for your sacrifice and your commitment to the security of the Na-
tion.

On the issue of domestic water resources, I have expressed my-
self repeatedly about the continued insufficiency of OMB’s budget
request. I would only say ‘‘Amen,’’ to what has been said before,
particularly Senator Reid’s statement. I have the pleasure of work-
ing with him on the authorizing committee, and we have this prob-
lem in other areas.

But, Les, I would urge you, as I urged your predecessor, please
do not agree with me publicly, would you?

Inside joke, there.
Historically, given how much Congress is forced to modify the

budget request for the Corps, the OMB budget request for the
Corps has become about as relevant as a UN resolution is to the
French government. But as the acting chairman and Senator Reid
have said, your work has put people to work in our country.

You save money by preventing waste associated with delay. You
have provided for a cleaner, better environment through your ef-
forts. And you have been true conservationists.

Every year, there is a referendum on the work of the Corps, and
it is called an appropriations bill. On a bipartisan basis, we join to
add resources to high priority projects, which speaks to the value
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of what you do as demanded by the people who pay the taxes and
who elect us.

Now, I would also add on the matter, a minor matter that is free
of controversy, I encourage your efforts to identify the best resolu-
tion to the questions of managing the Missouri River. We do have—
we do have an awful drought, and there is going to be pain shared
by the people in the upper basin with the people in the lower basin.
When water is short, everyone feels cheated. Everyone wants more
of it.

Senator Craig, I feel your pain.
The middle Mississippi River, which carries $27 billion in cargo

and is the primary avenue for transporting for our agricultural
projects, which give us in good years a $30 billion favorable balance
in trade, has been closed and restricted.

This is a difficult matter to resolve this. Why, the first Bush Ad-
ministration did not resolve it. The Clinton Administration studied
it for 8 years and kicked the can down the road to this administra-
tion.

Past Congresses have given you conflicting mandates. Recent
Congresses have given you plenty of rhetoric but very little legisla-
tive guidance, despite the efforts of some of us. If it were up to me,
Congress would pass legislation establishing priorities for you to
follow and let you get on with them. Otherwise, I would just as
soon pass legislation giving a President, this one or the next, the
authority to make a decision once and for all, without having to
struggle with all the conflicting mandates imposed in decades past.

Then we would have a decision. We would have some account-
ability, and we could move one way or the other and take responsi-
bility for it.

I realize you are victims in a thankless blame game where the
States and the agencies are polarized. You are left in the middle
with the hard job of balancing priorities, when that job should be
the job of Congress.

I look forward to working with the other members of this com-
mittee to help you resolve those priorities. And I thank you for
your service for the security of this Nation.

Thank you.
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Dorgan.
Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to yield to

Senator Murray.
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Murray.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATTY MURRAY

Senator MURRAY. Thank you, Senator. I will not take much time.
We want to hear from our witnesses today.

Let me just thank you for being here today. I look forward to
your testimony. Clearly, there are a lot of critical projects in my
State, from transportation obstruction, water, energy, environ-
mental projects that I have a number of questions on. I will save
some time.

Let me just thank Senator Reid and the Chairman for their as-
sistance with our energy and water projects in the past though. We
have been very grateful for that, and I appreciate that. And I look
forward to the testimony this morning.
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Senator COCHRAN. Senator——
Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, I would ask unanimous consent

that—I have some questions I can submit in writing to the wit-
nesses.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Senator Dorgan, you want to——
Senator BOND. I will ask the same.
Senator COCHRAN. Without objection.
Any Senators on the committee may submit questions. And we

hope you will respond to them in a timely fashion. Thank you.
Sir.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I will be brief, but let me say
that the comments from my colleagues, Senator Reid and Senator
Bond, are right on the mark with respect especially to some of the
funding issues.

I note that Senator Bond indicates he is on 12 subcommittees,
and my hope is that keeps him busy enough not to be too active
on this subcommittee.

We have had some long, spirited and interesting discussions
about Missouri River issues. And I know, General Flowers, you will
be in the middle of all of that, I am certain.

You started a 6-month process 12 years ago to create a new mas-
ter manual for the Missouri River. Twelve, 13 years later, of
course, we still wait. And Senator Bond and I both have an acute
interest in it.

The Bureau’s budget for water and related resources, for exam-
ple, is nearly $43 million less than the amount we appropriated in
the recent omnibus bill, so a number of projects will go wanting.
There is under-funding of some Corps projects, key Corps projects.
I will not go into all of them, but we in the West and Northern
Plains are facing increasing drought, and water needs are more
acute than ever.

The money that is recommended in the administration’s budget
is not nearly what is needed to respond to these issues both at the
Bureau and the Corps, so I will ask some questions about a num-
ber of projects that I am very concerned about.

But I will wait until the question period to talk about them, Mr.
Chairman.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Stevens.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I
am going to have to go to another hearing so I am not going to ask
questions. I do want to make a statement, however.

I am sure the witnesses all know Alaska has half the coastline
of the United States. We have a very small population, but we are
completely dependent in many areas on the Corps of Engineers for
their projects.

Now, out at or on Unalaska, at the Dutch Harbor area, Congress
authorized a project that was needed. That is the largest fishing
port in the United States, and has been consistently now. That har-
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bor was delayed because of a dispute between the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Corps of Engineers. It has never been built.

We have another situation there at King Cove, an enormous bat-
tle that developed over access to King Cove to the facilities at Cold
Bay for transportation of people, particularly in emergencies to the
hospital. Congress provided after a long, long debate with the Clin-
ton Administration that King Cove could build a road, and the road
would be determined—the location of it would be determined by
the communities, where it would go. They owned the property.
That road has been delayed also. It has never been built. And even
today there—the monies that we provided them to build the road
has been used to try to find some way to get it going.

We had money in the Energy and Water Bill 2 years ago for the
sewer, the Wrangell projects. OMB took it upon themselves to veto
those projects. And we put very strong language in the omnibus
package that has just been passed. I hope that will be followed,
that the Corps will follow the direction of Congress, which the
President agreed to when he signed that bill.

There is also money for False Pass and Seward Harbor. Both of
those had to be revisited again in the 2003 bill. And I hope we do
not have to do in, Mr. Chairman, in the 2004 bill what we had to
do in the omnibus bill to try and get the Corps and the administra-
tion to follow the directions of the Congress as agreed to by the
President when he signs these bills.

We are in a situation where, now because of the delays in so
many other economic activities that those related to fishing and the
using—use of our harbors are absolutely essential to our survivor—
or survival now. And I really do not understand these continued
delays.

I know we are under attack by a whole series of very extreme
environmental organizations. They had their day—right to their
day in court, but when it is over, it ought to be over.

And I am really very serious, Mr. Chairman, in saying that
somehow or other, these projects have to go forward. If it gets to
the point where I have to delay this bill until we get an agreement
that they—that the Corps will go forward, I will do that. I have
never delayed an appropriations bill, since I have been on the com-
mittee or have been chairman, but I will do that. And I will refuse
to bring this bill up until I get an understanding with the Corps
that they are going to comply with the law with regard to these
projects, particularly in terms of the Dutch Harbor Unalaska
Project, and the basic project for King Cove.

Now, those two projects are humanitarian as well as necessary
for the continuation of the economic activities in those areas. And
I am very serious. I do not know anything else a Senator can do
but finally use his ultimate right to delay a bill until we get an un-
derstanding that that is—that those projects are going to be built.

I would be happy to visit with you, Mr. Brownlee, or with you,
General Flowers, in any way. And I would be happy to go down
and have a meeting with the President of the United States, if you
would like. But these projects were authorized and reauthorized by
Congress, and they are going to be built. One way or another, they
are going to be built.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNETT. I have no opening statement, Mr. Chairman.
Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Secretary, you may proceed.
Mr. BROWNLEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator STEVENS. Mr. Craig wants to ask unanimous consent to

add other projects to my list.
Senator CRAIG. You want to add other projects to Ted’s list.

Okay.
Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, it is——
Mr. Secretary, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF LES BROWNLEE

Mr. BROWNLEE. Thank you, sir. If I could just take a moment,
sir, to extend my best wishes to Chairman Domenici, who I under-
stand could not be here this morning, and I have certainly grown
to admire and respect and have great affection for him, and so I
just wanted to send him my very best from here.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.
Mr. BROWNLEE. I would thank all of the members of the sub-

committee who were able to arrange to meet with me before this
hearing and also the courtesies of their staff to do so. If there is
any member whom I was not able to meet with, let me just say
that I will do so at your convenience to discuss any of these mat-
ters. I just want to be sure that it is very clear that I am available
to do that.

I come here this morning, sir, with somewhat always mixed emo-
tions when I come back to the place, here, the Senate, where I
worked for almost 18 years on the staff of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I have many heroes here in this body and some of
them are here this morning, so I appreciate very much the oppor-
tunity to come and testify before the subcommittee on the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2004 budget for the Civil Works Program of the
Army Corps of Engineers. I am accompanied this morning by Lieu-
tenant General Robert Flowers, General Bob Griffin, and Rob
Vining.

I am going to take just a moment to say something about Gen-
eral Flowers, and the committee already knows this very well, but
this is one of the Army’s most capable general officers. He provides
extraordinary leadership to the Corps of Engineers. It is an honor
and a privilege for me to work alongside him in this—on these im-
portant matters.

PREPARED STATEMENT

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to summarize
my statement and ask your permission that the complete state-
ment be included in the record.

Senator COCHRAN. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF LES BROWNLEE

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify before this subcommittee of the Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee and to present the President’s budget for the Civil Works program
of the Army Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2004. Accompanying me this morning
is Lieutenant General Robert B. Flowers, Chief of Engineers.

ARMY CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004

The fiscal year 2004 budget for Army Civil Works provides funding to continue
the development and restoration of the Nation’s water and related resources, the op-
eration and maintenance of existing navigation, flood damage reduction, and mul-
tiple-purpose projects, the protection of the Nation’s regulated waters and wetlands,
and the cleanup of sites contaminated as a result of the Nation’s early atomic weap-
ons program.

The fiscal year 2004 budget for Army Civil Works includes new discretionary
funding requiring appropriations of $4.194 billion and an estimated $4.234 billion
in outlays from discretionary funding (see Table 1). These figures are approximately
the same as in the fiscal year 2003 budget.

The new discretionary funding includes $812 million from the Harbor Mainte-
nance Trust Fund. Of this amount, $607 million is for harbor operation and mainte-
nance and dredged material disposal facility construction under existing law and
$205 million is for harbor construction under a legislative proposal set forth in ap-
propriations language proposed in the budget. The discretionary funding also in-
cludes $256 million from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund. Of this amount, $110
million is for construction and rehabilitation on the inland waterways under exist-
ing law, and $146 million is for operation and maintenance of the inland waterways
under a legislative proposal set forth in appropriations language proposed in the
budget. The new uses proposed for these two funds are described in greater detail
in the discussion of budget highlights.

The Administration is submitting a legislative proposal for direct funding of hy-
dropower facility operation and maintenance by Federal power marketing adminis-
trations. New discretionary funding of $145 million would be derived from direct
funding. This proposal also is described in greater detail in the discussion of budget
highlights.

Other sources of new discretionary funding include $2.947 billion from the general
fund and $34 million from Special Recreation User Fees.

Additional program funding, over and above funding from the sources requiring
discretionary appropriations, is estimated at $494 million. This total includes $143
million from the Bonneville Power Administration for operation and maintenance of
hydropower facilities in the Pacific Northwest, $278 million contributed by non-Fed-
eral interests for their shares of project costs and for project-related work, $58 mil-
lion from the Coastal Wetlands Restoration Trust Fund, and $16 million from mis-
cellaneous permanent appropriations.

Preparation of this year’s budget included a new process for assessments of pro-
gram performance. These assessments were intended to improve the effectiveness
of Civil Works programs and to improve the quality of their management and over-
sight. These assessments, and how their results are reflected in budget decisions,
are described in greater detail in the discussion of budget highlights.

PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS

Highlights of the fiscal year 2004 budget for Army Civil Works include: an empha-
sis on priority missions, anti-terrorist facility protection, and emergency prepared-
ness, response, and recovery; an emphasis on continuing construction projects and
a de-emphasis on design and initiation of new projects; and legislative proposals for
expanded user financing of projects through the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund,
the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, and the Federal power marketing administra-
tions. These highlights are described in greater detail below and are followed by in-
formation on proposed studies and management initiatives.
Priority Missions

The budget gives priority to ongoing studies, projects and programs that provide
substantial benefits in the primary (or ‘‘core’’) missions of the Civil Works program,
which are commercial navigation, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and flood and
storm damage reduction.
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The budget also provides funding for other areas of Corps involvement, including
regulatory protection of waters and wetlands, cleanup of sites contaminated by the
Nation’s early atomic weapons program, and the management of natural resources
and provision of hydroelectric power and recreation services at Federally operated
Civil Works projects.

No funds are provided for studies and projects that carry out non-traditional mis-
sions that should remain the responsibility of non-Federal interests or other Federal
agencies, such as wastewater treatment, irrigation water supply, and municipal and
industrial water supply treatment and distribution. Furthermore, the budget does
not fund individual studies and projects that are inconsistent with established poli-
cies governing the applicable missions.
Anti-Terrorist Facility Protection

Following the events of September 11, 2001, the Corps received appropriations of
$174 million to provide facility protection measures (such as guards) that have re-
curring costs, to perform assessments of threats and consequences at critical facili-
ties, and to design and implement the appropriate ‘‘hard’’ protection at those critical
facilities. The Administration is continuing its commitment to facility protection in
fiscal year 2004, with a budget of an additional $104 million for facility protection.

In addition, the budget includes a legislative proposal, set forth in appropriations
language proposed in the budget, to use funding from the Operation and Mainte-
nance (O&M) account to protect not only operating Civil Works projects that nor-
mally are funded from the O&M account, but also administration buildings and fa-
cilities and those operating projects that normally are funded from the Flood Con-
trol, Mississippi River and Tributaries account. This legislative proposal would also
authorize using Civil Works O&M funds to pay for protecting the Washington Aque-
duct drinking water plant, which is normally funded from revenues that are gen-
erated by selling drinking water and subsequently appropriated in the District of
Columbia Appropriations Act each year.

Of the $104 million in the fiscal year 2004 O&M budget for facility protection,
$91 million is for O&M-funded projects and $13 million is for other projects and fa-
cilities.
Emergency Preparedness, Response, and Recovery

The Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies account finances response and recov-
ery activities for flood, storm, and hurricane events, as well as preparedness for
these natural events and for support to the Federal Emergency Management Agency
through the Federal Response Plan.

The recent performance assessment of this program concluded that it is mod-
erately effective overall. The fiscal year 2004 budget provides $70 million for this
account. This amount is approximately what the Corps spends on emergencies in
a typical year. This amount would ensure that there are sufficient funds to respond
to major flood and storm emergencies and would reduce the likelihood of having to
borrow from other accounts or seek emergency supplemental appropriations for re-
covery efforts.
Emphasis on Ongoing, Budgeted Construction Projects

The Corps estimates that current backlog (that is, the estimated costs to complete
construction projects funded in the budget) exceeds $20 billion. In recent years,
these projects have had to compete for funding with numerous new construction
starts. To maximize the net benefits of the construction program and realize those
benefits more quickly than under current trends, the budget limits funding for the
planning and design of new projects, provides funding to complete all of the projects
that can be completed in fiscal year 2004, and provides substantial funding for eight
projects that we consider to be the highest Civil Works priorities nationwide.

The budget includes funding for continuation of 148 projects and completion of 13
projects. In addition, the budget includes funding across all accounts to continue or
complete design of 22 proposed projects. These projects were selected based on their
economic and environmental returns and because design is nearing completion. The
budget defers work on all lower priority design efforts.

Table 2 (attached) displays benefit/cost information on projects under construc-
tion. The table provides information on remaining benefits and remaining costs and
is presented for all projects at a discount rate of 7 percent.
Expanded Use of Navigation Trust Funds

The budget includes legislative proposals to expand the authorized uses of the In-
land Waterways Trust Fund and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. These pro-
posals would shift some costs now borne by general taxpayers to the commercial
users of Federal navigation projects, and would apply the unused balances in these
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accounts in fiscal year 2004 for the benefit of navigation. These legislative proposals
are included in the proposed appropriations language appearing in the Budget Ap-
pendix for fiscal year 2004.

The Inland Waterways Trust Fund would be used to finance 25 to 50 percent of
operation and maintenance costs for inland waterways, in addition to the currently
authorized financing for 50 percent of construction costs. Inland waterways with av-
erage commercial traffic of more than 5 billion ton-miles per year would be financed
25 percent. All other inland waterways would be financed 50 percent.

The 5 billion ton-mile criterion was selected to distinguish between high commer-
cial-traffic projects that would be funded 75 percent from the general fund and 25
percent from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund and those projects with lower com-
mercial traffic that would be funded 50 percent from each source. This criterion was
used because the projects with commercial tonnage above the criterion are those
that provide a greater return to the Nation and, consequently, are suitable for a
higher level of support from general taxpayers.

The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund would be used to finance the Federal share
of harbor construction costs, in addition to the currently authorized financing for the
Federal share of harbor operation and maintenance costs and for the Federal share
of the costs of confined dredged material disposal facilities.
Direct Financing of Hydropower Operation and Maintenance Costs

Historically, each year the Army Civil Works program has financed the operation
and maintenance costs of Corps of Engineers hydroelectric facilities, and Federal
power marketing agencies have repaid the Treasury for these costs from the reve-
nues provided by ratepayers. The exception has been in the Pacific Northwest,
where under section 2406 of the National Energy Policy Act of 1992, Public Law
102–486, the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has directly financed the costs
of operating and maintaining the Corps’ hydroelectric facilities from which it re-
ceives power. BPA has been providing operation and maintenance funds in this
manner each year, beginning in fiscal year 1999, and all parties agree that this fi-
nancing arrangement is working well.

Each year, Corps facilities experience unplanned outages around 3 percent of the
time. In 1999, the General Accounting Office found that the Corps’ hydropower fa-
cilities are twice as likely to experience ‘‘unplanned outages’’ as private sector facili-
ties, because the Corps does not always have funds for maintenance and repairs
when needed.

To address this problem, the budget proposes that the Southeastern Power Ad-
ministration, the Southwestern Power Administration, and the Western Area Power
Administration finance hydropower operation and maintenance costs directly, in a
manner similar to the mechanism used by Bonneville. The budget contemplates that
these power marketing administrations would make those hydropower operation
and maintenance investments that they believe are justified in order to provide eco-
nomical, reliable hydropower to their customers and that, as a consequence, un-
planned outages would decline over time to levels comparable to the industry aver-
age. The Administration is submitting this legislative proposal for consideration as
part of proposed authorizing legislation for the Department of Energy and related
agencies.

PROPOSED STUDIES AND MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES

The fiscal year 2004 budget for Civil Works includes a limited number of new
studies, as well as a number of management initiatives. These proposals are de-
signed to support the Administration’s priorities, to improve program effectiveness,
and to improve the quality and objectivity of project planning and review.

The budget includes a number of proposals that, taken together, represent a
strong commitment to improving the quality and objectivity of planning and review
for new projects. The budget includes $3 million to initiate the independent review
of complex, costly, or controversial project proposals. The budget also includes $2
million for a new, one-time ‘‘ex-post-facto’’ economic analysis of completed projects,
to assess whether Corps projects are delivering the benefits that were anticipated
when they were planned. This study will help the Corps to see where it was right
and where it was wrong, and to understand the reasons for its successes and fail-
ures in its process for estimating benefits, in order to improve future analyses. In
addition, the budget contemplates realigning Corps planning expertise to ensure
that this capability is used to best advantage. Concurrently, the Corps is improving
planner training and streamlining and standardizing its business processes, and my
office has established a project planning and review group to oversee project devel-
opment.
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The budget includes $1 million to initiate a new study of long-term options for
the operation and maintenance of existing low-use harbors and waterways. The
study would characterize the low-use facilities and would include economic analyses
supporting the options.

Five programs within Civil Works were assessed during development of the fiscal
year 2004 budget: the hydropower program; the flood damage reduction program;
the inland waterway navigation program; the Flood Control and Coastal Emer-
gencies program; and wetlands-related activities other than the Regulatory Pro-
gram. In addition, the effectiveness and cost of wetlands and flood damage reduction
activities were compared with other agencies. In response to the Flood Control and
Coastal Emergencies program evaluation, the budget allocates significant funding to
this program. After reviewing the evaluation of the flood damage reduction program,
we increased funding for our two highest priority projects and identified them for
the first time in the budget. The reviews also helped in developing the financing
proposals for inland waterways and hydropower, described above.

The Army Civil Works program is continuing its efforts to integrate strategic and
performance planning with budgeting, which is part of the President’s Management
Agenda and is required by the Government Performance and Results Act. A draft
Strategic Plan for the Army Civil Works program is being reviewed. In addition,
draft performance plans for the Army Civil Works program are under review. After
completion of Administration review, all of these plans will be transmitted to Con-
gress.

There are four other elements of the President’s Management Agenda. For the
human capital initiative, the Corps of Engineers has prepared and is carrying out
a strategic human capital plan. The Corps is reviewing its current organization and
management in an effort to improve the quality and objectivity of project planning
work. For the financial management initiative, the Corps is working with the De-
partment of Defense Inspector General to resolve audit issues and obtain an un-
qualified audit opinion on its financial statements for future fiscal years. For elec-
tronic government and information technology, the Corps has upgraded its capital
planning and control processes and prepared business cases for most of its key sys-
tems. For competitive sourcing of commercial functions, the Corps has prepared a
draft competition plan, which is under review. The Corps is also responding to the
Army’s ‘‘third wave’’ initiative supporting Army transformation, the war on ter-
rorism, and the competitive sourcing initiative.

APPROPRIATION ACCOUNTS

General Investigations
The budget for the General Investigations program is $100 million. Within this

amount, $10 million is to continue or complete preconstruction engineering and de-
sign of 19 projects. The funding levels proposed for this account—and the way that
we have proposed to allocate that funding—are key elements for our strategy to ad-
dress the construction backlog. They reflect an emphasis on completing policy-con-
sistent projects that are already budgeted in the Construction account, rather than
continuing to plan, design, and initiate new work.

The remaining funding would be used to continue policy-consistent reconnaissance
and feasibility studies, coordination, technical assistance, and research and develop-
ment, as well as to initiate 5 reconnaissance studies and the independent review
and ex post facto analysis studies described above. The budget includes funding for
5 new reconnaissance studies that exemplify the watershed-based approach to solv-
ing water problems and would enable the Corps to test holistic methods for planning
sustainable watershed development. (After the fiscal year 2004 budget was released,
the Congress provided funding to initiate one of the studies in fiscal year 2003.)
Construction

The fiscal year 2004 budget for the Construction program is $1.35 billion. Of that
total, $110 million would be derived from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to fund
50 percent of the costs of construction and major rehabilitation of inland waterway
projects, and $7 million would be derived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund
to fund the Federal share of dredged material disposal facilities at operating coastal
harbor projects. In addition, under the Administration’s legislative proposal, $205
million would be derived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to fund the Fed-
eral share of construction costs for coastal harbor projects.

With three exceptions, funding is included in this account only for projects that
meet the following criteria: the project has been funded in this account in a previous
budget request; physical construction of the project has started by fiscal year 2003;
the project has been actively under physical construction in at least one of the last
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3 years; and the Executive Branch has completed a review and made a determina-
tion that the project supports priority missions and is consistent with established
policies.

The three exceptions include one project proposed in the fiscal year 2004 budget
as a construction new start, the Chief Joseph Dam Gas Abatement Project, Wash-
ington, which is necessary in order to satisfy the requirements of Biological Opin-
ions for the Columbia River Basin. (After the fiscal year 2004 budget was released,
the Congress provided funding to initiate construction of this project in fiscal year
2003.) The other two exceptions involve preconstruction work at two projects, name-
ly, design of the dam safety improvement project at Success Dam, California, and
continuing analysis and coordination for the Delaware River Main Channel Deep-
ening Project, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware.

In addition to funding the completion of 13 projects in fiscal year 2004, the budget
provides substantial funding for our eight highest priority projects. These high pri-
ority projects are the New York and New Jersey Harbor deepening project ($115
million); the Olmsted Locks and Dam, Illinois and Kentucky, project ($73 million);
projects to restore the Florida Everglades ($145 million) and the side channels of
the Upper Mississippi River system ($33 million); projects to provide flood damage
reduction to urban areas, namely, the Sims Bayou, Houston, Texas, project ($12 mil-
lion) and the West Bank and Vicinity, New Orleans, Louisiana, project ($35 million);
and projects to meet environmental requirements in the Columbia River Basin ($98
million) and the Missouri River basin ($22 million). The Everglades work actually
is comprised of three distinct projects, as is the Columbia River Basin work.

The budget provides $80 million for planning, design, and construction of projects
under the Continuing Authorities Program. These are small projects for flood dam-
age reduction, navigation, shoreline protection, streambank protection, navigation
project impact mitigation, clearing and snagging, aquatic ecosystem restoration,
beneficial uses of dredged material, and project modifications for improvement of the
environment.

The continuing program for beneficial uses of dredged material is being expanded
to encompass additional types of beneficial uses at operating projects. In addition
to restoring aquatic resources pursuant to section 204 of the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act (WRDA) of 1990, the program also would be used for shore protection
with dredged material pursuant to section 145 of WRDA 76, as amended by section
933 of WRDA 86, and for other beneficial uses with dredged material pursuant to
section 207 of WRDA 96.
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries

The budget includes $280 million for the Mississippi River and Tributaries pro-
gram. The budget directs funding to the priority flood damage reduction projects on
the mainstem of the Mississippi River and in the Atchafalaya River Basin, Lou-
isiana. No funding is provided for studies or projects that represent non-traditional
missions or are inconsistent with established policies. No funding is provided for
new studies or projects.

The budget includes funding for preconstruction engineering and design for the
Morganza to the Gulf, Louisiana, project. This project numbers among the 22
projects program-wide that are funded for continuing preconstruction engineering
and design.
Operation and Maintenance

The budget provides funding for the Army Corps of Engineers to carry out its op-
eration and maintenance responsibilities at Corps-operated projects for the purposes
of commercial navigation, flood damage reduction, recreation, natural resources
management, and multiple purposes including hydroelectric power generation. The
budget proposes that this account fund anti-terrorist facility protection across all of
these purposes and at Civil Works projects and facilities normally funded from this
and other accounts, as explained earlier.

The overall budget for the Operation and Maintenance account is $1.939 billion.
Of this amount, $600 million would be derived from the Harbor Maintenance Trust
Fund for coastal harbor maintenance and $34 million would be derived from Special
Recreation User Fees. Under the Administration’s legislative proposals, $146 million
would be derived from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund to finance 25 to 50 percent
of the operation and maintenance costs for the inland waterways, and $145 million
would be derived from direct funding by three Federal power marketing administra-
tions to finance hydropower operation and maintenance costs. In addition to this
funding, Bonneville Power Administration would provide $143 million to directly
fund the costs of operating and maintaining hydropower facilities in the Pacific
Northwest.
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The navigation maintenance portion of the budget continues the past policy of fo-
cusing resources on harbors and waterways that have high volumes of commercial
traffic or that support Federal or subsistence usage. No funds are provided for pure-
ly recreational harbors, and the budget limits funding for shallow draft harbors and
for low commercial-use waterways. The budget provides: $620 million for deep draft
harbors (harbors with authorized depths of greater than 14 feet); $40 million for
shallow draft harbors; $311 million for inland waterways with commercial traffic of
more than 1 billion ton-miles per year; and $71 million for waterways with less com-
mercial traffic, with priority given to those operation and maintenance activities
that provide the highest return to the Nation.

The new study of long-term options for low-use harbors and waterways reflects
an effort to reach agreement on how to address the needs of these harbors and wa-
terways.
Regulatory Program

The budget for the Regulatory Program is $144 million. These funds would be
used for permit evaluation, enforcement, oversight of mitigation efforts, administra-
tive appeals, watershed studies, special area management plans, and environmental
impact statements. This funding supports continued efforts to reduce the average
review time for individual permit applications, to improve protection of aquatic re-
sources, and to strengthen protection of regulated wetlands through watershed ap-
proaches.
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP)

The Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) is an environ-
mental cleanup program for sites contaminated as a result of the Nation’s early ef-
forts to develop atomic weapons. Congress transferred the program from the Depart-
ment of Energy in fiscal year 1998. We are continuing to implement needed clean-
ups at contaminated sites. This year’s budget is $140 million.
General Expenses

Funding budgeted for the General Expenses program is $171 million. These funds
would be used for executive direction and management activities of the Corps of En-
gineers headquarters, the Corps division offices, and related support organizations.
Within the budgeted amount, $9 million is for activities funded for the first time
from this account: $2 million is to compete commercial functions between the Fed-
eral government and private sources; and $7 million is to audit the Civil Works fi-
nancial statements, a function formerly carried out by the Army Audit Agency using
its own funding. After adjusting for these two items, the amount of our request is
$8 million above the fiscal year 2003 enacted level. We would use the $8 million
to finance increases in labor costs and efforts to improve planning and management
capabilities.
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies

As discussed above, the budget includes $70 million for this account to ensure
that the Corps has adequate funding available for emergency preparedness and re-
sponse to actual emergency events.

CONCLUSION

I believe the President’s fiscal year 2004 budget for the Army Civil Works pro-
gram is balanced and will make productive contributions to the economic and envi-
ronmental well-being of the Nation. The budget continues support to ongoing work,
emphasizes primary missions, and applies resources to areas likely to have the
greatest national benefit. Providing the requested funding for the Army Civil Works
program is a wise investment in the Nation’s future.

Thank you.

TABLE 1.—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL WORKS FISCAL
YEAR 2004 BUDGET

Amount

Requested Funding:
General Investigations ............................................................................................................................ $100,000,000
Construction ............................................................................................................................................ 1,350,000,000
Operation and Maintenance .................................................................................................................... 1,939,000,000
Regulatory Program ................................................................................................................................. 144,000,000
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries ................................................................................... 280,000,000
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TABLE 1.—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL WORKS FISCAL
YEAR 2004 BUDGET—Continued

Amount

General Expenses .................................................................................................................................... 171,000,000
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies ................................................................................................. 70,000,000
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program .................................................................................. 140,000,000

TOTAL .................................................................................................................................................. 4,194,000,000

Sources of Funding:
General Fund ........................................................................................................................................... 2,947,000,000
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund ............................................................................................................. 812,000,000

(O&M) ............................................................................................................................................. (600,000,000)
(Construction—Disposal Facilities) ............................................................................................... (7,000,000)
(Construction—Legislative Proposal) ............................................................................................ (205,000,000)

Inland Waterways Trust Fund ................................................................................................................. 256,000,000
(Construction) ................................................................................................................................. (110,000,000)
(O&M—Legislative Proposal) ......................................................................................................... (146,000,000)

Special Recreation User Fees—O&M ..................................................................................................... 34,000,000
Power Marketing Admin.—O&M Leg. Proposal ...................................................................................... 145,000,000

TOTAL .................................................................................................................................................. 4,194,000,000

Additional New Resources:
Rivers and Harbors Contributed Funds .................................................................................................. 278,000,000
Bonneville Power Administration ............................................................................................................ 143,205,000
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Trust Fund .............................................................................................. 57,680,000
Permanent Appropriations ....................................................................................................................... 15,605,000

TOTAL .................................................................................................................................................. 494,490,000

Total Program Funding ....................................................................................................................... 4,688,490,000
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Mr. BROWNLEE. I want to take one more moment, sir. As most
of you know, about a year ago, I was appointed as the Acting As-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works in addition to my du-
ties as the Under Secretary of the Army. And I have to tell you I
anticipated that with some dread when I heard it was coming, be-
cause this is probably the part of the Army that I knew the least
about, and the issues were some in which I quite frankly did not
have a strong interest.

But after almost 1 year in this capacity, I just want to tell the
committee that it has been an absolute pleasure for me to work on
even these difficult and very important issues because of the oppor-
tunity to work with the people in the Corps of Engineers and in
the Civil Works secretariat.

I have over 40 years of uninterrupted military and government
service, and I have never met people that are more dedicated and
capable than these folks in the Corps of Engineers. They serve the
Nation very, very well, both at home and abroad. I have seen the
results of their efforts and I just could not appear here without tell-
ing you how very proud I am to represent them in some capacity,
to tell you that the American people and you can take great pride
in what they do. They serve the Army and the Nation exceedingly
well, and so it is a pleasure for me and it is with a great deal of
pride that I am here this morning.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I am here to report that the total
Civil Works budget for fiscal year 2004 is $4.2 billion. This is ap-
proximately the same amount as the total Civil Works budget for
2003.

The budget places priority on ongoing studies and projects, and
the Corps’ primary mission areas of commercial navigation, flood,
and storm damage reduction, and aquatic ecosystem restoration.
The budget emphasizes completing the ongoing construction
projects that have completed the executive branch review process,
and are economically justified, environmentally acceptable, tech-
nically sound, and consistent with cost-sharing policies.

The budget provides sufficient funding for 13 projects that can be
physically completed in fiscal year 2004, and for eight other ongo-
ing projects that are high priorities of the administration as well
as substantial funding for the flood protection projects on the main
stem of the Mississippi River. Consistent with the focus on projects
that already are under construction, the budget limits funding to
plan, design or initiate new projects.

However, the budget does provide funding for 22 ongoing design
efforts that are estimated to provide substantial economic and envi-
ronmental returns and that are nearing completion.

The budget includes a number of studies and management initia-
tives that are designed to support the administration’s priorities, to
improve program effectiveness, and to improve the quality and ob-
jectivity of project planning and review.

The budget includes funding for reconnaissance studies that ex-
emplify the watershed-based approach to solving water problems.
In addition, the budget includes $2 million for an analysis of
whether completed Corps projects are delivering benefits as
planned.
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Further, the budget includes $3 million to institute an inde-
pendent review of proposed projects that are likely to be costly,
controversial, or complex.

The budget focuses navigation, operation and maintenance fund-
ing on harbors and waterways with high volumes of commercial
traffic. The budget limits operations and maintenance funding for
those shallow draft harbors and inland waterways that have little
commercial use and includes $1 million to study long-term options
for operation and maintenance of those projects.

The budget emphasizes anti-terrorist protection of Civil Works
projects and facilities, and includes $104 million to improve the
protection of facilities where the consequences of an attack would
be great.

The budget for the regulatory program will enable continued im-
provements in protection of the Nation’s wetlands and in the effi-
ciency of permit reviews and decision making. The budget provides
$70 million for the Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies account.
This amount will enable us to respond to major emergency and to
finance most, if not all, recovery costs.

The budget includes legislative proposals to expand the uses of
the Inland Waterways Trust Fund and the Harbor Maintenance
Trust Fund. The budget also includes a legislative proposal for Fed-
eral power marketing administrations to directly finance the spe-
cific operation and maintenance costs of Corps of Engineers hydro-
power facilities.

The Civil Works program is separately accountable to the Presi-
dent for implementing the President’s management agenda. We are
making progress on improving performance planning, financial
management, human capital planning, competition planning and
E-government.

In summary, I believe the fiscal year 2004 Civil Works budget is
balanced in accordance with the Nation’s priorities and will make
productive contributions to the economic and environmental well-
being of our Nation.

I look forward to working with this subcommittee on these im-
portant issues and appreciate your continuing support. Thank you.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. General Flowers,
do you have a statement?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT B. FLOWERS

General FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
the subcommittee, I am again honored to be testifying before you,
along with Under Secretary Brownlee on the President’s fiscal year
2004 budget for the Army’s Civil Works Program.

Today, thanks to this subcommittee’s strong support, the Civil
Works program is balanced, responsive and highly productive. And
I look forward to your continued partnership in this important pro-
gram that is so broadly beneficial to the Nation.

My complete statement covers more details on the fiscal year
2004 program, the backlog, future water challenges, transforming
the Corps, our business management system, and the overall value
of the Corps to the Nation’s economy and its national defense. With
your permission, I will summarize some of these major points.
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First, a word about the President’s budget and the value of Civil
Works to the Nation’s economy and the environment: We will work
aggressively to make the most efficient use possible of the fiscal
year 2004 President’s budget for the Army Corps of Engineers. The
budget funds the critical water resources infrastructure that has
improved the quality of our citizens’ lives and provided a founda-
tion for the economic growth and development of this country.

Our projects for navigation, flood protection, ecosystem restora-
tion, hydropower generation and recreation directly contribute to
the national economic might. The stream of benefits realized is re-
duced transportation costs, avoided flood and storm damages and
improvements in environmental value are considerable.

Just a few numbers in which you may be interested: The naviga-
tion program you fund enables 2.4 billion tons of commerce to move
on the navigable waterways. The U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation estimates that these cargo movements have created jobs for
13 million people.

Another fact: Corps flood damage reduction structures save tax-
payers $21 billion in damages every year in addition to the lives
they save. And another: Private industry contractors carry out vir-
tually all of our construction work and over 50 percent of our civil,
planning and engineering, money that goes directly into the econ-
omy.

This budget also includes funding to support watershed studies.
These studies will allow us to work collaboratively with many
stakeholders. With the complexity of water problems today, we be-
lieve this is the direction we must take to develop the best, most
comprehensive solutions.

Moving now to our backlogs, we estimate it will cost more than
$21 billion to complete the construction projects in the Construc-
tion, General, Program funded in the fiscal year 2004 budget.

On the maintenance backlog, we continue to be challenged as
well. You can see from the numbers that I just cited on the value
of Corps projects that our infrastructure is a critical element in a
strong economy. Sustaining this level of service becomes more of a
challenge, as our infrastructure ages.

The funding required at the end of fiscal year 2004 to complete
the high priority maintenance work in the Operation and Mainte-
nance account is slightly over $1 billion. Now, that represents an
increase of about $127 million over last year. I can assure that I
will continue to do all that I can to make these programs as cost
effective as possible.

Next I would like to talk briefly about future water challenges
and a few thoughts about a need for a national water policy. Last
fall, the American Water Resources Association sponsored a sem-
inar on the need for a more comprehensive water policy in the Na-
tion. Conflicting demands for water are increasing across the coun-
try and exist in almost every major watershed.

Solutions to these complex problems will not be easy without sig-
nificant changes in our evolving national water policy. Develop-
ment of such policy will, in turn, require a collaboration of many
government organizations at all levels.

You have my assurance that the Corps stands ready to assist you
and the administration in this effort.
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Turning now to the issue of Corps transformation: There are
many interested in transforming the Corps, inside and outside of
the organization. Some may have the larger goal of changes in cur-
rent water policy in mind. Others may want us to operate more ef-
ficiently and effectively. We are listening to all of these good ideas.
And I have met with individuals, industry groups and interest
groups to hear what they have to say.

I have issued communications principles to ensure that all within
the Corps are practicing open, effective, and timely two-way com-
munication with the entire community of water resources interests.

And let me assure you, I am committed to working with you and
all who are interested and to do all in my power to transform the
Corps to meet the Nation’s needs.

And finally, a subject dear to my heart, the value of the Civil
Works program to national defense: All of you can be proud that
the Civil Works program is a valuable asset in support of the Na-
tional Security Strategy in many ways. For instance, we have a
trained engineering workforce, with world-class expertise, capable
of responding to a variety of situations across the spectrum of na-
tional defense. In fact, skills developed in managing Corps projects
transfer to most tactical engineering-related operations.

As an example, to date, 250 civilian members of our byproduct
Civil Works Program team have volunteered for deployment in sup-
port of Operation Enduring Freedom, providing engineering, con-
struction, and real estate support. They wear uniforms like those
of active duty military personnel and, by civilian standards, live
under spartan conditions. Nevertheless, they are inspired by
knowledge that they are participating in an important mission.

PREPARED STATEMENTS

In summary, the Corps is committed to staying at the leading
edge in providing service to the Nation. And I truly appreciate your
continued support to this end.

Thank you, sir, and members of the committee. This concludes
my statement.

[The statements follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL ROBERT B. FLOWERS

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee: I am honored to
be testifying before your subcommittee today, along with the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Civil Works, the Honorable Les Brownlee, on the President’s
Fiscal Year 2004 Budget for the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil
Works Program.

My statement covers the following 6 topics:
—Summary of Fiscal Year 2004 Program Budget,
—Civil Works Program Backlogs,
—Future Water Challenges,
—Civil Works Program Transformation,
—Need for a More Robust Business Management System, and
—Other Thoughts.

SUMMARY OF FISCAL YEAR 2004 PROGRAM BUDGET

Introduction
This is a good budget. New funding for the Civil Works Program, including the

Direct and Reimbursed programs, is expected to approach $5.410 billion.
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As shown in Table 1, Direct Program funding, including discretionary and manda-
tory funding appropriated directly to the Corps, totals $4.688 billion. Discretionary
funding, including amounts ultimately replaced by mandatory funding, totals $4.194
billion; additional mandatory funding totals $494 million.

Reimbursed Program funding is projected to be $722 million.
Direct Program

The proposed budget reflects the Administration’s commitment to continued sound
development and management of the Nation’s water and related land resources. It
provides for continued efficient operation of the Nation’s navigation, flood protection,
and other water resource management infrastructure, fair regulation of the Nation’s
wetlands, and restoration of the Nation’s important environmental resources, such
as the Florida Everglades.

The budget provides for continued funding of nearly all policy-consistent studies
and projects underway. It also provides for funding of 5 new reconnaissance studies
under the General Investigations (GI) program.
Reimbursed Program

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Support Program we help non-
DOD Federal agencies, State, and other countries with timely, cost-effective imple-
mentation of their programs, while maintaining and enhancing capabilities for exe-
cution of our Civil and Military Program missions. These customers rely on our ex-
tensive capabilities, experience, and successful track record. The work is principally
technical oversight and management of engineering, environmental, and construc-
tion contracts performed by private sector firms, and is fully funded by the cus-
tomers.

Currently, we provide reimbursable support for about 60 other Federal agencies
and several State and local governments. Total reimbursement for such work in fis-
cal year 2004 is projected to be $722 million. The largest share—nearly $165 mil-
lion—is expected from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for cleanup of
wastes at numerous sites under its Superfund program. Ninety percent of Reim-
bursed Program funding is provided by other Federal agencies.
Staffing

Total staffing for the Civil Works Program for fiscal year 2004 is 24,800 FTEs,
unchanged from fiscal year 2003. Of the total, 23,700 FTEs are for the Direct Pro-
gram and 1,100 FTEs are for the Reimbursed Program. Total staffing is allocated
90.6 percent to districts, 4.9 percent to laboratories and other separate field oper-
ating agencies, 2.7 percent to division offices, and 1.8 percent to headquarters.

CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM BACKLOGS

Introduction
In the broadest sense, ‘‘backlog’’ is unfunded work. For the Civil Works Program,

it is defined more specifically, as the Federal share of unfunded continuing and fu-
ture work at some point in time, e.g., the beginning of some funding period, such
as fiscal year 2004. This definition can be further variously qualified. Such con-
tinuing and future work could include, for example, only work that is currently pro-
grammed on projects now actively under physical construction, while excluding such
work where a project has not yet begun physical construction or where physical con-
struction has been suspended for more than a year.
Construction Program

At the end of fiscal year 2004, it will cost more than $21 billion to complete the
construction projects of the Construction, General, Program funded in the fiscal year
2004 budget, which represents essentially no change from last year. The fiscal year
2004 budget focuses resources on these projects as part of a comprehensive strategy
that would deliver benefits more quickly to the many Americans who rely on worthy
projects already underway, while increasing the net return from the Nation’s invest-
ment in the Civil Works program.

If one were to add the costs of other conceivable work on construction projects not
supported in the budget; on proposed projects that are in the planning stage or un-
dergoing pre-construction engineering and design, and potential projects that al-
ready have advocates but are not yet officially on the drawing board, the total costs
would mount quickly.
Maintenance Program

Water and related land resource management facilities of the Civil Works Pro-
gram are vast. As stewards of this infrastructure, we are challenged to ensure that
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it continues to provide an appropriate level of service to the nation. Sustaining such
service, and the resultant flows of benefits, through proper operation and mainte-
nance projects, is becoming increasingly more difficult because the costs of these ef-
forts are growing as our infrastructure ages.

To facilitate sensible budgeting, the maintenance backlog is prioritized into two
parts—high and lower priority work. The high priority work includes maintenance
would ensure attainment of performance goals—specifically, providing continued
levels of service—in the budget year. Delay in accomplishment of this work could
result in more extensive and costly repairs or an increased risk of falling short of
performance goals. The lower priority work is less urgent. It includes routine main-
tenance, major repairs, replacement of outdated or worn facilities, management im-
provement studies, and correction of environmental deficiencies.

At the end of fiscal year 2004, it will cost more than $1 billion to complete the
high priority maintenance work of the Operation and Maintenance, General, Pro-
gram funded in the fiscal year 2004 budget, which represents an increase of $127
million over last year. More than half of this work is for navigation facilities, which
consists largely of dredging and repair of structures such as locks, dams, break-
waters, and jetties. The balance of the high priority backlog in the Operation and
Maintenance account is for flood damage reduction, recreation, and environmental
stewardship, and hydropower generation facilities. It consists of work such as spill-
way repairs, seepage control, embankment toe protection, access road and recreation
facility repairs, and environmental compliance actions.

In our effort to reduce the maintenance backlog, we are looking closely at how
we determine the appropriate level of service and are searching for ways to reduce
costs and thereby accomplish more with available resources.

FUTURE WATER CHALLENGES

The Nation is facing important water and related land resources management
challenges with potentially serious implications. I would like to offer the following
observations and interpretations:

—As the world’s climate changes, the prospect of changing hydrology and water
distribution and, in turn, environmental and socioeconomic conditions, requires
us to do a better job of anticipating the need for changes in water and related
land resources management facilities, systems, and practices, and to improve
our methods for effecting such changes.

—As global markets expand, international commerce will demand more efficient
domestic ports and harbors, and improved vessel and intermodal cargo handling
facilities.

—With many properties and major populations located in the Nation’s floodplains,
flooding will continue to be of concern. Moreover, if current trends continue,
flood-prone lands and natural flood management systems will be compromised,
and the threat of flood damage will increase.

—Ongoing migration of the Nation’s population to coastal plains and coasts, and
attendant property development, will increase risks of loss from coastal storms
and hurricanes.

—The ongoing migration to coastal plains and coasts will put increasing pressure
on coastal habitat, especially wetlands, and other fish and wildlife ecosystems.

—Through Water Resources Development Acts of 1996 and 1999 (WRDA 96 and
WRDA 99), the American public placed the health of natural ecosystems in the
forefront of the Corps of Engineers’ priorities. These acts, providing additional
authorities to the Corps for aquatic ecosystem restoration, wetlands manage-
ment, and nonstructural floodplain management.

—As the Nation’s water and related land management infrastructure ages, it
must be rehabilitated, modified, replaced, or removed.

—As the Nation’s population grows, there will be growing conflicts among mul-
tiple interests within watersheds wanting to use available water and related
lands for diverse needs.

—The American public has a strong and growing interest in downsizing the Fed-
eral Government and, in turn, its workforce. In light of this, ongoing
outsourcing and privatizing for accomplishment of government work, including
engineering, will increase. An implication of this is that the nonfederal sector,
including state and private interests, will have to share greater responsibility
in water and related land resources management.

Policy for Complex Solutions
Our current and future water resources challenges are complex, involving com-

peting and conflicting demands on use of the Nation’s limited water and related
land resources. They require, and should lead to, significant further changes in our
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evolving national policy. Development of such policy will require collaboration of
many government organizations, at all levels, working for the collective good of the
Nation.

CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM TRANSFORMATION

Throughout its long and distinguished history, the Civil Works Program has con-
tinually changed in response to then-relevant factors, including advances in science,
methods, and processes, changing public values and priorities, and laws. For our
program to remain a viable contributor to national welfare, we must remain sen-
sitive to such factors, and continue to reorient, rescope, and refocus the program in
light of them. To that end, I’m committed to reforming the Civil Works Program to
meet the Nation’s current water and related land resource management needs.

Advising me in my effort to reform the Civil Works Program is the newly formed
Corps Reform Network, comprising all parties interested in improving our program.
On 9 February 2003 the Steering Committee for the Corps Reform Network met at
Corps headquarters in Washington, D.C. to further the effort.

Let me tell you about some of the major steps we’ve already taken:
—Last year I issued the Corps’ Environmental Operating Principles—a clear com-

mitment to accomplishing our work in environmentally sustainable ways—with
the express purpose of instilling the principles as individual values in all mem-
bers of the Corps team.

—We’ve developed a rigorous training curriculum to improve our planning capa-
bility. This will ensure that the best science is applied in project development
and that our planners will integrate economics and ecology in developing Corps
projects. We’re cooperating with major universities and have begun to sponsor
graduate education in water resources planning. We’ve re-instituted our very
successful Planning Associates Program.

Our Fiscal Year 2004 Budget for the Research and Development (R&D) Pro-
gram includes funding to improve economic models; one of our principal efforts
will be to develop the Navigation Economic Technologies program, focusing on
economic methods and tools for navigation evaluations designed to address, up-
date, and improve specific models, and to address modeling issues raised by the
Corps and others. We need to make substantial modeling advances to support
decision making on proposed major investments.

—We’ve redoubled our efforts to engage Federal, State, and local agencies, stake-
holders, and the public in meaningful dialogue.

—The Corps and ASA (CW) have allocated additional resources to improve our in-
ternal review capability, and are considering other measures to further improve
such capability.

Let me also tell you about the major steps we’ll be taking in the months ahead:
—A report of the National Academy of Science (NAS) came out strongly in support

of an independent review process. We have proposed $3 million in our fiscal
year 2004 budget to initiate selected independent reviews.

—We have proposed an ex-post-facto study of a sample of Corps projects in order
to determine how well the projects are delivering anticipated benefits and to
apply lessons learned to improve our current planning process. The fiscal year
2004 Budget includes $2 million for this important effort.

—We’ll be implementing every appropriate recommendation from the NAS study
on planning methodologies that Congress requested in WRDA 2000.

—We’ll be working with the Administration and Congress to establish one or more
national centers of expertise, staffed with some of our best engineers, scientists,
and economists, that will be responsible for studies of projects that are likely
to be costly, complex, or controversial.

We’re committed to change that leads to open and transparent modernization of
the Civil Works Program for the 21st Century. To this end, we’re committed to con-
tinuing the dialogue with you and the Corps Reform Network Steering Committee.
Additionally, I have issued communication principles to ensure open, effective, and
timely two-way communication with the entire community of water resources inter-
ests. We know well that we must continue to listen and communicate effectively in
order to remain relevant.

NEED FOR A MORE ROBUST BUSINESS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

Introduction
We have a reputation as the world’s premier public engineering organization,

which we aim to keep. Our challenge, to this end, is to ‘‘stay at the leading edge’’
in service to the Army, Federal Government, and Nation. The degree to which we
will succeed will depend largely upon improved business operations. To enable pro-
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viding service of highest relevance, we must improve our operations for more expedi-
tious and productive performance. In recognition of this, I have been engaged,
throughout my tenure as Chief, in an effort, initiated by my predecessor, to reengi-
neer the organizations and business operations of the Corps of Engineers Civil
Works and Military Programs. In that effort we have selected the project manage-
ment way of doing business, or ‘‘modus operandi,’’ as the basis for developing a busi-
ness management system and attendant organizations and operations. Accordingly,
we have come to call our effort the Project Management Business Process (PMBP)
Initiative.
Project Management Business Process Initiative

Rationale for Selection
Our philosophy is that everything we do is a project, and every employee is a

member of some one or more project teams. Selection of the project management
modus operandi as the basis for developing a business management system is con-
sistent with this philosophy. Furthermore, the Corps has used project management
principles and methods in accomplishment of much of its business throughout its
existence, providing seamless, flexible, efficient, and effective service for its cus-
tomers. Applying this highly successful model to all of our business was eminently
logical.

Purpose
In order that our 41 districts, 8 laboratories, 2 centers, and 8 divisions to work

together as one United States Army Corps of Engineers (UCSACE), we must estab-
lish common business practices that transcend organizational and geographic
boundaries. Accordingly, the purpose of our PMBP Initiative is to develop, imple-
ment, and sustain a set of modern, standardized business processes, based on indus-
try’s best business practices, and an automated information system (AIS) to facili-
tate use of the PMBP throughout USACE.

Implementation
The PMBP Initiative focuses on the business relationships between and among

people, including customers and stakeholders; process, and communication. To cre-
ate and sustain the PMBP we must examine and define, to the PMBP system, how
we do our work. In the process, we are transforming ourselves into a customer-fo-
cused, team-based, learning organization. Implementation of PMBP will be accom-
plished in four steps, described below, under the aegis of subject matter experts
from all functions and echelons of the Corps.

Policy and Doctrine
We started this initiative with development of the Engineer Regulation ER 5–1–

11, entitled ‘‘USACE Business Process,’’ to set forth policy and doctrine on how we
will do business. It outlines goals, objectives, and strategy for using teams to accom-
plish projects, with customers as members of such teams. The regulation outlines
seven major imperatives which apply to all work of all the Corps, specifically, that

—for any project there is one team and one project manager,
—plan for success and keep commitments,
—the project delivery team is responsible for project success,
—measure quality with the goals and expectations in the Project Management

Business Process (PMBP),
—manage all work with the PMBP Manual, using corporate automated informa-

tion systems,
—build effective communications into all activities, and
—use best practices and seek continuous improvement.
This regulation is the foundation for the PMBP system. It emphasizes trans-

formation of the Corps team into project-focused teams sharing resources Corps-
wide, as necessary, to deliver quality projects on schedule.

Business Process Manual
The PMBP Manual provides guidance for achieving our policy and doctrine. It es-

tablishes standard business processes for Corps-wide application that:
—ensure consistency in program and project execution,
—focus on meeting customer expectations,
—set parameters for means to measure progress across the entire organization,

and
—enhance our ability to function both regionally and virtually with efficient man-

agement of diverse resources.
These standard business processes are used to accomplish project delivery and

provide services. They enable sharing workforce resources throughout the Corps to
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complete projects. If a project delivery team needs someone with a particular skill
to accomplish work on its project, it can borrow service of whomever may be avail-
able with that skill in any Corps office. The processes enable effective management
of projects in all lines of business in our Civil Works and Military Programs. The
processes are open for continuous improvement, giving all team members oppor-
tunity to change them for the better. This will lead to addressment of concerns of
project managers, technical experts, and customers to assure improvements in qual-
ity, project performance, and customer satisfaction.

Automated Information System
Management of projects in accordance with the PMBP will be facilitated through

use of ‘‘P2’’—an automated information system. This system, expanding upon and
replacing PROMIS, will be used by the Corps team for project delivery in all lines
of work. It comprises commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) software configured with tem-
plates of our standard business processes to assist project delivery teams in man-
aging their projects. The manufactures of this software—Oracle, Primavera, and
Project Partners—are assisting the Corps in configuring the software to provide the
templates.

P2 software employs state-of-the-art technology embracing program and project
management best-practices. It will become the principal tool of Corps project and
technical managers in collecting, manipulating and storing program and project
data. It will provide a single source of all project-related information for all pro-
grams and projects managed by field commands, and will interface with other mod-
ernized systems to assure single-source data entry. It will enable streamlined
project and resource management, affording wider availability and Web interfaces.
And, finally, because of lower costs to maintain and upgrade COTS software in fu-
ture years, P2 will be more cost-effective than PROMIS.

PMBP Training
We have developed a training curriculum to promote PBBP as our new way of

conducting business within the Corps and to guide individuals and organizations in
the progressive development of skills for using PMBP. The curriculum promotes cul-
tural change through individual self-paced compact-disk courses followed by small
group discussions on the courses. Each individual covers the material and shares
his/her interpretation with others in facilitated small group discussions. This proc-
ess promotes common understanding of PMBP, its purpose, the roles of individuals,
and the means to develop projects though teamwork.

Summary
In summary, the PMBP system, including P2, is being implemented Corps-wide

to manage all Corps projects more efficiently and effectively. Supporting policy and
doctrine, definitions of our business processes, and curriculum are in now in place
Corps-wide. The P2 part of the system will be completed and fully tested by the end
of fiscal year 2003; however, to avoid disruption of fiscal year 2003 financial close-
out, we won’t deploy P2 until mid-October. Once fully deployed, the PMBP system
will greatly enhance our ability to better support the Army, other Federal agencies,
and the Nation.

OTHER THOUGHTS

The National Welfare
Water resources management infrastructure has improved the quality of our citi-

zens’ lives and provided a foundation for the economic growth and development of
this country. Our systems for navigation, flood and storm damage reduction
projects, and efforts to restore aquatic ecosystems contribute to our national welfare.
The stream of benefits, realized as reduced transportation costs, avoided flood and
storm damages, and improvements in environmental value can be considerable.
Research and Development

Civil Works Program research and development provides the Nation with innova-
tive engineering products, some of which can have applications in both civil and
military infrastructure spheres. By creating products that improve the efficiency
and competitiveness of the Nation’s engineering and construction industry and pro-
viding more cost-effective ways to operate and maintain infrastructure, Civil Works
Program research and development contributes to the national economy.
The National Defense

The Civil Works Program is a valuable asset in support of the National Security
Strategy in that it provides a way to maintain a trained engineering workforce, with
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world-class expertise, capable of responding to a variety of situations across the
spectrum of national defense. This force is familiar with the Army culture and re-
sponsive to the chain of command. Skills developed in managing large water and
land resource management projects transfer to most tactical engineering-related op-
erations. As a byproduct, Army Engineer officers assigned to the Civil Works Pro-
gram receive valuable training, in contracting and managing large projects.

Additionally, the Civil Works Program has provided, and continues to provide
water and related land resources infrastructure critical to national defense. Like-
wise, it has accomplished and continues to accomplish research and development
that support our homeland security and war-fighting capability.

Homeland Security
The Corps is also a key member of the Federal Response Plan team with proven

experience in support of FEMA’s response to both natural disasters and events such
as World Trade Center disaster (9/11).

Following 9/11 we completed 306 security reviews and assessments of our inven-
tory of locks, dams, hydropower projects and other facilities to determine vulner-
ability to terrorist threat and potential consequences of such an attack. We im-
proved our security engineering capability and identified and prioritized critical in-
frastructure. Utilizing supplemental appropriations provided in fiscal year 2002
(Public Law 107–117, $139M), we have initiated the design and implementation of
security improvements on 85 of our current list of 306 critical facilities. We have
also initiated security improvements at administrative facilities to reduce risks to
our employees.

One hundred four million dollars of the Operations and Maintenance funds pro-
vided in this budget are targeted for facility security. We will direct funding to those
priority projects at which there is potential for catastrophic consequences resulting
in loss of lives or economic consequences of greater than $200 million, and continue
security improvements at our administrative facilities. The vulnerability assess-
ments produce a recommended system of improvements targeted to reduce risks as-
sociated with potential threats to facilities. Elements of the proposed systems can
include cameras, lighting, fencing, structure hardening, and access control devices
designed to improve detection and delay at each facility.

Support to War-fighting Efforts
When the Army goes to war, personnel of the Civil Works Program provide vital

information to the battlefield. Their knowledge of beach dynamics helps determine
the sites for shore landings. Their expertise in soil mechanics determines the best
routes for armored vehicles. Their experience in work on winter navigation helps the
Army negotiate frozen rivers. And commanders at all levels make use of topographic
products and satellite based navigation systems developed by the Corps.

CONCLUSION

The President’s fiscal year 2004 Budget for the Civil Works Program is a good
one. However, we must continue to find ways to reduce our costs and shift more
of those remaining to direct beneficiaries of our services. Meanwhile, we will do our
very best to execute the Civil Works Program for maximum benefit to the Nation.

Under both our Civil Works and Military Programs, we are committed to staying
at the leading edge in service to the Nation. In support of that, we are working with
others to transform our Civil Works Program. We’re committed to change that leads
to open and transparent modernization of the Civil Works Program for the 21st
Century. We also are strengthening our business management capability for best
performance of both programs Corp-wide.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. This concludes my
statement.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MAJOR GENERAL ROBERT H. GRIFFIN

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am honored to testify before
you as Director of Civil Works.

I would like to note some highlights of the fiscal year 2004 budget for Remaining
Items, which include the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) nationwide programs and
activities. These include the General Expenses appropriation, which provides for ex-
ecutive direction and management of the Civil Works program at the Corps Head-
quarters and the Division Offices.
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ACTIVITIES UNDER THE GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS APPROPRIATION

Special Studies
National Shoreline.—The budget includes the special study for fiscal year 2004.

The National Shoreline study is an interagency effort to determine the extent and
cause of shoreline erosion on all the coasts of the United States and to assess the
economic and environmental impacts of that erosion. The study will analyze the ap-
propriate levels of Federal and non-Federal participation and the advisability of
using a systems approach to sediment management for linking the management of
all projects in the coastal zone so as to conserve and efficiently manage the flow of
sediment within littoral systems.

Ex Post Facto.—The budget also includes the special study effort for fiscal year
2004, Ex Post Facto Benefit-Cost Studies of 15 to 25 completed projects. The pur-
pose of this study is to estimate benefit to cost ratios for projects as they were built
and as the actual project outputs and services were delivered.

Independent Review.—The activities of this program are to design and implement
a review process that assures the proper level of review in accordance with the
scope and complexity of the studies; to identify and secure a pool of highly qualified
experts in each area of analysis to conduct the reviews; to facilitate the review; and
to facilitate the resolution of issues and concerns identified during the review proc-
ess.
Coordination with Other Federal Agencies, States, and Non-Federal Interests

The budget for Coordination with Other Federal Agencies, States, and Non-Fed-
eral Interests is $10.9 million. Following is a comparison of the fiscal year 2003 ap-
propriation and the fiscal year 2004 budget for activities under this program.

Activity Fiscal Year 2004
Budget

Planning Assistance to States ............................................................................................................................. $6,000,000
Special Investigations .......................................................................................................................................... 2,200,000
Gulf of Mexico Program ....................................................................................................................................... 100,000
Chesapeake Bay Program .................................................................................................................................... 100,000
Pacific Northwest Forest Case Study ................................................................................................................... 100,000
Interagency Water Resources Development ......................................................................................................... 1,100,000
Interagency and International Support ................................................................................................................ 150,000
Inventory of Dams ................................................................................................................................................ 300,000
National Estuary Program .................................................................................................................................... 100,000
North American Waterfowl Management Plan ..................................................................................................... 100,000
Estuary Habitat Restoration Program .................................................................................................................. 100,000
Coordination with Other Water Resources ........................................................................................................... 300,000
CALFED ................................................................................................................................................................. 100,000
Lake Tahoe ........................................................................................................................................................... 100,000

Estuary Programs.—The budget is $100,000 to continue cooperation with Federal
and State agencies in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s National Estuary
Program. In addition, the budget is $100,000 for the Estuary Habitat Restoration
Program. Funds for this initiative would be utilized to support the interagency coun-
cil established in the Estuary Restoration Act of 2000. The council has responsibil-
ities to develop a national strategy for restoration of estuary habitat and soliciting,
reviewing and evaluating project proposals.

Planning Assistance to States.—The budget of $6 million is a major portion of the
Coordination with Other Federal Agencies, States, and Non-Federal Interests pro-
gram. The fiscal year 2004 budget would enable the Corps to provide much needed
planning and technical assistance for a variety of water resource efforts to States,
territories, and Federally recognized Indian Tribes. The assistance is in the form of
50 percent Federal, 50 percent non-Federal cost-shared reconnaissance level studies
which provide information and guidance to help the non-Federal sponsors become
more active and effective working partners with the Federal government in resolv-
ing water resource problems. The studies may address a wide variety of water re-
source issues including environmental conservation/restoration, wetlands evalua-
tion, flood damage reduction, coastal zone management, and dam safety. In fiscal
year 2001, 160 studies were performed for 43 States, as well as seven studies for
Federally-recognized Indian tribes.

Special Investigations.—Another major portion of the fiscal year 2004 budget is
$2.2 million for Special Investigations. This program provides for the increasing in-
terests in Corps capabilities and the continued growth in requests for investigations
of nominal scope. The activities of this program include: special investigations and
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reports of nominal scope prepared pursuant to Congressional and other requests
from outside the Corps of Engineers for information relative to projects or activities
which have no funds; review of reports and environmental impact statements of
other agencies; and review of applications referred to us by the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission for permits or licenses for non-Federal hydropower develop-
ments at, or affecting, Corps water resource projects.

Interagency Water Resources Development.—The budget is $1.1 million to conduct
district activities, not otherwise funded, which require coordination effort with non-
Federal interests. These activities include items such as meeting with City, County,
and State officials to help solve water resources problems or to determine whether
Corps programs are available and may be used to address the problems. This budget
also provides $200,000 for two American Heritage River Navigators who are sup-
ported by the Corps of Engineers. These River Navigators provide direct support to
the Community Partners for the New River, which flows through NC, VA, and WV;
and for the Upper Mississippi River above St. Louis, MO.

Gulf of Mexico Program.—The budget of $100,000 allows the Corps to continue
involvement in this U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-initiated program,
which blends programs and resources of Federal, State, and local governments with
the resources and commitments of business, industry, citizens groups and academia.
The Gulf of Mexico Program is formulating and implementing creative solutions to
economic and environmental issues with Gulf-wide and national implications. Hy-
poxia/nutrient enrichment and nonindigenous species are focus areas, which are
linked to authorized Corps missions in the five-State program area.

Chesapeake Bay Program.—The budget of $100,000 enables the Corps to continue
participation in the EPA-initiated interagency program for the protection and res-
toration of the bay’s natural resources. These natural resources have tremendous
environmental and economic significance to the northeast region and to the Nation.

Pacific Northwest Forest Case Study.—The budget of $100,000 is for the Corps to
continue participation in the interagency program initiated by the White House’s
Council of Environmental Quality for ecosystem management of the public lands in
the Pacific Northwest within the range of the Northern Spotted Owl.

Interagency and International Support.—The $150,000 budget allows the Corps of
Engineers to participate with other Federal agencies and international organiza-
tions to address problems of national significance to the United States. The Corps
of Engineers has widely recognized expertise and experience in water resources, in-
frastructure planning and development, and environmental protection and restora-
tion. In fiscal year 2002 and 2003, program funding included support to the State
Department on Middle East and African infrastructure and water issues, the World
Water Council, and the National Park Service and Environmental Protection Agency
on homeland security.

Inventory of Dams.—The $300,000 budget is for the continued maintenance and
publication of the National Dam Inventory. This ongoing inventory maintenance and
publishing effort is a coordinated effort involving data for the Federal and non-Fed-
eral Dam Safety community in cooperation with the Interagency Committee of Dam
Safety. This inventory is now required for use by the Director of Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and the National Dam Safety Review Board in the al-
location of dam safety program assistance funds to the various States.

CALFED.—The budget of $100,000 allows the Corps to continue to play a role in
the CALFED Bay-Delta process in fiscal year 2004. The CALFED Bay-Delta Pro-
gram is a three-phased solution process for the development of a long-term com-
prehensive plan that will restore ecological health and improve water management
for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system. This program is a joint effort between
local land management agencies, the State of California, and the Federal Govern-
ment.

Lake Tahoe.—The budget of $100,000 is to allow the Corps to continue the coordi-
nation efforts to protect the natural, recreational and ecological resources in the
Lake Tahoe Region associated with the Presidential Executive Order ‘‘Federal Ac-
tions in the Lake Tahoe Region’’.

The budget is $300,000 for Coordination with Other Water Resource Agencies, in-
cluding the Department of Agriculture and Regional Planning Commissions and
Committees, and $100,000 to continue cooperation with Federal and State agencies
and non-Federal interests in support of the North America Waterfowl Management
Plan administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Collection and Study of Basic Data

The fiscal year 2004 budget for Collection and Study of Basic Data activities is
$13.25 million. Following is a comparison of the fiscal year 2003 appropriation and
the fiscal year 2004 budget for activities under this program:
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Activity Fiscal Year 2004
Budget

Flood Plain Management Services ....................................................................................................................... $7,500,000
Stream Gaging (U.S. Geological Survey) ............................................................................................................. 500,000
Precipitation Studies (National Weather Service) ................................................................................................ 300,000
International Water Studies ................................................................................................................................. 400,000
Hydrologic Studies ................................................................................................................................................ 400,000
Scientific and Technical Information Centers ..................................................................................................... 100,000
Coastal Field Data Collection .............................................................................................................................. 2,500,000
Transportation Systems ........................................................................................................................................ 500,000
Environmental Data Studies ................................................................................................................................ 100,000
Remote Sensing/Geographic Information System Support .................................................................................. 200,000
Automated Information System Support—Tri-Service CADD/GIS Technology Center ......................................... 450,000
Flood Damage Data ............................................................................................................................................. 300,000

Flood Plain Management Services.—The largest portion of the Collection and
Study of Basic Data program fiscal year 2004 budget is $7.5 million for the Flood
Plain Management Services program. This program continues to be one of the most
prevalent non-project services that the Corps provides for Federally recognized In-
dian Tribes, States, and local governments. By working together with State, local,
and tribal land management decision makers, we are able to alert them to various
flood hazards, promote prudent use of the flood plains, and help mitigate future
losses to life and property. The active involvement of land management decision
makers is the key to sound flood plain management in the United States. Signifi-
cant flood events over the past several years have raised public awareness and in-
creased the demand for information and assistance for mitigating flood losses. The
funding will provide flood plain management services to State, regional, local gov-
ernments, Indian Tribes, and other non-Federal public agencies who, in turn, invest
their own funds to avoid flood hazards and make good use of the flood plains. This
not only mitigates future losses to life and property but also reduces the need for
costly Federal flood control works as well as the demand for other Federal, State,
and local services such as providing major disaster assistance before, during, and
after floods. Under this program, we also participate with the FEMA, the National
Weather Service, and local governments in conducting critical pre-disaster hurricane
evacuation and preparedness studies for mobilizing local community responsiveness
to natural disasters in high hazard coastal areas of States and counties along the
Atlantic Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico.

Coastal Field Data Collection.—The fiscal year 2004 budget for this activity is
$2.5 million to systematically acquire and assemble long-term baseline data for
coastal regions. These data are necessary for adequate assessment of technical, eco-
nomic, and environmental feasibility for a variety of Corps projects, including
projects for coastal navigation, storm damage reduction, and mitigation of harbor
entrance impacts on adjacent shores. Cost-effective mission accomplishment re-
quires long-term and system/regional data that encompass winds, waves, currents,
water levels, bottom configuration, sediment characteristics, and geomorphology.
With 800 navigation projects to maintain and repair (25 percent are more than 50
years old), the costs attributable to having no data or poor data would be significant.
Data to be collected either are unavailable in existing archives, are of uncertain or
poor quality, or are too sparsely distributed temporally and/or spatially to have sta-
tistical value. The required data are regional in nature and not properly chargeable
to authorized projects. It also takes many years of data to establish a statistically
significant baseline to use in project studies. The value of program data and project-
related data is maximized through the use of Corps-wide standards, routine updat-
ing of available data, utilization of a centralized data library on the world wide web,
and dissemination over the Internet.

Automated Information System Support—Tri-Service CADD/GIS Technology Cen-
ter.—The fiscal year 2004 budget of $450,000 for the Tri-Service CADD/GIS Tech-
nology Center represents the Civil Works share of the total $3.341 million required
to operate and maintain this important center of expertise. The bulk of the remain-
der of the total requirement is provided by OMA, the Navy, the Air Force, and the
Marines, in accordance with a 1992 agreement, establishing a Tri-Service center in
order to minimize duplication of effort of the services. All phases of Corps work, in-
cluding planning, real estate, design, construction, operations, maintenance and
readiness benefit from CADD/GIS technologies.

Scientific and Technical Information Centers.—Public Law 99–802, Federal Tech-
nology Transfer Act of 1986, requires technology transfer from Federal agencies to
the private sector. The fiscal year 2004 budget will be utilized to acquire, examine,
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evaluate, summarize, and disseminate newly published scientific and technical in-
formation generated within the Corps and other activities within the United States
and abroad.

Flood Damage Data Collection.—The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $300,000 to
continue a program to improve the technical accuracy and quality of flood damage
data including the relationship of flood characteristics to property damage. This pro-
gram facilitates the timely collection of data when a damaging event occurs and the
development of a national flood damage database to support local, State and Federal
studies and research. Additionally, the program currently is developing generic flood
damage and property valuation relationships that could be used Corps-wide. This
will result in shorter, less-costly flood damage reduction studies.
Research and Development

The fiscal year 2004 budget for Research and Development (R&D) under General
Investigations is $22 million. The Civil Works R&D program is formulated to di-
rectly support the established business programs and strategic directions of the
Civil Works Program including: Flood Damage Reduction, Inland and Coastal Navi-
gation, Environment Restoration, Hydropower, Emergency Management, Water
Supply and Regulatory. The Civil Works R&D requirements are primarily user driv-
en and the effort is essentially a problem-solving process by which the Corps sys-
tematically examines new ideas, approaches, and techniques, with a view toward
improving the efficiency of its planning, design, construction, operations and mainte-
nance activities.

Results of this R&D effort are directly incorporated into practice within the Civil
Works Program through the Civil Works Guidance Maintenance Program involving
revisions or additions to Engineer Regulations, Engineer Manuals, Technical Guid-
ance Manuals, Engineer Technical Letters, or Guide Specifications. Numerous other
means of technology transfer are also used such as formal training courses, work-
shops, INTERNET and technical publications. The Corps Civil Works R&D Program
continues to provide practical end products and a high return on investment for the
Corps and the Nation.

In order to most effectively use the limited R&D resources and to avoid unneces-
sary duplication of research effort, the Civil Works R&D Program maintains aggres-
sive external technical exchange and technology transfer programs with other Fed-
eral agencies and State and local governments including the TVA, Bureau of Rec-
lamation, Bonneville Power Administration, Western Power Administration, the Soil
Conservation Service, EPA, the Fish and Wildlife Service, NOAA, USGS, DOT, the
Navy. The Corps also participates extensively with the Transportation Research
Board, the Water Science and Technology Board, the National Research Council, the
National Oceanographic Partnership Program, and the Federal Acid Mine Drainage
Technology Institution in coordinating and leveraging research activities.

The strategic emphases of the proposed fiscal year 2004 GI R&D program include:
—Regional Sediment Management (RSM)
—Systems-Wide Modeling, Assessment & Restoration Technologies (SMART)
—Technologies and Operational Innovations for Urban Watershed Networks

(TOWNS)
—Common Delivery Framework (CDF)
—Navigation Economic Technologies (NETS)
Improved sediment management at navigation and flood damage reduction

projects offers tremendous potential for future project cost reduction. Research in
this area is focused on sedimentation prediction and control techniques, optimizing
channel depths and dimensions including more cost-effective deep-draft channel de-
sign criteria to safely and efficiently accommodate future international shipping re-
quirements, reduced dredging costs, increased navigation channel safety and reli-
ability, and increased options and opportunities for beneficial uses of dredged sedi-
ment. Close coordination will be essential between this research area and the
SMART research program discussed below.

The Systems-Wide Modeling, Assessment & Restoration Technologies (SMART)
Research Program addresses the Corps water resources needs at the system/water-
shed level. The objective of this research effort is to design state-of-the-science, user-
oriented methods and procedures to restore and manage natural resources with ap-
plication toward the total ecosystem/watershed. Research is also focused on environ-
mental restoration technologies for a wide range of water resources management
needs. The focus of this research enables the Corps to meet the legal requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), while supporting critical technology needs of the major civil works business
programs of Environmental Restoration, Navigation, and Flood Damage Reduction.
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The Technologies and Operational Innovations for Urban Watershed Networks
(TOWNS) research will include the following major thrust areas: integrated decision
support tools and forecasting methodologies for use in flood damage reduction that
incorporate changing urban settings, climate changes and extreme events; tech-
nologies for sustainable urban flood damage reduction (structural and non-struc-
tural); real-time surveys and system monitoring for improved condition assessment;
and expedient and cost-effective flood fighting and related emergency operations.

The objective of the Common Delivery Framework (CDF) research is to develop
a new framework approach to managing software guidance, capabilities and re-
sources for model/application developers in a consistent and corporate context that
enables the Corps to reduce costs for developing and applying science and tech-
nology (S&T) products. The initial work will investigate geospatial S&T develop-
ment in the areas of information security, metadata, interoperability, enterprise
GIS, visualization, and informatics.

The objective of the Navigation Economic Technologies (NETS) research program
is to enhance and standardize evaluation tools and methods for shallow and deep
draft navigation project life-cycle analysis. The NETS R&D program will develop
peer-reviewed procedures and tools that will be used throughout the Corps by con-
centrating on the following areas: (a) expanded and improved capabilities to forecast
navigation traffic in ports and on waterways; (b) improved tools and approaches to
evaluate and perform calculations of transportation economic benefits and costs; (c)
integration of tools and approaches for systems evaluation and management; (d) im-
proved capabilities to integrate economic, environmental, and other factors for navi-
gation system investment and management; (e) procedures for integrating uncertain
variables within the economic evaluation of navigation; (f) extension of benefit eval-
uation to include congestion, air quality and other externalities; and (g) improved
methods and data support for all modes of transportation of commodities from pro-
duction site to ultimate consumption.

Research and Development Cross-Cut.—The conference report, House Report num-
ber 102–177, accompanying the fiscal year 1992 Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act stated the conferees’ concern with the trend of spreading research
related programs throughout several appropriation accounts in the Civil Works
budget, and directed the Corps to work with the committees to address this issue.
In response to this interest by the committees, the following table has been devel-
oped to provide a consolidated display of all Civil Works research and development
activities for which there is funding in the fiscal year 2004 budget.

Account and Activity Fiscal Year 2004
Budget

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS:
Research and Development ........................................................................................................................ $22,000,000

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL:
Aquatic Plant Control .................................................................................................................................. 3,000,000
Shoreline Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Program ....................................................... 6,000,000

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE, GENERAL:
Coastal Inlet Research ................................................................................................................................ 2,750,000
Dredging Operations & Environmental Research ....................................................................................... 6,755,000
Aquatic Nuisance Control Research (formerly Zebra Mussel Control) ....................................................... 725,000

GRAND TOTAL .......................................................................................................................................... 35,230,000

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL APPROPRIATION

Continuing Authorities
The fiscal year 2004 budget for the nine Continuing Authorities funded under

Construction, General is $64.5 million. This is a decrease of $13.5 million from the
fiscal year 2003 budget. The budget covers funding of planning, design, and con-
struction to continue ongoing projects that provide solutions to flood control and
emergency streambank erosion problems under the Section 205 and Section 14 pro-
grams, navigation problems under the Section 107 program, shoreline damage prob-
lems under the Section 103 and Section 111 programs, clearing and snagging prob-
lems under the Section 208 program, and environmental problems under Sections
204/207/933. Under our Continuing Authorities Program, projects are accomplished
expeditiously and result in a high level of customer satisfaction. Continuing Au-
thorities projects continue to be an important segment of our total water resources
infrastructure investment program. No funds are requested for new starts.
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Inland Waterways Users Board
Funds are budgeted for fiscal year 2004 in the amount of $230,000 for the Inland

Waterways Users Board activity. Section 302 of WRDA 86 created this 11-member
advisory board of inland waterway users and shippers to make recommendations to
the Secretary of the Army and the Congress regarding construction and rehabilita-
tion priorities and spending levels for commercial waterway improvements. The
Board members were initially appointed in late Spring of 1987. The Board has held
43 meetings since it was created. The Board’s recommendations are a valuable addi-
tion to our program and budget development process. We appreciate the contribu-
tion of the Board’s chairman and its members to the efficient management and mod-
ernization of our inland waterways. We believe the Board provides an important ad-
visory function to both the Secretary of the Army and the Congress.
Shoreline Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Program

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $6,000,000 to plan, design, construct, and
monitor projects to demonstrate and evaluate new shoreline protection technologies.
To date, over $10,000,000 has been used to develop program goals, establish criteria
for selecting technologies and techniques to be tested, select sites and initiate con-
struction of the first demonstration site at Cape May Point, New Jersey. The tech-
niques developed under this program are expected to yield up to $150,000,000 of
savings in future budgets by reducing erosion and/or lengthening the time between
renourishments.
Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Program

Funds are budgeted for fiscal year 2004 in the amount of $8 million to continue
ongoing Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability projects that were approved prior to fis-
cal year 2004. This is an increase of $3 million from the fiscal year 2003 budget.
The Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction Program provides for modification
of completed Corps of Engineers dam projects. While no Corps dams are in immi-
nent danger of failure, some may have a higher dam-safety risk than originally an-
ticipated based on new data or the likelihood of extremely large floods and seismic
events. Seepage problems at Corps’ dams are usually related to increased reservoir
levels above the previous pool of record at a project. Static instability generally in-
volves movement that starts at a slow rate and could result in massive displacement
of large volumes of material if not corrected. Dam modification work is proceeding
under existing authorities on projects where cost-effective risk reduction measures
have been identified and approved.
Aquatic Plant Control Program

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes funds in the amount of $3 million for the
Aquatic Plant Control Program authorized by Section 104 of the Rivers and Harbors
Act of 1958, as amended. This is the same as the fiscal year 2003 budget. These
funds will be used to continue research efforts for aquatic plant control technologies
to support operation and maintenance of Corps Water Resources projects. Primary
research efforts are focused on the non-indigenous submersed species, hydrilla and
Eurasian watermilfoil, with emphasis on development of biological control agents.
Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program

Funds in the amount of $7 million are budgeted for fiscal year 2004 for ongoing
projects in the Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program. This is a decrease of
$2 million from the fiscal year 2003 budget. Section 101 of WRDA 86, as amended
by Section 201 of WRDA 96, established consistent cost sharing for construction of
dredged material disposal facilities associated with Federal navigation projects, in-
cluding disposal facilities for Federal project maintenance. These funds will be used
for the Federal share of construction of applicable dredged material disposal facili-
ties required for maintenance of existing projects or fee payments to private entities
for the use of privately owned dredged material disposal facilities if such a facility
is the least cost alternative to dispose of dredged material. All Federal costs for
dredged material disposal facilities associated with project maintenance will be fi-
nanced from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.
Employees’ Compensation

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $19.13 million for transfer to the Depart-
ment of Labor to repay the Employees’ Compensation Fund for costs charged during
the period July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2002 and for investigation of fraudulent
claims for workers compensation benefits. This is a decrease from the fiscal year
2003 budget. The transfer to the Department of Labor is for payment of benefits
and claims due to injury or death of persons under the jurisdiction of the Corps of
Engineers civil functions.
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ACTIVITIES UNDER THE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL (O&M) APPROPRIATION

Aquatic Nuisance Control Research (Formerly Zebra Mussel Research Program)
The Corps Fiscal Year 2004 Operation and Maintenance, General, appropriation

budget includes $725,000 for the Aquatic Nuisance Control Research Program which
is a redefinition of the previously funded Zebra Mussel Research Program (ZMRP).
The program now addresses all invasive species except for aquatic plants. Invasive
species cost the public over $137 billion annually. Authorized by the Nonindigenous
Aquatic Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 (Public Law 101–646) this ef-
fort includes the only Federally funded R&D program directed at control of zebra
mussels and their effects on public facilities. The development of strategies to apply
control methods involves engineering design, operations, and maintenance of facili-
ties and structures. Control strategies are being developed for (a) navigation struc-
tures; (b) hydropower and other utilities; (c) vessels and dredges; and (d) water
treatment, irrigation, and other control structures.

Proposed activities for fiscal year 2004 include expansion of as many as possible
of the technologies developed under the ZMRP to address all invasive species. This
will include continued research efforts to examine a number of different technologies
other than pulse power to eradicate zebra mussels from structures and research on
new coatings to evaluate their ability to stop the settlement of zebra mussels and
other invasive species on various surfaces. Research efforts will examine how cur-
rent ballast water regulations can be modified to reduce the potential for introduc-
tions of aquatic nuisance species and the Aquatic Nuisance Species Information Sys-
tem will be expanded into a WEB-based system, and invasive species engineering
guides will be incorporated into the system. The mechanisms that allow invasive
species to disperse through the Nation’s waterways will continue to be examined or
determined. Investigations will also be conducted to identify proactive procedures
that will assist in limiting new distributions. Scientists will visit projects where
mosquitoes are a problem to develop abatement programs and meet with local com-
munity representatives to discus control technologies.

In cooperation with State and Federal agencies, scientists will investigate meth-
ods to control invasion and of snakehead fish in Corps Reservoirs and eradication
methods once they are there. In addition, a comprehensive database will be devel-
oped on zebra mussel densities, molluscivore (fish that consume mussels) densities
and growth, water quality, and other pertinent habitat attributes. Information from
database will be used to construct models to predict the effects of molluscivores on
zebra mussel infestations and subsequent changes in habitat quality. These models
will quantify the beneficial aspects of predation on zebra mussels, assist in impact
prediction, and aid in allocation of control efforts, and the formulation of control
strategies.
Automated Budget System

The Civil Works Operation and Maintenance Automated Budget System (ABS), is
an automated system used to enable Districts and Divisions to prepare, review and
submit their Operations And Maintenance programs consistent with policy guide-
lines and priorities. The program is continuously evaluated for effectiveness to iden-
tify areas that require change in order to meet the needs of the overall Civil Works
Operations and Maintenance program. It provides extraction of standard reports to
support Division and Headquarters review and development of the Civil Works
O&M program recommendation. ABS reports provide cost breakouts by business
process, benefit codes, States, field units, navigation fee codes, joint cost percentages
and numerous other groupings to support analysis, distribution, updates and per-
formance monitoring. This system is available to all managers at all Corps of Engi-
neer levels who have Operation and Maintenance management responsibilities. The
fiscal year 2004 Budget includes $285,000 for this item.
Coastal Inlets Research Program

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $2.75 million to fund the Coastal Inlets Re-
search Program to increase Corps capabilities to cost-effectively design and main-
tain the over 150 inlet projects, which comprise the bulk of coastal O&M expendi-
tures. Because of their complex nature, the behavior of inlets is poorly understood.
This has resulted in the Corps spending a large portion of its O&M allocations to
maintain inlet projects. The Coastal Inlets Research Program studies functional as-
pects of inlets such as their short- and long-term behavior and their response to
waves, tides, currents, and engineering modifications, given their regional geologic
and oceanographic setting. As inlet behavior and the consequences of navigation
projects are becoming better understood, sophisticated tools for management of in-
lets for navigation projects, such as models and empirical relationships, are becom-
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ing available. These new tools are leading to more efficient, cost-effective designs
that have been shown to reduce O&M requirements and, consequently, costs.

With our fiscal year 2004 allocations for this program we will begin a major R&D
effort to implement state-of-the art predictive formulas for sediment transport under
waves and currents based on models developed previously in this program; collect
data and validate the Inlet Modeling System, scour model, and morphology change
models at deep-draft channels and collect data and model channel and bypassing
processes at sites of opportunity in collaboration with Corps Districts; perform phys-
ical and numerical modeling studies on innovative jetty and channel-control designs
to reduce dredging costs, improve bypassing, and improve navigation reliability at
inlet entrance channels; begin creation of web-based Navigation Channel Resource
Center to house data on inlet channel surveys, performance, and dredging which
will serve as a resource for all analytical work in the Coastal Inlets Research Pro-
gram and provide the Corps with a central location for channel data; continue add-
ing to the inlets database encompassing all Federally maintained and major non-
Federal inlets; extend the long-term morphology modeling system newly developed
in the Coastal Inlets Research Program to include the adjacent beaches, navigation
channel, and flood shoal together with the ebb shoal and validate and release the
model to the public; acquire field data at inlet jetties to understand the beach and
jetty interaction through rip currents, developing a quantitative predictive method
for rip current sediment transport and; develop educational materials about coastal
processes, inlet processes, and dredging for the public and schools at all levels.
Cultural Resources (NAGPRA/Curation)

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $1.545 million to fund the Cultural Re-
sources (NAGPRA/Curation) Program. Enacted on 16 November 1990, the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) is a complex act that
addresses the recovery, treatment, and repatriation of Native American and Native
Hawaiian cultural items by Federal agencies and museums. As defined by the Act,
cultural items are human remains, associated funerary objects, unassociated funer-
ary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony. In fiscal year 1994,
the Corps of Engineers began the process of inventorying human remains and asso-
ciated funerary objects and completing summaries as mandated by the legislation.
In addition, the Corps is responsible for curation of cultural resource materials col-
lected from its flood control projects. These collections are extensive and are located
at a variety of curation facilities across the Nation. The costs of the program are
to accomplish NAGPRA work and to fund centralized curation support to the dis-
tricts. Curation of these materials, which have the largest volume among all Federal
agencies responsible for this activity, is required by a number of public laws.

In fiscal year 2004 the Corps will continue the process of inventorying Native
American and Native Hawaiian human remains and associated funerary objects and
complete summaries of unassociated funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of
cultural patrimony as mandated by the legislation. Information will be made avail-
able to interested individuals and groups through notices in the Federal Register.
Districts will continue to be engaged in formal consultation with tribes and organi-
zations for the legislated purpose of repatriating cultural objects for which there are
legitimate claims. We will continue in the pivotal role of assisting in the develop-
ment and implementation of an agency-wide, long-term plan for the curation of
Corps archeological collections (heritage assets). We will continue to fulfill our char-
ter activities to include an inventory of all DOD and Corps heritage assets and par-
ticipate in the development of standards and guidelines for archeological collection
rehabilitation. Work will continue on the development and implementation of final
guidelines and procedures for field collection of archeological materials and the long-
term treatment of those collections. Finally, leadership will be provided in the devel-
opment of a training curriculum on the treatment of heritage assets and working
in consultation with all stakeholders, take initial steps to make this training avail-
able to appropriate managers and decision makers.
Dredge Wheeler Ready Reserve

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $8 million to cover the cost of keeping the
dredge WHEELER fully operational in fiscal year 2003 while in Ready Reserve sta-
tus in accordance with Section 237 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996
(WRDA 96). Section 237 contains a provision requiring the Corps hopper dredge to
be placed in a ready reserve status. The section requires that no individual project
funds may be used to fund the dredge in its ready reserve status unless the dredge
is specifically used in conjunction with a project. In fiscal year 1998, the WHEELER
was placed in a ready reserve status as required by WRDA 96. The hopper dredge
WHEELER, in a ready reserve status, is required to be able to perform emergency
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dredging work, but may not be assigned any scheduled hopper dredging work. The
dredge may be placed in an active status in order to perform work that private in-
dustry fails to submit a responsive or responsible bid for advertised dredging, or
where industry has failed to perform under an existing contract. In light of this cri-
teria, the WHEELER is being kept at the dock, with sufficient crew to respond to
any unforeseen requirement within 72 hours, and be able to work for approximately
3 weeks. The dredge is being maintained in a fully operational state and periodically
will perform routine dredging operations to test equipment and keep the crew
trained and prepared. In all but one year since put into ready reserve, the WHEEL-
ER was called out of ready reserve status to perform urgent dredging to assist in-
dustry dredges in restoring navigation channels and waterways.

Dredging Data and Lock Performance Monitoring System
The Dredging Data and Lock Performance Monitoring System budget of $1.18 mil-

lion supports a continuing nationwide collection and analysis program of dredging
data essential for the Corps efficient and effective management of the Nation’s deep
and shallow draft navigation projects. These efforts are necessary to provide data
for efficient management of Congressionally authorized navigation projects, as well
as to respond to specific public laws, including Public Law 96–269 (Minimum
Dredge Fleet) and Public Law 100–656 (Small Business Set-Aside).

Data include dredging costs and quantities, equipment used, and disposal site doc-
umentation. This data facilitates nationwide and regional analysis and management
for Corps performed and contracted dredging for both channel deepening and main-
tenance categories of work. The program also supports assessments on the techno-
logical changes of vessels within the world fleet, which is necessary for estimating
the Nation’s future maintenance dredging requirements. Up-to-date information on
world fleets, commodity flows, vessel routing through Corps channels and assess-
ment of underkeel clearances all contribute to the identification of U.S. channels
with the greatest safety and piloting problems. The lock monitoring provides man-
agers at 230 lock sites and their regional and national offices with nationally con-
sistent operational and management data. Collectively, these data systems support
continuing evaluation of local conditions and performance measures throughout the
navigation system and, in-turn, facilitate nationwide control and critical manage-
ment decisions. These data are critical for effectively monitoring and executing the
overall navigation program.
Dredging Operations and Environmental Research Program (DOER)

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $6.755 million for the Dredging Operations
and Environmental Research Program (DOER). The DOER program is an extremely
important effort that combines engineering, operational and environmental compo-
nents of waterway management to address issues impacting our ability to maintain
a safe, reliable, environmentally sustainable, and economically efficient navigation
system. The DOER Program is an integral and highly beneficial component of the
Corps navigation dredging and environmental protection missions. Dredging and
disposal must be accomplished within a climate of increased dredging workload,
fewer placement sites, environmental constraints, and decreasing fiscal and man-
power resources. Balancing environmental protection with critical economic needs
while accomplishing dredging activities is a major challenge. Major features of
DOER include, innovative technologies research, environmental resource protection,
dredged material management, and (4) risk research.

As part of these features in fiscal year 2004, the DOER program will: (1) Transfer
technology to a wide body of stakeholders that addresses operational, economic, and
environmental components of the Corps dredging program in full coordination and
cooperation with other appropriate agencies and offices such as: Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA) and State natural resource man-
agers. Aggressive technology transfer through multiple media and rapid technology
application ensures that research products are integrated into decision making at
Corps projects and made available to port authorities and other navigation project
stakeholders.; (2) Identify, evaluate and develop innovative tools, databases and
software, equipment, and technology to improve the design, operation, and manage-
ment of Corps maintained navigation projects. It will address problematic environ-
mental resource issues, such as environmental windows or threatened and endan-
gered species, using a combination of innovative engineering and scientific ap-
proaches; (3) Develop dredged material handling, transport, and placement options
which are operationally efficient, environmentally sound and cost effective and; (4)
Apply a comparative risk-based framework in the assessment and management of
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contaminated dredged material and to develop logical decision support tools that
quantify uncertainty and facilitate efficient decision making.
Dredging Operations Technical Support (DOTS) Program

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $1.545 million for continuation of the Dredg-
ing Operations Technical Support (DOTS) Program. The DOTS program fosters the
one-door-to-the-Corps concept through providing comprehensive and interdiscipli-
nary technology transfer, technology application, and necessary engineering, oper-
ational and environmental training of all stakeholders for all Corps navigation
dredging projects. DOTS houses the Corps’ technology and information database and
is managed from a centralized program to maximize cost effectiveness and imple-
ment National policies, laws, and complex technical requirements on a consistent
basis. The DOTS is fully accessible through the Internet and has received thousands
of visits from navigation stakeholders. The DOTS Program is a storehouse focusing
on application of state-of-the-art technology and research results to field problems.
Emerging scientific approaches sometimes cause uncertainty in administration of
the Corps navigation dredging program. As such, DOTS provides a consistent tech-
nology base and ready response, and training on technical issues through a readily
accessible technology transfer capability and generic technology application to other
projects with similar problems. Short-term work efforts to solve generic Corps-wide
technical problems for maintaining navigable waterways are major features of the
DOTS Program. Technology transfer of new and emerging techniques for application
at Corps and stakeholder navigation maintenance projects is an important DOTS
activity. In response to new research results and continuing staff reductions the
DOTS program will continue to expand to provide technology transfer to all O&M
navigation projects and be fully responsive to stakeholder needs.

Special emphasis is placed on transfer of technology developed by the Corps and
others to include proven international technology that deal with maintenance and
management of navigation structures and navigable waterways. Typical technology
transfer and training includes management of contaminated dredged material, ap-
plication of innovative risk-based technologies to contaminated dredged material,
maintenance of coastal inlets and adjacent shorelines, shoreline stabilization and
river training activities, assessment and management protocols for beneficial uses
of dredged material, channel realignments, protection of endangered species, equip-
ment selection, rational application of dredging windows, lock and dam maintenance
needs, channel and harbor maintenance activities and ship simulation activities.

A key feature of the program includes effective annual face-to-face and internet
on-line training of Corps staff, navigation stakeholders, and others who have regu-
latory authority over Corps navigation maintenance activities on the latest environ-
mental and engineering techniques associated with maintaining navigable water-
ways. The program also supports joint Corps and United States Environmental Pro-
tection Agency activities dealing with environmental aspects of the national naviga-
tion program.
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program for Buildings and Lifelines

The Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program is included in the fiscal year 2004
budget in the amount of $300,000 to respond to the requirements of Public Law
101–614, National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) and Executive
Order (EO) 12941, Seismic Safety of Existing Federal Buildings. The objective of
Public Law 101–614 is to establish and initiate for buildings and lifelines a system-
atic approach to reducing loss of life, injuries, and economic costs resulting from
earthquakes in the United States. The EO directs all Federal departments and
agencies to develop an inventory of their owned and leased buildings and an esti-
mate of the cost of mitigating unacceptable seismic risks in their buildings. Lifelines
are defined as public works and utility systems.

We are legally responsible to develop a plan to mitigate these vulnerabilities. In
addition, FEMA is pursuing the possibility of requiring agencies to develop mitiga-
tion plans for their deficient buildings. The funds requested will be used to help fi-
nalize the details of the Corps mitigation plan and provide the tools for implementa-
tion of the program, provide assistance to districts in the development of mitigation
concepts and designs, provide support to Corps Headquarters in oversight and man-
agement of the mitigation program, provide technical support to Corps HQ, main-
tain technical seismic expertise, develop guidance for additional lifeline systems not
previously covered in commercially available standards or existing Corps guidance,
develop guidance for operations personnel, develop a mitigation plan for the Corps
lifelines, and update and maintain the database. The development and updating of
guidance for the seismic evaluation and risk mitigation of lifeline facilities will con-
tinue as well.
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Facility Protection
On 11 September 2001, our Nation suffered a loss of unimaginable proportions,

with terror attacks in New York, Washington and the skies over rural Pennsylvania.
These events have emphasized the resolve of terrorists to weaken our Nation by in-
flicting massive casualties and destroying vital elements of our infrastructure. The
scope of Corps of Engineers water resources assets considered highly vulnerable to
future terrorist attacks include 75 hydroelectric power projects, 383 major lakes and
reservoirs with 376 million annual visitors, 8,500 miles of levees, 276 locks, 4,340
recreation areas, 11.7 million acres of public land, 25,000 miles of commercially
navigational channels, 926 shallow and deep draft harbors, and $1.2 billion in re-
search and development facilities.

In response to the attacks of September 11, 2001, the Corps compiled a list of crit-
ical public assets in accordance with Presidential Decision Directive number 63. In
2001, the Corps initiated vulnerability assessments (RAM–D) of critical water re-
sources infrastructure to determine vulnerability to terrorist attacks. A clear need
exists for improved security and protection at vital Corps water resources and ad-
ministrative facilities supporting our missions. The protection of Corps critical infra-
structures incorporates the elements of detection, protection, and response. The
Corps is addressing these elements by increasing surveillance and awareness and
initiating crime watch programs, continuing implementation of protection measures
and coordinating the response by local law enforcement support and local guard
forces. The assessments of Corps facilities have identified key research areas, in-
cluding waterborne threats, rapid recovery and emergency response, vulnerability
and damage assessment tools, structural hardening.

The Corps will complete implementation of facility protection standards at Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries facilities, and will continue Force Protection Stand-
ards for Corps Offices, interfacing with other Federal, State and local government
offices and private industry, and will continue ongoing research efforts funded in fis-
cal year 2004.

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $13 million to continue the Corps of Engi-
neers Civil Works Facility Protection effort, including continuation of existing secu-
rity levels and maintaining guard positions and electronic monitoring systems at
critical facilities.
Great Lakes Sediment Transport Modeling

The Great Lakes Sediment Transport Modeling Program is included in the fiscal
year 2004 budget in the amount of $1.0 million. Section 516(e) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 authorizes development of sediment transport
models for tributaries to the Great Lakes that discharge to Federal navigation chan-
nels or Areas of Concern (AOCs). The Great Lakes Sediment Transport Modeling
program is intended to use sediment transport models to target areas for preventive
measures to control sediment movement to navigation projects and AOCs. These
models are being developed to assist State and local resource agencies evaluating
alternatives for soil conservation and nonpoint source pollution prevention in the
tributary watersheds. The ultimate goal is to support State and local measures that
will reduce the loading of sediments and pollutants to navigation channels and
AOCs, and thereby reduce the costs for navigation maintenance and sediment reme-
diation.

Fiscal year 2004 funds will be used to complete development of models at four
tributaries (Genesee River, New York; Black River, Ohio; St. Joseph River, Michi-
gan; and, Burns Waterway, Indiana), initiate model development at four tributaries
(St. Louis River, Minnesota/Wisconsin; Oswego River, New York; Cuyahoga River,
Ohio, and; River Raisin, Michigan), and conduct scoping and coordination for future
model development at the next set of priority tributaries (Eighteen Mile Creek, New
York; East River, Wisconsin; Grand River, Michigan; Sandusky River, Ohio). State
and local partners will use models developed under this program to reduce loadings
of sediments and contaminants to Great Lakes tributaries, thereby reducing future
dredging requirements at Federal navigation channels and promoting the restora-
tion of beneficial uses at Great Lakes Areas of Concern.
Harbor Maintenance Fee Data Collection

Public Law 103–182 authorizes up to $5 million to be used annually for the ad-
ministration of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. The Corps fiscal year 2004
budget includes $675,000 for this activity. The Corps is required to collect data on
domestic and foreign shippers of waterborne commerce subject to the Harbor Main-
tenance Tax (HMT) and provide it to Customs for enforcement. Analysis of HMT
revenues and transfers is required to validate the adequacy of the HMTF in light
of the uncertainty over the legal and international challenges to the HMT, and to
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document the operation of the trust fund in the Annual Report to Congress. Anal-
ysis of waterborne commerce shipments and vessel movement data is also needed
to respond to legal questions to the HMT; to analyze alternative funding options;
and to assess the economic and competitiveness impacts of other potential funding
sources. Therefore the Corps requires a portion of the administrative funding. The
recent transfer of the Foreign Waterborne Transportation Statistics Program to the
Corps requires the data processing system to be expanded to include validation of
users engaged in foreign trade, in addition to domestic users. The budgeted amount
will be needed in fiscal year 2004 to operate and enhance the system to analyze,
enforce, collect and validate harbor usage information required by the Customs
Service for auditing HMT collections.
Inland Waterway Navigation Charts

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $4,120,000 for Inland Waterway Navigation
Charts. In 1994, a barge on the inland water struck a bridge pier in poor visibility
caused an AMTRAK derailment accident near Mobile, Alabama. Consequently, the
National Transportation Safety Board recommended that the Chief of Engineers
begin to promote use of electronic charts for safety of navigation on inland water-
ways. The first part of that recommendation was to extend the coastal Differential
Global Positioning System (DGPS) into the inland waterways. That work is now
about 90 percent complete. The second part is this effort to provide accurate and
current electronic navigation chart (ENC) data necessary to allow the commercial
system to be used to improve safety and efficiency. The American Waterway Opera-
tors have also stated a need for consistent Corps channel data for inland waterway
electronic charts, and the recent Marine Transportation System study recommended
that electronic chart coverage be extended into inland waterways and the addition
of hydrographic survey information. National Oceanographic Atmospheric Adminis-
tration (NOAA) is also developing ENC products for their coastal charts, which re-
quire use of source data—including Corps channel information. The Water Re-
sources Development Act, 2000, Section 558, requires Corps of Engineers districts
to provide digital hydrographic survey data to the NOAA in an agreed upon format
not later than 60 days after completion of a survey. The U.S. Coast Guard also has
plans for implementation of vessel traffic systems (VTS) in New Orleans and other
areas and merging of its Aids to Navigation into the ENC datasets provided by
other Federal agencies such as the Corps and NOAA is necessary. VTS data could
be extremely useful to vessels using the waterway, although an electronic chart is
needed for display of the information.

This effort provides ENC for all inland waterways and other Federal navigation
channels maintained by the Corps of Engineers to be used by commercial Electronic
Chart Systems (ECS), which, when combined with the existing DGPS, will improve
the safety and efficiency of marine navigation in both inland and coastal waterways
of the United States. On inland waterways, the Corps will collect more accurate sur-
vey and mapping data than is currently on its paper charts. Accuracies of about 2
meters are necessary to match the positional accuracy of the DGPS signal, which
when combined in the commercial ECS will greatly improve the safety and efficiency
of navigation. This will allow safe navigation through bridge openings during fog
and other bad weather conditions as well as during heavy traffic situations.

As part of this program, the Corps coordinated standards and requirements with
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Coast Guard,
American Waterway Operators (AWO), the Inland Waterways User Board (IWUB);
developed initial IENCs for most of the Mississippi River, and all of the Ohio, Black
Warrior, Tombigbee, and Red Rivers; developed the plans, procedures and guidelines
necessary for standardization of inland waterway chart data products; developed the
internet web site for data dissemination; began new highly accurate baseline sur-
veys on the inland waterways of features needed in the IENC data; and began
coastal product development in two districts.

The Corps will continue coordination of standards and requirements with the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Coast Guard, Amer-
ican Waterway Operators (AWO), and the Inland Waterways Users Board (IWUB);
complete IENCs for most of the Mississippi River and all of the Ohio, Black War-
rior, Tombigbee, and Red Rivers; begin update program for completed IENCs; com-
plete coastal product development in two districts and begin development in new
districts; and continue baseline surveys of waterway features.
Long Term Option Assessement for Low Use Navigation

Operation and Maintenance funds for navigation are increasingly constrained, ne-
cessitating project prioritization and the consideration of long-term management
strategies. The Budget continues to give priority to maintaining inland waterway
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segments and coastal harbors that have utilization, while also funding the operation
and maintenance of shallow draft harbors that support commercial or subsistence
fishing or Federal Government activities. This study will identify data needs and
methodologies to assess lower use inland waterways and harbors, examine the level
of continued Federal interest in these projects, and provide an assessment of pos-
sible long-term management options for projects with diminishing NED benefits.
Such options will include transfer to another public or private entity, privatization,
divestiture, and alternate O&M funding mechanisms.
Monitoring of Completed Navigation Projects

The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $1.750 million for the Monitoring of Com-
pleted Navigation Projects (MCNP). This continuing program monitors project per-
formance, evaluates the performance against pre-construction projections, and
transfers the lessons learned into guidance for Districts. Sediment transport pat-
terns, water depths, currents, waves, flushing characteristics, tidal stages, and other
hydrodynamic phenomena together with associated environmental impacts are
changed by the construction of navigation projects. Information gained from moni-
toring navigation projects, including the magnitude and rate of these changes, is re-
quired to verify design expectations, determine benefits, and evaluate operational
and maintenance efficiencies. Information collected from monitored navigation
projects will be used by the local Districts to improve project performance. Addition-
ally, this information will be collected and analyzed on a national basis to document
successful designs, disseminate lessons learned on projects with problems, and pro-
vide upgraded field guidance that will help reduce life-cycle costs on a national
scale.
National Dam Safety Program (NDSP)

The National Dam Safety Program Act (Public Law 92–367 as amended) des-
ignates FEMA as lead agency in all efforts to enhance national dam safety. The Na-
tional Dam Safety Program is coordinated through the Interagency Committee of
Dam Safety (ICODS). The Chief, Engineering Division, Directorate of Civil Works,
represents the Department of Defense as a member of ICODS. The Corps and
FEMA signed a Memorandum of Understanding for the purpose of establishing re-
sponsibilities for management and administration assistance in the implementation
of the National Dam Safety Program. FEMA acting through ICODS will provide
support in development of Federal guidelines for dam safety, promotion of public
awareness programs, publications, training materials, the National Performance of
Dams Program, and workshops. The budget includes $45,000 to continue this par-
ticipation in fiscal year 2004.
National Dam Security Program

The budget includes $30,000 for the National Dam Security program in fiscal year
2004. The Interagency Committee on Dam Safety (ICODS) has recognized terrorism
as one of the major threats to dams in the United States. Of all the agency members
of ICODS, the Department of Defense acting through the Corps has the most unique
and in depth knowledge in the area of antiterrorism program development and exe-
cution. This program uses the Army’s experience in antiterrorism planning and
building design as the basis for developing a program for safeguarding Corps dams
and for export to the other Federal agencies through ICODS. Training under this
program is designed for the dam operator and field manager in order to improve
their awareness of the potential threat and to establish lines of communications to
minimize damage if and when a threat is received. The program also provides for
the exchange of information on threats received and the establishment of a database
to review trends in the pattern of threats. The Corps and other Federal agencies
established a task group to study the extent of the problem of internal terrorism
against dams and other natural resource facilities and to determine the proper level
of security awareness required for these facilities.
National Emergency Preparedness Program (NEPP)

The fiscal year 2004 budget of $6 million will enable the Corps of Engineers to
be prepared to accomplish its continuity of operations and continuity of government
responsibilities during national/regional crises. This entails support of civil govern-
ment through coordinated execution of Federal agency plans and the planning/con-
ducting of exercises to test readiness to provide such support. This includes respon-
sibility for development of comprehensive national level preparedness plans and
guidance for response to all regional/national emergencies, whether caused by nat-
ural phenomena or acts of man, plans for response(s) to acts of terrorism, and the
local preparedness necessary to support Corps continuity of operations. The Corps
provides engineering and construction support to State and local governments in re-
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sponse to catastrophic natural/technological disasters. Rapid response to disasters of
a regional/national magnitude requires that extensive pre-emergency planning and
preparedness activities be conducted to assure the availability of a work force capa-
ble of shifting from routine missions to crisis operations and the organizational com-
mand and control structure(s) necessary to provide a coordinated and comprehensive
response in the critical early stages of a catastrophic disaster.

The fiscal year 2004 program will provide for continuing the implementation of
the National Emergency Preparedness Program. The fiscal year 2004 program will
continue the process of catastrophic disaster planning and exercising to enable the
Corps to rapidly respond to a broad spectrum of emergencies, with emphasis on nat-
ural disaster and terrorists events that have regional and national implications. An
effort will be made to satisfy increasing demands on the program to support multi-
agency (Federal, State, and local government) requests to exercise plans focusing on
regional catastrophic natural and man made disasters. Increasingly, Federal, State
and local agencies are looking to the Corps to take the lead in this area.
National Lewis and Clark Commemoration Coordinator

With a fiscal year 2004 Budget of $310,000, we plan to continue coordination of
all Corps of Engineer activities relating to Lewis and Clark Commemoration. The
bicentennial commemoration of the Lewis and Clark Expedition will begin in 2003
and will continue through 2006. A National Bicentennial Council has been estab-
lished, and Federal, State, Tribal, and local governmental entities are planning the
roles they will play in the commemoration. By virtue of its role as administrator
of large stretches of public land along the trail route and of the Army heritage of
exploring and mapping of the western United States, the Corps will play a signifi-
cant leadership role in the observance of the Bicentennial. The nature of this event
will involve large numbers of the public traveling through numerous Corps local ju-
risdictions. The Lewis and Clark Coordinator is responsible for ensuring consistent
agency wide information on safety, traversing navigation structures (locks), historic
facts, and the geographic location of the Expedition’s route. The Coordinator is also
responsible for a consistent agency position in coordination activities with the large
number of States, local communities and tribes planning local events either on or
in close proximity to Corps projects.

These funds with provide the means to develop partnerships, maintain contacts
(BIA and Tribal government designees, State Governor’s committees, state recre-
ation and tourism departments), improve facilities and interpretation and to imple-
ment plans for Bicentennial activities by coordinating with commercial entities and
volunteer efforts.
Performance Based Budgeting Support Program (PBBSP)

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) requires that the
Corps, implement performance based budgeting for the Civil Works Operation and
Maintenance, General Program. The Performance Based Budgeting Support Pro-
gram (PBBSP) addresses this requirement by seeking new methods for linking per-
formance to annual budget requests and for analyzing the potential economic impact
of budget requests on business processes.

With an fiscal year 2004 budget of $815,000, efforts will center on further refine-
ment of corporate performance principles and program and project level performance
measures that focus on anticipated performance and output at different levels of
funding, in accordance with the revised finance and accounting cost codes that now
align with the five O&M business processes—navigation, hydropower, flood damage
reduction, recreation and environmental stewardship. These measurements, at dif-
ferent organizational levels, provide the analytical basis to make adjustments in pri-
orities both at the program and project levels concerning efficiency of facilities or
services. Comparison of measurements among projects at all levels helps focus man-
agement attention on corrections of program or project deficiencies.
Protecting, Clearing and Straightening Channels

Section 3 of the 1945 River and Harbor Act (as amended by Section 915(g) of the
1986 Water Resources Development Act) provides continuing authority for limited
emergency clearing of navigation channels not specifically authorized by Congress.
A limit per project is not specified; however, in any given year, a maximum of
$1,000,000 may be used nationwide. Work pursuant to this authority is undertaken
as emergency measures to clear or remove unreasonable obstructions to navigation
in navigable portions of rivers, harbors and other waterways of the United States,
or tributaries thereof, in order to provide existing traffic with immediate and signifi-
cant benefit. The fiscal year 2004 budget of $50,000 is an estimate based on histor-
ical experience. If actual requirements are more than estimated, funds will be repro-
grammed to meet demonstrated needs.
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Recreation Management Support Program (RMSP)
The fiscal year 2004 budget for the Recreation Management Support Program

(RMSP) is $1.545 million. This program supports the Corps recreation business pro-
gram by funding activities of the Recreation Leadership Advisory Team (RLAT).

The RLAT is composed of representatives from the division, district and project
levels of the Corps natural resources management program. It meets on a regular
basis and provides input, advice and support to the Corps strategic planning activi-
ties for the recreation business program. The RMSP, under the leadership of the
RLAT, serves to identify Corps national recreation program priorities and address
those priorities through valid management studies, management support, and infor-
mation transfer.

In fiscal year 2004, the RMSP will study the benefits of recreation, meeting the
outdoor recreation needs of various ethnic groups, and customer satisfaction with
Corps operated recreation sites and facilities. It will track recreation trends and
support various tools to provide information to local managers to assist in operating
the recreation program at their projects. Information obtained through RMSP and
RLAT activities is critical to the Corps recreation business program strategic plan-
ning.
Regional Sediment Management Demonstration Program

Authorized by Section 516 of WRDA 96, the Regional Sediment Management
Demonstration Program (RSM) is included in our fiscal year 2004 budget amount
of $1.545 million. The goal of this program is to demonstrate that, by managing our
O&M navigation channel maintenance dredging, construction of shore protection
projects and environmental restoration and beneficial uses of dredged material in
tandem, we can reduce the total costs of all the projects within a given coastal sys-
tem and ultimately increase the economic and environmental benefits throughout
the Nation’s coastal navigation system.

Our accomplishments to date include completion of a 3-year RSM demonstration
projects with an estimated cost savings of $9.4 Mill at Mobile District. A demonstra-
tion at East Pass was completed in fiscal year 2002 with collaboration with the
United States Air Force. Many more demonstration projects are underway. The co-
operation among Federal agencies and the collaboration among the three levels of
government have been the greatest accomplishments to date.
Reliability Models Program for Major Rehabilitation

Our fiscal year 2004 budget includes $675,000 for the Reliability Models Program
For Major Rehabilitation. The purpose of this program is to respond to yearly needs
of Districts and Divisions, which are preparing Major Rehabilitation reports for the
upcoming fiscal year. The objective is to provide reliability models for project fea-
tures or components that are being considered for Major Rehabilitation, or to pro-
vide procedures to consider the impact of various chemical, environmental or phys-
ical processes in a reliability analysis.

The fiscal year 2004 funds will be used to prepare reliability models and collect
data for reliability analyses anticipated to be required by several Districts. Reli-
ability models and/or data are anticipated to be needed for the following: Completion
of a reliability model for seepage through embankment dams and levees will con-
tinue; Completion of a screening level tool for the districts to use to prioritize major
rehabilitation and dam safety projects; Evaluation of data collected on performance
of dam gates, to determine performance modes and verify load cycles used in reli-
ability analyses, and electrical/mechanical systems model for locks and dams. Pro-
vide reliability analysis procedures for selected hydropower equipment. It is also an-
ticipated that two rehabilitation workshops would be conducted. The makeup of
these units is subject to the needs of the respective Districts and Divisions.

In prior year, reliability models and other analytical tools have been provided in
support of Major Rehabilitation reports on numerous navigation and hydropower
projects. In addition, 18 rehabilitation workshops have been conducted in the last
10 years to provide assistance to the Districts as they prepare their reports. These
workshops offer guidance in conducting reliability and risk analyses, and provide
the opportunity for interdisciplinary teams from the Districts to discuss their par-
ticular project with HQUSACE and other Districts personnel.
Removal of Sunken Vessels

Removal of sunken vessels, or other similar obstructions, is governed by Sections
15, 19, and 20 of the River and Harbor Act of 1899, as amended. Primary responsi-
bility for removal belongs to the owner, operator, or lessee. If the obstruction is a
hazard to navigation and removal is not undertaken promptly and diligently, the
Corps may obtain a court judgement requiring removal, or remove the wreck and
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seek reimbursement for the full cost of removal and disposal. Determinations of haz-
ards to navigation and Federal marking and removal actions are coordinated with
the Coast Guard in accordance with a memorandum of understanding between the
two agencies dated 16 October 1985. Removal procedures are outlined in 33 CFR
245. The fiscal year 2004 budget includes $500,000 for this program. If removal re-
quirements are more than estimated, funds will be reprogrammed to meet actual
needs.
Water Operations Technical Support (WOTS) Program

The Corps fiscal year 2004 budget includes $725,000 for the Water Operations
Technical Support (WOTS) Program. The WOTS Program provides effective environ-
mental and water quality engineering technology to address a wide range of water
resource management problems at Corps reservoir and waterway projects, and in
the river systems affected by project operations nationwide. WOTS provides tech-
nical support to the Corps’ mission related project responsibilities, with special em-
phasis on the transfer of technology. The program ensures that the technologies de-
veloped by the Corps and other Federal agencies are current and readily available
to all Corps field offices. The effective use of technologies is secured through rapid
direct technical assistance; field demonstrations; specialty workshops; publication of
information exchange bulletins, technical notes, executive notes, technical reports,
miscellaneous papers, instruction reports, videos, meetings, seminars; and briefings
at field offices.

Since its inception in fiscal year 1985, WOTS has provided environmental and
water quality technological solutions to over 1,3000 problems identified at projects
from every Corps District. The program annually publishes and distributes numer-
ous copies of manuals, bulletins, notes, and reports. WOTS annually conducts spe-
cialty workshops, training personnel on the latest environmental and water quality
management techniques. In fiscal year 2003, the WOTS program successfully re-
sponded to 80 direct technical assistance requests from 31 Corps Districts, con-
ducted six technology demonstration efforts to verify management strategies and
techniques, four training workshops on environmental and water quality manage-
ment techniques, and prepared 12 technical publications for distribution to the field.
Waterborne Commerce Statistics

The Corps of Engineers serves as the Federal Central Collection Agency, and is
the sole U.S. Government source, for U.S. domestic and foreign waterborne com-
merce and vessel statistics in conformance with the River and Harbor Act of 1922
as amended. Activities supporting this national statistics mission include: (a) col-
lecting and reporting of water transportation statistical data; (b) automated systems
development and operation, processing, compiling, and publishing statistical data
and information on waterborne commerce and vessels moving on the internal U.S.
waterways, the Great Lakes, and through all U.S. ocean channels and ports; and
(c) compiling and publishing the official U.S. documentation of U.S. vessels engaged
in commerce, and their principal trades and zones of operation. The data provide
essential information for navigation project investment analyses, including accurate
benefit-cost analyses; for annual funding prioritization for operation and mainte-
nance of existing projects; for computation of performance measures; for input into
the U.S. National Accounts; and for regulatory and emergency management deci-
sions. The budget includes $4.745 million for fiscal year 2004.
Activities Under the Regulatory Program Appropriation

The fiscal year 2004 budget amount of $144 million is comparable to the fiscal
year 2003 request, which was also $144 million. With the requested funds, the
Corps will continue to work toward reducing the average review time for standard
permits to 120 days. Standard permits are the most complex and controversial of
the Corps permit actions and involve significant aquatic resources and large-scale
projects with major economic impacts. Standard permits generally involve intense
coordination efforts between the applicant and other Federal/State agencies over dif-
ficult issues that may include endangered species, historic properties, and water
quality issues. While they only account for approximately 5 percent of all permit ac-
tions, standard permits demand a enormous resource commitment. Since fiscal year
2001, the average review time for standard permits has increased from 150 days to
160 days. We are working diligently to reduce processing times on these and less
complex permit actions to reduce overall processing time. Challenges to permit deci-
sions are also increasing, resulting in more documentation for the project manager
on every permit. The Corps administrative appeals program, however, is giving ap-
plicants the ability to challenge regulatory decisions without resorting to litigation.

Overall, the Corps is continuing to do an impressive job managing its permit
workload. Out of 82,000 permit actions, including standard permits, 88 percent were
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handled within 60 days in fiscal year 2002. This is largely due to continued empha-
sis and improvements to the nationwide permit program. In January 2002, the
Corps issued revisions to its nationwide permit program. These changes not only in-
creased environmental protection for activities authorized through nationwide per-
mits, but also streamlined the approval process for some activities. Although we are
generally maintaining review times for these actions, authorization requirements for
nationwide permits are becoming more complex than in the past and many nation-
wide permits now may involve mitigation. In addition to permit decisions, in fiscal
year 2002 the Corps made almost 70,000 jurisdictional determinations, many of
these for single-family homeowners. This was an all time high. Many such deter-
minations are not associated with specific permits as the public makes requests to
learn if they are subject to Federal jurisdiction.

One area we are working to improve is the inspection of completed permit actions
and mitigation projects to ensure compliance with permit conditions and mitigation
requirements. A 2001 report on wetland losses by the National Research Council of
the National Academy of Sciences concluded that the Corps needed to improve its
oversight of wetlands compensatory mitigation activities.

In December 2002, the Corps issued a Regulatory Guidance letter (RGL) and initi-
ated implementation of a National Wetlands Mitigation Action Plan. The RGL and
mitigation action plan were developed with the Environmental Protection Agency
and other Federal partners. The mitigation action plan complements the RGL and
is intended to be complete within three years. It is designed to address outstanding
concerns and to improve compensatory mitigation associated with wetland impacts
of projects permitted under the Clean Water Act. The RGL and mitigation plan em-
phasize wetlands functions and a more holistic watershed approach in determining
impacts and mitigation. This effort will involve considerable resources both at head-
quarters and the districts as the Corps and EPA work to complete the plan within
three years.

The Regulatory Program is effectively implementing the watershed approach to
evaluate impacts and ensure effective compensatory mitigation. Additional resources
will be devoted to studies of watersheds and similar sensitive environmental areas.
Wherever comprehensive reviews of individual watersheds can be undertaken, the
Corps is better able to manage and predict direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts
of proposed projects. This leads to better and more rapid evaluation of future permit
applications that will result in expedited permit processing and potential workload
reductions.

As a follow-on to the mitigation plan, the Corps Regulatory Program will be insti-
tuting a new database system designed to track additional permit and mitigation
statistics, as well as introduce a system for the general public to submit and track
permit applications on-line. The system will supplement the Corps program to pro-
vide more information to the public through the Internet regarding the Regulatory
Program and permit actions. This system has been designed to improve regulatory
business processes and will be installed in the first district in August of 2003.

In January 2003, the Corps and EPA issued an advance notice of proposed rule-
making to develop regulations focusing on isolated waters. A 2002 Supreme Court
decision (SWANCC) limiting Corps authority in intra-State, non-navigable waters
created a need to better clarify Corps jurisdiction in these waters. Both public and
Federal uncertainty in wetland policy has resulted in more Corps time being de-
voted to jurisdictional determinations. Development of policy and jurisdiction defini-
tions will be a substantial work effort that is expected to carry into 2004. It will
include public input, data collection, and evaluation by Corps districts, especially
those with large areas of isolated waters.

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES APPROPRIATION

The Corps continues to provide leadership in response to natural disasters and,
therefore, must maintain a preparedness program that meets the needs of the Na-
tion. In order to execute an effective fiscal year 2004 continued response-planning
program and all-hazards preparedness activities in support of the Federal Response
Plan, funds in the amount of $70 million are requested.

The Corps responsibility for emergency response requires that its engineering,
construction, and emergency operations capabilities be maintained. When a disaster
strikes, people’s lives, livelihood and property are at stake. Therefore, the level of
funding requested is the minimum sufficient to support an organization capable of
responding to all natural disasters: hurricanes, floods, earthquakes, and other disas-
ters, such as contaminated public water supplies.

In addition to the preparedness program, the account funds emergency activities
in response to natural disasters, as authorized by Public Law 84–99. Since we can-
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not predict the timing and magnitude of disasters, emergency transfers may be
made from other flood control related appropriations amounts and supplemental ap-
propriations will be requested when the need arises.

Activities under this appropriation include: the review and updating of response
plans to maintain readiness; training to ensure our capability to respond under ad-
verse circumstances; procurement and pre-positioning of critical equipment and sup-
plies such as sandbags and pumps, which are not likely to be available during ini-
tial stages of a response; periodic exercises to test and evaluate plans, personnel and
adequacy of training; emergency facilities needed for rapid, effective response to dis-
aster areas; inspection of non-Federal flood control projects to ensure their viability
to provide flood protection; emergency operations (flood response and post-flood re-
sponse); emergency repair and restoration of flood control works which are threat-
ened, damaged or destroyed by flood; emergency protection of existing Federal hurri-
cane and shore protection works; the repair or restoration of Federal hurricane or
shore protective structures damaged or destroyed by wind, wave or water action of
other than ordinary nature; preventive work performed prior to unusual flooding
that poses a threat to life or property; providing emergency supplies of clean water
to any locality confronted with a source of contaminated water causing or likely to
cause a substantial threat to public health and welfare; and provision of water sup-
plies to drought-distressed areas by reimbursable well drilling or transportation of
water at Federal cost.

Work continues on comprehensive interagency response planning activities. These
activities support, under the Stafford Act, the Federal Response Plan by providing
engineering and construction support following major disasters such as flooding in
South Central Texas, and Virginia/West Virginia; Typhoons Chataan and Pongsona
in the Western Pacific Ocean; Arizona wildfires; Tropical Storm Isidore, Louisiana;
and Hurricane Lili, Louisiana. Mission assignments in support of FEMA’s disaster
response and recovery activities have included: emergency debris removal; tem-
porary housing; emergency water; restoration of infrastructure; temporary power;
construction management; and other support which uses Corps engineering, con-
tracting, and construction expertise.

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM
(FUSRAP)

The Corps has completed remediation at 4 sites, 2 of which were transferred to
the Department of Energy for long-term stewardship activities per the 1999 memo-
randum of understanding between the two agencies, issued 6 records of decision,
and completed 6 interim removal actions through the end of fiscal year 2002. The
Corps expects to issue 2 records of decision and an Action Memorandum for one new
removal action in fiscal year 2003, and issue 6 records of decision in fiscal year 2004
and complete two removal actions. The FUSRAP budget for fiscal year 2004 will
fund work at 21 sites in the States of Connecticut, Iowa, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio and Pennsylvania.

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE GENERAL EXPENSES APPROPRIATION

The General Expenses (GE) appropriation supports the executive direction and
management (ED&M) functions of the overall Civil Works program performed by
the Corps Headquarters and the regional Division Offices. The primary purpose of
the GE account is to provide definitive policy guidance, program management, re-
gional and national interface, and quality assurance and oversight for all Corps ac-
tivities toward execution of a comprehensive Civil Works program. The fiscal year
2004 budget for the GE account is $171 million, approximately 3.9 percent of the
Corps budget. This supports a projected staffing level of 1,095 full time equivalents
(FTE).

The fiscal year 2004 program of $171 million consists of approximately 70 percent
labor, 10 percent fixed costs such as rent, utilities, communications, and the Plant
Replacement and Improvement Program (PRIP) paybacks, 6 percent for such discre-
tionary costs, as travel, training, supplies, and equipment and 12 percent for other
Civil Works programmatic type contracts, such as P2/PMBP, Planning Capability
Improvement Program, Workforce Planning, implementation of Competitive
Sourcing, CFO audit of civil works financial statements, E-government initiative for
outgrants and leasing requests, USACE University, Leadership Development and
the CWD-IM Support/Information Assurance Program.

In fiscal year 2002, the Corps completed a 5-year draw down of the strength in
the GE account. The Corps downsizing efforts reflected reductions realized through
focusing on appropriate roles and missions, elimination of duplication of effort, re-
ducing the number of regional division offices from 11 to 8, and continual process
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reviews to achieve additional savings through efficiencies. Overall, this realized a
savings of 256 FTE or a 19 percent reduction. The staffing for the Headquarters will
be 420 FTE in fiscal year 2004. This staffing level is the same as fiscal year 2003
and makes up less than 2 percent of the total Civil Works workforce.

In fiscal year 2004, the average size of a division office will be 76 FTE performing
ED&M. This is up by one from 75 FTE in fiscal year 2002 due to the civilianization
of the Provost Marshall positions. The size of the Pacific Ocean Division office is 20
ED&M FTE based on the size of its Civil Works workload. The regional division of-
fices make up less than 3 percent of the total Civil Works workforce with a staffing
level of 553 FTE.

The GE account also funds staffing at the Humphreys Engineer Center Support
Activity (HECSA), which provides administrative support to the Headquarters and
the Humphreys Engineer Center at Ft. Belvoir; the Institute for Water Resources,
which provides water resource support functions, such as conducting and managing
national studies, special studies, data collection and distribution, and technical sup-
port to other Corps offices on water resource management matters; the Engineer Re-
search and Development Center (ERDC), which provides support to the Coastal En-
gineering Research Board (CERB); and the Corps of Engineers Financial Center,
which provides centralized finance and accounting activities Corps-wide. These ac-
tivities represent 122 FTE.

PLANT PLACEMENT AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

The fiscal year 2004 Plant Replacement and Improvement Program (PRIP) obliga-
tions under the Revolving Fund for items designed to improve productivity, increase
efficiency, modernize, improve the Corps equipment and operational capabilities,
and increase safety are estimated at $84.1 million. This amount includes estimated
fiscal year 2004 obligations of $33.6 million for 13 new major items and $33.4 mil-
lion for 42 continuing major items. Major items are those assets costing more than
$700,000.

SUPPORT FOR OTHERS

In fiscal year 2004, the Corps will provide reimbursable engineering, environ-
mental remediation, construction management, emergency response and other tech-
nical support to more than 60 Federal agencies. The estimated dollar value of the
Corps efforts is $900 million. The program size depends on several factors: the re-
questing agency’s appropriation (which often is not known until after the fiscal year
has begun), the requesting agency’s final decisions on how their program will be ex-
ecuted, and the number, nature and magnitude of national and international emer-
gencies which the Corps will be requested to respond.

CONCLUSION

This concludes the detailed statement of Major General Robert H. Griffin on Re-
maining Items of the fiscal year 2004 Civil Works Budget.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, General Flowers. Gen-
eral Griffin, do you have a statement?

General GRIFFIN. No, sir.
Senator COCHRAN. Let me, again, welcome you to the committee

hearing. We appreciate your attendance.
And as I say, I am pinch hitting for Senator Domenici, and he

has not only a full statement on the subject before us today, but
a number of questions, which I will submit at this point and which
have to be answered by our witnesses.

For my part, let me remind you that one of the most important
projects the Corps has under its jurisdiction is the Mississippi
River and Tributaries Project. I was reminded of that earlier this
year—or maybe it was last year. I went to Enid Dam in the north-
ern part of our State and spoke at the 50th anniversary of the con-
struction of one of the large projects that is a part of that project.

Not only is there a levy system that contains the Mississippi
River that was authorized by Congress as a result of the huge dev-
astation caused by the flood of 1927, but a number of other spinoff
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projects all along the trail of the—the length of the river have been
authorized and funded by Congress to try to help protect the lives
and property of people who live in the lower Mississippi River Val-
ley.

And by and large, it has been an enormously successful under-
taking although very costly, and it has taken a long time to com-
plete the project. As a matter of fact there are still some parts of
that project that have not yet been completed. Some are still in the
design phase and planning phase. Others are still under construc-
tion.

I would like for you to take a minute for me and let me know
what your reaction is to the budget submission as it relates to the
Mississippi River and Tributaries Project, and in particular the
protection of the main stem levy system. A lot of work is being
done, I know, along the river.

I have reviewed some of the projects in my State, Issaquena
County, and in Sharkey County in particular this year to see how
work is being done, the environmental sensitivity of some of the
work, the effort to take advantage of new technologies and the like.

Could you assess for me what your view is of how that work is
proceeding? And is this budget submission sufficient to see that
that is continued so that the purpose for the original authorization
of that project is met?

General FLOWERS. Sir, let me begin. The President’s fiscal year
2004 budget provides $280 million for the MR&T. And that money
is sufficient to take care of projects on the main stem of the Mis-
sissippi.

It is a very tough year with the global war on terrorism, and
some pretty tough calls have to be made, and I think this was
probably one of those tough calls. We have—as a former president
of the Mississippi River Commission, I understand the great con-
cern that you have, sir, and we will do everything we can to make
whatever money is afforded to us as effective as possible in pro-
tecting the valley. And I do not know if Mr.——

Mr. BROWNLEE. Mr. Chairman, I would add that the flood protec-
tion along the main stem Mississippi River, as I understand, is a
priority of the administration and has received funding in accord-
ance with that priority, so it was recognized within the administra-
tion as a priority.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you. There have been a number of sug-
gestions for reforms in the way projects are planned and the con-
struction process as approved. In looking at some of these sugges-
tions, it makes me wonder whether these are really attempts to
delay the planning and construction of projects in the Civil Works
budget of the Corps of Engineers.

I think the ultimate result is going to be that those projects that
are approved and undertaken are going to be a lot more costly than
they would have been otherwise.

What are your observations about these proposals? Do you have
any views about the proposals that we ought to take seriously, and
those that we might view with some skepticism? What is the Corps’
position on the reforms that are being suggested?
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Mr. Chairman, if I might just comment for a mo-
ment on the intent of these measures, and then I will let others
who know more detail about the actual impact of it raise that.

But the intent, of course, was to focus the funding, which is mod-
est, in accordance with the other priorities the Nation faces to try
to complete work on those projects that are ongoing; to reduce the
number of projects that are being designed so as not to build up
a backlog of projects that are designed that we cannot afford to pro-
ceed with construction; and, therefore, to try to get the highest pay-
off by getting projects completed instead of spreading the money
over so many projects that they all move forward just a little bit.
That was the intent of the program. And I will defer to General
Flowers for——

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, sir.
General FLOWERS. Sir, the Corps’ planning process is one that

has been recognized by such bodies as the National Academy of
Sciences as a very sound one. And we have prided ourselves on a
very—on a process that has always been very open and very public.

Now, having said that, it is also a process that takes a lot of time
and at times costs a lot of money. And so we are looking for ways
to transform the Corps to provide better service to the Nation. And
we have listened to a lot of input on ways to do that, and on many
we are already taking action. We are within the Corps instituting
a new project, management business process that will go across the
organization that will hopefully make us more efficient.

We are becoming a learning organization so that we will take ad-
vantage of all of our experiences, both good and bad. We have es-
tablished some environmental operating principles which speak to
sustainable development, to always take those into consideration,
and communications principles for being a much more open and
communicative agency.

And I would say specifically to the Civil Works program, that we
are working very hard to improve our planning capability. And
with us in the room today are four members of our first new class
of planning associates. They have been in Washington this week.
If you would, just please raise your hands.

They are here—one from each of our Corps divisions, and they
represent our planning associates program and will, at the conclu-
sion of their program, receive Masters’ in water resources planning.
We have been working very hard to reestablish and strengthen
that capability.

We are sponsoring the navigation economic modeling symposium
in April, I believe, to look at the status of the science of economics
and prediction. We are working with a strategic plan, and our Civil
Works are way ahead. And that has been broadly circulated, talked
about.

We have done some independent project review internally to the
organization. We have funded it. We have asked firms with na-
tional recognition to come in and review some of the work that we
have done as a way of checking our work.

We have asked for funds in the fiscal year 2004 budget to con-
duct a look-back study to determine, on projects that have already
been completed, if they are delivering the benefits that we had cal-
culated they should derive.
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And we have asked for funding to $3 million in the fiscal year
2004 budget to conduct an independent review of some of our
projects. And so I think we have heard what people have said, and
we are working to make the organization—or transform the organi-
zation into an organization that will provide better service to the
Nation.

Does that mean we are finished? No. We look forward to working
with this committee, with the Congress, with the stakeholders, and
with all who have provided input to do a better job.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, General.
Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Senator Craig.
Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I guess I have one question, General. It is more of an elaborate-

if-you-would-please. Did I hear you talk about the ‘‘need for a na-
tional water policy’’ or ‘‘a national water policy’’?

General FLOWERS. Sir, what we see as—what I have seen as I
have traveled around the country are growing debates on the uses
to which we can put a very precious resource. And my belief is that
in this 21st Century, water will become what to the 20th Century
oil was.

And so I think as a way to resolve these competing interests,
there is a need to dialogue about what will be important to the Na-
tion as we move to the future, and I—there was a very important
event last September. One of the members of the committee came
and spoke on the need for—and we had a very healthy debate on
the seminar with interests representing the spectrum.

And I think we concluded that there were probably about 18 uses
that you could put water to that were beneficial, but oftentimes in
competition with each other. And so there probably needs to be a
debate leading to hopefully some consensus on how we should move
forward.

I do know that in the areas in which we are involved that would
be very helpful if we could take a more holistic approach to water
issues. And what I am suggesting, sir, would be a watershed wide
approach that would, I think, enable the Congress and the agencies
that provide input to make sounder recommendations on how to
take care of those precious resources.

Senator CRAIG. Well, I thank you for that observation. I think
those of us who grew up in the arid West understand the criticality
of water.

We also understand who ought to control it and who ought to
manage it. West of the Mississippi we have something called the
Western Water Law that this Congress determined a long time ago
ought to be the prerogative of the State and State governments and
State capitals.

And, of course, you have worked cooperatively over the years
with that relationship and understanding. East of the Mississippi
they have just always had a lot, never worried too much. Actually,
they worried more about managing too much than not enough.
And, of course, we have seen that change here just in this area
where we have just gone through a drought.

I do not disagree with you about the finite resource we are deal-
ing with and its character and how it will be seen and how it must
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be handled in the future, but I would suggest that caution be di-
rected at actions you might take or efforts you might want to stim-
ulate as it relates to who calls the shots. It is a national debate,
and that is valuable. But if Western States are considered sec-
ondary in that debate and not primary, you are going to have dif-
ficulty.

I do not want this capital city to determine the allocation of that
resource for my State. That is the job of my capital city. And that
is the way it will stay as long as I serve.

Clearly, we must understand the value of the region and all of
those of us participating, but we have formed river commissions be-
fore. We have formed a consortium amongst our States that live in
the arid West to effectively manage. And at times the Federal Gov-
ernment has, in part, stepped in as an arbiter. But all I can sug-
gest to you in this impending debate—and it will be there. My
guess is it will not reach its peak until you and I are long gone.

I am simply going to have to remain and will be, for obvious rea-
sons, a pretty outspoken advocate that that debate occur at least
for the West, the Pacific Northwest, in Olympia, Washington, or
Boise, Idaho, or Salem, Oregon, and not in Washington, DC. Thank
you.

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.
Senator CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator Murray.
Senator MURRAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General Flowers, the 2003 check-in date for the Columbia/Snake

River biological opinion is fast approaching and some have ques-
tioned whether the Federal caucus is adequately implementing
that biological opinion.

As I look at your Corps budget, it seems to contain a commit-
ment to that effort, the Columbia estuaries, a new start in fiscal
year 2003 and included in the budget upcoming, 2004.

The Columbia River fish mitigation program was short of full
funding in the 2003 appropriation bill, but the budget is $95 mil-
lion in the 2004 budget. And significantly, thanks to the efforts of
this committee, the subcommittee jump-started the Chief Joseph
Dam gas abatement project by including funding in 2003, and I
trust will do more in 2004.

Can you just take a minute and give me your view on how the
Corps is doing in meeting its obligations for the biological opinion,
and is there more that we can be doing?

General FLOWERS. Ma’am, I think we are working very hard at
meeting all of the aspects of the Bi-Op. And I think as you stated,
the budget for fiscal year 2004 reflects a commitment to do just
that. So within the organization, we see ourselves meeting all of
the requirements of the biological opinion, and we will continue
working.

Senator MURRAY. Is there more that we can be doing?
General FLOWERS. I do not know what that would be, ma’am. I

think you are doing a great job.
Senator MURRAY. Well, I will keep pushing the committee.
General FLOWERS. All right.
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Senator MURRAY. Well, thank you. Let me ask you about the
John Day Lock and Dam. As you know, we have significant prob-
lems there, and both upstream and downstream locks are experi-
encing problems that are causing navigation of the locks to take
twice as long. The dam is experiencing leakage under the founda-
tion. And I guess I am kind of surprised that we are facing an oper-
ation and maintenance issue of this scale, and that it really ap-
pears to be unexpected.

So I would like to understand: Were we, in fact, unaware of the
deteriorating condition of that lock and dam? And what is the out-
look for repairs?

General FLOWERS. Let me defer that to General Griffin, please.
General GRIFFIN. Senator Murray, General Griffin.
We have—the seepage—first, I will address the dam in general.

It was built in the 1960’s. It was built on fractured rock, and be-
cause of that you get seepage, and over time there has been in-
creased seepage.

So we were not surprised by this. We are surprised by the
amount of increased seepage, so we—ma’am, we were not surprised
by that. You know, there are really two issues there, as I know you
are aware. One is a monolith that leaks is part of this foundation
issue. And on the monolith itself, that was built in the 1960’s. Re-
pairs to the monolith will be complete in September 2003. That will
be done at a cost of $3.8 million.

The lock itself have—the failure to the gate itself, John Day
Gate, the preliminary analysis, as we have not completed our re-
view, but it is a cable operated gate, as you know, with a counter-
weight and what happened is we believe there was a binding there
and the cable snapped.

As a result of that, we have extended lockages by an hour and
10 minutes. The good news is, ma’am, that even though the lock
gate failed, we were able to bring in a floating bulkhead and re-
sume operations the next day. And so that we expect to award in
April. It is going to cost $3.7 million. We will have that fixed by
the end of June.

And so I know one of the other concerns was: Will we have to
shut the lock down in order to repair the monolith? And the answer
is no. We will have to go to 12-hours-on/12-hours-off for 7 weeks,
but we will not close the system during those repairs.

Senator MURRAY. Okay. Thank you very much.
General GRIFFIN. Yes, ma’am. Yes.
Senator MURRAY. I appreciate that. And, you know, John Day is

just one example in the Northwest of a significant backlog of O &
M funding needs. You have got the jetties at the mouth of the Co-
lumbia and Coos Bay is edging towards failure as well.

And it seems like every lock and dam on the Columbia and
Snake system could use an increase of O & M funding right now.
And I know we have this funding shortfall for O & M, and it makes
it hard to move forward on new start projects like the deepening
of the Columbia River channel, which my ports feel is really essen-
tial for ports, farmers, and exporters as we compete in a global
market.
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So when I talk to people in the Northwest, they tell me that they
are concerned that O & M funding is being undercut because we
are having to address the security needs at the Corps facilities.

General, if you could, just talk to us about the security budget.
Is it inadequate? Is it taking money from O & M? Is that a concern,
and how do we address that?

General FLOWERS. Well, this year in fiscal year 2004, we intend
to take $104 million to put in place projects to better secure our
critical infrastructure, and that does come out of our O & M ac-
count.

Senator MURRAY. That comes out of the O & M. So it is a con-
cern?

General FLOWERS. Yes, ma’am.
Senator MURRAY. And that will impact our ability to do a lot of

our current O & M needs, as well as any new starts?
General FLOWERS. There will be an impact, and based on the

2004 budget that is proposed, our backlog of high priority mainte-
nance will exceed $1 billion.

Senator MURRAY. Well, I think that is a real concern for this
committee that we need to be aware of.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator MURRAY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Dorgan.
Senator DORGAN. General, let me talk about a couple of things.

And, Assistant Secretary, welcome to all of you.
The Grand Forks flood control project, which I know you are in-

volved in, the flood that virtually everyone remembers that caused
the evacuation of the entire city of Grand Forks precipitated the re-
quirement to build a new flood control project.

The President’s budget recommends a cut of nearly $10 million.
We appropriated $35 million in the omnibus bill this year. The
President recommends $23.4 million. Will that keep us on schedule
to complete this flood control project by the end of 2004, or will it
throw us off schedule?

General FLOWERS. Sir, this budget, the 2004 budget reflects fully
funded projects that can be completed in fiscal year 2004, and
keeping eight other high priority projects on a most efficient sched-
ule. The remainder of the projects will be continued, but their du-
ration will have to be stretched out, and this is one of those
projects. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. You are aware that FEMA will be remapping
there and creating the new flood plain, and when that happens be-
fore the completion of the flood control project, 90 percent of the
people living in both of those cities on both sides of the river,
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, will be required to spend $10
million to $15 million in the interim for flood insurance. The expec-
tation was to try to move to complete this project concurrent with
the remapping so that we did not have that problem.

You are saying that the President’s recommendation slides the
completion date of this project at this point, huh?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.
Senator DORGAN. And how far does it slide it?
General FLOWERS. Sir, we will have to take that for the record,

if we could. But I believe it to be about 6 months to a year.
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[The information follows:]
With $23 million for fiscal year 2004 and a similar amount for out-years, the

project would stretch out to fiscal year 2008. With a total appropriation of $60 mil-
lion in both fiscal year 2004 and fiscal year 2005, critical features could be substan-
tially completed by December 2005, and with follow-on appropriations of $1,811,000
in fiscal year 2006 the project would be physically completed by June 2006.

Senator DORGAN. Well, that is a major disappointment, obvi-
ously, to the people of Grand Forks. I think it is the only signifi-
cant size city that was completely evacuated since the Civil War in
this country. It was quite a sight to see.

The Congress provided enormous help to the region as a result
of that dramatic Red River Valley flooding, which I think was a
400- or 500-year flood. But the need to complete this flood control
project is urgent, and I am really disappointed to see the Presi-
dent’s recommendation. We will try, of course, to build some of that
back, which is, I am sure, going to be very difficult.

Let me ask you about the Devils Lake issue. That is a flood that
has come and stayed, and you have announced a—the need for an
outlet, and that a potential wet cycle and the devastation of having
the water cascade naturally from the east side of the lake when it
reaches that overflow area would produce pretty dramatic results
downstream. And we have to stop that. And so you have announced
the need for an outlet. You have actually announced a preferred
outlet, is that correct?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir. We have released a final environ-
mental impact statement with the constructed outlet as the pre-
ferred alternative. And that will be going out shortly for comment.

The—in my time as chief of engineers, and in probably my time
as an engineer, this was one of the most difficult problems that I
have been associated with, in that Devils Lake is a closed basin
and depends on essentially evaporation to remove whatever water
collects inside that closed basin. And we know that geologically
about every 800 to 1,200 years that basin will overtop and spill into
the Sheyenne River, or the Red River of the North.

And we have been maintaining data for about an 80-or-so-year
period. And so we really do not know where we stand in that geo-
logic cycle. We do not know whether we are close to the 800- or
1,200-year time when it may overtop. And what we have seen in
the last few years has really pushed us out of the predictive—our
ability to really predict what might happen.

And so by choosing that as a preferred alternative, I was reflect-
ing my recommendation that the Nation not accept the risk associ-
ated with ignoring this and using the more standard modeling that
we do for river-type basins. And so that is why I announced this
as a preferred alternative. It was a very tough call, but that is it,
sir.

Senator DORGAN. Will it be your request to fund this as soon as
you go through the comment period? Because you have outlined a
preferred alternative and the consequences of not doing something
at this point, will it be your determination to recommend and re-
quest funding in the next budget cycle?

General FLOWERS. Sir, following—pending the EIS responding to
comments, et cetera, and once a record of decision is made, if that
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decision is to do an outlet, then we would probably move forward,
yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. The budget request also zeros out the
Breckenridge Flood Control monies, which stops the Wahpeton
project, and Grafton Flood Control. Those are relatively small
projects, but what would the anticipation be with zero funding?
The project would just come to a halt?

General FLOWERS. Sir, if the project is in preliminary design, it
would be suspended until money becomes available. If it is a
project that has not been begun, then one of the decisions made in
formulating the 2004 budget was to not include any new starts in
the budget.

Senator DORGAN. Well, let me just say that I think the budget
request is a huge disappointment in a number of areas. We are
dramatically underfunded. Some key projects that must move for-
ward were not funded appropriately. And you indicated that the
budget will focus on finishing ongoing projects, but the fact is that
has not been the case in several of our circumstances, but I want
to work with you.

Let me ask one additional question, if I might, with respect to
the master manual, which at least the staff of Senator Bond would
be disappointed if I did not ask, I am sure. That was a 6-month
project that has now at the end of 12 years produced a preferred
alternative, the exact details of which, I think, are still at this
point not public. Is that correct?

General FLOWERS. Yes, sir.
Senator DORGAN. There is a preferred alternative that is bounc-

ing somewhere between yourself, The White House, and CEQ and
others. I had General Fastabend before the committee last year.
And, you know, he made an appointment to see me on May 23rd—
I think it was May 23rd—the Corps was going to announce the pre-
ferred alternative the next day. And so he was coming to alert us
to what the preferred alternative was going to be.

That meeting was then cancelled, and in a subsequent hearing
I said to General Fastabend, I am sorry, ‘‘Could you tell me what
it was you were going to tell me, because clearly you had a pre-
ferred alternative? You were going to disclose it. Can you tell me
what it was you were going to disclose but did not disclose?’’

And the answer was, ‘‘No, I am under orders not to do that.’’
I said, ‘‘Whose orders?’’
He said, ‘‘General Flowers’ orders.’’
General FLOWERS. Oh.
Senator DORGAN. So would you tell us what General Fastabend

was going to tell us but could not tell us as a result of your orders,
General Flowers?

General FLOWERS. Sir, if I could, I would defer to the Under Sec-
retary for this.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, most Under Secretaries probably become
very good troubleshooters. I may have become a very good trouble-
maker in some respects. But I had just been appointed as the Act-
ing Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works when General
Fastabend brought this matter to my attention. As I was briefed
on it—and I admit to no long history of knowledge of these mat-
ters, but as I was briefed on it, it seemed to me that—clearly as
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you know better than I do, these are very complex, sensitive issues.
There are differing sides. It does not seem to cut politically. It
seems to cut regionally.

Senator DORGAN. That is correct.
Mr. BROWNLEE. There are also matters, very important matters

dealing with endangered species that have to be dealt with, and it
was my decision. I ordered General Fastabend to cease engines, to
not take this outside the administration until I had an opportunity
to, A, learn more about it; and B, I have to admit that it appeared
to me that the process we were following could have turned into
one that was adversarial even within the administration. And the
18 years I had spent working on the staff here in this body told
me that the best way to address these kinds of issues is to get well
informed, well intentioned people around a table and see if we can-
not work something out.

So my direction to him was that we would work collaboratively
within the administration to see if we could reach some positions
that would more adequately satisfy these very varying interests.

I have to admit to you that this has gone on longer than I ever
anticipated, but I also want to report to you that I think we are
right on the verge of entering formal consultation—reinstating that
formal consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, and hope-
fully we can proceed.

It certainly is not my intent and it has never been my intent to
delay this as long as it has been. This actually happened in the
April, May time period. I never dreamed I would be here saying,
‘‘We are not there yet.’’

But as you know very well, it involves very complex issues. The
drought has not helped things one bit. It has made it even more
difficult. I just want to tell you, sir, it is my intent that the Army
will continue to work this problem—but General Fastabend was
doing exactly what I told him to do.

So at this point in time, I just have to tell you that it is my
hope—I had hoped that by yesterday, we would be back in formal
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service. Unfortunately, I
got a call last night. It may be delayed a day or two, but we are
that close, I think, to reinstating formal consultation with the Fish
and Wildlife Service.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I perhaps have exhausted more
than my time. May I make an observation about that, however?

Senator COCHRAN. Of course.
Senator DORGAN. This is approximately another 1-year delay on

top of 11 previous. It is not the end of the world, but are you will-
ing to set a time-line, like another 12 years or so?

Because what will happen to us——
Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, sir.
Senator DORGAN [continuing]. Is another assistant secretary will

come in and say, ‘‘You know something? This is controversial. And,
General, I know you are working on this, but pull back.’’ And so,
you know, your grandchildren will be here and testifying on these
things.

We need to make progress. The fact is this river is critically im-
portant to the upstream and downstream States. It has become a
kind of a Hatfield/McCoy situation, but somebody needs to step in
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and say, ‘‘Look. Here is the best way to manage this river, recog-
nizing all of the interests of all of the people that have an interest
in this river.’’ And it is not going to happen by delay, and it cer-
tainly is not going to happen by preventing us from knowing what
the Corps has been doing. And they were at a point where they had
a preferred alternative, and I would very much like to know what
it is.

Mr. BROWNLEE. Yes, I understand.
Senator DORGAN. Can you tell me what it is?
Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, I would not know the detail adequately to

describe it to you here at this point. I can tell——
Senator DORGAN. Well, could you tell the General to do it then?

Because he knows.
Mr. BROWNLEE. My understanding is it has been kind of kicked

around out there for awhile, but if I could, Senator, I just want to
say that I do not disagree with any of the points you have made.
I had hoped to appear before you to report a lot more progress than
I am reporting now. There is another nominee for this particular
position who I understand has already appeared in one hearing be-
fore the Senate, maybe at another one. But I did not feel that I
could let that go forward knowing as little as I knew about it. I
apologize for that. That is my problem and not yours.

I think that while there is not a lot of apparent progress that I
can put before you today, I think there has been some, and hope-
fully we can reach the kind of solution that will benefit the inter-
ests or balance the interest, at least, on both ends of this river.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Assistant Secretary, thank you.
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNETT. I have no questions for this panel.
Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appre-

ciate your attendance at this hearing.
Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman?
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Craig.
Senator CRAIG. One last comment: Both the Senators from North

Dakota and I are co-chairs of an important caucus here on the Hill,
and the Army Corps is a major player. And we began an episode
that started 200 years ago to celebrate it last month.

General, you have got $310,000 in the budget for the Lewis and
Clark Bicentennial. And you do play a major role in that. I believe
that was a military activity and an Army activity some 200 years
ago.

General FLOWERS. It was, sir.
Senator CRAIG. Is that adequate funding?
General FLOWERS. Sir, I think given all of the competing inter-

ests for the very scarce resources that the taxpayers have, it is
probably sound. We have been trying to put as much of our O &
M budget as we can toward preparing our portion of the Lewis and
Clark Trail for or to receive visitors during the Bicentennial.

Senator CRAIG. Yes.
General FLOWERS. And I can provide to you and your staff a by-

project listing of where we intend to invest money over the next
couple of years.

[The information follows:]
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OVERALL CAPABILITY FOR LEWIS AND CLARK PROJECTS AS OF MARCH
2003

Project Total Cost

Hannibal Lock and Dam, WV ............................................................................................................................... $229,500
Lake Ashtabula, ND ............................................................................................................................................. 400,000
Mississippi River from Missouri River to Minneapolis ........................................................................................ 475,000
Mississippi River from Ohio River to Missouri River .......................................................................................... 1,013,000
Clinton Lake, KS ................................................................................................................................................... 30,000
Perry Lake, KS ...................................................................................................................................................... 967,000
Fort Peck, MT ....................................................................................................................................................... 2,594,000
Garrison, ND ......................................................................................................................................................... 4,808,000
Gavins Point, SD and NE ..................................................................................................................................... 7,396,000
Oahe, SD and ND ................................................................................................................................................. 465,000
Dworshak Dam, ID ............................................................................................................................................... 738,000
Ice Harbor, WA ..................................................................................................................................................... 1,280,000
Little Goose, WA ................................................................................................................................................... 50,000
Lower Granite, WA ................................................................................................................................................ 265,000
McNary, OR ........................................................................................................................................................... 601,000
Mill Creek, WA ...................................................................................................................................................... 150,000
Bonneville, WA and OR ........................................................................................................................................ 2,793,000
Dalles, WA and OR ............................................................................................................................................... 184,000
John Day, WA and OR .......................................................................................................................................... 1,403,000
Albeni Falls, WA ................................................................................................................................................... 65,000
Lake Washington Ship Canal, WA ....................................................................................................................... 15,000
Mud Mountain Dam, WA ...................................................................................................................................... 15,000
Chief Joseph Dam, WA ......................................................................................................................................... 15,000
Libby Dam, WA ..................................................................................................................................................... 15,000
National Coordinator and Events ......................................................................................................................... 310,000

TOTAL ...................................................................................................................................................... 26,276,500

Senator CRAIG. Well, I would like to see that. It is a short-lived
project, but it is certainly one worthy of this country, and one to
be celebrated. And we want to see it go forward for all of the public
to enjoy. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator.
Thank you all, gentlemen, for your cooperation with the com-

mittee and being here today and presenting the budget request for
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

[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 PETE V. DOMENICI

CONSTRAINING CORPS CONSTRUCTION

Question. One of the items the Corps’ budget reduces significantly is the
Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design, or PED-phase projects. In last year’s en-
acted appropriation, the Congress funded approximately 80 projects in this phase.
The PED phase is the last stage before construction. The administration is pro-
posing to cut that number to about 18.

Can you, General Flowers or Undersecretary Brownlee tell the committee the
practical effect this has for these projects?

Mr. BROWNLEE. The reduction in the number of PED’s is an important element
of our budget proposal. It is not due to any limitation on planning or design funds.
Rather, until the large backlog of ongoing construction projects is reduced we need
to reduce the number of projects that we design and initiate. The Fiscal Year 2004
Budget continues much important ongoing planning, PED and research work but
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does put on hold many continuing PED activities that had been ongoing in previous
years. The Fiscal Year 2004 Budget includes five new reconnaissance studies and
provides significant funding for priority ongoing planning, research and PED work.
Until the large backlog of ongoing construction projects is reduced we need to reduce
the number of projects that we design and initiate.

Question. Would this budget, if enacted, force the Federal Government to termi-
nate contracts?

Mr. BROWNLEE. No PED contracts would be terminated as a result of this budget.
The PED activities would be in a pause status, not terminating, and as such could
be continued when funds become available.

Question. Is there funding included in your budget to cover the contract termi-
nation costs associated with this decreased PED activity?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Since no PED contracts would be terminated, there is no termi-
nation costs associated with this decreased PED activity and no funds for termi-
nation would be needed.

TRANSFORMATION OF THE CORPS

Question. The Congress and the administration are always seeking new ways to
do things more efficiently, more effectively, and less costly. As always, we see con-
tinuous negative news reports about the Corps. I would like to commend you, Gen-
eral Flowers, for undertaking this effort to transform the Corps.

Commonly, constituents complain about the permitting process, or that the con-
struction process takes too long with a large project averaging from 10 to 15 years,
depending on the size. Can you tell this committee what the Corps is doing inter-
nally to transform itself into a more productive agency?

General FLOWERS. We are doing a number of things to transform ourselves into
a more productive agency. First, we are strengthening the Planning Program. We’re
cooperating with major universities and have established a planner training and de-
velopment plan, to include core curriculum, a new Planning Associates Program,
and the Masters in Water Resources Planning. We are also moving forward with
a Planning Leadership Development and looking at our structure with a focus on
establishing centers of Specialized Planning Expertise needed for the 21st Century.
We are also looking to modernize planning processes, tools and models as well as
our environmental benefit evaluation and formulation. We have developed and are
now working on specific procedures to implement the Environmental Operating
Principles to assist field planners in formulating environmentally sustainable civil
works projects. Having more effective planning practices will lead to better studies,
which will lead to better reports and a more efficient study process.

We must improve our operations for more expeditious and productive perform-
ance. In recognition of this, I have been engaged, throughout my tenure as Chief,
in an effort, initiated by my predecessor, to reengineer the organizations and busi-
ness operations of the Corps of Engineers. In that effort we have selected the project
management way of doing business as the basis for developing a business manage-
ment system and attendant organizations and operations. This system, called
PMBP, including an automated information system (AIS) to go along with it, is
being implemented Corps-wide to manage all Corps projects more efficiently and ef-
fectively. Supporting policy and doctrine, definitions of our business processes, and
curriculum are in now in place Corps-wide. Deployment of the AIS is scheduled to
begin in mid-October and once fully deployed, the PMBP system will greatly en-
hance our ability to better support the Army, other Federal agencies, and the Na-
tion.

As to our permitting process, we will have available by August 1, 2003, an elec-
tronic application and comment form tied to the implementation of our new permit
tracking system. Most Districts are currently publishing their Public Notices on the
web and are moving toward electronic notification procedures. Other plans include
the hiring of additional personnel to reduce process time for the large number of
standard permits and general permits; continuing to encourage pre-application co-
ordination allowing potential applicants to work out issues before submission of an
application and allocation of additional resources to studies of watershed approaches
to the permit process. The latter allows better prediction of future permit impacts
in sensitive areas so permit review can be expedited for standard permits as well
as other permit actions.

Question. It is my understanding that the Corps has undertaken an examination
of its processes, what is the most remarkable thing you have found?

General FLOWERS. In examining the processes that are leading to the trans-
formation of the Corps I have found it remarkable how powerful a concept ‘‘working
in teams’’ can be. Through teams, we are able to exchange information, ideas, and
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concepts, which lead to solutions coming from a synergy that is simply not present
when working in the traditional ‘‘stovepipe’’ method.

Question. Did you seek out the views of any affected parties outside the Corps,
its customers and critics?

General FLOWERS. Yes, I have. Among those is the Corps Reform Network, com-
prising all parties interested in improving our program. We have also redoubled our
efforts to engage Federal, State, and local agencies, stakeholders, and the public in
meaningful dialogue on what the Corps should look like in the future. Additionally,
I have issued communication principles to ensure open, effective, and timely two-
way communication with the entire community of water resources interests. We
know well that we must continue to listen and communicate effectively in order to
remain relevant.

Question. What are ways the Congress can assist the Corps to become better at
its job?

General FLOWERS. Senator I would seek any and all advice and guidance that the
Congress can provide as to what you would like to see out of your Corps of Engi-
neers. We have heard what the people we have spoken with have said, and we are
working to transform the organization into a one that will provide better service to
the Nation. We look forward to continue to working with the Congress as well as
stakeholders and all who have provided input, so we can all do a better job.

INLAND WATERWAY AND HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUNDS

Question. The administration’s budget proposes to change the use of both the In-
land Waterway Trust Fund and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. As the author
of the Inland Waterway Trust Fund, I am concerned about the impact of the pro-
posal to utilize these funds for Operation and Maintenance projects and to utilize
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, strictly an O&M account, for construction
projects.

If the Congress was to enact these two trust fund changes, General Flowers, what
is the effect?

General FLOWERS. The commercial interests that use the inland waterways sys-
tem are paying a portion of the costs of capital improvements. However, the costs
of operation and maintenance, which are substantial, have continued to be borne en-
tirely by the general taxpayers.

The budget proposed to begin using some of the diesel fuel receipts to finance a
portion of the inland waterways system’s operation and maintenance costs. The ad-
ministration has recommended using $146 million for this proposal in fiscal year
2004, which would cover about 38 percent of the estimated operation and mainte-
nance costs. The remaining costs would continue to be financed through general tax
revenues. Under the budget proposal, those who benefit commercially from past
Federal investments in the inland waterways navigation system would pay a fair
share of all of the system’s costs—for the construction and major rehabilitation of
projects, as well as their operation and maintenance.

The budget includes a similar proposal for coastal ports and channels. Some users
of certain U.S. ports now pay a tax in proportion to the value of their imports.
Treasury deposits these receipts, along with tolls collected on the St. Lawrence Sea-
way, into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. Until now, Congress has used this
Fund to finance the cost of operating and maintaining these waterways. The budget
proposes to expand it use to include the Federal costs of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers work on coastal port and channel construction. The administration has rec-
ommended using $205 million for this purpose in fiscal year 2004.

Question. Wouldn’t the two trust funds be essentially diluted if we expand their
scope?

General FLOWERS. Under both proposals, those who benefit commercially from
Federal investments in navigation would pay a fair share of all navigation system
costs—for the construction and major rehabilitation of projects, as well as their op-
erations and maintenance. Since the funds would still be used for navigation, we
do not view the funds as being diluted.

Question. Can you tell this committee, if Congress enacted these proposals today,
at the current rate of spending, when would the trust funds be insolvent?

General FLOWERS. At the current rate of collections and outlays, the Inland Wa-
terway Trust Fund could run out of funds by the end of fiscal year 2006. Within
this time frame, however, Congress and the administration should be able to reach
agreement on the best way to allocate responsibility for future inland waterways op-
eration and maintenance costs.
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The Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund balance would continue to grow, but more
slowly, so long as annual outlays remain about the same and the fund continues
to receive harbor maintenance tax payments as projected.

Question. What decisions would we have to make if these two funds became insol-
vent?

General FLOWERS. The draw down of the fund will be affected by many variables,
including economic conditions and funding decisions. At the current rate of collec-
tions and outlays, the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund would continue to show posi-
tive balances for many years. The situation with the Inland Waterways Trust Fund
is not as favorable; it could run out of funds by the end of fiscal year 2006. Within
this time frame, however, Congress and the administration should be able to reach
agreement on the best way to allocate responsibility for future inland waterways op-
eration and maintenance costs.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS (PMA’S) DIRECT SPENDING PROPOSAL

Question. The administration has included for the second year, a proposal to allow
for direct spending by the PMA’s of Operations and Maintenance work. Bonneville
already has this authority, and I believe we need to pursue all of our options, how-
ever, I think we need to gain a better understanding of the effect of this proposal.

How would the Corps budget be affected if we enacted this proposal?
Mr. BROWNLEE. Enactment of a direct funding authorization together with the

completion of necessary inter-agency Memoranda of Agreements, would reduce the
need to provide annual appropriations for hydropower operation and maintenance
(O&M) activities. The power customers are willing to spend more on maintenance
activities than Congress has appropriated in recent years. We would apply the extra
funds to hydropower maintenance. This will improve the reliability of the power
that we provide by reducing the incidence and duration of unscheduled equipment
outages.

Question. What assurances do we have that the Corps would be credited those
funds which would be directly funded? How do we know that the Corps gets the di-
rect savings instead of those going to the General Fund of the Treasury?

Mr. BROWNLEE. If the administration’s proposal were enacted, we would execute
the Memoranda of Agreement and begin direct funding in fiscal year 2004.

Question. One important concern I have is that if this proposal were enacted, it
appears that the costs for operations and maintenance would just be passed on to
the ratepayer without any oversight, either by the administration or Congress. Is
this true?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Under the administration’s direct funding proposal, every year all
work and costs associated with a given Federal hydropower facility would continue
to be documented and submitted to the PMA’s. In the case of Bonneville, projected
system costs are submitted to the administration and identified in the President’s
budget. Additionally, Congress requires a 3-year progress report on the direct fund-
ing with Bonneville, which was completed and submitted in December 2002. Thus
the administration and Congress both will continue to provide oversight of the use
of funds.

Only costs associated with the production of electricity would be passed on to the
rate payer under this proposal, consistent with the ‘‘beneficiary pays’’ principle.
Costs for other project benefits such as navigation and flood control would continue
to be covered with annual appropriations. For multipurpose projects, the joint costs
allocated to hydropower would continue to be funded through annual appropria-
tions.

Every year all work and costs associated with a given Federal hydropower facility
must be documented and submitted to the PMA’s. These costs are also submitted
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in evaluation of rates nationwide.
The PMA’s and the Corps use this information to develop 5-year work plans for pro-
jecting future costs. In the case of Bonneville, these projected system costs are sub-
mitted to the administration and identified in the President’s budget. Additionally,
Congress required a 3-year progress report on the direct funding with Bonneville,
which was completed and submitted in December 2002.

Question. How has Bonneville done under this authority? What’s the biggest com-
plaint?

General FLOWERS. Through a strategy based on increased funding of Corps hydro-
power facilities in the northwest, the region has experienced a more stable power
supply, additional generation of electricity, and increased revenues. Breakdowns
have decreased from 5.5 percent to 2.7 percent over the past 3 years under direct
funding authority.
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Question. Can you tell us what benefits the Government and the Corps has gained
with Bonneville having its own authority?

General FLOWERS. One of the key management tools in efficiently maintaining a
hydropower facility is the ability to address maintenance before a problem becomes
larger. Direct funding achieves this objective by providing a way to make additional
funds available for maintenance. In addition, direct funding has provided the flexi-
bility to fund critical maintenance as it is identified, rather than having to attempt
to forecast priorities as part of the budget cycle. This regional system approach cre-
ates more reliable and improved system performance in a region that 70 percent of
the power needs are provided by the hydropower system. Consequently, the closer
partnership between Bonneville and the Corps has led to an overall Performance
Measurement Management System—where system performance drives investment
decisions.

ALAMOGORDO FLOOD CONTROL

Question. There have been questions raised about the level of flood protection af-
forded to the residents of Alamogordo by the Alamogordo flood protection project.
In particular, there have been indications that the project will not allow citizens
within the area to be protected by the project, to get out of the need to pay for
FEMA flood insurance. Could you please update the Committee on the status of the
Alamogordo project and the level of flood protection that will be provided to the citi-
zens of the area?

General FLOWERS. The project consists of three diversion channels, South Chan-
nel, McKinley Channel, and North Channel. Construction of South Channel was ini-
tiated in late 2000. The project is designed to divert the 1 percent or 100-year flow
from storms originating in the Sacramento Mountains safely through or around the
City. Upon project completion, approximately 75 percent of currently flood-prone
structures will be removed from the 100-year floodplain and will no longer be re-
quired to maintain flood insurance. Even with these improvements, some residual
flooding will occur from storms occurring directly over the City. The local sponsor
is currently considering the need for additional protection.

Question. When will this project be ready to proceed to construction and what is
the estimated time for completion?

General FLOWERS. Phase I of the South Channel was initiated in December 2000
and completed in June 2002. Remaining phases of the South Channel will be initi-
ated this spring, followed by McKinley Channel and North Channel. The schedule
will depend upon the availability of funding and other factors. Subject to the usual
qualifications on capability, we could compete the project by September 2009.

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL

Question. Are there any Civil Works requirements for the supplemental, either in
terms of emergency or terrorism needs that the Congress needs to consider?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, at this time we expect to be able to address the priority emer-
gency and terrorism needs without supplemental funding.

Question. Within the fiscal year 2003 appropriation, are there sufficient funds to
cover your terrorism related expenses?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Senator, the Fiscal Year 2003 President’s Budget for facility pro-
tection required $65 million, but the appropriation was $35 million. This amount
will be sufficient to pay for guards, provided that we do not enter a heightened alert
status for an extended period.

Question. From an economic security standpoint, is there anything that would
make sense for the Congress to include in the Supplemental on behalf of the Corps?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir at this time we do not expect to need supplemental funding.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HARRY REID

CIVIL WORKS CONTRIBUTION TO NATIONAL DEFENSE

Question. Please explain the contribution provided to this Nation’s Defense by the
Civil Works Program?

General FLOWERS. The contributions provided by the Corps’ Civil Works program
are substantial. The Civil Works Program is a valuable asset in support of the Na-
tional Security Strategy in many ways. Foremost, we have a trained engineering
workforce, with world-class expertise, capable of responding to a variety of situa-
tions across the spectrum of national defense. In fact, skills developed in managing
Corps projects transfer to most tactical engineering-related operations.
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The Civil Works mission complements and augments the Army’s war fighting
competencies providing established relationships with the Nation’s engineering and
construction industries—a force multiplier with ‘‘On the shelf’’ contracts available
for emergencies. Civil Works members are deployable. During Operations Desert
Shield/Desert Storm, more Civil Works employees volunteered for duty in Southwest
Asia than were needed. To date, 250 civilian members of our Civil Works Program
team have volunteered for deployment in support of Operation Enduring Freedom—
providing engineering, construction, and real estate support specialists and profes-
sionals skilled in managing large, complex projects.

Civil Works also provides professionals with expertise in natural and cultural re-
sources, water quality, flood plain management or toxic waste control, helping the
Army comply with more than 70 Federal environmental statutes, and a breadth of
experience and workload in dozens of specialized fields that would not otherwise be
possible. Finally, Army Engineers experienced in Civil Works play a major role in
infrastructure in developing nations. They help to improve economic conditions and
strengthen democratic institutions in these nations and foster good will through con-
tact between governments and armed forces.

CIVIL WORKS VALUE TO THE NATIONAL ECONOMY

Question. Could you please provide an explanation of the overall value that the
Civil Works program makes to this Nation’s economy?

General FLOWERS. The Corps Civil Works program supports our national economy
through the provision of physical infrastructure features. These include navigation
features that facilitate domestic and foreign commerce by means of waterborne
transportation; flood control features that reduce the risk of flooding and the extent
of flood damages incurred; and hydroelectric power generation features located at
75 Corps operated facilities.

ECONOMIC SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

Question. Does the administration intend to submit a supplemental appropria-
tions bill covering unmet economic security requirements associated with the re-
cently enacted Omnibus Bill or associated with the fiscal year 2004 budget?

Mr. BROWNLEE. At this time, we expect to be able to address the priority needs
of the Civil Works program without supplemental funding.

NATIONAL WATER POLICY

Question. General Flowers, in your role as the Chief of Engineers, what do you
see as the major water resource challenges facing this country in the future? Do you
see value in an overall National Water Policy Debate occurring?

General FLOWERS. Sir, because the conflicting demands for water appear to be in-
creasing across the country in major watersheds I see value in the debate. Last fall,
the American Water Resources Association sponsored a seminar on the need to bet-
ter coordinate water policy. Solutions to complex water problems will not be easy
without collaboration of many government organizations at all levels, first and fore-
most at the State level.

PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN

Question. What was the decision process for funding only 19 Preconstruction Engi-
neering and Design studies in the fiscal year 2004 budget? As Truckee Meadows is
one that is going unfunded within my State, you can understand, I am very curious.
Reno has suffered many devastating floods and is in desperate need of this flood
protection project.

Mr. BROWNLEE. The reduction in the number of PED’s is an important element
of our budget proposal. It is not due to any limitation on planning or design funds.
Rather, until the large backlog of ongoing construction projects is reduced we need
to reduce the number of projects that we design and initiate. The Fiscal Year 2004
Budget includes five new reconnaissance studies and provides significant funding
for priority ongoing planning, research and PED work. For the Preconstruction, En-
gineering and Design, we funded those projects that had strong benefit to cost ratios
or high environmental outputs and that are near completion.

CIVIL WORKS BUDGET LESS THAN PREVIOUS YEARS APPROPRIATIONS

Question. We have noted that the President’s proposed Fiscal Year 2004 Budget
is nearly $400,000,000 less than the fiscal year 2003 enacted Civil Works Program,
what is the impact of such a drastic cut on the ongoing Program?
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Mr. BROWNLEE. Senator, in fiscal year 2002, the Congress appropriated
$1,828,035,000, net of a reduction for savings and slippage, for specifically author-
ized projects included in the Construction, General account in the fiscal year 2002
budget. The amount in the President’s fiscal year 2004 budget for specifically au-
thorized projects funded in the Construction, General account is $1,466,095,000, net
of a reduction for savings and slippage. Increasing the budgeted amount for fiscal
year 2004 by the difference of $361,940,000 would enable the acceleration of a num-
ber of projects, enabling benefits of approximately $1,500,000,000 to come on-line 1
year sooner. Cost savings would largely be attributable to differences in price levels.

Question. How do you plan to manage such a drastic cut?
General FLOWERS. At this time, we are continuing to execute the fiscal year 2003

program enacted by the Congress. The fiscal year 2004 budget was prepared before
enactment of the fiscal year 2003 appropriations, so we will need to do some
reprogrammings to address changes in the continuing requirements of some work.
We will finalize our execution plans after enactment of fiscal year 2004 appropria-
tions legislation.

Question. What level of funding would be necessary to maintain the progress real-
ized in the Civil Works Program through the enacted appropriations levels for the
past couple of years?

General FLOWERS. Sir, the level of funding needed to execute at a level commen-
surate with fiscal year 2003 appropriations, including an adjustment for inflation,
would be about $4.8 billion in fiscal year 2004. However, the fiscal year 2003 appro-
priations included funds for projects that are not included in the fiscal year 2004
budget.

ARMY RECOMMENDATION

Question. What was the Fiscal Year 2004 Program that the Department of the
Army recommended? What rationale was provided as to why this program was not
supported?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Senator, a number of alternative funding levels were developed,
proposed and discussed. As you know, the advice and counsel leading up to the final
decision that form the basis of the President’s budget are part of the internal delib-
erative process. The Army’s requests were fully considered during the budget proc-
ess.

Question. What level of funding would be necessary to sustain the progress devel-
oped in fiscal year 2003 in meeting the Nation’s water infrastructure needs?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Sir, the level of funding needed to execute at a level commensu-
rate with fiscal year 2003 appropriations, including an adjustment for inflation,
would be about $4.8 billion in fiscal year 2004. However, the fiscal year 2003 appro-
priations included funds for projects that are not be included in the fiscal year 2004
budget.

Question. If the administration’s budget proposal is enacted, what will be the im-
pact on meeting the Army Corps’ O&M backlog? The construction backlog?

General FLOWERS. Our latest estimate of the construction backlog of ongoing
budgeted construction work is $21 billion. I should note that this figure does not
include the construction costs of projects in preconstruction, engineering and design
or that are not budgeted. The fiscal year 2004 budget applies nearly $1.3 billion to
construction of specifically authorized projects, as part of the administration’s com-
prehensive strategy to reduce the backlog over time.

We now refer to our operation and maintenance work that cannot be deferred
without added cost or a loss in performance as high priority work. With the Fiscal
Year 2004 President’s Budget of $1.939 billion for the Corps Operation and Mainte-
nance, General program there would be a backlog of an estimated $1.011 billion in
high-priority operation and maintenance work.

RELATIONSHIP TO NATIONAL DEFENSE

Question. What is the relationship of the Corps’ Civil Works Program to the de-
fense of our homeland?

General FLOWERS. The Civil Works Program is a valuable asset in support of the
National Security Strategy in many ways. Foremost, we have a trained engineering
workforce, with world-class expertise, capable of responding to a variety of situa-
tions across the spectrum of national defense. In fact, skills developed in managing
Corps projects transfer to most tactical engineering-related operations. The Civil
Works mission complements and augments the Army’s war fighting competencies
providing established relationships with the Nation’s engineering and construction
industries—a force multiplier with ‘‘On the shelf’’ contracts available for emer-
gencies. Civil Works members are deployable. During Operations Desert Shield/
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Desert Storm, more Civil Works employees volunteered for duty in Southwest Asia
than were needed.

To date, 250 civilian members of our Civil Works Program team have volunteered
for deployment in support of Operation Enduring Freedom—providing engineering,
construction, and real estate support specialists and professional skilled in man-
aging large, complex projects, transferable to most tactical engineering-related oper-
ations. Civil Works also provides professionals with expertise in natural and cul-
tural resources, water quality, flood plain management or toxic waste control, help-
ing the Army comply with more than 70 Federal environmental statutes, and a
breadth of experience and workload in dozens of specialized fields that would not
otherwise be possible.

Finally, Army Engineers experienced in Civil Works play a major role in infra-
structure in developing nations. They help to improve economic conditions and
strengthen democratic institutions in these nations and foster good will through con-
tact between governments and armed forces.

TERRORIST THREAT

Question. How would you characterize the threat from terrorism to this country’s
vital Civil Works Projects?

General FLOWERS. The vulnerability of water resources infrastructure facilities to
potential acts of sabotage has always been a concern throughout history. All of our
projects have some measure of protection in place based on traditional risk assess-
ments and would be happy to personally discuss these threats further with you.

Question. Could you provide an example of the kind of risk that you are talking
about?

General FLOWERS. Again, I would be happy to personally discuss these threats
with you.

MINIMIZING VULNERABILITY TO TERRORIST THREAT

Question. What efforts are you undertaking to minimize this risk?
General FLOWERS. Since the events of September 11, 2001, we have increased and

modified our security posture at our facilities in response the changing threat levels.
We performed an initial screening of over 600 dams and other facilities and deter-
mined that approximately 350 projects could be considered to have high con-
sequences in the event of a terrorist attack. Consequences were based on the poten-
tial for loss of life and/or impacts to the facility purpose including navigation, flood
control, hydropower, and ecological outputs. The list was further refined to the 306
facilities that we believe warrant security upgrades and detailed assessments and
review has been completed on all of these. Vulnerability assessments produce a rec-
ommended system of improvements targeted to reduce the risk associated with po-
tential threats to the facility. Elements of the proposed systems can include cam-
eras, lighting, fencing, structure hardening, and access control devices designed to
improve detection and delay at each facility.

One hundred four million dollars of the Operation and Maintenance funds pro-
vided in this budget are targeted for facility security. We will direct funding to those
priority projects at which there is potential for loss of lives downstream or economic
consequences of greater than $200 million and will continue security improvements
at our administrative facilities.

Question. Does the President’s proposed budget provide adequate resources to ad-
dress this risk?

General FLOWERS. Sir, we are funding the highest priority need first. Based on
current assessments, we are comfortable with our funding path.

Question. What funds would you need to adequately address the risk to our Civil
Works Projects?

General FLOWERS. Sir, we are funding the highest priority need first. Based on
current assessments, we are comfortable with our funding path.

COMMODITY FLOW THROUGH CORPS BUILT HARBORS

Question. What is the percentage of the Nation’s commerce that come into or leave
this country that goes through a Corps-built and -maintained harbor?

General FLOWERS. Over 95 percent of the commodities that leave or enter this
country by ship moves through our Nation’s coastal and Great Lakes harbors, vir-
tually all of which is in Federal channels maintained by the Corps.
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HISTORIC SPENDING FOR INFRASTRUCTURE MAINTENANCE

Question. Could you characterize the proportion of the discretionary budget of the
Federal Government that is directed toward building and maintaining this country’s
water infrastructure today to say 30 years ago?

General FLOWERS. According to information published in the fiscal year 2004
‘‘Historical Tables of the Budget of the United States Government’’, in fiscal year
1974, Federal Government outlays in support of the ‘‘water resources’’ subfunction
within the ‘‘Natural Resources and Environment’’ function totaled $2.200 billion or
1.6 percent of discretionary outlays totaling $138.2 billion.

In the proposed fiscal year 2004 budget, Federal Government outlays in support
of the ‘‘water resources’’ subfunction within the ‘‘Natural Resources and Environ-
ment’’ function are estimated to be $5.062 billion or 0.6 percent of discretionary out-
lays totaling $818.8 billion.

With respect to the Army Corps of Engineers Civil Works program, in fiscal year
1974, the Corps’ outlays were $1.664 billion, or 1.2 percent of total Federal discre-
tionary outlays. In the proposed fiscal year 2004 budget, the Corps’ outlays are esti-
mated to be $4.117 billion, or 0.5 percent of total Federal discretionary outlays.

DETERIORATING INFRASTRUCTURE—ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Question. Could you provide some examples of this deteriorating infrastructure
could have to this Nation’s economic and National security?

General FLOWERS. Our inland waterways handle more than 15 percent of the Na-
tion’s intercity freight traffic, including 20 percent of the coal for power plants, pe-
troleum products such as gasoline and diesel fuel, strategic chemicals and minerals,
and more than half of our export grain. Generally, as this waterway infrastructure
has aged, backlog of maintenance and repair needs has grown. While many inland
waterway segments are heavily used, other service relatively low volumes of traffic.
The budget gives priority to the maintenance of segments that carry a higher vol-
ume of traffic due to the economic impacts that a breakdown could have.

Question. Could you provide a historical perspective on the value of the Nation’s
inland waterways for Nation security and economic security?

General FLOWERS. Many military and industrial facilities were located on our in-
land waterways during World War II for added security. Ships and submarines were
built and launched from our inland waterways. Over time, our inland waterways
have been used to move strategic and oversized equipment, such as nuclear genera-
tors and rocket components, as well as military vehicles and equipment.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS

Question. What percentage of the Fiscal Year 2004 Budget is associated with envi-
ronmental projects?

General FLOWERS. Sir, nearly 19 percent of the fiscal year 2004 budget is classi-
fied as environmental, including the Regulatory Program and Formerly Used Reme-
dial Action Plan (FUSRAP) Program.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

WEST VIRGINIA FLOOD RECOVERY

Question. What is the status of the flood-recovery work for which the Corps was
authorized to conduct at a level of $8 million in the Fiscal Year 2001 Supplemental
Appropriations bill for the July 2001 floods in West Virginia?

General FLOWERS. All work is complete. The Huntington District Corps of Engi-
neers accomplished three primary missions. These missions included repair of public
infrastructure, repair and restoration of flood-damaged facilities at Corps’ projects,
and flood documentation. Flood recovery efforts were accomplished in close coordina-
tion with the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service, the West Virginia Conservation Agency, and other Federal and
State disaster coordinators.

Approximately $5.1 million was used to assist affected counties with infrastruc-
ture repair. Thirty-one emergency streambank protection projects were constructed
along West Virginia State Routes 1, 3, 16, 24, 35, 54, and 97 in Boone, Wyoming,
McDowell, Raleigh, Mercer, and Fayette Counties.

Approximately $2 million was used to repair and restore existing facilities at sev-
eral Corps projects that incurred damage during the July 2001 event. At the R.D.
Bailey project, $1,777,000 was utilized for flood debris cleanup and to relocate facili-
ties out of the flood plain. At Summersville Lake, $80,000 was utilized to remove
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drift and debris accumulations. On the Kanawha River, $143,000 was utilized for
removal of flood-related silt material following the flooding.

Approximately $900,000 was utilized for flood documentation. This included flood
damage surveys of residential, commercial, and public structures. Surveys of dam-
ages to highways and utilities were also conducted. High water marks were estab-
lished and data was collected and analyzed for stream profiles and cross-sections.
Public workshops were conducted to confirm structure damage and obtain flood ex-
periences and feedback for future use in the development of potential solutions to
the flooding problem.

Question. What is the status of the flood-recovery work for which the Corps was
authorized to conduct at a level of $10 million in the Fiscal Year 2002 Supplemental
Appropriations Bill for the May 2002 floods in Southern West Virginia, Eastern
Kentucky, and Southwestern Virginia?

General FLOWERS. Work is currently ongoing. The primary mission of the Hun-
tington District Corps of Engineers is to repair public infrastructure and provide
flood documentation. This mission is being done in coordination with Federal, State
and local emergency management organizations.

Approximately $9,500,000 will be used to assist affected counties with infrastruc-
ture repair in West Virginia, Kentucky and Virginia. Of this, approximately
$6,000,000 will be used in West Virginia for emergency road embankment repairs
along U.S. Route 52, WV State Routes 16, 80 and 83, and County Routes 1, 3, 7/
8, 7/28, 17, and 32/55. Approximately $1,750,000 will be used in Kentucky for emer-
gency road embankment repairs along Kentucky State Routes 195 and 1441, and
approximately $1,750,000 will be used in Virginia for emergency road embankment
repairs along Virginia State Routes 67 and 83.

Approximately $500,000 will be utilized for flood documentation. This will include
flood damage surveys of residential, commercial, and public structures. High water
marks have been established and will be used to determine approximate flood fre-
quency levels.

MARMET LOCKS REPLACEMENT

Question. Which lock in the United States is most heavily used?
General FLOWERS. Marmet is the most heavily used lock in terms of commercial

lockage cycles. In 2002, Marmet processed over 15,000 commercial lockages.
Question. Is the Marmet Lock replacement important to maintaining and increas-

ing the efficient flow of commerce along the Kanawha and Ohio Rivers? How many
tons of cargo, and what type of cargo, were shipped through the locks in 2002? Does
the project have a strong benefit/cost ratio?

General FLOWERS. The Marmet lock replacement is important to maintain and in-
crease the flow of commerce. The locks move millions of tons of cargo to and from
West Virginia. Improvements at Marmet would reduce the average transit time
from 4.7 hours to 0.8 hours, a reduction in lock transit time of 3.9 hours. At 2002
traffic levels, the new lock would yield almost 14.8 thousand hours of reduced trip
time for the 3,793 tows that used the project.

In 2002, nearly 13.5 million tons of cargo were shipped through Marmet. Coal ac-
counted for 93 percent of all tonnage, or 12.6 million tons. Other commodities were
petroleum, crude materials, chemicals, and manufactured machinery and goods.

The project has a total benefit to cost ration of 2.5 to 1 and a remaining benefit
to cost ratio of 4.2 to 1.

Question. The Marmet Locks and Dam are nearly 70 years old. Are the locks dete-
riorating? If so, what impact does this have on transportation and the safety of
those working at the locks, in the barge industry, and on area residents?

General FLOWERS. The Marmet locks and dam were placed in service in 1934. The
locks have experienced significant deterioration over the nearly 70 years of oper-
ation. The small chambers at Marmet require up to five lockage cycles of the oper-
ating gates and valves to process a typical Kanawha River tow. This intense level
of usage has resulted in accelerated deterioration in recent years. Concrete and em-
bedded steel at critical miter gate areas have failed, causing additional delays for
repairs and operational procedure changes to insure lockage safety. The upstream
guard wall was built on wooden cribbing which has failed. The guard wall has
moved horizontally 6″, and has dropped vertically more than 12″. The potential for
collapse of this guard wall is high, and significant economic impact would result if
lock access were blocked. Further, to assure both lock and tow personnel safety, no
one is allowed on the upper guard wall while tows are approaching the lock and
landing on the guard wall. Although there are no safety issues with area residents,
locking procedures have been modified and restrictions placed on commercial tows
to minimize the risk of collapse of the guard wall.
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Question. When are the lock chambers projected to reach maximum capacity?
What is the impact of reaching maximum capacity? Is there potential for the same
type of delays, which averaged 32 hours per transit, and number of accidents which
were prevalent at the former Gallipolis Locks and Dam on the Ohio River prior to
the replacement of the locks and the rehabilitation of the dam?

General FLOWERS. The existing lock chambers (with a capacity of 20 million tons
annually) are projected to reach maximum capacity in 2005, with average delays of
approximately 47 hours per tow. High delays are expected as the capacity limit is
approached. While the chambers at Gallipolis required double cutting of typical
Ohio River tows, the undersized chambers at Marmet require five cuts to process
the typical Kanawha River tow. Average transit time at Marmet could exceed the
time experienced at Gallipolis prior to the replacement of its locks.

The old Gallipolis locks were a safety hazard due to a dangerous upstream curve
on the lock approach, when coupled with high water conditions. That condition does
not exist at Marmet.

Question. What improvements will be realized with a completed new lock at
Marmet?

General FLOWERS. The Marmet lock replacement includes construction of a new
110′ wide × 800′ long lock chamber landward of the existing 56′ wide × 360′ cham-
bers. This lock is sized to process a Kanawha River tow consisting of nine jumbo
barges in a single lockage cycle, reducing the average transit time to 0.8 hours. A
new guard wall will provide improved approach conditions for the new lock and con-
tinue to provide protection to the navigation dam. The new lock will feature pro-
grammable logic control to permit safe efficient operation of the lock from a single
central location.

Once the Marmet project is completed, the aging Kanawha River locks will have
been completely modernized. New locks at Winfield and Marmet, and an extended
lock chamber at London, will provide industry an efficient, effective transportation
system.

Question. Has the Corps completed real estate acquisition in Belle? How many
properties have been acquired?

General FLOWERS. The Marmet locks replacement project required acquisition of
216 tracts of real estate. The real estate acquisition phase was completed in 2002.

Question. What is the President’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget request for the Marmet
project? What will this amount allow the Corps to accomplish?

General FLOWERS. The fiscal year 2004 budget request for Marmet is $52.154 mil-
lion. These funds would be used to continue construction of the new lock, and con-
tinue environmental mitigation and cultural mitigation.

Question. What is the full capability for Marmet? What additional work will this
amount allow the Corps to accomplish?

General FLOWERS. The maximum capability estimate for a study or project re-
flects the readiness of work for accomplishment. It is the most that the Army Corps
of Engineers could obligate efficiently during the fiscal year for that study or project.
Because each estimate is made without reference to the rest of the Army Civil
Works program, these estimates are not cumulative. Civil Works studies and
projects compete for funding and manpower. The President’s fiscal year 2004 budget
for the Army Civil Works program proposes funding levels that reflect this adminis-
tration’s assessment of nation priorities in view of the many potential uses of Fed-
eral funds. Consequently, while the Corps could obligate additional funds on some
studies and projects, offsetting reductions within the Army Civil Works program
would be required to maintain overall budgetary objectives. Furthermore, the budg-
et allocates the funding available to the army Civil Works Program in a manner
that would enable the Corps to use funds effectively. The fiscal year 2004 capability
for Marmet is $69.2 million. These funds would allow lock construction to proceed
at an efficient rate in fiscal year 2004.

LONDON LOCKS REHABILITATION

Question. What is the benefit/cost ratio of the London Locks Rehabilitation
project?

General FLOWERS. The total benefit/cost ratio of the London locks rehabilitation
project is currently 21.1 to 1.

Question. Now that all of the necessary funding for the rehabilitation project has
been secured, what is the current status of the project and what is the anticipated
completion timeframe?

General FLOWERS. Construction to replace the upper guard wall and extend the
size of the lock chamber from 360′ to 407′ was initiated in March 2002. The contract
is 85 percent complete, and will be completed in the summer 2003.
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Question. By what percentage will lock capacity increase once the rehabilitation
is completed? What other benefits will be derived?

General FLOWERS. Once rehabilitation is complete, the riverward lock capacity
will increase by 21 percent. The chamber will better serve modern tows by accom-
modating two jumbo barges in a single lockage cycle, instead of one. Jumbo barges
are the navigation industry’s preferred mode of shipment on the Kanawha River.
Delays and queuing time will be substantially lessened, an important benefit since
traffic demand at London is expected to grow. The other important benefit of project
rehabilitation is the ability to provide a safe and reliable level of service. This will
be achieved once replacement of the upper guard wall is complete. The wall had
failed structurally.

BLUESTONE DAM SAFETY PROJECT

Question. What risks are currently posed by the Bluestone Dam to the commu-
nities, businesses, and the environment below the dam?

General FLOWERS. Under current design criteria, the probable maximum flood
(PMF) is estimated to overtop the existing dam by 8′. Dam failure would cause cata-
strophic flooding along the New, Greenbrier, Gauley, Kanawha, and Elk Rivers, in-
cluding the metropolitan area and heavily industrialized capital city of Charleston,
West Virginia. This would place more than 115,000 persons at risk, with property
damages in excess of $6.5 billion.

Question. What level of flooding would cause the dam to fail catastrophically?
How likely is it that such a level of flooding might occur? What is the likelihood
that the dam will fail in the next 50 years? In the next 100?

General FLOWERS. The dam would be in danger of failing if pool levels approach-
ing the top of the existing dam were to occur. This flood level, known as the 500-
year flood event, has a 0.2 percent chance of occurring in any year, a 10 percent
chance of occurring at least once in the next 50 years, and an 18 percent chance
of occurring at least once in the next 100 years.

Question. What is the current status of work completed on the dam safety project
with available funds?

General FLOWERS. The first phase of construction is underway. Phase 1 includes
installation of a thrust block to partially stabilize the dam and extension of the six
penstocks which will be used to improve discharge capacity if an event approaching
the magnitude of the PMF event were to occur. In fiscal year 2003, installation of
the penstock extensions will be completed, and work will continue on placing the
mass concrete thrust blocks. Plans and specifications will be initiated for phases 2A
and 2B. Phase 2A includes the Route 20 gate opening, stilling basin training walls,
east abutment monolith, fishing pier, and other miscellaneous work. Phase 2B in-
cludes the 8′ pre-cast concrete parapet wall added to the top of the dam to accommo-
date the PMF event and anchors which will further stabilize the dam.

Question. Are there additional Corps capabilities for this project above those iden-
tified in the President’s Fiscal Year 2004 Budget?

General FLOWERS. Subject to the prior stated qualifications on capabilities, the
Corps has an additional capability of $1.7 million above the President’s Budget re-
quest of $2.6 million, for a total of $4.3 million. The added funds could be used to
initiate Phase 2A construction.

Question. Contingent on adequate funding being provided, this project is not
scheduled for completion until September 2008. In the meantime, what additional
measures can be taken to minimize the risks to the public and to ensure that this
project remains on track and a high priority?

General FLOWERS. With maximum level funding that the Corps could obligate effi-
ciently, the project could be completed in September 2009. An additional year is
needed beyond our previous estimates in order to accomplish additional model stud-
ies which will influence the design for anchors in the stilling basin for the second
phase of construction.

No temporary structural measures are feasible. The Huntington District main-
tains a close vigil of any significant storm event that could potentially move into
or through the Bluestone Lake drainage basin, and provides forecasts as early as
possible in order to determine if and when a hazardous pool level could occur. The
Water Control Plan provides for special operational techniques during major floods
to minimize risks to the public. In the event a forecast indicates possible flow
through the spillway, the Dam Safety Officer would be briefed immediately, as well
as other key personnel. Continuous monitoring and updating of forecasts would
occur and every effort made to control the event. If spillway flow becomes imminent,
the District Engineer/Dam Safety Officer would decide if downstream evacuation
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was warranted, and appropriate emergency organizations and law enforcement
agencies would be notified in order to minimize risk to the public.

Question. What extra efforts is the Corps making to minimize the impact of the
project construction on the citizens of Hinton?

General FLOWERS. The Corps has undertaken several extra efforts in order to
minimize the impacts of project construction on the citizens of Hinton. The Corps
continue to work with a committee of local residents appointed by the mayor to de-
velop solutions to their concerns about traffic, safety, and noise. In order to divert
traffic away from the Bellpoint community, a temporary 1,360′ Bailey-type bridge
was built over the stilling basin to accommodate all construction traffic during both
phases of construction. The contractor uses the bridge for all construction traffic in-
cluding employee access and all construction deliveries.

The committee and mayor are involved in Corps bi-monthly project team meetings
and quarterly partnering meetings with the contractor. A web site has been created
to keep town residents aware and informed of the current status of the project, and
serves as a way to provide feedback and opinions. The web address is
www.lrh.usace.army.mil/pa/HotTopics/bluestone.htm. The project’s Resident Engi-
neer prepares a monthly update for the area newspaper to inform residents about
project status. This information is well received and appreciated by the community.

GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN FLOOD CONTROL

Question. What is the status of the City of Marlinton’s effort to identify a local
cost share partner?

General FLOWERS. We are currently coordinating with the State of West Virginia,
the City of Marlinton, and the affected State legislators to identify the appropriate
non-Federal sponsor.

Question. Are there any Federal competitive grants that can be used as the local
match for the construction of Corps local flood control projects, such as the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant program under the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development?

General FLOWERS. Other Federal agency funds, such as those you mentioned, can
be used to cost share in Corps projects, if the granting agency certifies in writing
that the use of those funds for that purpose is authorized.

Question. What type of in-kind contributions can the City of Marlinton offer to the
Corps to help defray costs associated with the local match?

General FLOWERS. The town would receive credit for in-kind contributions, such
as value of lands, easements, rights-of-way, relocations, and suitable borrow and
dredged or excavated material disposal areas.

Question. What activities are currently being conducted on the Marlinton local
protection plan?

General FLOWERS. Current activity is limited to coordination efforts with non-Fed-
eral interests to develop a project financing plan and secure the local cost sharing
match.

Question. What capabilities does the Corps anticipate for fiscal year 2004 for the
Marlinton local protection plan?

General FLOWERS. Subject to the previously mentioned qualifications on capa-
bility, the maximum fiscal year 2004 capability is $2.5 million. If provided, these
funds could be used to continue detailed design, complete plans and specifications
for the first construction phase, and prepare and execute a Project Cooperation
Agreement. It is possible that limited construction could possibly begin late in fiscal
year 2004.

WEST VIRGINIA TUG FORK FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECTS

Question. The President’s request includes $15 million for the multi-State Levisa
and Tug Fork projects for fiscal year 2004; however, none of these funds are slated
for projects in West Virginia. Why are no monies budgeted for the West Virginia
Tug Fork projects?

General FLOWERS. There is no budgeted West Virginia project in the Tug Fork
program because economic analysis indicates that the costs exceed the benefits.

Question. It was projected that the Corps would be closing out the Lower Mingo,
Upper Mingo, and Wayne County components of the project by the end of fiscal year
2003. Will this goal be met? Please provide me with a chart noting the number of
eligible participants and the Federal and local dollars spent for each region, includ-
ing other improvements that were made to the authorized areas such as new
schools, community structures, etc.

General FLOWERS. The three project components are nearly complete. The major-
ity of floodproofing and acquisition efforts will be completed by the end of fiscal year
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2003. The only remaining item is completion of the Lower and Upper Mingo water
and sewer service that will connect flood proofed homes to the county-administered
public system which is being developed. However, the sewer/water contract has not
yet been awarded. Funding has been appropriated for the Federal share on the con-
tract. Final project closeout should occur in fiscal year 2004. No further appropria-
tions are necessary for the Lower Mingo, Upper Mingo, and Wayne County elements
of the project.

The following chart identifies the number of eligible participants and the Federal
and non-Federal dollars spent to date for Lower Mingo, Upper Mingo, and Wayne
Counties.

[Dollars in millions]

Eligible
participants

Project cost

Total Federal Non-Fed

Lower Mingo County ..................................................... 585 $46.1 $43.8 $2.3
Upper Mingo County ..................................................... 270 13.5 12.8 0.7
Wayne County ............................................................... 115 6.6 6.3 0.3

Other significant project improvements are the new East Kermit Elementary
School and the new Kermit Town Hall and Fire Station. In addition, all floodproofed
structures in each of these three program areas will be connected to a State-ap-
proved water and sewer system.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2003 in
McDowell County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? What capability does
the Corps have in McDowell County in fiscal year 2004?

General FLOWERS. Remaining activities include voluntary acquisition,
floodproofing, and the design and construction of relocated schools, town halls, and
fire stations. Assuming a 100 percent participation rate in this voluntary non-struc-
tural project, the remaining cost is $162.3 million. Subject to the previously men-
tioned qualifications on providing capability amounts, the capability for fiscal year
2004 is $8.0 million.

LOWER MUD RIVER

Question. What is the status of the revaluation report being conducted by the
Corps and the options that are being examined?

General FLOWERS. The draft report/Supplemental Environmental Impact State-
ment is scheduled for completion in March 2003.

A total of eight alternatives have been considered. One is the channel alternative
proposed by the NRCS, which consists of approximately 2.8 miles of channel modi-
fications, including stream widening and overflow cuts, along the Mud River. A sec-
ond plan would divert flood waters approximately 2 miles around the Milton area.
The remaining six plans are levees, with varying levels of protection.

Question. What are the construction costs associated with each option and the an-
ticipated maintenance costs that will be the responsibility of the local sponsor?

General FLOWERS. Based upon current estimates, the first levee plan (low-level
protection) will cost an estimated $30 million, with a $13,000 annual O&M cost. The
second levee plan (high-level protection) is estimated to cost $40 million, with a
$30,000 annual O&M cost. These costs are subject to change during final design re-
views and preparation of the final report.

Question. Has the local sponsor indicated an ability to cover the maintenance
costs of the options being considered?

General FLOWERS. The City of Milton and the West Virginia Conservation Agency
have indicated that the O&M costs for both levee plans would be affordable.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 2003 for
the Lower Mud River project and what is the cost of the remaining effort? What
is the Corps capability for this project in fiscal year 2004?

General FLOWERS. Remaining efforts include completion of detailed design, com-
pletion of plans and specifications, execution of the construction Project Cooperation
Agreement, and construction of the project. The Federal cost of the remaining effort
is contingent upon the alternative recommended in the reevaluation report. Subject
to the previously mentioned qualifications on capability, the maximum fiscal year
2004 capability is $1.5 million. We could use these funds to continue activities, in-
cluding completing detailed design and initiating plans and specifications.
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LITTLE KANAWHA RIVER FEASIBILITY STUDY

Question. What is the status of the feasibility study for the Little Kanawha River,
for which $100,000 was provided in fiscal year 2003?

General FLOWERS. The Corps is meeting with potential sponsors for projects that
were identified in the reconnaissance report. If a sponsor is identified, a feasibility
study cost sharing agreement would be executed and the study initiated.

Question. Does the Corps have additional capabilities for this endeavor in fiscal
year 2004?

General FLOWERS. There are no additional fiscal year 2004 capabilities beyond the
President’s Budget request of $65,000 for this study.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Question. What are the budgeted amounts for Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) for the Kanawha River Locks and Dam, Summersville Lake, and R.D. Bailey
Lake?

General FLOWERS. The President’s Budget for fiscal year 2004 contains the fol-
lowing requests: for Kanawha River Locks and Dam, $7,655,000; for Summersville
Lake, $1,469,000; and for R.D. Bailey Lake $1,457,000.

Question. What are the full capabilities for each of the above, and what additional
O&M could be performed if full capability was achieved?

General FLOWERS. Subject to the previously mentioned qualifications on capa-
bility, the maximum capability for the Kanawha River Locks and Dam is
$19,666,000. Additional work to be performed if the maximum capability were ap-
propriated includes the following: repair concrete dam piers at Marmet and London;
replace rail and structural members of dam bulkhead cranes at Marmet and Lon-
don; modify lower guide and guard wall ladders at London, Marmet, and auxiliary
chamber at Winfield; rehab lower miter gates in auxiliary chamber at Winfield; in-
stall a tow haulage unit at London; repair concrete in the riverward lock chamber
at London; and construct facility security at Winfield, Marmet, and London.

Subject to the previously mentioned qualifications on capability, the maximum ca-
pability for Summersville Lake is $2,969,000. If the maximum capability were ap-
propriated, additional funds would be used to construct several project features at
the Battle Run area. They would be used to replace two restrooms, construct a
campground entrance station and host campsites, install courtesy docks at two boat
launch ramps, install a new sewage dump station, replace two lift stations, and ren-
ovate playground with ADA-compliant equipment.

Subject to the previously mentioned qualifications on capability, the maximum ca-
pability for R.D. Bailey Lake is $1,607,000. If the full capability were appropriated,
additional funds would be used to construct a permanent trash boom and drift and
debris staging area.

ROBERT C. BYRD LOCKS AND DAM

Question. Please provide an estimate of the increased capability and the reduction
in navigation delays since operation of the new locks commenced in January 1993.
Please also include an estimate of the navigation savings during this same time.

General FLOWERS. With the new R.C. Byrd locks, typical 15 barge tows can now
be processed in one operation instead of two, reducing tow processing time from an
average of about 16 hours to 1.6 hours. The capacity of the older, smaller Gallipolis
locks was estimated to be 63.3 million tons, while the new R.C. Byrd locks have a
capacity of 148.5 million tons.

In the first year of operation, traffic at R.C. Byrd locks increased by close to 15
percent. This occurred as it became cost advantageous for upper Ohio utilities to
source more coal from below the Kanawha River since the project was no longer a
constraint. Since the new R.C. Byrd locks opened in 1993, annual traffic has grown
from almost 45.0 million tons to around 58 million tons. Current traffic levels are
around 55 million tons.

In the first 10 years of operation, the new R.C. Byrd locks have realized total
transportation savings of an estimated $302 million. The total project cost is $381
million, with an incremental cost over the without-project condition of $264 million.
Using the current fiscal year 2003 Federal Discount Rate of 57⁄8 percent, R.C. Byrd
Locks and Dam project is expected to pay for itself by the end of calendar year 2003
in reduced transit times.

WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, WEST VIRGINIA

Question. Please provide an estimate of the increased capability and the reduction
in navigation delays since operation of the new additional lock commenced in No-



80

vember 1997. Please also include an estimate of the navigation savings during this
same time.

General FLOWERS. The capacity of the old Winfield project was estimated at 24
million tons. The capacity of the new lock at Winfield is estimated at 69.5 million
tons. Instead of the typical five-barge tow being processed in five lockage cuts, a
process taking approximately 3 hours, the new lock can process nine-barge tows in
a single lockage cut taking approximately 1 hour. Total commercial lockage cuts
have reduced from over 22,000 to 3,000 annually.

The longer processing times at the old project also created congestion generating
average delays ranging from 3 to 12 hours per tow between 1987 and 1997. Delays
are currently around 30 minutes. Since the new lock opened, transit times through
Winfield have been reduced by approximately 4.5 to 13.5 hours per tow. With 5
years of operation, the new Winfield lock has realized an estimated $65.8 million
in total transportation savings from this reduced transit time. This cumulative sav-
ings represent 22 percent of the incremental cost of the new lock. The total cost of
the project was $235.9 million. Discounting future expected savings at the fiscal
year 2003 Federal Discount rate of 57⁄8 percent and using the Feasibility Report’s
traffic forecasts, Winfield lock will pay for itself by the year 2018.

PROPOSAL TO USE INLAND WATERWAYS TRUST FUND FOR OPERATIONS AND
MAINTENANCE OF CORPS INLAND WATERWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE

Question. Does this proposal violate the agreements underlying the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986, which affirmed continued Federal responsibility
for inland waterways operations and maintenance (O&M) in return for waterways
users assuming the obligation for financing 50 percent of future construction and
major rehabilitation costs?

Mr. BROWNLEE. The commercial interests that use the inland waterways system
are paying a portion of the costs of capital improvements. However, the costs of op-
eration and maintenance, which are substantial, have continued to be borne entirely
by the general taxpayers.

The budget proposed to begin using some of the diesel fuel receipts to finance a
portion of the inland waterways system’s operation and maintenance costs. The ad-
ministration has recommended using $146 million for this proposal in fiscal year
2004, which would cover about 38 percent of the estimated operation and mainte-
nance costs. The remaining costs would continue to be financed through general tax
revenues. Under the budget proposal, those who benefit commercially from past
Federal investments in the inland waterways navigation system would pay a fair
share of all of the system’s costs—for the construction and major rehabilitation of
projects, as well as their operation and maintenance.

Question. Given the $23 billion backlog in construction and $1 billion backlog in
O&M, is it possible that the double draw on the Inland Waterway Trust Fund would
deplete the fund in 3 years? If so, how would future revenues for construction and
O&M be generated? By increasing the current 20 cents per gallon fuel tax on water-
way users? Would this, in turn, lead to a substantial increase in the transportation
costs of energy (namely coal) and agricultural products?

Mr. BROWNLEE. We have not proposed to change the way that Congress finances
the construction and major rehabilitation of inland waterways projects. In fact, the
budget includes a $3 million increase in spending for such work, compared to the
enacted fiscal year 2003 level.

At the current rate of collections and outlays, the Inland Waterway Trust Fund
could run out of funds by the end of fiscal year 2006. Within this time frame, how-
ever, Congress and the administration should be able to reach agreement on the
best way to allocate responsibility for future inland waterways operation and main-
tenance costs.

Question. The unspent balance in the Trust Fund and projected fuel tax revenues
for the foreseeable future are already committed to the construction or major reha-
bilitation of congressionally approved projects, such as the Marmet Lock replace-
ment project. If the administration’s proposal goes forth, how can the administration
provide assurances that progress on these important construction projects will not
be jeopardized?

Mr. BROWNLEE. The administration would work with the Congress to focus fund-
ing on the project that will most benefit the Nation.

Question. With inland waterways providing multiple benefits such as flood control,
water supply, hydropower, transportation, and recreation, why should the transpor-
tation users be the only beneficiaries to pay for operation and maintenance?

Mr. BROWNLEE. Transportation users would contribute only to the costs allocated
to inland waterway navigation. Costs allocated to other purposes would continue to
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be financed in the manner appropriate to those purposes. Generally, non-Federal
sponsors pay for water supply O&M costs, Federal Power Marketing Administra-
tions would pay directly for hydropower O&M costs (under a separate administra-
tion’s proposal), flood control O&M costs are paid from general revenues and the fi-
nancing of recreation costs varies among recreation areas.

HOMELAND SECURITY

Question. Many do not view the Corps’ Civil Works Program as an important part
of national defense. What is the role of the Corps in the security of our Nation?

General FLOWERS. The Civil Works Program is a valuable asset in support of the
National Security Strategy in many ways. Foremost, we have a trained engineering
workforce, with world-class expertise, capable of responding to a variety of situa-
tions across the spectrum of security threats. In fact, skills developed in managing
Corps projects transfer to most tactical engineering-related operations. The Civil
Works mission complements and augments the Army’s war fighting competencies
providing established relationships with the Nation’s engineering and construction
industries—a force multiplier with ‘‘On the shelf’’ contracts available for emer-
gencies. Civil Works members are deployable. During Operations Desert Shield/
Desert Storm, more Civil Works employees volunteered for duty in Southwest Asia
than were needed. To date, 250 civilian members of our Civil Works Program team
have volunteered for deployment in support of Operation Enduring Freedom-pro-
viding engineering, construction, and real estate support specialists and profes-
sionals skilled in managing large, complex projects, transferable to most tactical en-
gineering-related operations. Civil Works also provides professionals with expertise
in natural and cultural resources, water quality, flood plain management or toxic
waste control, helping the Army comply with more than 70 Federal environmental
statutes, and a breadth of experience and workload in dozens of specialized fields
that would not otherwise be possible. Finally, Army Engineers experienced in Civil
Works play a major role in infrastructure in developing nations. They help to im-
prove economic conditions and strengthen democratic institutions in these nations
and foster good will through contact between governments and armed forces.

Question. What is the scope of Corps assets that are considered highly vulnerable
to future terrorist attacks?

General FLOWERS. At the present time the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has
identified 306 facilities that warrant security upgrades. These include USACE
dams, locks, and a other facilities that provide flood control, water supply, naviga-
tion, and hydropower to the Nation.

Question. What would you describe as the major terrorism threats to our Nation’s
civil works projects?

General FLOWERS. The vulnerability of water resources infrastructure facilities to
potential acts of sabotage has always been a concern throughout history. All of our
projects have some measure of protection in place based on traditional risk assess-
ments. We would be happy to meet with you to discuss the threat in greater detail.

Question. Could you provide an example of the kind of risk that you are talking
about?

General FLOWERS. Again, we would be happy to discuss these risks with you per-
sonally in greater detail.

Question. Along the Kanawha River in West Virginia, there are three busy locks
and dam projects—London, Marmet, and Winfield—through which millions of tons
of coal and highly volatile chemicals traverse every year. What extra precautionary
measures is the Corps taking to safeguard barges carrying highly explosive agents,
or hazardous or toxic agents?

General FLOWERS. This mission is being pursued by the U.S. Coast Guard under
the new Homeland Security Department. However, every effort is made to increase
the detection, assessment, and response to such an act of terrorism on a vessel
should it occur at, or within, a lock and dam facility. Efforts by the Corps risk as-
sessment teams developed solutions to mitigate these threats and will be imple-
mented based on priorities that reflect our assessment of the risk.

Question. Overall, what efforts are you undertaking to minimize the risk at Corps
structures across the Nation?

General FLOWERS. Following 9/11 we completed 306 security reviews and assess-
ments of our inventory of locks, dams, hydropower projects and other facilities to
determine vulnerability to terrorist threat and potential consequences of such an at-
tack. We improved our security engineering capability, identified proposed security
upgrades, and prioritized this work. Utilizing supplemental appropriations provided
in fiscal year 2002 (Public Law 107–117, $139 million), we have initiated the design
and implementation of security improvements on 85 of the 306 critical facilities. We
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have also initiated security improvements at administrative facilities to reduce risks
to our employees.

Question. Does the President’s fiscal year 2004 budget provide adequate resources
for the Corps to address terrorism in the future?

General FLOWERS. Senator, the budget provides sufficient resources to address the
priority fiscal year 2004 needs. One hundred four million dollars of the O&M funds
provided in this budget are targeted for facility security. We will direct funding to
those priority projects at which there is potential for catastrophic consequences re-
sulting in loss of lives downstream or economic consequences of greater than $200
million and continue security improvements at our administrative facilities. Vulner-
ability assessments produce a recommended system of improvements targeted to re-
duce the risk associated with potential threats to the facility.

Question. What funds are needed to adequately address the risk to Civil Works
projects?

General FLOWERS. The budget provides sufficient resources to address the priority
fiscal year 2004 needs. Subject to the usual aforementioned qualifications regarding
capabilities, the maximum capability for guards, maintenance, assessments and
other activities to fully address risk associated with USACE facility security in fiscal
year 2004 is $227 million.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ERNEST F. HOLLINGS

Question. The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 and Section 348(k) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 2000 directed the Secretary of the Army to
convey all right and title 10,165 acres of federally owned land to the State of South
Carolina along with a lump sum payment of $4.85 million in lieu of annual mitiga-
tion payments. The Savannah District conducted a preliminary life cycle financial
analysis in an attempt to reduce the lump sum payment to the State of South Caro-
lina. This analysis was not required and now the Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
wants the State of South Carolina to pay for this unnecessary analysis. Although
Congress’ intent was clear, the COE’s effort to transfer these lands to South Caro-
lina is moving at a snail’s pace and COE has not asked Congress for the appropria-
tion. The COE agreed with this language in the two Water Resources and Develop-
ment Acts and should transfer the lands and the lump sum immediately with as
little red tape as possible. The attempt to delay the transfer by insisting on reim-
bursement for an unauthorized and unneeded economic evaluation is inappropriate.
Why can’t the COE move forward immediately with transferring these lands to the
State of South Carolina?

General FLOWERS. The authorization required that the Secretary and the State
of South Carolina enter into a contract for the State to manage the conveyed parcels
of land for fish and wildlife mitigation purposes in perpetuity. Preparation of a pre-
liminary life cycle financial analysis to determine the appropriate lump sum pay-
ment amount was consistent with the Water Resources Development Act of 1999 re-
quirement. With enactment of the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 the
analysis was no longer required and all activity on the analysis was stopped. The
part of the study that was done was appropriately part of the project so it is legiti-
mately cost-shared.

A draft Memorandum of Agreement detailing the terms and conditions associated
with the lands transfer and management as authorized by paragraph (i)(3) of Sec-
tion 348(k) has been provided to the State of South Carolina for review and ap-
proval. Upon the approval of an agreement satisfactory to both the Secretary and
the State of South Carolina and subject to the availability of funds, the lands and
funds will be conveyed to the State of South Carolina. At the present time, sufficient
funds have not been appropriated for this purpose.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

DEVILS LAKE, NORTH DAKOTA

Question. I am pleased that the Corps has agreed that building an outlet at Devils
Lake is its preferred alternative, even though the revised cost estimate presents this
subcommittee with some difficulties. Are you confident that water quality standards
have been addressed, within given cost constraints?

General FLOWERS. Under the option that the Cops report identified as the pre-
ferred alternative, water quality impacts addressed consistent with a balancing of
effectiveness and cost. Some refinements of the operating plan may be made
through coordination with an operation task force to reduce downstream water qual-
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ity impacts. Beyond that, further reducing the water quality impacts and
exceedances of water quality standards on the Red River would either require more
restrictive sulfate constraints, thereby limiting the discharge rate and significantly
reducing an outlet’s effectiveness, or mechanically treating the water, which would
be very costly.

Question. Are there areas where the costs might be reduced?
General FLOWERS. If Congress funds the project, the Corps of Engineers will look

for every opportunity to reduce costs during detailed design and implementation.
Features currently proposed for the project are considered essential; thus cost reduc-
tion by deletion of project features is not viewed as an acceptable option. As more
detailed design is accomplished on features that have only been developed to a con-
ceptual level, such as the sand filter, the Sheyenne River cutoffs and control struc-
tures, and other project features, a reduction in costs could occur, although there
is also a possibility of an increase.

Question. With respect to the outlet at Devils Lake, do you believe EPA will ‘‘sign
off’’ on this from a water quality perspective?

General FLOWERS. The Corps has applied to the North Dakota Department of
Health for Section 401 water quality certification in accordance with the Clean
Water Act for the construction and operation of the outlet. In addition, the North
Dakota State Water Commission has applied to the North Dakota Department of
Health for a Section 402 National Pollution Elimination System permit for the oper-
ation of the outlet. The certification and permit processes are still ongoing. The EPA
has indicated that North Dakota would coordinate with the State of Minnesota and
EPA expects that no North Dakota authorization would be issued if it would cause
a violation of North Dakota or Minnesota water quality standards. EPA has been
noncommittal as to what its reaction would be should it be asked to intervene
through a potential appeal by the State of Minnesota. EPA has indicated that it has
concerns but that at least we have been moving in the right direction by trying to
address water quality impacts more fully.

Question. Do you think the administration will now commit to supporting and
funding this project given that the Corps’ recommendation is to build an outlet?

General FLOWERS. The administration did not fund the project in fiscal year 2004.
My recommendation on this project will follow public review of the final environ-
mental impact statement to be filed with the Environmental Protection Agency in
mid April 2003.

Question. Do you think the Corps could cover the portion of the costs that involve
Tribal lands, rather than having the State cost-share this portion of the project?

General FLOWERS. The Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended,
requires cost sharing of the project as 65 percent Federal and 35 percent non-Fed-
eral, with the non-Federal responsibilities to include provision of lands, easements
and rights-of-way required for the project.

GRAND FORKS, NORTH DAKOTA—EAST GRAND FORKS, MINNESOTA

Question. The Grand Forks Flood Control project was scheduled for substantial
completion in December of 2004. This is vitally important because FEMA is looking
to remap the community and without this project, the 100 year floodplain would in-
clude 90 percent of the two cities (GF and East GF). This would force residents to
pay between $10–$15 million annually in additional flood insurance.

Last year, this subcommittee increased the budget recommendation by $5 million
which helps the process along, but much more funding will be needed next year for
substantial completion by the 2004 date. Can you tell me if the budget request of
$23 million for this project in fiscal year 2004 would allow for substantial comple-
tion by December 2004, as the Corps promised the Grand Forks community?

General FLOWERS. No, sir, the fiscal year 2004 budget amount would not allow
for substantial completion by December 2004.
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Senator COCHRAN. We are now going to hear from our second
panel. It is a panel which includes Assistant Secretary for Water
and Science, Bennett W. Raley; Commissioner John W. Keys, III,
of the Bureau of Reclamation; and Officer Ronald Johnston, who is
program director.

If you will come forward and take your seats at the witness
table, we will proceed.

The hearing will come to order.
Those who are leaving the room will please do so expeditiously

so we may proceed with our second panel.
Secretary Raley, we appreciate your presence. You’re here rep-

resenting the Bureau of Reclamation. We ask you to please pro-
ceed.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF BENNETT RALEY

Mr. RALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee. Yes, I am here on behalf of Secretary Norton to present the
President’s budget request and have with me today John Keys,
Commissioner of Reclamation, Ron Johnston, Program Director of
the Central Utah Project and John Trezise, the Department’s
Budget Director.

Mr. Chairman, Interior takes great pride in fulfilling the mul-
tiple missions that we have. We have a mission to protect and
manage the Nation’s natural resources and cultural heritage, pro-
vide scientific information about those resources and to honor our
special responsibilities to the American Indians, Alaska Natives
and affiliated Island Communities.

Our responsibilities lie at the confluence of people, land and
water and touch the lives of individuals across the Nation. How
well we fulfill our mission influences whether there will be water
for people, water for farmers, and water for the environment, in
vast areas of this Nation.

We look forward to working with the Corps of Engineers as part-
ners in the Federal role in managing resources. But if I could, to
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perhaps save Senator Craig a question, I want to emphasize that
from a Department of the Interior perspective with respect to the
17 Reclamation States of the West, we recognize a national water
policy and have, since 1866, that water policy being one of fed-
eralism. And everything that we do with respect to water manage-
ment in the west starts with that foundation of federalism and rec-
ognizing the appropriate role of States in managing the water re-
sources that they are entrusted with.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. That is why you are
a secretary in this administration. We appreciate that attitude.

Mr. RALEY. Well, thank you, sir.
We also know that the charge of the Department and how well

we fulfill that will have an impact on our children’s ability to use
and enjoy the resources and the incredible vistas, the wonderful
places in this Nation, to live and work in healthy communities, to
have good jobs and good environments and a future. We have a
small part in that and we are very proud of that. But we also rec-
ognize that our part of that has to be within national priorities.

And so our budget, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,
has tried to focus on fulfilling core missions—that is c-o-r-e, not C-
o-r-p-s; we have no wish to take on more than we can handle—to
first take care of what we have in terms of maintaining and oper-
ating the investment of the last century, to meet the security needs
with respect to some very important facilities that are under the
jurisdiction of the Department, and to meet the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act and other very important national policy
objectives.

Our budget was framed with that approach in mind. That was
the budget for the entire department, because we recognize that we
are an important part, the Bureau, of that broader mission and
that the Department of the Interior is a part of the national prior-
ities.

For the Department, the 2004 budget request is $10.7 billion, the
largest Presidential request in the Department’s history, a 25 per-
cent increase over the 2000 budget. With respect to the programs
under the jurisdiction of this subcommittee, the request is for
$916.2 million. This includes $878 million for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation and $38.2 million for the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act activities.

Others, members of the panel and of this committee, have al-
ready described the many ways that the Interior mission touches
people’s lives. And I will not go into the details of how many people
we serve, how many acres are irrigated with water from reclama-
tion projects, or how much power is provided to the citizens of this
Nation. I would or do wish to highlight a couple of areas within the
budget.

WATER INITIATIVE

First of all, our budget request includes $11 million for a Bureau
of Reclamation Water Initiative that will focus on meeting the core
mission of today and the challenges of the future in an even more
efficient manner. We want to build on lessons that we have learned
in past decades and do a better job with the public’s money.
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Let me be very specific about what is intended here. We know
that there can be great savings in water with the implementation
of some fairly simple technologies, technologies that are common in
some places and not common in others, technologies like check
structures in canals that allow all needs to be met and to stretch
existing reservoir supplies even further. So, in times of drought, as
much of the West is in today, we can farm and have water for peo-
ple further into the drought than we otherwise would without these
technologies. These are technologies like computerized SCADA, the
supervisory control and data acquisition systems, to operate canals
in a more efficient way.

These, members of the committee, are steps that will have very
real benefits to water users in the basins where they can be imple-
mented, but they have historically not been as attractive for invest-
ment as other alternatives. And we wish to get back to the basics.
We wish to bring our investments over the last century up to par
so that we can meet the challenges of the next century.

SPECIFIC PROJECT REQUESTS

Our budget request also includes nearly $21 million for the chal-
lenges we face in the Klamath Basin, for meeting water supplies
for farmers, for tribal trust needs, and for the environment. It in-
cludes $19 million for the Columbia/Snake salmon recovery; $17.4
for the Middle Rio Grande Project; and $15 million in an account
established exclusively for implementation of the preferred pro-
gram alternative for the CALFED Bay-Delta Program that is so
important to the Central Valley and, in fact, the entire State of
California.

The budget request includes $58 million to continue construction
of the Animas La Plata Project. This is the level of funding that
is needed for the Department to be able to meet the 7-year con-
struction schedule contained in the Colorado Ute Settlement Act
Amendment of 2000.

Lastly, let me explain if I could, the budget request for rural
water systems and Title XVI. Our budget includes $32 million for
rural water projects. This is significantly reduced from the level
Congress recently enacted for 2003. This budget reflects the find-
ings of the OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) that
OMB and Interior jointly proceeded with. We believe that there are
gains in efficiency that can be achieved in meeting the needs of
rural communities.

Mr. Chairman, I grew up 60 miles from the nearest stoplight,
hospital, movie theater. The water that I drank, when you took it
out of the tap, set it on the table, the flakes immediately started
precipitating out. My guess is that that water would not meet to-
day’s safe drinking water standards, which may for some explain
my behavior.

We understand the importance of rural drinking water, but we
also know that those needs are enormous throughout the West.
And it is incumbent upon us to meet those needs in absolutely the
most efficient manner possible. Our budget request this year is a
reflection of our commitment to do just that. With respect to Title
XVI, which is commonly known as the Waste Water Recycling or
Desalinization Programs that have been implemented since 1992,
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when Title XVI was added, our funding levels in part are based on
the completion of the OMB PART assessment tool that was also
used for the rural drinking water systems. The assessment tool
that the Federal investment in the critically important areas of
waste water recycling and desalinization technology can be more
efficiently targeted. Our belief is that the first priority for the Fed-
eral investment should be to invest in the technology advances that
will drive the per-unit cost down to the lowest level possible so as
to make water from these sources competitive with alternatives as
quickly as possible.

SUMNER PECK

Finally, I would like to report on a matter that is of direct impor-
tance to Senator Feinstein, if you would allow me. Our budget for
2003, in the budget amendments submitted, provided for funds to
pay a judgment under a consent judgment in what is known as the
Sumner Peck litigation in the Central Valley in California. I am
authorized today to state that the Department of Justice has deter-
mined that the Judgment Fund will be available for payment of the
amounts due under that consent judgment in 2003. The Depart-
ment of Justice has not made a determination regarding the avail-
ability of funds from the Judgment Fund for future years under
this consent decree, but I know that this is a matter of great im-
portance to Senator Feinstein and all of her colleagues from Cali-
fornia. We wanted to take the opportunity to inform this committee
of the resolution of this issue with respect to 2003, but also to
make it very clear that the issue has not been resolved for future
years.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, in light of the amount of time that you probably
have saved for questions for the Commissioner and the budget offi-
cer, I would ask that my entire remarks be submitted in the state-
ment, and I will remain available for questions.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BENNETT W. RALEY

I am pleased to be here today before the Subcommittee on Energy and Water De-
velopment to discuss with you the fiscal year 2004 budget for the Department of
the Interior. I appreciate the opportunity to highlight a number of important initia-
tives and to answer questions that you might have.

On behalf of Secretary Norton, and as an introduction to our 2004 budget request,
I’d like to offer some observations about the Department’s mission. We take a great
deal of pride in our mission to:

—Protect and manage the Nation’s natural resources and cultural heritage;
—Provide scientific information about those resources; and
—Honor our special responsibilities to American Indians, Alaska Natives and af-

filiated Island Communities.
Our responsibilities touch the lives of each individual across the Nation. How well

we fulfill our mission influences:
—Whether farmers will have water and people can turn on the tap;
—Whether our children will enjoy America’s grand vistas, places, and history;
—Whether we can hike, bird watch, canoe, or hunt and fish in the great American

outdoors; and
—Whether our landscapes are healthy and our communities are thriving.
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DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET OVERVIEW

Our 2004 $10.7 billion budget request provides the single clearest statement of
how we plan to honor these commitments in the upcoming year. It lays the founda-
tion for us to build a legacy of healthy lands and thriving communities, including:

—Resource Protection.—Reflecting the Department’s multiple missions, the budget
proposes $2.6 billion to fund programs that improve the health of landscapes,
sustain biological communities, and protect cultural resources.

—Serving Communities.—The budget proposal includes $5.0 billion to serve com-
munities through fire protection, generation of scientific information, education
investments for American Indians, and through activities to fulfill responsibil-
ities toward American Indians, Alaskan natives, and the Nation’s affiliated is-
land communities.

—Resource Use.—Interior lands include many working landscapes where ranch-
ers, energy partners, and other entrepreneurs help maintain thriving American
communities and a dynamic economy. The budget includes $1.5 billion to pro-
vide access for these important uses.

—Recreation.—$1.4 billion in fiscal year 2004 budget investments will ensure rec-
reational opportunities for all Americans in the network of public lands, parks
and refuges that the Department administers.

In total, the 2004 budget is the largest presidential request in the Department’s
history. This budget proposal is about 25 percent higher than the 2000 appropria-
tions level of $8.6 billion, and represents an increase of $338.7 million, or 3.3 per-
cent, over the 2003 enacted level. Permanent funding that becomes available as a
result of existing legislation without further action by the Congress will provide an
additional $3.0 billion, for a total 2004 Interior budget of $13.7 billion. The Depart-
ment anticipates that it will collect $7.8 billion in receipts in 2004, equivalent to
73 percent of Interior’s current appropriations request.

The 2004 request includes $9.8 billion for programs funded in the Interior and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, an increase of $369.8 million or 3.9 percent
over the 2003 enacted level.

The budget includes $916.2 million for programs funded in the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, a decrease of $31.1 million, or 3.3 percent below
the 2003 enacted level.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

The Bureau of Reclamation is the largest supplier and manager of water in the
17 western States. Its facilities include 348 reservoirs and 456 dams with the capac-
ity to store 245 million acre-feet of water. These facilities deliver water to one of
every five western farmers for about 10 million acres of irrigated land and provide
water to over 31 million people for municipal, rural, and industrial uses. Reclama-
tion is also the Nation’s second largest producer of hydroelectric power, generating
42 billion kilowatt-hours of energy each year from 58 power plants. In addition, Rec-
lamation’s facilities provide substantial flood control, recreation, and fish and wild-
life benefits.

Since its establishment in 1902, water supply facilities developed by Reclamation
have contributed to sustained economic growth and an enhanced quality of life in
the western States. Lands and communities served by the bureau’s projects have
been developed to meet agricultural, tribal, urban, and industrial needs. In more re-
cent years, the public has demanded better environmental protections and more rec-
reational opportunities while municipal and industrial development have required
more high quality water. Continuing population growth, especially in urban areas,
will inevitably lead to even greater competition for the West’s limited water re-
sources. These increased demands are further compounded during periods of
drought.

The Bureau of Reclamation request for current appropriations is $878.0 million,
a net increase of $23.1 million above the 2003 request, as amended. The 2004 re-
quest is $33.3 million below the 2003 enacted level.

The 2004 request for current appropriations is offset by discretionary receipts in
the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund, resulting in a net request of $847.2
million. The request for permanent appropriations totals $87.5 million.

The request for the Water and Related Resources account is $771.2 million. The
account total includes an undistributed reduction of $40.0 million in anticipation of
delays in construction schedules and other planned activities.

The budget provides a total of $348.3 million for facility operations, maintenance,
and rehabilitation, an increase of $8.3 million over the 2003 request, as amended.
The 2004 request for facilities operations, maintenance, and rehabilitation is a de-
crease of $3.4 million from the 2003 enacted level. The request includes $71.0 mil-
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lion for the Dam Safety program to protect the downstream public by ensuring the
safety and reliability of Reclamation dams.

Water Initiative.—The 2004 budget for Reclamation proposes ways to manage
water carefully and creatively for people, land, and the environment. The poet
Thomas Hornsby Ferris, wrote about the West: ‘‘Here is a land where life is written
in water.’’

What was true 100 years ago remains true today. Managing water wisely lies at
the heart of maintaining healthy lands and thriving communities. The budget re-
quest includes $11.0 million to launch a Bureau of Reclamation Water Initiative
that uses collaboration, conservation, and innovation to make sure every drop of
water counts. This initiative is expected to benefit communities currently struggling
with increased water demands, drought, and compliance with the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. The funding increase will be used to: develop pilot projects that dem-
onstrate how to prevent crises-level water conflicts in the West; expand the use of
science to improve desalination technology, promote adaptive management of water-
sheds, and fund peer review of Endangered Species Act consultations; design water
management programs that address environmental needs on a basin-scale; and
train Reclamation employees to help them better carry out the ESA as it relates
to Federal actions.

The budget also includes $58.0 million for the Animas-La Plata Project in Colo-
rado, specifically for the Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amendment of 2000 require-
ments outlined in the final record of decision. The Department is committed to com-
pletion of this project and requests an increase of $23.2 million over the 2003 en-
acted level.

The Reclamation budget puts increased emphasis on resolving water management
and delivery issues that involve endangered species in several western States. The
Klamath Project is funded at $20.8 million, Columbia/Snake salmon recovery is
funded at $19.0 million, and the Middle Rio Grande Project is funded at $17.4 mil-
lion.

The request provides $34.1 million for the Central Arizona Project. The request
includes $170.1 million for operating, managing and improving California’s Central
Valley Project, including an increase of $13.1 million from 2003 enacted level for the
CVP Replacements, Additions, and Extraordinary Maintenance program.

Collectively, the request includes $32.3 million for rural water projects—Garrison
Diversion Unit, Mni Wiconi, Mid-Dakota—which is a 67 percent reduction from the
2003 enacted level. The findings in the OMB Program Assessment Rating Tool proc-
ess indicated that a new approach is necessary for rural water delivery programs.
The Administration intends to submit legislation this spring, establishing a Rec-
lamation Rural Water Program with adequate controls and guidelines.

The budget includes $15.0 million in the account established exclusively for imple-
mentation of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program. Funds provided will be used for on-
going activities within existing authorities.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACT

The Central Utah Project Completion Act provided for completion of the Central
Utah Project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District; authorized funding
for fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation; established the Utah
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission; and provided for the Ute In-
dian Rights Settlement. A program office located in Provo, Utah provides liaison
with the District, Mitigation Commission, and the Ute Indian Tribe and otherwise
assists in carrying out responsibilities of the Secretary. Under the Act, the respon-
sibilities of the Secretary cannot be delegated to the Bureau of Reclamation.

The 2004 request provides $38.2 million, an increase of $2.2 million over the 2003
enacted level. The budget refocuses resources to address redesign and realignment
of the Diamond Fork tunnel due to the interception with water that is highly con-
taminated with hydrogen sulfide. The 2004 request includes: $26.4 million for plan-
ning and construction activities administered by the District; $9.4 million for mitiga-
tion and conservation activities funded through the Mitigation Commission; and
$2.4 million for activities administered by the program office, which includes
$629,000 for mitigation and conservation activities funded through the program of-
fice.

TRUST PROGRAMS

Over one-half of our $369.8 million increase for 2004 will fund trust reform initia-
tives. While the overall budget request is approximately 3.9 percent over the fiscal
year 2003 request, our fiscal year 2004 Indian trust budget request is almost 50 per-
cent higher than what was included in the 2003 appropriations act.
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Fulfilling our Trust responsibilities remains one of the Department’s greatest
challenges. The Department has responsibility for the management of 100,000
leases for individual Indians and Tribes on a land trust that encompasses approxi-
mately 56 million acres. Leasing, use permits, sale revenues, and interest of ap-
proximately $226 million per year are collected for approximately 230,000 individual
Indian money accounts, and about $530 million per year are collected for approxi-
mately 1,400 tribal accounts per year. In addition, the trust manages approximately
$2.8 billion in tribal funds and $400 million in individual Indian funds.

Interior faces many challenges in reforming the management of its Indian trust
responsibilities. First, the Department has not been well structured to focus on its
trust duties. Second, fractionated interests in individual Indian allotted land con-
tinue to expand exponentially with each new generation. Today, there are approxi-
mately 4 million owner interests in the 10 million acres of individually owned trust
lands. These 4 million interests could expand to 10 million interests by the 2030
unless an aggressive approach to fractionation is taken. There are now single pieces
of property with ownership interests that are less than 0.000002 percent of the
whole interest.

Third, there are 230,000 open individual Indian money accounts, the majority of
which have balances under $100 and annual transactions of less than $1,000. Inte-
rior maintains thousands of accounts that contain less than one dollar, and has a
responsibility to provide an accounting to all account holders. Unlike most private
trusts, the Federal Government bears the entire cost of administering the Indian
trust. As a result, the usual incentives found in the commercial sector for reducing
the number of accounts do not apply to the Indian trust.

An increase of $114.1 million for the Office of Historical Trust accounting will
support the Department’s plan to conduct a historical accounting for individual In-
dian money accounts and to account for funds in Tribal accounts. On January 6,
2003, the Department presented a plan to the District Court in Cobell v. Norton for
the historical accounting for about 260,000 IIM accounts. The work described in that
Plan is expected to take five years to complete and is preliminarily estimated to cost
approximately $335 million. The budget includes $130.0 million for these historical
accounting activities. Funds also will be used to provide for historical accounting ac-
tivities related to tribal accounts.

The 2004 budget proposes $21.0 million for Indian land consolidation, an increase
of $13.0 million, to expand pilot efforts to reduce the fractionation of individual land
ownership interests into a nation-wide program. During 2003, we will establish a
national program office, standardize business practices, and develop a strategic plan
to guide expansion to more tribal reservations.

Interior is reorganizing trust functions in BIA and OST. The new organization
was developed after detailed analysis of the prior organization and a year-long con-
sultation process with tribal leaders. In one of the most extensive consultation ef-
forts ever undertaken by the senior management level at the Department on any
issue relating to Indian Country, over 45 meetings with tribal leaders provided de-
tailed findings and recommendations. The new organization reflects a synthesis of
the views heard during the consultation process. It will meet fiduciary trust respon-
sibilities, be more accountable at every level, and operate with people trained in the
principles of trust management. The 2004 budget provides an increase of $15.0 mil-
lion to support the new organization, which together with base funding available in
BIA and OST will provide resources needed for the new organization in 2004.

The proposed $183.8 million increase for trust management reforms includes
funding to help rebuild Bureau of Indian Affairs information technology infrastruc-
ture to support trust and non-trust programs. The BIA’s information infrastructure
and security use outmoded hardware and software that do not meet lifecycle man-
agement and systems architecture principles, and do not comply with the security
requirements of OMB Circular A–130 and the Government Information Security Re-
sults Act. The Department requests IT funding for the significant new investments
needed to address these challenges. The 2004 budget includes increases of $29.8 mil-
lion for a ground-up rebuilding of the BIA IT infrastructure to support trust, as well
as non-trust programs, and $2.5 million for Interior-wide IT security. The proposed
rebuilding will fit within the enterprise architecture and includes full business cases
for proposed investments.

The 2004 budget also proposes an increase of $4.5 million to accelerate a new
strategy to administer, manage, search, retrieve, and store trust records. Reform ef-
forts to date have improved records collection and security. However, recent Interior
reviews have resulted in a reassessment of the resource requirements needed to es-
tablish proper records retention schedules, establish and implement record keeping
requirements, safeguard records, implement and maintain training programs, and
meet records-retrieval needs in an effective and cost-efficient way.
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COOPERATIVE CONSERVATION INITIATIVE

The 2004 budget lays the foundation for a legacy of healthy lands, presenting a
blueprint for fulfilling the President’s vision of a new environmentalism of citizen
stewards and cooperative conservation. Building partnerships lies at the heart of
this effort. Last year’s budget proposed a Cooperative Conservation Initiative. This
year, our budget again includes a Cooperative Conservation Initiative, structured
around bureau Challenge Cost Share programs and other existing cooperative con-
servation grant programs.

The Cooperative Conservation Initiative, funded at $113.2 million, will empower
citizen stewards to conserve and protect natural resources, while also achieving im-
portant community and economic goals. The Initiative builds on existing conserva-
tion partnership programs and will provide new and expanded opportunities for
landowners, land managers, and others to participate in projects that foster innova-
tion and create incentives for stewardship. Our budget also provides funds for a
public lands volunteers program.

The 2004 CCI request builds upon Interior’s long history of working collabo-
ratively with others. It builds on existing conservation partnership programs, in-
cluding the challenge cost share programs of the Bureau of Land Management, Fish
and Wildlife Service, and National Park Service, as well as FWS’s Partners for Fish
and Wildlife program, Coastal program and Migratory Bird Joint Venture program.
This initiative also funds a program of volunteers to increase public awareness of,
and appreciation for, natural and cultural resource protection.

The CCI request includes a $9.3 million increase for the Partners for Fish and
Wildlife program, the largest increase ever provided to this program. The Fish and
Wildlife Service will partner with 2,500 additional landowners on the program’s
waiting list. These new partnerships will restore an additional 19,298 acres of wet-
lands; 83,601 acres of native grasslands, forest and other uplands; and 241 miles
of riparian and in-stream habitat over 2003 levels.

CONSERVATION GRANTS

The Private Stewardship grants and the Landowner Incentive Program recognize
continuing opportunities for conservation of endangered and threatened species
through partnerships with private landowners. The budget request includes $50.0
million for Private Stewardship grants and the Landowner Incentive program. In-
terest in the State portion of the program is high, with over 80 grant requests total-
ing $61.0 million for the program’s first year.

The 2004 budget request includes a comprehensive, partnership approach to meet-
ing the President’s commitment for fully funding the Land and Water Conservation
Fund. The 2004 LWCF program includes $662.4 million for the Department. It em-
phasizes conservation partnerships with States, Tribes, local communities, and pri-
vate citizens, including a strong State grant program, and reduced Federal land ac-
quisition. This proposal recognizes the costs of adding to the significant land hold-
ings that are already managed by the Department and our commitment to take bet-
ter care of these lands. It also recognizes the value and cost-effectiveness of partner-
ships. We can accomplish our conservation goals by conserving endangered and at
risk species through conservation easements, working with private landowners to
enhance habitat for endangered and at risk species, and other innovative partner-
ship approaches.

CONSERVING WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES

March 14, 2003 marks a milestone in the history of wildlife conservation in Amer-
ica—the centennial anniversary of the national wildlife refuge system. Reflecting
the importance of this event and the record of conservation established through this
unique system of lands and resources, the 2004 budget builds on last year’s historic
$48.4 million budget increase for the national wildlife refuge system by requesting
a total of $402.0 million for refuge operations and maintenance, an increase of $33.6
million over 2003 appropriation levels. The total budget request for the Fish and
Wildlife Service is $1.3 billion.

The Fish and Wildlife Service fisheries program has played a vital role in con-
serving and managing fish and other aquatic resources. The 2004 budget enhances
the Federal contribution to aquatic resource conservation partnerships, by providing
$103.6 million for the FWS fisheries program. The request includes an $7.4 million
increase for operation and maintenance of the national fish hatchery system’s hatch-
eries, fish health centers, and fish technology centers. Also included is a $1.0 million
increase to combat aquatic nuisance species, part of the larger, coordinated inter-
departmental effort discussed below.
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OTHER PARTNERSHIPS

As Stated earlier, the 2004 budget is based on a vision of partnerships and leav-
ing a legacy of healthy lands and thriving communities resulting from efforts to
work together across landscapes and across communities. The 2004 budget sets
forth the tools through which these partnerships can flourish and leave a legacy of
healthy lands and thriving communities.

The Department’s parks, refuges, and public lands host nearly 500 million visitors
a year and provide access for economic uses, activities that fuel the economic en-
gines for communities adjacent to our Federal lands. Recognizing that the Depart-
ment’s decisions can greatly impact these gateway communities, the Department is
working in partnership with the people who live on the private lands that border
these areas and developing collaborative approaches to address local issues.

Everglades.—The Everglades restoration effort also affirms the power of partner-
ships. As stewards of about one-half of the remaining Everglades ecosystem, the In-
terior Department works with a broad team of Federal, State and local partners.
In 2004, the President’s budget includes $111.8 million for Interior Everglades ac-
tivities, an increase of $27.8 million above 2003 enacted appropriations. The request
includes $40.0 million to protect the Big Cypress National Preserve by acquiring the
Collier family’s mineral right holdings.

Exemplifying the partnership approach to this restoration effort, the Department
is building stronger coalitions to implement the restoration program, including:

—Forming an advisory committee for public input to land managers in South
Florida on a wide range of issues;

—Providing scientific expertise to the State and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
to meet the objectives of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan; and

—Taking steps to ensure that appropriate quantities of water are distributed at
the right times and in the right places to restore the unique Everglades eco-
system.

Invasive Species.—The Department is participating in an interagency performance
budget to promote invasive species management that is being coordinated by the
National Invasive Species Council. The 2004 budget proposes $57.5 million for the
Department’s portion of this interagency effort.

At this funding level, Interior will participate in the control and management of
tamarisk and giant salvinia in the southwest; conduct ballast water research; con-
trol and eradicate nutria in the Chesapeake Bay and in Louisiana; plan early detec-
tion and rapid response to eradicate outbreaks of sudden oak death in eastern hard-
wood forests of the central Appalachian Mountains; and develop a marine invasive
species early detection warning system.

Abandoned Mine Reclamation and Clean Streams.—Through partnerships the Of-
fice of Surface Mining is restoring streams impacted by coal mining. Its Clean
Streams program involves State and local groups to enhance miles of riparian areas.
The President’s budget request includes $281.2 million for State and Federal pro-
grams to protect the environment during coal mining, assure prompt reclamation
after mining, and clean up abandoned mine lands. The request will enable OSM to
continue directly administering Federal regulatory and reclamation programs in
States that do not operate their own surface mining programs as well as on Federal
and Indian lands, and to reclaim 6,900 acres of disturbed land and other hazards
that threaten human health and welfare and environmental quality.

Payment of Lieu of Taxes.—The President’s proposal calls for $200.0 million for
Payments in Lieu of Taxes, to compensate States for Federal lands that cannot be
taxed by local governments. The 2004 budget proposes to move the program from
the Bureau of Land Management to the Departmental Management account to re-
flect the breadth of this program. The lands on which the payments are made are
administered by the NPS, FWS, and USDA Forest Service, as well as by the Bureau
of Land Management.

WILDLAND FIRE AND HEALTHY FORESTS

Building a legacy of healthy lands and thriving communities means applying a
healing hand to the landscape. The Department is advancing the President’s
Healthy Forests Initiative to reduce decades-long build-ups of underbrush and un-
naturally dense forests.

The budget proposes $698.7 million for wildfire prevention and suppression and
Healthy Forest initiatives in fiscal year 2004. This is a $48.5 million, or 7.5 percent
increase over last year’s budget proposal. The request includes continued funding
for a robust fuels treatment program at $186.2 million, 400 percent above spending
in 2000. At this funding level, the Department will treat 307,000 high priority acres
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in the wildland-urban interface and an additional 768,000 acres that are not in the
wildland-urban interface.

The Department is also taking a number of steps to improve the productivity and
performance of the fuels program that will help the Department’s firefighting bu-
reaus take maximum advantage of the opportunity for fuels treatment projects at
the beginning of the fiscal year when weather and workload conditions for fuels
treatments are optimal. The Department is accelerating project planning and selec-
tion, issuing policy guidance and proposed legislative language designed to facilitate
and expand contracting in the fuels program, and issuing policy guidance to expe-
dite the budget allocation process for the fuels program and individual projects.

The fuels treatment program is key to restoring forests and rangelands to long-
term health and preventing damage caused by catastrophic wildfires. One approach
to improving forest health that holds promise is stewardship contracting. Steward-
ship contracts allow the private sector, non-profit organizations, and local commu-
nities to productively use materials generated from forest thinning.

The 2004 budget proposal also calls for $282.7 million for fire preparedness, in-
cluding increased funding for aviation contract costs. The fire suppression request
of $195.3 million reflects a $36.0 million increase to fund suppression operations at
the revised 10-year average. This funding level will provide resources to respond to
an ‘‘average’’ fire year without having to rely on emergency borrowing that can be
disruptive to other Interior programs. The Department is also working to develop
new and improved current cost control strategies for suppression. The budget also
includes $24.5 million for rehabilitating burned areas. Timely stabilization and re-
habilitation of severely burned areas are critical to prevent further damage due to
erosion, loss of soil nutrients, and the introduction and spread of invasive species.
The budget also continues funding for Rural Fire Assistance at $10.0 million. Fre-
quently, local firefighting departments are the first responders to wildland fires on
public lands and play a vital role in preventing fires from escaping initial attack
and becoming exponentially more expensive to suppress. In 2002, the Department
assisted 5,349 rural and volunteer fire departments through grants, technical assist-
ance, training, supplies, equipment, and public education support.

HELPING TO MEET THE NATION’S ENERGY NEEDS

Interior plays a central role in meeting the Nation’s energy needs. Conservation,
renewable energy, and traditional energy sources all play an intertwined role in
helping the Nation meet these needs. The budget supports the President’s and the
Department’s goal for increasing domestic energy supplies from a variety of sources,
in an environmentally acceptable manner, with a special emphasis on developing re-
newable energy sources on Federal lands.

The 2004 budget request includes an increase of $444,000 for activities on the
North Slope, for a total of $8.4 million. Funding will support planning for sales in
the National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska, and, if authorized, the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. Congressional authorization will be required for a lease sale to be
conducted in ANWR.

The budget requests an increase of $2.0 million for BLM to strengthen inspection
and enforcement activities, targeted primarily to the Powder River and San Juan
basins. The budget also proposes a $500,000 increase to expand resource monitoring
to improve assessment of the cumulative impacts of oil and gas development, espe-
cially on cultural resources and species at risk.

The 2004 budget includes $2.0 million for renewable energy resources. This in-
cludes an increase of $100,000 over 2003 enacted appropriations to support the de-
velopment of geothermal, wind, and solar energy on public land. This is more than
five times the 2002 funding level for these programs.

The Outer Continental Shelf is projected to produce over 25 percent of both the
Nation’s oil and natural gas in 2003. The Minerals Management Service is the pri-
mary steward of the mineral resources on the OCS. The MMS budget of $171.3 mil-
lion includes an increase of $1.6 million to meet increased workload brought about
by the demand for Outer Continental Shelf program services in the Gulf of Mexico.
The 2004 budget includes a total of $11.6 million, an increase of $3.9 million over
2003 funding levels for MMS to employ innovative business processes and advances
in electronic technology in the offshore program. The budget also includes an in-
crease of $300,000 to investigate the energy resource potential found in methane hy-
drate formations. The MMS will also invest an additional $3.0 million to operate
and maintain its minerals revenue management and royalty-in-kind systems.

The 2004 BIA request includes a $2.0 million increase for grants to Tribes to
evaluate mineral resource potential on tribal trust and restricted lands. The request
also includes $1.0 million to help Tribes expedite the development of tribal regula-
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tions governing mineral leasing and permitting, and rights-of-way of tribal lands re-
quired under the Energy Policy Act, 2002.

TAKING CARE OF PARKS

Complementing the Department’s cooperative conservation commitments is a con-
tinued investment in taking care of National Parks. The President’s budget proposes
a $2.4 billion budget for the National Park Service, an increase of $131.4 million
above 2003 appropriations.

This budget continues the Department’s commitment to fulfill the President’s
pledge of addressing the maintenance backlog in National Parks, proposing $705.8
million this year toward this effort, an increase of $54.1 million, nearly an eight per-
cent increase over 2003. The budget includes an increase of $16.3 million for cyclic
maintenance. This increase will provide additional funds for regular maintenance
activities and will help the NPS keep pace with its maintenance needs and prevent
additional projects from becoming deferred. It also includes an additional $16.7 mil-
lion for the repair and rehabilitation program and a $4.7 million increase for com-
prehensive condition assessments at parks. Data collected through the condition as-
sessments will be used in 2004 to evaluate progress in eliminating the deferred
maintenance backlog, as measured by a facility condition index.

To date, our accomplishments are impressive. For example, the Many Glacier
Hotel at Glacier National Park was built in 1914. A highly recognized National
Landmark, this facility signifies an important period in the development of the Na-
tional Park Service. Due to the harsh climate and insufficient maintenance in the
past, this important landmark had deteriorated to a stage where emergency sta-
bilization was necessary. The Department is in the process of stabilizing this impor-
tant facility.

But we still have more work to do. A key focus in the 2004 budget will be to im-
prove park roads. Here, too, the Department is reaching out to partners. A signed
memorandum of agreement with the Federal Highway Administration will help us
achieve our road maintenance goals efficiently. The Department of Transportation’s
2004 budget proposes $300.0 million in 2004 for Park road repair as part of the re-
authorization of TEA–21, bringing the total park maintenance budget to over $1 bil-
lion.

In the National Park Service, the Natural Resource Challenge helps Park man-
agers improve resource management by strengthening the scientific base of knowl-
edge about park resources. Our budget proposes $76.1 million, an $8.7 million in-
crease over 2003, for the program. This increase will provide a 3 year cumulative
total increase of over $104 million above the 2001 level. The Natural Resource Chal-
lenge is an integral component of President Bush’s ongoing commitment to improv-
ing natural resource management in Parks.

INDIAN EDUCATION

No task is more important to the American community than educating its chil-
dren. In education, the President has committed to ‘‘leave no child behind.’’ At Inte-
rior, this commitment centers on the 48,000 children educated at schools operated
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs or by Tribes under BIA grants or contracts.

The budget request for Indian education continues the President’s commitment
with a robust $528.5 million school operations budget request, including funding for
teacher pay increases. The budget includes $3.0 million to establish a separate fund
for new administrative cost grants to encourage more Tribes to exercise their au-
thority to operate BIA schools by providing full funding for start-up costs for the
first year of tribal operation of bureau-operated schools.

Children deserve safe, functional places to learn. The 2004 budget invests $292.6
million in school facilities, including funds to replace at least seven high priority
school facilities and to repair schools identified in the Indian school maintenance
backlog. The President’s goal is to eliminate the backlog by 2006.

RECREATION

With almost 500 million visits each year to the Department’s lands, Interior pro-
vides a wide array of recreational opportunities, including fishing, hiking, hunting,
camping, and wildlife viewing. Public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement provide recreational venues for a growing population in the West, hosting
over 60 million visitors annually.

The 2004 budget requests $48.7 million to enable the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to continue to provide quality recreational opportunities. BLM will address
transportation and access needs and challenges, expand interpretive and other vis-
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itor services, and support greater outreach and consultation efforts to help resolve
user conflicts in the face of growing visitation.

In recreation as in conservation, partnering is central to achieve our recreation
goals. The Department depends on the contributions of 200,000 volunteers, almost
three times Interior’s Federal workforce, to help address resource protection and
public recreation needs. Over 126,000 volunteers work in parks, the rest work in
refuges, public lands, and other Interior sites across the country. In 2004 volunteers
will assist NPS staff with important park projects including the Lewis and Clark
bicentennial, the Powered Flight centennial, and the Jamestown 400th anniversary.
The budget request proposes to increase funding by $1.5 million for partnership ef-
forts and volunteer recruitment and training. A $1.0 million increase is aimed at
bolstering volunteer participation and improving park capacity to supervise, train,
and reward volunteers. An increase of $500,000 will allow NPS to establish full time
volunteer coordinators to manage an expanding program.

The Department’s partnerships include working with States. Today, the LWCF
State grant program is a cornerstone of the Secretary’s commitment to involve State
governments in conservation and recreation activities. This program, enacted in
1965, helps States develop and maintain high quality recreation areas and stimulate
non-Federal investments in the protection and maintenance of recreation resources
across the United States. Reflecting the President’s goals, the Interior LWCF pro-
gram seeks to promote cooperative alliances, leave land on State tax roles, and
achieve conservation goals by emphasizing innovative alternatives to fee simple title
purchases, such as conservation easements and land exchanges. This emphasis also
enables Interior land management agencies to focus more funds on caring for lands
already under their management.

The President’s budget fully funds the Land and Water Conservation Fund at
$900.7 million. The LWCF proposal calls for $160.0 million in State grants, an in-
crease of $62.6 million over the 2003 funding level enacted by the Congress.

LAW ENFORCEMENT AND SECURITY

The budget calls for increases for Interior’s law enforcement and security pro-
grams. The money would be used to hire additional personnel, provide more train-
ing, and improve security operations. This includes an increase of $28.9 million that
is earmarked for strengthening law enforcement and security operations at key Inte-
rior visitor sites and $3.9 million to increase protection and law enforcement at Inte-
rior refuges, public lands, and parks along U.S. borders with Mexico and Canada.
Of the increase for Interior visitor site security, $26.8 million is slated for security
improvements at the Jefferson National Expansion Area in St. Louis, Missouri;
Independence National Historical Park in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; and the
Washington Monument in Washington, D.C.

SCIENCE

All of the Department’s efforts require good information. Scientific information is
the cornerstone for Interior’s natural resource management activities, providing a
basis for making decisions about resource protection, resource use, recreation, and
community-based programs. The USGS has the principle responsibility within Inte-
rior to provide its bureaus the earth and natural science information and research
necessary to manage the Nation’s natural resources.

The President’s 2004 budget proposes $895.5 million for the USGS. The budget
includes $17.1 million in new program increases above the 2003 conference level for
high priority research needs, including invasive species control and management
and increased capability to address science needs for Interior bureaus.

CONCLUSION

The Interior Department’s responsibilities lie at the confluence of people, land,
and water. The 2004 budget funds programs that support our broad and multiple
missions. Leaving a legacy of healthy lands and thriving communities requires re-
sources, creativity, and, above all, collaboration. The 2004 budget supports this vi-
sion of forging partnerships.

This concludes my overview of the 2004 budget proposal for the Department of
the Interior and my written Statement. I will be happy to answer any questions
that you may have.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Secretary Raley. Commissioner
Keys, do you have a statement?

Commissioner KEYS. Yes, sir, I do.
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Senator COCHRAN. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN W. KEYS, III

Commissioner KEYS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. It is my
pleasure to be here today with you, and we do appreciate the op-
portunity to come and talk with you about the President’s 2004
budget request. We appreciate all of the support that we have re-
ceived from your staff over this year and especially in preparing for
this hearing. I will tell you that your staffs are first-class, and we
do enjoy working with them very much.

I have a statement for the record which I would hope you would
enter for me, please.

Senator COCHRAN. It will be entered in the record.
Commissioner KEYS. The overall budget request for fiscal year

2004 totals $878 million for the Bureau of Reclamation in current
authority. And from our perspective that budget is good news for
the West.

Let me digress for just a second. This is our centennial year for
the Bureau of Reclamation. The authorizing legislation for the Bu-
reau was enacted on June 17, 1902, and certainly we are proud of
Reclamation and what our part has been in developing the West
and our continuing relationship with the States there and in pro-
viding that water supply.

We are currently the largest wholesaler of water in the United
States and the seventh largest power utility delivering power and
water to the West. About 31 million people depend on us for water
every day, and we serve about 10 million people with power every
day. We are proud of those 348 major dams and 58 power plants
that we have across the West.

The budget request for 2004 is citizen centered and founded on
the President’s principle of results rather than procedures. An ex-
ample is the Western Water Initiative that Mr. Raley just talked
about. Our budget is a fiscally responsible request which will con-
tinue to provide funding to deliver water, provide a stable source
of power for our growing population, keep our dams and facilities
safe, and support sound environmental stewardship efforts.

The 2004 request includes $771 million for the Water and Re-
lated Resources. This will allow us to continue Reclamation’s em-
phasis on delivering and managing water and power, the two valu-
able public resources that we are responsible for. In cooperation
and consultation with the States, tribal and local governments,
along with our other stakeholders and the public at large, Reclama-
tion offers workable solutions regarding water and power resource
issues that are consistent with the demands for power and water
across the western United States.

With the need to pursue cost-effective, environmentally sound
approaches to meeting these demands, the request continues to em-
phasize the operation and maintenance of Reclamation facilities in
a safe, efficient, economic and reliable manner. This is all done
while sustaining the health and integrity of ecosystems that ad-
dress the water needs of a growing population.
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BUDGET HIGHLIGHTS

Let me just give you a few highlights of that budget. Mr. Raley
mentioned the Animas-La Plata project in Colorado and New Mex-
ico and the request being $58 million. This year that level of fund-
ing is crucial to complete the construction of this project within the
time frames required by the Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amend-
ments of 2000.

The 2004 request will continue the construction of Ridges Basin
Dam and the Durango Pumping Plant on the Animas River, as well
as continuing the preconstruction activities for the Navajo Nation
Municipal Pipeline and Ridges Basin Inlet conduit, and other facili-
ties there.

The Columbia-Snake River Salmon Recovery in Idaho, Oregon,
Montana, and Washington addresses the implementation of reason-
able and prudent alternatives included in two biological opinions
issued in December of 2000. We are working mightily to make
those work for the return of the salmon and the continued oper-
ation of our projects there.

The Klamath Project in California and Oregon provides funding
for scientific studies and initiatives that will, as a result of the
2002 to 2012 biological opinion, establish a water bank. We think
the water bank will separate the requirements for water for the
Endangered Species Act from the requirement of water for deliv-
eries to the irrigation community. We think it is a great approach
to try, and certainly we have every effort there to make that work
this year.

The safety of Reclamation dams is one of our highest priorities,
if not the highest one. About 50 percent of Reclamation’s dams
were built between 1900 and 1950, and 90 percent of these dams
were built before the advent of current state-of-the-art foundation
treatments, and before filter techniques were incorporated into
those constructions. We have $71 million of our budget dedicated
to the continued safety of those facilities.

Site security activities are ongoing in the funding program im-
provements identified in 2002 and 2003. Since September 11, 2001,
Reclamation has maintained the heightened security levels at our
facilities to protect the public, to protect our employees, and all of
the infrastructure there, and certainly we will continue that. The
2004 budget includes those monies, about $28-and-a-half million,
for us to complete the analysis and look at every one of those facili-
ties that we operate and maintain.

The desalination of seawater and groundwater poses a promising
opportunity to expand water supplies for both coastal and inland
areas. The 2004 budget contains increased funding for desalination
research activities aimed at decreasing the cost and facilitating
local implementation of desalination projects.

The Western Water Initiative that Mr. Raley talked about is one
that we are proud of. It sets aside some money for us to focus on
those activities and bring forward other parts of our program that
are complementary to those activities. A feature of the initiative
that is especially promising is the one that will actually take a look
25 years into the future around our projects. The objective is to see
if there are unmet demands there that cannot be met by our exist-
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ing infrastructure and identify the areas that we and our stake-
holders, with the States, need to address over that period of time.

To be successful in dealing with today’s complex water issues, we
know that collaboration is the key. We must all work together to
forge workable solutions. We are looking for new ways to make ex-
isting water supplies go further. We must continue to develop
strategies where water can be used more than once in order to sat-
isfy multiple users and stretch those existing water supplies even
more. This means improved water conservation, investments in
science and technology, and modernization of existing infrastruc-
tures.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I would be glad to provide more detail, and we would certainly
stand to any questions that you all might have today.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN W. KEYS, III

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, Thank you again
for the opportunity to appear before you today to support the President’s fiscal year
2004 budget request for the Bureau of Reclamation. With me today is Robert Wolf,
Director of the Program and Budget Group.

Our fiscal year 2004 request has been designed to support Reclamation’s core mis-
sion, as stated in DOI’s Strategic Plan:

‘‘Deliver Water and Hydropower, Consistent with Applicable State and Federal
Law, in an Environmentally Responsible and Cost Efficient Manner.’’

Funding is proposed for key emerging projects which are important to the Depart-
ment and in line with Administration objectives. The budget request also supports
Reclamation’s participation in efforts to meet emerging water supply needs, to re-
solve water shortage issues in the West, and to promote water conservation and im-
proved water management.

The fiscal year 2004 request for Reclamation totals $878.0 million in gross budget
authority, an increase of $23.1 million from the fiscal year 2003 President’s Amend-
ed Request of January 7, 2003, and a decrease of $33.3 million from fiscal year 2003
Enacted Level. The request is partially offset by discretionary receipts in the Cen-
tral Valley Project Restoration Fund, resulting in net discretionary budget authority
of $847.2 million, a decrease of $24.5 million over the fiscal year 2003 Enacted
Level.

Center to this is $11.0 million to launch a Western Water Initiative that uses col-
laboration, conservation, and innovation to make sure every drop of water counts.
This initiative will provide a comprehensive forward-looking water resource man-
agement program that will respond to growing water demands. To be successful in
dealing with today’s complex water issues, we know collaboration is the key. We all
must work together to forge workable solutions. We are looking for new ways to
make existing water supplies go further. We must continue to develop strategies
where water can be used more than once in order to satisfy multiple users and
stretch existing water supplies even more. This means improved water conservation,
investments in science and technology, and modernization of existing infrastruc-
tures.

The four major components of the initiative are Enhancing Water Management
and Conservation; Expanding Science and Technology Program; Preventing Water
Management Crisis; and Strengthening Endangered Species Act (ESA) Expertise.

This budget is good news for the West. Each year Reclamation is focused on cus-
tomer value as well as increased accountability and modernization. This request is
citizen-centered and founded on the Administration’s principle of results rather than
procedures. It is also a fiscally responsible request, which will provide funding to
keep our dams and facilities safe, deliver water, provide a stable source of power
for our growing population, and support environmental efforts.
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DEMONSTRATED COMMITMENT AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS

While performing its core mission, Reclamation delivered 10 trillion gallons of
water to over 31 million people in the 17 western states for municipal, rural, and
industrial uses. Reclamation facilities stored over 245 million acre-feet of water,
serving one of every five western farmers to irrigate about 10 million acres of land.
Those irrigated lands produced 60 percent of the nation’s vegetables and 25 percent
of its fruits and nuts. As the largest water resources management agency in the
West, Reclamation continues to administer and/or operate 348 reservoirs, 56,000
miles of water conveyance systems, and 58 hydroelectric facilities, which generate
42 billion kilowatt-hours annually.

Reclamation also continues to manage approximately 8.6 million acres of Federal
land, plus another 600,000 acres of land under easements. In addition, our facilities
provide substantial flood control, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits. Reclama-
tion and its employees take very seriously their mission of managing, developing,
and protecting water and related resources in an environmentally and economically
sound manner in the interest of the American public.

The fiscal year 2004 budget request demonstrates Reclamation’s commitment in
meeting the water and power needs of the West in a fiscally responsible manner.
This budget continues Reclamation’s emphasis on delivering and managing those
valuable public resources. In cooperation and consultation with the state, tribal, and
local governments, along with other stakeholders and the public at large, Reclama-
tion offers workable solutions regarding water and power resource issues that are
consistent with the demands for power and water. With the need to pursue cost ef-
fective and environmentally sound approaches, Reclamation’s strategy is to continue
to use the Secretary’s four ‘‘C’s:’’ ‘‘Consultation, Cooperation and Communication all
in the service of Conservation . . .’’ These principles provide Reclamation an oppor-
tunity, in consultation with our stakeholders, to use decision support tools, including
risk analyses, in order to develop the most efficient and cost-effective solutions to
the complex challenges that we face.

During the second session of the 107th Congress, both the committee and Rec-
lamation’s stakeholders accentuated their concerns over the availability of water
two decades from now. Our fiscal year 2004 request includes measures that will be
utilized to help assure that water will be available for a growing population when
needed. Through our Western Water Initiative, Reclamation plans to develop a for-
ward looking water resource management program that will respond to growing
water demand.

Furthermore, funding is proposed for key emerging projects that are important to
the Department and the Administration’s objectives. The budget proposal also sup-
ports Reclamation’s participation in efforts of meeting emerging water supply needs,
resolving water issues in the West, promoting water efficiencies, and improving
water management.

Moreover, Reclamation’s request reflects the need to address an aging infrastruc-
ture and the rising costs and management challenges associated with scarce water
resources. As our infrastructure ages, we must direct increasing resources toward
technological upgrades, new science and technologies, and preventative maintenance
to ensure reliability, which will increase output, and improve safety.

More and more everyday we see how important water resource needs are to our
state, local and tribal partners. Many states are developing statewide water plans
or drought contingency plans to address resource utilization and stewardship
against the backdrop of large population increases with the growing concern for sus-
tainable development. Reclamation, in partnership with other federal, state, local,
tribal, and private entities, has consistently proven its ability to work with others
to optimize water use. This technical capability is one of our most valuable re-
sources.

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The fiscal year 2004 request for the Water and Related Resources account is
$771.2 million. The request provides funding for five major program activities:
Water and Energy Management and Development ($331.3 million); Land Manage-
ment and Development ($41.3 million); Fish and Wildlife Management and Develop-
ment ($90.4 million); Facility Operations ($176.8 million); and Facility Maintenance
and Rehabilitation ($171.5 million). The request is partially offset by an undistrib-
uted reduction of $40.0 million, in anticipation of delays in construction schedules
and other planned activities.

The request continues to emphasize the operation and maintenance of Reclama-
tion facilities in a safe, efficient, economic, and reliable manner, while sustaining
the health and integrity of ecosystems that addresses the water needs of a growing
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population. It will also assist the states, tribes, and local entities in solving contem-
porary water resource issues.

Highlights of the fiscal year 2004 request include:
Animas-La Plata in Colorado and New Mexico ($58.0 million).—The fiscal year

2004 request includes $58 million for the project and will fund the construction con-
tracts awarded in fiscal year 2003 that are associated with critical path activities.
This level of funding is crucial to complete the construction of this project within
the time frames required by the Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amendments of 2000.
In December 2000, Congress enacted legislation to resolve the Colorado Ute Indian
Tribes’ water right claims and allowed construction of a smaller Animas-La Plata
Project to proceed.

Columbia-Snake River Salmon Recovery in Idaho, Oregon, Montana, and Wash-
ington ($19.0 million).—This program addresses the implementation of Reasonable
and Prudent Alternatives (RPAs) included in two Biological Opinions issued in De-
cember 2000. The first opinion was issued by the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) entitled ‘‘Operation of the Federal Columbia River Power System (FCRPS),
Including the Juvenile Fish Transportation Program, and 19 Bureau of Reclamation
Projects in the Columbia Basin,’’ and the second opinion was issued by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) entitled ‘‘Effects to Listed Species from Operations of the
Federal Columbia River Power System.’’

Those Biological Opinions superseded all previous FCRPS Biological Opinions and
all actions will now be focused toward the new ‘‘reasonable and prudent alternatives
(RPA).’’ Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires Federal agen-
cies to consult with NMFS and the FWS to ensure that agency actions will not like-
ly jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species, or will
not adversely modify or destroy their designated critical habitats.

The FWS Biological Opinion is coordinated with the NMFS Biological Opinion,
and calls for operational changes to the FCRPS, by way of additional research meas-
ures. A substantial majority of the action items resulted from the NMFS Biological
Opinion, while the FWS action items included significantly increased regional co-
ordination with the Federal regulatory agencies; aggressive actions to modify the
daily, weekly, and seasonal operation of Federal dams; and the ‘‘off-site mitigation’’
of hydro system impacts.

Klamath Project in California and Oregon ($20.8 million).—The funding will pro-
vide for scientific studies and initiatives as a result of the 2002–2012 biological opin-
ions and for the establishment of a water bank as required under those same opin-
ions, as well as to provide water to meet ESA compliance.

The request will also continue funding for studies and initiatives related to im-
proving water supply and quality to meet agriculture, tribal, wildlife refuge, and en-
vironmental needs in the Klamath River Basin and to improve fish passage and
habitat.

Safety of Dams ($71.0 million).—The safety and reliability of Reclamation dams
is one of Reclamation’s highest priorities. Approximately 50 percent of Reclamation’s
dams were built between 1900 and 1950, and 90 percent of those dams were built
before the advent of current state-of-the-art foundation treatment, and before filter
techniques were incorporated in embankment dams to control seepage. Safe per-
formance of Reclamation’s dams continues to be of great concern and requires a
greater emphasis on the risk management activities provided by the program.

The fiscal year 2004 request of $71.0 million for the Safety of Dams Program is
being made to provide for the reducing of public safety risks at Reclamation dams,
particularly those identified as having deficiencies. The request provides for risk
management activities throughout Reclamation’s Safety of Dams inventory of 362
dams and dikes, which would likely cause loss of life if they were to fail. Pre-con-
struction and construction activities for up to 19 of these dams are identified for
funding through the Safety of Dams Program. The fiscal year 2004 request includes
$1.7 million for the Department of the Interior Dam Safety Program.

Site Security ($28.6 million).—Since September 11, 2001, Reclamation has main-
tained heighten security at is facilities to protect the public, its employees, and in-
frastructures. The supplemental funding in fiscal year 2002 was necessary to cover
the costs of site security activities in three principle areas. The first area was for
guards and law enforcement, the second area included reviews, studies, and anal-
yses, and the third area was for equipment. The fiscal year 2004 request continues
funding for those critical activities under the categories of Critical Infrastructure
Protection and Continuity of Operations.

Drought ($1.1 million).—The program includes those activities related to admin-
istering the Reclamation States Emergency Drought Relief Act of 1991, as amended,
to undertake activities that will minimize losses and damages resulting from
drought conditions. The major component of the program relates to response activi-
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ties taken during an actual drought to minimize losses or mitigate damages. The
program also provides for assistance in the preparation of drought contingency
plans.

Desalination of Seawater and Groundwater ($775,000).—This program provides a
promising opportunity to expand water supplies for both coastal and inland areas.
The 2004 budget contains increased funding for desalination research activities
aimed at decreasing the cost and facilitating local implementation of desalination.

Our research activities are carefully chosen to align with the Department’s draft
Strategic Plan and are developed in collaboration with stakeholders. We believe that
cost shared research conducted at existing institutions is the quickest and most eco-
nomical means to achieve our ambitious long-term goal of decreasing desalination
costs by 50 percent by 2020.

Sumner Peck Settlement ($34.0 million).—The budget request provides payment
to the plaintiffs towards the settlement of Sumner Peck Ranch Inc v. Bureau of Rec-
lamation.

WESTERN WATER INITIATIVE

The new Western Water Initiative will position the bureau in playing a leading
role in developing solutions that will help meet the increased demands for limited
water resources in the West. The budget proposes $11.0 million, which will benefit
western communities that are struggling with increased water demands, drought,
and compliance with the Endangered Species Act. The Western Water Initiative in-
volves:

Enhanced Water Management and Conservation ($6.9 million).—Funding will be
used for the modernization of irrigation delivery structures such as diversion struc-
tures and canals. This will also allow Reclamation to use existing intrastate water
banks where they are available, and to promote intrastate water banking as a con-
cept to help resolve future water supply conflicts. Reclamation will develop alter-
native ways to balance the existing demands for water for agricultural, municipal,
tribal, and environmental purposes. Examples include water management tools; in-
expensive and accurate water measuring devices; and computer technologies that
will allow remote sensing and automation. Moreover, new canal lining material,
data collection and analysis systems should make predicting, managing, and deliv-
ering water much more effective.

Preventing Water Management Crisis ($917,000).—Funding will enable us to pro-
vide effective environmental and ecosystem enhancements in support of Reclama-
tion’s project operations through proactive and innovative activities. For example,
we are exploring ways of addressing issues at projects by identifying and integrating
long-term river system ecological needs within the context of regulated river man-
agement.

Pilot projects will be selected from a list of critical areas based on the potential
for cost savings resulting from the development of a program in advance of the oc-
currence of a crisis. Pilot projects are anticipated to include environmental enhance-
ments that provide support for project operations or optimization of project oper-
ations for both water supply and environmental benefits. For example, in some
cases, water release patterns can be modified to address environmental needs with-
out impairing the delivery of water for authorized project purposes.

Expanded Science and Technology Program ($2.7 million).—Reclamation’s Desali-
nation Research and Development Program will be expanded to research cost reduc-
tion of water desalinization and waste disposal. Reclamation has developed much
of the current desalinization technology used around the world today, and will con-
tinue to work with partners in the industry to accomplish this goal.

Funding will also expand the effective use of science in adaptive management of
watersheds. This cooperative effort with the USGS will assist Reclamation in reach-
ing decisions that are driven by sound science and research, are cost effective, and
are based on performance criteria.

Funding will also provide for peer review of the science used in ESA consultations
and other environmental documents issued by Reclamation. The National Academy
of Science, USGS, and other federal and state entities with science expertise will
peer-review the science used by Reclamation in preparing Biological assessments.
This initiative will improve Reclamation’s use of science and technology to address
critical water resource management issues.

Strengthening Endangered Species Act (ESA) Expertise ($458,000).—Funding will
be used to strengthen ESA expertise and will produce identifiable mechanisms in
order to achieve continuity in evaluating biological assessments and/or biological
opinions. This initiative will enable managers to acquire a greater understanding
of the purpose, process and requirements of the ESA as it relates to federal actions
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that are important to carrying out Reclamation’s water resources management mis-
sion.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The fiscal year 2004 Reclamation budget includes a request for $39.6 million and
is expected to be offset by discretionary receipts totaling $30.8 million, which can
be collected from project beneficiaries under provisions of Section 3407(d) of the Act.
These funds will be used for habitat restoration, improvement and acquisition, and
other fish and wildlife restoration activities in the Central Valley Project area of
California. This fund was established by the Central Valley Project Improvement
Act, Title XXXIV of Public Law 102–575, October 30, 1992.

The funds will be used to achieve a reasonable balance among competing demands
for the use of Central Valley Project water, including the requirements of fish and
wildlife, agricultural, municipal and industrial and power contractors. Reclamation
is seeking appropriations for the full amount of funds of the estimated collections
for fiscal year 2004.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

The fiscal year 2004 Reclamation budget includes a request for $15.0 million. The
funds will be used consistent with commitment to find long-term solutions in im-
proving water quality; habitat and ecological functions; and water supply reliability;
while reducing the risk of catastrophic breaching of Delta levees. Fiscal year 2004
budget contains funds for Bay-Delta activities that can be undertaken within exist-
ing statutory authorities for implementation of Stage 1 activities. Those activities
are included in the preferred program alternative recommended by CALFED and
approved by the Secretary of the Interior. The majority of these funds will specifi-
cally address the environmental water account, storage, and program administra-
tion.

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

The request for Policy and Administration (P&A) is $56.5 million. P&A funds are
used to develop and implement Reclamation-wide policy, rules and regulations (in-
cluding actions under the Government Performance and Results Act) and to perform
functions which cannot be charged to specific project or program activities covered
by separate funding authority. These funds support general administrative and
management functions.

LOAN PROGRAM

No funding is requested for any direct loans. Funding of $200,000 is requested
for program administration.

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT RATING TOOL (PART)

During fiscal year 2002, all cabinet level agencies reviewed at least 20 percent of
their programs in concert with the Office of Management and Budget. The Adminis-
tration conducted these reviews using PART, a standardized format for program
evaluation and management. Results from the PART process were one of many cri-
teria used in making budget decisions. The three Reclamation programs that were
reviewed were Hydropower, Water Reuse and Recycling Program (Title XVI), and
Rural Water. Reclamation is currently addressing all deficiencies identified with re-
spect to each program.

Hydropower was rated ‘‘moderately effective’’ and Reclamation has begun devel-
oping long-term goals that will address the identified issues, such as aging facilities
and the need for better performance measures. The Title XVI program review indi-
cated that the program was ‘‘moderately well managed.’’ However, Reclamation’s
oversight of individual projects is limited by strong local control, and the PART find-
ings indicated that there is no clear linkage between Federal funding and progress
towards outcomes.

The Rural Water Supply Projects were rated ‘‘results not demonstrated.’’ Fiscal
year 2004 funding requests for this program has been reduced due to systemic pro-
gram weaknesses, such as non-existent guidelines for eligibility; local cost share and
program planning; and overlaps with other Federal agencies. The Administration in-
tends to submit legislation this spring, establishing a Reclamation Rural Water Pro-
gram with adequate cost controls and clear guidelines for project development.
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PRESIDENT’S MANAGEMENT AGENDA

Reclamation is engaged in a variety of activities designed to meet the Depart-
ment’s ‘‘Getting to Green’’ Scorecard requirements related to the President’s Man-
agement Agenda (PMA). These activities are concentrated in five major components
of the PMA: Expanding E-Government, Financial Management Improvement,
Human Capital, Performance and Budget Integration, and Competitive Sourcing.

E-Government.—Reclamation participates in a one-stop Internet access that pro-
vides citizens information about recreational opportunities on public lands and par-
ticipates in the Volunteer.gov website which provides information on volunteer ac-
tivities. We also recently completed an internal review of our web program and are
in the process of implementing the recommendations from the review, including the
development of a common website.

Financial Management Improvement.—Reclamation continues to make progress to
ensure that our financial systems are compliant with the Joint Financial Manage-
ment Improvement Program core requirements. To ensure that accurate and timely
financial information is provided, our financial management program uses the Fed-
eral Financial System, the Program and Budget System, and its corporate data base
system to report summary and transactions data on a 24-hour basis.

Human Capital.—Reclamation effectively deploys the appropriate workforce mix
to accomplish mission requirements. The use of existing human resources flexibili-
ties, tools, and technology is in a strategic, efficient, and effective manner. Our
workforce plan addresses E-Government and Competitive Sourcing and a plan is in
place for recruitment, retention, and development of current and future leaders, in
addition supervisors are encouraged to work individually with employees to develop
Individual Development Plans.

Competitive Sourcing.—Reclamation’s A–76 Inventory Consistency Team was es-
tablished to ensure consistency in inventory reporting. The team established guide-
lines for commercial, commercial core, and inherently governmental functions that
are specific to Reclamation’s workforce. Two streamlined studies have been com-
pleted for 124 FTE and a tentative decision has been announced, moreover two ad-
ditional streamlined studies are with the Independent Review Official and a prelimi-
nary planning is underway for the Express Review studies scheduled in early 2003.

Performance and Budget Integration.—Reclamation continues to issue joint plan-
ning guidance through the Budget Review Committee process to provide budget tar-
gets, priorities, objectives, and goals. A Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) planning calendar, including budget process and major milestones, has been
developed. In addition, budget accounts, staff, and programs/activities are aligned
with program targets.

FISCAL YEAR 2002 ACCOMPLISHMENTS HIGHLIGHTS AND FUTURE PLANNED ACTIVITIES

In fiscal year 2002, we delivered the contracted amount of water to our water
users, thereby meeting our contractual obligations. However, severe drought condi-
tions increased demand for water, and in some cases, the water delivered to the
water users was not enough to meet the increased requirement. If snow pack runoff
continues at or below normal levels and if the drought continues, there will be far
less water to release to our water users during fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004.

Reclamation renewed 100 percent of the water service contracts expiring in fiscal
year 2002, helping to ensure continued reliable service. An additional contract that
was not planned for was also renewed for a total accomplishment of 114 percent.

Reclamation also completed Safety of Dams modifications on four facilities in fis-
cal year 2002, the Caballo, Avalon, Clear Lake and Red Willow dams. Also, in fiscal
year 2003, Reclamation anticipates completing Safety of Dams modifications at
Deadwood Dam in Idaho and Salmon Lake Dam in Washington.

Completion of these modifications improves overall facility condition by reducing
risk and improving safety. In some cases, completion of the modifications increased
Reclamation’s ability to deliver water by removing restricted capacity requirements,
and allowing the reservoir to be filled to full operational capacity, if needed.

Reclamation’s draft cost of power production per megawatt capacity for fiscal year
2002 was $6,855. This amount puts Reclamation within the upper 25th percent of
the lowest cost hydropower facilities. Reclamation also achieved a 1.3 percent forced
outage rate, which measures the amount of unplanned time out of service. This per-
formance level is 56 percent better than the industry average forced outage rate of
3 percent.

By the end of fiscal year 2002, Reclamation conducted over 130 reviews of its rec-
reational facilities to determine the state of its facilities, identify corrective actions,
and determine needed improvements. Also in fiscal year 2002, Reclamation’s part-
nerships and cost-sharing practices allowed Reclamation to complete additional cor-
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rective actions to improve more facilities than originally planned. This resulted in
performance greater than 100 percent completion of the planned corrective actions.

Reclamation completed 130 percent of its planned site security improvements.
Moreover, funding was used to implement additional high-priority security improve-
ments at its high-priority facilities, which was well above the target originally estab-
lished.

FISCAL YEAR 2004 PLANNED ACTIVITIES

In fiscal year 2004, Reclamation plans to deliver 27.0 million acre-feet of water
for authorized project purposes. In addition, we will complete the Safety of Dams
projects at Wickiup Dam, Keechelus Dam, Pineview Dam, and Horsetooth Dam.
This will reduce total reservoir restrictions and increase the available storage capac-
ity by 127,300 acre-feet. Reclamation will also complete projects or parts of projects
that have the potential to deliver an additional 42,030 acre-feet of water, which will
naturally be dependent upon water availability and operations.

Reclamation plans to complete the Escondido and San Elijo Water Reclamation
Program; the Olivenhain Recycled Water Project; the Yuma Area Water Resource
Management Group bifurcation structure; portions of the El Paso Waste Water
Reuse Project; canal linings; and other salinity reduction projects that increase
water availability.

Reclamation also plans to continue ranking within the upper 25th percentile of
low cost hydropower producers, by comparing power production costs per megawatt
capacity, Reclamation plans to achieve a forced outage rate 50 percent better than
the industry average, which is currently 3 percent. While Reclamation anticipates
completing the baseline condition assessments for 80 percent of the recreation facili-
ties it manages, it plans to continue to maintain the overall facility condition rating
assessed at the fiscal year 2003 baseline level.

Reclamation intends to ensure that 14 percent of recreation facilities meet uni-
versal accessibility standards, thereby increasing access to recreation areas to the
disabled from 8 percent in fiscal year 2003, in addition to maintaining the annual
level of on-the-job employee fatalities and serious accidents at zero.

CONCLUSION

This completes my statement. Please allow me to express my sincere appreciation
for the continued support that this Committee has provided Reclamation. I would
be happy to answer any questions you may have at this time.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Commissioner Keys, for your
statement. Mr. Johnston, do you have a statement to make?

PREPARED STATEMENT OF J. RONALD JOHNSTON

Mr. JOHNSTON. I have a prepared statement in support of the re-
quest for 2004 for the Central Utah Project. And in the interest of
time, I would simply ask that it be entered for the record.

Senator COCHRAN. It will be so entered. Thank you very much.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF J. RONALD JOHNSTON

My name is J. Ronald Johnston. I serve as the Program Director for implementa-
tion of the Central Utah Project Completion Act under the direction of the Assistant
Secretary for Water and Science in the Department of the Interior. I am pleased
to provide the following information about the President’s 2004 budget for imple-
mentation of the Central Utah Project Completion Act.

The Central Utah Project Completion Act, Titles II–VI of Public Law 102–575,
provides for completion of the Central Utah Project by the Central Utah Water Con-
servancy District. The Act also authorizes funding for fish, wildlife, and recreation
mitigation and conservation; establishes an account in the Treasury for deposit of
these funds and other contributions; establishes the Utah Reclamation Mitigation
and Conservation Commission to coordinate mitigation and conservation activities;
and provides for the Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement.

The Act provides that the Secretary may not delegate her responsibilities under
the Act to the Bureau of Reclamation. As a result, the Department has established
an office in Provo, Utah, with a Program Director to provide oversight, review, and
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liaison with the District, the Commission, and the Ute Indian Tribe, and to assist
in administering the responsibilities of the Secretary under the Act.

The 2004 request for the Central Utah Project Completion Account provides $38.2
million for use by the District, the Commission, and the Department to implement
Titles II–IV of the Act, which is $2.0 million more than the 2003 requested level
and $2.2 million more than the 2003 enacted level. The request includes $6.4 million
for the District to implement water conservation measures, implement local develop-
ment projects, continue construction on Uinta Basin Replacement Project, and con-
tinue planning and NEPA compliance for the facilities to deliver water in the Utah
Lake drainage basin. The request also includes $20.0 million for use by the District
to complete the construction of the Diamond Fork System. The problems associated
with an unforeseen cave-in and dangerous levels of hydrogen sulfide gas have been
resolved, and construction of the alternative facilities is progressing on schedule.

The funds requested for the Mitigation Commission ($9.4 million) will be used in
implementing the fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation projects
authorized in Title III ($7.7 million); and in completing mitigation measures com-
mitted to in pre-1992 Bureau of Reclamation planning documents ($1.7 million).
Title III activities funded in 2004 include the Provo River Restoration Project; acqui-
sition of habitat, access, and water rights; and fish hatchery improvements.

Finally, the request also includes $2.4 million for the Program Office for mitiga-
tion and conservation projects outside the State of Utah ($239,000); operation and
maintenance costs associated with instream flows and fish hatchery facilities
($390,000); and for program administration ($1.7 million).

In addition to the request described above, the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ budget
includes $22.5 million for the Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement.

In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunity to testify before the Committee and
would be happy to respond to any questions.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Domenici has several questions
which, I will state, will be submitted to you. We hope you will re-
spond to them in a timely fashion.

Mr. RALEY. We will.
Commissioner KEYS. We will be glad to.
Senator COCHRAN. We would appreciate that very much.
Senator Craig.
Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The time

is late so I will be brief.
But let me say: Mr. Secretary, I do appreciate your testimony

and, I think, the reality and the importance you bring to the De-
partment as it relates to its responsibilities. I was looking at your
testimony and found most interesting the Wildland Fire and
Healthy Forests’ proposal. And in that initiative you are talking
BLM lands, I assume, exclusively.

Mr. RALEY. Yes, sir.

WILDLAND FIRE AND HEALTHY FORESTS

Senator CRAIG. And the treatment of nearly a million acres of
urban wildland interface—well, 300,000 of that, 700∂ of wildland-
urban—well, I guess, it is all interface. Could you expand on that
a little more as to what your plans are? That is certainly a positive,
but aggressive, agenda but one, I think, that is very necessary in
the West.

Mr. RALEY. Senator, this is Interior’s component of the Presi-
dent’s Healthy Forest Initiative and the implementation of that ini-
tiative will be done—must be done in close coordination with and
absolute partnership with the United States Department of Agri-
culture and the Forest Service. The areas for treatment and the
method of implementation is what is being discussed right now so
that it can be done in the most cost-effective manner. If you would
like, we can provide you with the state of knowledge, whatever it
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is as of today, as to the manner of implementation. And I would
suggest that we——

Senator CRAIG. Well, I would——
Mr. RALEY [continuing]. Maybe get you that detail shortly.
Senator CRAIG. Thank you. I am working closely with the Forest

Service and understand, of course, that you do coordinate because
we have inter-dispersed lands there in most every instance, in
checkerboard patterns. But that is a very aggressive agenda and
one that I am pleased with. So, yes, a briefing on that I would ap-
preciate, as it relates to what we do with the Forest Service on that
issue.

The tragedy is when you talk drought and the absence of water,
you are also talking the presence of a lot of very dry fuel in the
forested lands of the West and the potential of even as great a for-
est fire year this coming year as we had last. And last was almost
a record setter.

PREVENTING WATER MANAGEMENT CRISIS MONIES

John, in your proposal I am pleased to see, I assume by the lan-
guage in your presentation, the ‘‘preventing water management cri-
sis monies,’’ that that is a proactive account, or an account to be
proactive as it relates to the potential of impending crises, i.e., a
Klamath Falls or the avoidance thereof.

Commissioner KEYS. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Craig, what we
are trying to do is not limit the look to climatic futures, because
none of us can see the weather that is coming.

What we are trying to do is look at all of the different factors
involved in water supply and where they could reach crisis levels
in the future—looking at the growth of cities and towns, Endan-
gered Species Act requirements that are taxing some of our exist-
ing systems now, the growing need for water for a lot of other pur-
poses, water quality control for fish and wildlife, for recreation, the
whole bit, and see where those hot spots might occur 25 years into
the future.

There may be some things that we can do now that start stretch-
ing that water supply. Then, later, we can begin working with our
partners to implement a plan for having additional infrastructure
in place when we get to that time where we could have a crisis if
we do not react earlier.

Senator CRAIG. Is $1.1 million in the drought category as it re-
lates to the Reclamation States Emergency Drought Relief Act of
1991 adequate based on impending drought scenarios in the West
at this moment?

Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Craig, the worst time to
plan for a drought is when one is underway. What we are trying
to do is encourage people to prepare themselves ahead of time so
that there are contingency plans. That $1.1 million is mostly plan-
ning funds that we are using with entities to be ready for the next
one.

Over the past few years, some of our monies have been used to
help tribes drill wells, to work with them on providing water sup-
plies to outlying areas and so forth. But this one is directed mainly
to contingency planning so that we can be ready for the next
drought.
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Senator CRAIG. Well, we know what your snow courses tell you
today and what the impending water situation looks like in the
West at this moment. I would trust that you are well underway
and working with the—those who receive water on how you will
manage your way through the coming summer.

Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Craig, we have been
doing that since last fall. We are receiving regular snow surveys.
We do them every 2 weeks now. This is crunch time for us in pre-
paring for next year and we are certainly working with all of those
stakeholders and their water supplies, both what is available and
what is projected. There are a lot of areas that are going to be
short, and we are trying to do some planning for that.

Senator CRAIG. All right. Well, I would appreciate also, when
your time allows, to drop by and visit about the Snake River adju-
dication that is underway and important in Idaho. That would be
appreciated by you.

And certainly, Mr. Secretary, we will look forward to visiting
with you.

Thank you all.
Senator COCHRAN. Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNETT. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Commissioner Keys, we welcomed you to the authorizing com-

mittee. I introduced you. That was a day of great praise of your
background and your service.

Commissioner KEYS. Thank you.
Senator BENNETT. And now you come to the place where you get

beat up.
It is a slightly different kind of a hearing here. May I say that

I am delighted that you are here and that you are willing to make
this kind of contribution to public service.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

I want to specifically recognize Ron Johnston. The Central Utah
Project sounds enormously parochial, and that is only because it is.

But I recognize that my father worked on the Central Utah
Project, and if I can share with the committee a comment my fa-
ther made to a staffer as they were walking back from the Senate
floor to his office and my father said, ‘‘You know, if the people of
Utah were smart, if the people of Utah and their Senator were
smart, they would build the Central Utah Project themselves. This
looks like it will cost at least $150 million.’’ Well, it has gone—it
is almost that much per year now and we are glad the Federal
Government has helped us out.

Obviously, Mr. Keys, I have some questions about western
power. The 2004 budget request of the Western Area Power Admin-
istration proposes to shift to the Bureau of Reclamation the obliga-
tion to fund the approximately $6 million annual contribution to
the Utah Reclamation Conservation and Mitigation Commission
trust account. And that provides important work in conservation
and mitigation programs associated with the Central Utah Project,
or the Central Utah Project Completion Act.

Now this was established by Public Law 102–575, and with other
contributions being made by all of the stakeholders and project
beneficiaries, including the State of Utah, the Central Utah Water
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Conservancy District, as well as the Interior Department. Now
Western Area Power has been providing payments into the account
since 1992 on behalf of the power user beneficiaries.

So with that lead-up, Mr. Commissioner or Mr. Keys, do you sup-
port ending Western’s responsibilities to contribute into this ac-
count, and transferring this funding obligation from Western to
Reclamation? And if you have, why is that contribution not built
into the 2004 budget request?

Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, we do not sup-
port that. I will be very candid with you: We were surprised to find
out about this change just this past week. We are in heavy negotia-
tions with Western Area Power Administration now about them
continuing the contributions of those monies to that project.

Senator BENNETT. Okay. Just so long as it comes, I am not really
excited about where. I just want the money.

Commissioner KEYS. I understand, sir.
Senator BENNETT. Okay. Continue your negotiations.

FLAMING GORGE EIS

Okay. Now it is my understanding that the Bureau will release
its draft EIS for Flaming Gorge this summer. Is that correct, or is
the date subject to change?

Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, that is the
schedule as we see it, and I have seen nothing that would affect
that schedule as of right now.

SECURITY ISSUES

Senator BENNETT. Good. Finally, on security issues, so far the
Bureau has treated security costs as non-reimbursable. Do you in-
tend to continue to do that?

Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, what we are
trying to do is accommodate the extra requirements for security
that came out of the September 11, 2001 attack. At some time in
the future, we will have to go back and reassess what is reimburs-
able on an annual basis.

But what we are trying to do now are all of those reviews of fa-
cilities, the analysis of security for each one of the facilities, and
then at least get started into the hardware preparations, the instal-
lation of facilities, before it becomes reimbursable. So for the time
being, we are able to maintain that. At some time, we will have
to take a hard look at that, and certainly a part of that hard look
would be working with your committee here, sir.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you. We have had a good relationship
with you as, of course, we have with Mr. Johnston who has been
very helpful in working with us on the goals of the Central Utah
Project.

One last area I want to probe a little, and you have gotten there
with your previous question: What did you do in the Bureau when
the Department of Homeland Security raised the threat level? And
what kind of budget impact did those actions have? Do you have
flexibility in the 2004 budget to accommodate those kinds of cir-
cumstances? Just visit with us generally about what happens when
you go from yellow to orange, and what kind of budget we need to
look at.
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Commissioner KEYS. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, when we went
from yellow to orange, of course it heightened the level of security
for all of us and some of the requirements at some of our facilities.
There is flexibility in the security monies that we have to go to the
higher level. I am treading on a thin line of what is secure and
what is not and how much we can cover here.

Senator BENNETT. And you are speaking to the new chairman of
the Homeland Security Subcommittee——

Commissioner KEYS. Yes.
Senator BENNETT [continuing]. So take——
Commissioner KEYS. Sir, what I would propose——
Senator BENNETT [continuing]. Take the opportunity to ask for a

little money out of the——
Commissioner KEYS. Okay.
Well, I will do that.
What we would prefer to do is, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Bennett, we

would like to come and give you a secure briefing on all of those
facilities and the differences between those levels of security and
how we are prepared to do that.

I will assure you that we were able to achieve the change of secu-
rity levels within minutes, rather than hours or days, when we
went to the higher level this time. We were ready for it. It hap-
pened, and it worked very well. We would certainly be willing to
come and give you a lot of details in a secure briefing on all of
those facilities that you are interested in.

Senator BENNETT. Very good. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Senator Bennett.
Mr. RALEY. Mr. Chairman, Senator, if I might just on that last

question——
Senator COCHRAN. Secretary Raley.
Mr. RALEY. I think that it is fair that we inform this sub-

committee, however, that we may need to look at redirecting—we
do not know how much—but some funds within the 2003 budget
to meet needs that will be apparent as a result of the work that
has taken place in fiscal year 2003. We believe that those may be
accommodated with existing resources, but we obviously need to be
in very close coordination with members of this committee on these
important matters.

Senator BENNETT. Okay. Thank you.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, for making that
comment. We appreciate your following the rules on reprogram-
ming, and we look forward to working with you on any requests
you have for that.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department for response subsequent to the hear-
ing:]

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI

SILVERY MINNOW ON THE RIO GRANDE

Question. As you are well aware, the State of New Mexico is suffering a severe
drought, the extent to which has not been seen in recent history. Complicating this
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situation is the fact that we have an endangered species, the silvery minnow, living
in the Rio Grande. All of these competing demands, combined with the drought, has
resulted in millions of Federal dollars invested in seeking a solution.

Can you provide the committee an update on the litigation and both Interior’s and
the Bureau’s involvement?

Answer. Litigation in the Minnow v. Keys case continues against the Bureau of
Reclamation (Reclamation) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for alleged En-
dangered Species Act violations. Plaintiffs identified the central issue to be the
scope of discretionary authority of Reclamation and the Corps over Middle Rio
Grande water deliveries and river operations to deliver water for the benefit of the
minnow over others. In a cross claim against the United States in Minnow v. Keys,
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District seeks quiet title to all Middle Rio
Grande Project properties.

On September 23, 2002, Chief U.S. District Judge James Parker issued an Opin-
ion declaring the Fish and Wildlife Service’s September 12, 2002, Biological Opinion
arbitrary and capricious. The Service and Reclamation were ordered to complete for-
mal consultation for 2003 water operations by March 1, 2003. Judge Parker’s deci-
sions were appealed and stayed by the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals. The United
States in its appeal brief is arguing that the district court erred in its definition of
discretion and requirement to compensate for shortages. The 10th Circuit has not
made a decision and it is not known when it will do so. Through the winter and
early irrigation season, Reclamation has continued to meet the flow requirements
of the June 2001 Biological Opinion which was in place prior to the Biological Opin-
ion which was struck down in September. Reclamation submitted a final Biological
Assessment to the Service on February 19, 2003, covering water operations from
2003 to 2013. A final Biological Opinion was released by the Service on March 17,
2003 and Reclamation will comply with the recommended flow levels, working coop-
eratively with water users.

Question. In your opinion, is it possible for us to manage our way through this
difficult situation, or is it an impossibility?

Answer. We are doing our very best to manage the water situation in these dif-
ficult circumstances. Several strategies have brought success through difficult times
in recent years. During court-ordered mediation in 2000, Federal and non-Federal
stakeholders came together and developed solutions which led to supplemental
water being provided to the river to significantly help Rio Grande silvery minnow
survival while additional supplemental irrigation water was provided to farmers. In
January of 2000, Federal and non-Federal stakeholders signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to form the Endangered Species Act Workgroup to develop the Mid-
dle Rio Grande Endangered Species Act Collaborative Program. The Program serves
as a framework to coordinate actions to protect and improve the status of two listed
species, the minnow and the flycatcher, while existing and future water uses are
protected and proceed in compliance with applicable laws. The Program has made
significant progress in implementing water acquisition, habitat restoration, silvery
minnow monitoring, propagation, and rescue activities for the benefit of listed spe-
cies.

In a landmark agreement between State and Federal stakeholders, a Conserva-
tion Water Agreement was signed in June 2001, to provide up to 30,000 acre-feet
of water annually for 3 years to benefit the silvery minnow. An important compo-
nent of this effort was another supporting agreement between the United States and
the Middle Rio Grande Conservancy District. As a result, in 2001, approximately
26,000 acre-feet was released from upstream storage for the benefit of the minnow.
In 2002, an additional amount of approximately 26,000 acre-feet of conservation
water was released. Also in 2002, the City of Albuquerque made available water to
Reclamation and Middle Rio Grande Conservancy district to benefit both the min-
now and farmers. This supplemental water contributed to the ability of Reclamation
and others to remain in compliance with the Endangered Species Act while con-
tinuing to deliver water to downstream users. Similar opportunities for cooperation
between Federal and non-Federal stakeholders can also make a difference in 2003.

Question. Can you briefly discuss your plan for this growing season?
Answer. Reclamation has begun to release supplemental water it has acquired

from willing San Juan-Chama Project contractors through lease agreements. This
water is anticipated to last at least several weeks. Discussions are ongoing to deter-
mine if there are stakeholders interested in providing water willingly, and in accord-
ance with State law, to yield additional supplemental water. Given current forecasts
(65 percent of average inflow to El Vado Reservoir as of March 1st), Reclamation
expects that inflow during spring runoff should meet the needs of both Indian and
non-Indian irrigation along with March 17, 2003, final Biological Opinion flow re-
quirements. Additional supplemental water is necessary to remain in compliance
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with the Endangered Species Act for the remainder of the year. Reclamation will
store water at El Vado Reservoir to meet prior and paramount needs of Pueblos and
Tribes.

During the course of discussions amongst Federal and non-Federal parties over
the Service’s final Biological Opinion released March 17, 2003, strategies were de-
veloped to share in the responsibilities of Endangered Species Act requirements. Ab-
sent a ruling from the 10th Circuit Court, Reclamation plans on using available sup-
plies of supplemental water and exercising the discretion it currently has in cur-
tailing Middle Rio Grande Project diversions to the level needed to remain in com-
pliance with the final Biological Opinion requirements.

Question. What do you believe is the key to the success on the Rio Grande and
the minnow?

Answer. The key to success on the Rio Grande is continued cooperation and col-
laboration amongst all the key Federal and non-Federal stakeholders, including en-
vironmental groups, who currently participate in the Collaborative Program. Col-
laborative Program participants are currently working on long-term solutions to the
complex problems of protecting the listed species while managing available water
supplies, in a forum where frequent communication is possible through a consensus
process. Ongoing habitat restoration, monitoring, propagation and rescue activities
benefit the listed species. Ongoing efforts in the development of a long term water
management plan include discussions on forbearance, water banking, water con-
servation, and improved efficiencies in water operations. Committees are made up
of key stakeholders knowledgeable about operational, legal, and contractual needs.
Support of this Program is very important in developing long-term collaborative so-
lutions in this very complex situation.

Question. How are we doing with our efforts to take the fish to the water by modi-
fying existing habitat so it is more hospitable for the minnow?

Answer. Salvage efforts have transferred over 3,500 silvery minnow to upstream
areas and several hundred thousand eggs to rearing facilities. The Service has re-
leased 100,000 silvery minnows since December 1, 2002, for augmentation near Al-
buquerque, New Mexico, which is located higher in the basin. The Service expects
to release another 30,000 fish near Albuquerque in April 2003. The Collaborative
Program continues to develop a Habitat Restoration Plan that takes into account
the greater availability of water higher in the basin while being sensitive to the sig-
nificance of the existing population of silvery minnow in the lower reaches. The
Service’s final March 17, 2003, Biological Opinion places an emphasis on habitat
restoration in the upstream reaches. Propagation and augmentation efforts continue
with a goal of expanding silvery minnow populations throughout the Rio Grande
corridor to reduce dependence on downstream populations of minnows.

Question. What can we do to assist you in these efforts?
Answer. Continue to support the Collaborative Program and other activities nec-

essary to mitigate the current drought situation.

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE LEVEES

Question. We provided an additional $10 million in the operations and mainte-
nance account to address the threatened levees along the Rio Grande.

Can you tell the committee when the fiscal year 2003 funding will be available
for obligation?

Answer. Plans for utilization of the additional funding for the threatened levees
along the Middle Rio Grande have been underway for many months. The funding
is currently available for obligation. Most of the funds will be obligated within the
next 4 months, with all funds being obligated by the end of fiscal year 2003.

Question. What is the current plan and schedule for repair work to begin on the
levees?

Answer. As a result of the additional funding for the threatened levee sites in fis-
cal year 2003, work on one additional site will be completed, while on-going work
at seven other sites will be accelerated in fiscal year 2003. In addition, design work
will begin on two more sites to prepare for funds available in fiscal year 2004.

Question. What level of funding does the Congress need to provide the Bureau
this year in order to complete this work in a reasonable time, given the current risk
of the levees?

Answer. Reclamation has the personnel and contracting capability to effectively
utilize $10.5 million per year for the period fiscal year 2003 through fiscal year
2012, the same as requested in the President’s fiscal year 2004 Budget Request.
Over a period of 10 years, this level of funding would reduce the number of sites
where the levees are threatened to a point where any new sites could be corrected
within a 1- or 2-year timeframe. Reclamation’s Albuquerque Area Office is capable
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of performing all project requirements including designs, environmental compliance
work, contract administration, and project management.

SALT CEDAR ON THE PECOS RIVER

Question. The last several years the Bureau has started an effort whereby you go
into and around the banks of the Pecos River and take out salt cedar trees in an
effort to reduce their draw on the river water. One salt cedar soaks up approxi-
mately 200 gallons of water a day.

Can you tell me if this program is making any progress?
Answer. The Secretary of the Interior was authorized by an Act (September 12,

1964, Public Law 88–594, 78 Stat. 942) to carry out a continuing program to reduce
non-beneficial consumptive use of water in the Pecos River Basin. During the late
1960’s and early 1970’s, the Bureau of Reclamation cleared about 33,000 acres of
salt cedar in the Pecos River floodplain in New Mexico and 18,000 acres in the
Pecos River floodplain in Texas. Currently, Reclamation maintains the original
33,230 acres in New Mexico by keeping this area free of salt cedar. Salt Cedar con-
trol and evaluation has also been identified as a priority by the National Invasive
Species Council. This project is conducted on both private and public lands located
from above Sumner Dam downstream to the Texas State line. Reclamation contracts
with the Carlsbad Irrigation District to perform the mechanical removal work. Salt
cedar removal is primarily accomplished utilizing rubber-tire tractors with root
plows, and a D–7 caterpillar with a rake attachment. The New Mexico Interstate
Stream Commission cost-shares this project. Mechanical clearing of salt cedar may
not provide the most cost effective nor long-term solution. Therefore, we are explor-
ing a partnership with Carlsbad Irrigation District to explore additional options for
salt cedar control.

Question. Has the Bureau given consideration to doing salt cedar eradication any-
where else in New Mexico?

Answer. Reclamation works within its authorities to control the growth of salt
cedar. At Caballo and Elephant Butte Reservoirs in the Rio Grande Basin, woody
phreatophyte vegetation which is salt cedar and screwbean mesquite, is also con-
trolled. For about the past 43 years, Reclamation has been maintaining approxi-
mately 6,300 acres at Caballo Reservoir cleared primarily through mowing, and is
considering herbicide use there. Since 1972, approximately 4,900 acres have been
maintained clear of phreatophytes at Elephant Butte Reservoir, again primarily
through mowing. In addition to our traditional mechanical methods, Reclamation re-
cently initiated a demonstration program of herbicide treatments. In August 2002,
Reclamation completed herbicide treatments on 200 acres of dense stands of
phreatophytes within the Caballo Reservoir floodplain.

Reclamation is also active in habitat restoration activities along the Rio Grande
between Cochiti and Elephant Butte to minimize reinfestation of salt cedar or other
noxious weeds. This work includes removal on non-native species and replacement
with natives, and provides improved habitat for the Rio Grande silvery minnow and
the southerwestern willow flycatcher.

Reclamation also supports testing of biological control agents for salt cedar. Rec-
lamation is seeking the inclusion of test sites for release of Diorhabda beetles or
other potential agents in both the Pecos and Rio Grande Basins.

Question. Is there sufficient need to expand this program?
Answer. The need to expand and coordinate salt cedar control activities with local

partners was recognized by the Department which supported an addition of
$600,000 in fiscal year 2004 to Reclamation for this purpose. Expansion of salt cedar
removal should result in increased surface and ground water supplies.

Salt cedar is a real or potential threat to many watercourses in New Mexico. Salt
cedar alone has been estimated to cause 2.4 million acre feet/year water, with irriga-
tion water losses as high as $121 million annually. Reclamation, supported by the
Department, is also leading an initiative in fiscal year 2004 with Federal and non-
Federal partners to deploy the best science available for cost-effective, integrated
management for salt cedar. Reclamation in partnership with local interests will de-
velop a control and management plan that will focus on resources at the greatest
risk from imminent infestation or the most valuable resources currently infested.

Reclamation looks to improve and expand the effectiveness of its salt cedar control
efforts utilizing combinations of methodologies, including integration of re-vegeta-
tion with native species. The program will also implement alternative treatments
and evaluations will be conducted to compare those methods to determine which
treatment or combinations of treatment are most effective.
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SECTION 208

Question. The fiscal year 2003 Omnibus funding bill included a provision which
requires the Bureau to contract out 10 percent of its work to the private sector in
fiscal year 2003, which is in line with the Administration’s proposal for contracting
out more Federal work. The goal here is to allow the private sector to do work cur-
rently done by the Federal Government in instances where it makes sense to do so,
both from a cost and efficiency standpoint. As a frame of reference, the Corps con-
tracts out over half of its work.

Commissioner, what rating did the Bureau receive from the administration on its
efforts to contract out its work?

Answer. Reclamation is currently ‘‘at green’’ on the administration’s Competitive
Sourcing initiative, with a composite rating of 8.9 (out of 10).

Question. How do you plan to implement this effort to meet the requirements of
the Omnibus legislative language of 10 percent in fiscal year 2003 and an additional
10 percent each year until you reach 40 percent?

Answer. While the Bureau of Reclamation fully supports the administration’s ef-
fort to increase efficiency by increasing contracting opportunities, this is an area
that will require additional review by the Bureau.

The Bureau currently contracts out a significant amount of our design and engi-
neering work, but we have not determined the impact of increasing beyond those
existing levels. We find overly prescriptive language of this sort may have an ad-
verse effect in actual application.

Question. Assistant Secretary Raley, what is the administration’s position on this
provision?

Answer. While we strongly support the President’s Management Agenda Initia-
tive, including Competitive Sourcing, Section 208 will require further review.

ANIMAS-LA PLATA

Question. As many of my colleagues may be aware, the issue of the Animas-La
Plata project has been around for a long time. Last year, this subcommittee pro-
vided $35 million for construction. This year, the Bureau’s budget contains $58 mil-
lion for this project.

Can you provide us an update on the ALP project?
Answer. Reclamation authorized the initiation of construction effective November

9, 2001. Nearly $18 million was expended in fiscal year 2002 to: (1) complete final
designs on the project features; (2) complete the construction of a portion of the Inlet
Conduit; and (3) initiate mitigation activities on impacts to cultural resources, wet-
lands, and fish and wildlife resources. Fiscal year 2003 activities include award of
construction contracts on the Durango Pumping Plant, Ridges Basin Dam, and the
relocation of three natural gas pipelines that currently lie within the footprint of
the dam. Additional lands will be purchased that are needed for dam construction.
Work will also continue on the mitigation activities.

Question. Are we still on schedule and in compliance with the Ute Water Rights
Settlement Act?

Answer. The Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amendments of 2000 authorized appro-
priations for construction over a 5-year period to allow construction to be completed
in 7 years. Fiscal year 2002 was the first year of construction. With the appropria-
tions we have received to date and with what is requested for fiscal year 2004, and
what will be budgeted for fiscal year 2005 and 2006, we are able to fund all critical
activities and are scheduled to complete the project within 7 years.

We are also utilizing the talents of both the Ute Mountain Ute and Southern Ute
Indian Tribes to perform much of the construction and environmental data collection
activities through Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act contracts
and cooperative agreements.

SANTA FE WELLS

Question. During construction of the Fiscal Year 2002 Supplemental, the Congress
provided funding for the drilling of emergency wells in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Can you update us on the progress of those wells, have they been drilled?
Answer. The wells have been drilled and are currently being completed. Construc-

tion is underway on the pipeline and pumping plants. Final project completion is
estimated for early fall.

Question. What is the impact of the current drought on these wells?
Answer. The current drought is not expected to significantly affect the production

of the new supplemental wells. However, the current drought does increase the im-
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portance of getting the new wells on line as soon as possible to supplement the
City’s existing water supply.

DROUGHT ASSISTANCE

Question. The Bureau has $1.12 million in fiscal year 2004 budget for Drought
Emergency assistance. I have a concern, which many of my colleagues have ex-
pressed, that no one is doing anything significant about how to manage our non-
agriculture drought problems.

Does the Bureau have the ability to do more within its existing authorities if addi-
tional funding were provided?

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation has authority to address both agricultural
and non-agricultural drought situations. In fiscal year 2002, Reclamation received
requests for emergency drought assistance and planning in the amount of approxi-
mately $12 million. Those requests were for emergency domestic water supply wells,
rehabilitation of disintegrating delivery systems, acquisition of water for drinking,
and the acquisition of water for endangered species in order to continue operating
our projects. However, Reclamation must balance funding for drought assistance
along with the multiple priorities and emerging needs within Reclamation’s other
programs.

WESTERN WATER INITIATIVE

Question. How does this tie into the new initiative for Western Water in your
budget request for $11 million?

Answer. Many of Reclamation’s project water delivery facilities are more than 60
years old, and inexpensive modernization of existing infrastructure could add sig-
nificant efficiencies to water delivery systems, while providing the flexibility needed
to help meet unmet water demands. This Initiative will result in enhanced efficiency
in the operation of Reclamation projects, which in turn will enhance Reclamation’s
performance in carrying out core mission functions: the delivery of water and power
in an environmentally sound and cost efficient manner.

Question. How will New Mexico benefit from this new initiative?
Answer. The water crises in New Mexico, particularly the Middle Rio Grande are

part of what prompted this Western Water Initiative. There are opportunities in
New Mexico to implement water conservation and efficiency improvements, both on-
farm and in water delivery systems that will result in an increased ability to meet
otherwise conflicting demands for water. Science and technology research may re-
duce the cost of water desalination technologies by 50 percent by 2020, providing
additional fresh water to benefit people and the environment including potential
benefit to rural America through the treatment of brackish water.

Question. What does this initiative hope to achieve and is it a departure from
what the Bureau is doing now?

Answer. The Initiative provides a focused effort to modernize water delivery facili-
ties in the West, some of which are more than 60 years old. Inexpensive moderniza-
tion of existing infrastructure could add significant efficiencies to water delivery sys-
tems, providing the flexibility needed to help meet unmet water demands. Reclama-
tion will focus on financial incentives and technical assistance for modernization of
water supply systems where the investment will allow water managers to meet oth-
erwise unsatisfied demands for water.

In addition, focused Federal participation will assist with basin and watershed
improvements as part of local, collaborative processes in areas where the greatest
potential for conflict exists.

Question. Do you expect that this program, if begun, will transform the Bureau
and how it manages its efforts with regard to water or is this to be a short-term
effort until the current drought conditions subside?

Answer. The Bureau’s fiscal year 2004 Western Water Initiative is the beginning
of what we hope will be the catalyst for a longer-term strategic approach to pre-
dicting, preventing, and alleviating water conflicts. It takes a proactive rather than
reactive approach to water management and conservation, research and develop-
ment to bring down the cost of desalination, prevent water management crises, and
strengthen Endangered Species Act expertise among Reclamation employees. By de-
veloping a forward looking 21st century water resource management program, we
can better respond to the growing demand for water in the West. This initiative will
provide the tools necessary to address the future water supply needs of farmers, cit-
ies, and rural communities in those areas of the West that are most prone to conflict
over water supply, and do so in an environmentally friendly manner.
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WESTERN WATER INITIATIVE

Question. Given that the Bureau only received a nominal increase in funding this
year, where did you reduce program dollars elsewhere to fund this effort in this fis-
cal year?

Answer. Generally, the Bureau did not reduce any project line item funding to ac-
commodate the Western Water Initiative. Given the similarity in purpose, programs
such as the Environmental Program Administration and Environmental Interagency
were combined into the new Initiative. However, funds for this initiative were devel-
oped in concert with the overall budget request and funding levels.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR HARRY REID

ONGOING PROJECTS

Question. What would be the impact to the cost and schedule of on-going Bureau
projects, if the President’s budget were enacted as proposed?

Answer. At the present time there would be no impact to cost and schedule if our
budget was enacted as proposed.

Question. For those projects budgeted in the President’s proposal, are they funded
at their optimal level?

Answer. At the present time all of the Bureau’s projects in the President’s pro-
posal are funded at a level that will allow projects and activities to proceed to meet
the needs of the project beneficiaries.

DROUGHT EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM WEATHER MODIFICATION

Question. Commissioner Keys: Please provide us with an update on how funds
provided in fiscal year 2002 and fiscal year 2003 for a regional weather modification
program are being expended.

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation developed a competitive procurement process
for Cooperative Agreements in fiscal year 2002 to award research proposals that
met the intent of Congress to establish a research Weather Damage Modification
Program. Seven States responded to the Request for Proposals (RFP). They were
North Dakota, Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Utah, Nevada, and California. The
RFP and contract awards for that work have been completed for the States of Ne-
vada and North Dakota, and awards are near completion for Texas, Oklahoma, New
Mexico, Utah, and California.

The fiscal year 2003 funding will be awarded through a similar Request for Pro-
posal process and existing work may be extended to include further research efforts
depending upon the needs of the States.

WESTERN WATER INITIATIVE

Question. The Bureau is proposing to initiate a Western Water Initiative in fiscal
year 2004 to enhance efficiency and operation Reclamation programs and projects.
First year funding is $11 million. This is significant first year funding for such an
initiative. Could you give us an overall cost estimate for this initiative and some
of the outputs that you expect to receive?

Answer. The total cost and duration of the initiative have yet to be determined.
The Western Water Initiative will be a means for the Federal Government to pro-
vide technical and financial assistance to State and local entities in areas in critical
need of assistance. This Initiative will result in enhanced efficiency in the operation
of Reclamation projects, which in turn will enhance Reclamation’s performance in
carrying out core mission functions: the delivery of water and power in an environ-
mentally sound and cost efficient manner. Ultimately, Reclamation will develop a
forward looking 21st century water resource management program that will respond
to the growing demand for water in the West, as opposed to costly crisis manage-
ment as experienced in the Klamath and the Middle Rio Grande Basins.

Reclamation’s goal is to help avoid water use conflicts through better use of tech-
nology, targeted research, identification of long-term potential crisis areas, and in-
creased expertise about the Endangered Species Act. Examples of making improve-
ments to existing irrigation systems include:

—Installing water metering and measurement devices on outdated irrigation sys-
tems to track the amount of water being used and where.

—Converting open ditches to pipeline to reduce evaporation.
—Lining canals at reasonable cost to minimize seepage where it can result in sys-

tem-wide efficiency—some areas of the West can reduce loss of by 50 percent
or more.
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—Developing a partnership with USDA to install on-farm irrigation evaluation
program, in which field irrigation is evaluated for distribution uniformity and
efficiency. This would include locating, designing, and providing for review of
flow measurement devices and data, installation of water control devices and
instrumentation within irrigation districts.

—Using SCADA (Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition) system to allow river
managers to remotely monitor and operate key river, pump, canal, and return
flow control facilities by computer and radio telemetry. SCADA equipment re-
ceives, accumulates, records, and provides data on a real time’ basis. Individual
stations can be set to continuously monitor river levels or diversion flow rates.
In addition, Reclamation and water district managers can respond to daily
water management needs and emergencies in a timely fashion by controlling
pump and canal facilities remotely.

—Conducting pump testing programs that provide accurate flow rate measure-
ment data and information on the efficiency of the pumping plants that would
improve efficiencies in managing both water and energy use.

Reclamation will also pursue the use of existing intrastate water banks where
they are available, and to promote intrastate water banking as a concept to help
resolve future water supply conflicts. In most situations, water banks provide added
flexibility in dealing with environmental, tribal, Endangered Species Act, or other
competing demands for contracted water supplies.

TITLE XVI—WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE

Question. Again this year, funding for the Title XVI program has been slashed.
Local communities all over the southwest have invested hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in water recycling projects. These projects provide a crucial link in the water
supply chain in Western States. The small amount of Federal funding provided by
Reclamation, in many cases, is the catalyst that makes these projects feasible for
the local communities. If, as Reclamation states, their mission is providing water
and power to the west; how can the Title XVI program be someone else’s responsi-
bility as stated in your program review?

Answer. Reclamation’s Title XVI projects, while important, are not part of Rec-
lamation’s core mission. The President’s Budget request for these programs recog-
nizes that we must maintain our existing infrastructure before we fund construction
of new infrastructure. The PART process for Title XVI generated extensive informa-
tion on program effectiveness and accountability, including the need for additional
performance measures. The principal PART findings for Reclamation’s Title XVI
Water Reuse and Recycling program, with a PART rating of ‘‘Moderately Effective’’
indicate the program is moderately well-managed, although Reclamation’s oversight
of individual projects is limited by the strong degree of local control. Fiscal year
2004 funds will be directed to the completion of projects already under construction.

Additional performance measures are currently being developed for Title XVI that
should facilitate better long-term planning and provide a clearer linkage between
Federal funding and progress towards outcomes.

Question. Why will Reclamation not budget for these projects?
Answer. Existing budget constraints have made it necessary to fund higher pri-

ority items.

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT ACT

Question. Commissioner Keys: A couple of years ago in the Energy and Water De-
velopment Act, Reclamation were given the responsibility to act as the clearing
house for advanced water treatment technologies. How is this effort being under-
taken?

Answer. During 2001, Reclamation began development of a desalination clearing-
house. In 2002, a draft clearinghouse web site was created (www.usbr.gov/desal/).
This site features information on technologies, publicly available reports, cost esti-
mation techniques, and publicly available information. Coinciding with Reclama-
tion’s draft clearinghouse review process, the WateReuse Foundation
(www.wateruse.org) published a request for proposal to create a salinity manage-
ment clearinghouse web site. Salinity management is a component of desalination.
Therefore in December 2002, Reclamation invited the WateReuse Foundation to
meet and discuss how best to accomplish a water reuse and desalination clearing-
house web site so as not to duplicate efforts. Both organizations agreed to cooperate
in the clearinghouse development.

Developments in desalination technology in the last 10 years have dramatically
altered the capability of desalination systems to meet national water needs. Prom-
ising technological advancements are in the area of reduced membrane fouling, im-
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proved pretreatment systems, and increased energy recovery. Under the Desalina-
tion Research Act, we are also investing in development of new desalination proc-
esses such as low cost evaporation, chlorine resistant membranes, membrane dis-
tillation, and membrane bioreactors. In early fall 2001, Reclamation provided rec-
ommendations for technologies that should advance to the demonstration phase to
Congress.

Question. Are there any promising technologies?
Answer. Promising technologies ready for demonstration, pursuant to the Desali-

nation Act, include a sea water and inland brackish water test bed commercializa-
tion project (focusing on energy efficiency, feed water pretreatment, increased mem-
brane life, concentrate disposal, environmental impact, increased scale of economies,
and boron removal); Membrane Bioreactor System commercialization effort (focusing
on decentralized drinking water treatment of waste waters to replace conventional
treatment plants); Devaporation commercialization effort in an inland rural area
(which would feature concentration disposal and/or renewable energy powered rural
water treatment and low-cost) and testing of a small-scale renewable energy/desali-
nation systems suitable for rural and Native American communities; and dem-
onstration of a novel method to produce fresh water and employ innovative con-
centrate disposal methods, utilizing geothermal energy. Non-traditional technologies
that may offer lower costs and higher efficiencies are currently being reviewed.
These include technologies such as freezing with clathrates, magnetics, ultrasonics,
adsorption, and other novel separation processes.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA

Question. In the recently enacted Omnibus legislation, a provision was inserted
to clarify Reclamation’s authority for feasibility studies for Los Vaqueros water stor-
age project, Upper San Joaquin water storage project and Sites reservoir storage
project. This clarification was necessary due to the budget request for CALFED
funding without a clear authorization. Are there other issues likely to arise this
year that would require additional clarifying legislation? If Reclamation is going to
continue to request funding for the CALFED Bay Delta Restoration Program, I
would recommend that the Administration actively try to resolve the authorization
question for the overall project. We have put ‘‘band-aids’’ on this program for 2 years
due to the authorization stale-mate and I am unsure of how much longer the sub-
committee will be able to continue this practice. Please carry that message back to
your superiors.

Answer. With the provision of feasibility authority in the Omnibus legislation,
Reclamation possesses adequate authority to expend the current year appropriations
for the CALFED activities delineated in the legislation. Reclamation remains hope-
ful that legislation will advance in this session to provide Federal agencies with the
necessary program authorization to fulfill the goals and commitment of the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program, and assure completion of program elements in a bal-
anced and integrated fashion.

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

Question. The Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request for the Western Area Power Ad-
ministration proposes to shift to the Bureau of Reclamation, the obligation to fund
the $6 million annual contribution to the Utah Reclamation Conservation and Miti-
gation Commission Trust Account which provides important work in conservation
and mitigation programs associated with the Central Utah Project. This trust ac-
count was established under Public Law 102–575, the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act with other contributions being made by all the Stakeholders and project
beneficiaries including the State of Utah, the Central Utah Water Conservancy Dis-
trict and the Interior Department. Western has been providing payments into the
account since 1992 on behalf of the power-user beneficiaries.

Do you support ending Western’s responsibilities to contribute into this account
and transferring this funding obligation from Western to Reclamation, and if so why
have you not built this contribution into your Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request?

Answer. Reclamation has just recently become aware of the Department of Ener-
gy’s proposal to transfer Western Area Power Administration’s obligation to provide
funds annually to the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Committee to
Reclamation and is very concerned. Maintaining this source of funds for the Mitiga-
tion Commission is important to continuing the very valuable ecosystem improve-
ment projects the Commission is carrying out in Utah. We would welcome an oppor-
tunity to work with the subcommittee, the Mitigation Commission, and the Western
Area Power Administration on a mutually acceptable solution.
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TITLE XVI—WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE

Question. The Fiscal Year 2004 Budget Request identifies that the Title XVI reuse
project program will be funded at $12.6 million. This is a dramatic reduction from
past years’ congressional decisions. Please explain how the Bureau arrived at this
funding level given the importance of providing assistance to projects that are pro-
ceeding to construction that depend on meaningful Federal assistance.

Answer. Reclamation’s Title XVI program, while important, does not serve Rec-
lamation’s core mission. Also, these projects must compete with other Reclamation
activities and projects for funding. Because of Reclamation’s aging infrastructure,
we must be careful to ensure that we direct sufficient resources toward maintaining
our existing facilities, and not just focus on building new ones.

Question. Based on response to question 1, could you please explain the budget’s
reference to the Program Assessment Review Tool (PART). In your budget justifica-
tion, you note that water reuse is not a ‘‘core mission’’ and therefore should not be
a priority. This seems at odds with the history of the Bureau and its purpose. Could
you provide me with an understanding of how the Administration defines the Bu-
reau’s mission? Please identify the individuals who conducted the PART and the ex-
pertise they hold in conducting such a review.

Answer. Although the Bureau’s ‘‘core function’’ has not been defined by law, the
Administration’s use of the term generally refers to those programs that directly
focus on water delivery and/or power generation. The purpose of the water recycling
program is to identify and investigate opportunities for reclaiming and reusing
wastewater and naturally impaired ground and surface water, and to provide finan-
cial and technical assistance to local water agencies for planning and development
of water recycling projects. While in this regard, it is an important part of the bu-
reau’s mission, budget constraints prevented the bureau from funding this program
at higher level. Bureau staff worked in consultation with OMB in conducting the
PART process.

DESALINATION

Question. I note that the Administration is placing new priority on desalination
research. In its budget request, it appears that most of the requested research fund-
ing is slated to support this priority. Is this correct?

Answer. The Science and Technology Program’s total request was $9,305,000—of
that, desalination and advanced water treatment amount to less than $3 million.
The remaining program funds are directed to research that increases water delivery
reliability, infrastructure reliability and efficiency, and decision support modeling.

Question. How much requested funding within the Bureau-wide programs will be
made available to support this new priority?

Answer. Requested funding for desalination would be available from the following
line items: Enhanced Science and Technology—approximately $900,000 (one-third);
Science and Technology’s Desalination and Water Purification Research (cooperative
research with external partners): $775,000; (3) Title XVI: approximately $1,000,000;
(4) Science and Technology’s Advanced Water Treatment Research $1,590,000. The
total amount is $4,265,000. The Yuma Desalting Plant funded under the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Program, Title I also has funding dedicated to research
towards reducing its operating costs.

Question. How much of the Bureau-wide programs will support water reuse re-
search?

Answer. Desalination research under the Western Water Initiative will be used
to expand our desalination capabilities under the Desalination Research Act. With
this additional funding, we will be better able to initiate several demonstration
projects and expand our desalination clearinghouse, and facilitate coordination of all
the parties involved with various aspects of improving desalination through re-
search.

Title XVI also authorizes research in this area. Treatment and subsequent reuse
of impaired waters and desalination face common challenges as well as yielding
complementary results—an increase in the usable supply of water. Title XVI re-
search investments can simultaneously advance both reuse and desalination. It
makes sense to fold these activities together as a part of a coordinated research
strategy. To that end, last year we entered into an Memorandum Of Understanding
with several interests in reuse and desalination (i.e., the WateReuse Foundation,
American Water Works Association Research Foundation, Water Environment Re-
search Foundation, and the National Water Research Institute) to identify common
issues and coordinate research investments.
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TITLE XVI—WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE

Question. Over the past several years, Congress has requested on several occa-
sions that the Bureau provide us with the final reports detailing the Southern Cali-
fornia Wastewater Recycling and Reuse Program and Bay Area Wastewater Recy-
cling and Reuse Program? In light of the budget’s stated priority for desalination
and the further statement that reuse is not a ‘‘core mission’’ when can we expect
that these reports will be transmitted to us? Should we anticipate that the stated
budget findings on reuse means that we will receive a negative report?

Answer. The Southern California Comprehensive Water Reclamation and Reuse
Study is under Departmental review. This document is the culmination of a 6-year
study of Southern California’s water supply needs at a regional level and the poten-
tial for cooperative consideration of effective ways of matching wastewater reclama-
tion opportunities with possibilities for reuse of recycled wastewater throughout
southern California. The Department is finalizing its review and identifying edi-
torial changes that will be made to the draft report documents prior to submission
to OMB and Congress.

You also asked about the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water Recycling Pro-
gram, or BARWRP study. The Administration recently completed its review of the
BARWRP Master Plan, and has raised several concerns with the Master Plan. Sec-
retary Norton will relay these concerns when the BARWRP Master Plan is trans-
mitted to Congress. I anticipate that the report will be submitted to Congress this
year.

SUMNER PECK

Question. Mr. Reid. I am very concerned about the decision to take budget re-
sources away from ongoing reuse projects and other priorities to fund $30 million
in fiscal year 2004 for the settlement agreement between the U.S. and Sumner/Peck.
Please provide me with a specific itemization on where the funds for the settlement
are being provided in relation to specific program and project funding reductions
within the fiscal year 2004 budget request.

Answer. No funding reductions or offsets were proposed with respect to fiscal year
2004 funding for the Sumner Peck settlement, Sumner Peck Ranch, Inc. v. Bureau
of Reclamation.

DESALINATION

Question. Over the past several years, Congress has supported important research
and technology demonstration that has direct industry support through industry
and university cost-shared assistance. I note that the budget request fails to identify
how the Bureau intends to maintain this successful program. In your response,
please explain how any funding under the new desalination priority will be used to
support the ongoing reuse research needs.

Answer. The budget request will build on the success of this Desalination and
Water Purification Research program authorized by Congress in the 1996 Desalina-
tion Research Act. We propose to continue bench and pilot studies and now embark
on a few selected demonstration projects to test actual applications of new tech-
nologies under real world conditions. Some of the research will benefit both reuse
as well as desalination. Title XVI research funding will be dedicated to research
that benefits both desalination and reuse as well as research related solely to reuse
questions.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

WESTERN WATER INITIATIVE

Question. I note that you have a new ‘‘Western Water Initiative’’ in your Fiscal
Year 2004 Budget where you are requesting $11 million. Who developed this initia-
tive?

Answer. The Western Water Initiative was developed collaboratively by the Office
of the Secretary with a team of Bureau of Reclamation senior leadership and pro-
gram managers. The objective was to take a comprehensive look at long-term water
needs and show how best to address them.

Question. Was it ever offered to the White House as a larger Bush Administration
Initiative?

Answer. Yes, it was included in the fiscal year 2004 budget submitted to Execu-
tive Office of the President; discussions with OMB and the Office of the President
staff are ongoing.
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Question. Why did they decline?
Answer. Discussions are continuing on the future scope of the program.
Question. Why was rural water not a part of the Initiative?
Answer. Rural water is currently being reviewed and refined as a stand-alone pro-

gram. The Department is in the process of drafting legislation to establish a struc-
tured rural water program within the Bureau of Reclamation. Reclamation recog-
nizes that a significant need exists in many parts of the west for a clean and safe
water supply. Further, it is our goal to work with those communities as well as with
other Federal, State and local entities to address those needs in a cost effective
manner.

Question. Do you have construction authority under this Initiative?
Answer. Currently no new construction authority is included under this initiative.
Question. Part of your money for the Western Water Initiative is to be spent on

‘‘Preventing Water Management Crisis.’’ Aren’t you creating a crisis in rural water
with your Budget request?

Answer. No, the Administration conducted a Program Assessment to evaluate the
program’s effectiveness. Once the areas related to program effectiveness are ad-
dressed, funding for the program in the future will be assessed.

We have determined that the program could be more effective and welcome the
opportunity to work with you on some overall approach and goal setting for the pro-
gram.

Question. Your Environmental and Interagency Coordination Activities Budget
and your Environmental Program Administration Budget are reduced from your fis-
cal year 2003 request. What is the reason for the reduction? It would appear incon-
sistent with your Western Water Initiative.

Answer. The funding reductions to these programs are unrelated to the Western
Water Initiative. Programs are evaluated each year and appropriate funds are re-
quested according to the need.

PART

Question. Could you provide the subcommittee with a copy of the papers on rural
water that Reclamation submitted to OMB as a result of the PART review process
that indicate your views on the rural water projects in the Bureau’s Budget? What
is Reclamation’s position on providing rural water under Congressional authorized
projects to Indians and non-Indians?

Answer. I am pleased to provide the materials that Reclamation submitted to
OMB during the PART review process.

Reclamation recognizes that a significant need exists in many parts of the west
for a clean and safe water supply. Further, it is our goal to work with those commu-
nities as well as with other Federal, State and local entities to address those needs
in a cost effective manner. We also recognize the legislative requirements that Con-
gress has placed on us for certain projects. However, through the PART evaluation,
it was determined that clearly defined goals and criteria were needed in order to
efficiently and effectively meet the needs of the beneficiaries as well as to stretch
the limited Federal funds that are available for this purpose. The Department is in
the process of preparing a legislative proposal which the Administration plans to
submit to Congress to provide the programmatic structure and guidance that is nec-
essary to move this effort forward.

RURAL WATER LEGISLATION

Question. When the Secretary of the Interior appeared before the Senate Energy
and Natural Resources Committee a couple of weeks ago on the Department’s Budg-
et, she made reference to the Department developing some proposed legislation on
rural water. Can you provide some details on that proposal and the time frame for
sending it to Congress? Will the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 be exempt
from this legislation?

Answer. The Department is in the final stages of drafting legislation to establish
a structured rural water program within the Bureau of Reclamation. While Rec-
lamation has been directed by Congress to plan, develop and construct 13 specific
and individual rural water projects since 1980, we have been extremely limited in
our ability to work with these and other communities that are in need of assistance
prior to the passage of the specific project authority. This has resulted in inefficien-
cies and increased costs. It would establish overarching programmatic goals, set cri-
teria and provide greater coordination among the various Federal, State and local
programs related to rural water.

It is unclear at this point whether the Administration’s proposed legislation would
exempt the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000. Many of the projects and activities
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authorized in that Act are underway and we are working diligently with the State,
the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District and the other entities in the region on
these activities. As the proposed legislation moves to Congress, we look forward to
working closely with you and other members with an interest in this important
issue.

Question. From your description of the legislation, it would appear that what we
are doing in North Dakota under the Dakota Water Resources Act would be a model
for your legislation. Would you agree?

Answer. There are some aspects of the Dakota Water Resources Act that could
be useful as a model for Reclamation’s rural water program and we are looking care-
fully at how that program and others have worked to date.

Question. Why was no funding provided for the MR&I program for the Garrison
Project?

Answer. The Garrison Diversion Unit was authorized August 5, 1965, amended
in 1986 by the Reclamation the Garrison Reformulation Act, and further amended
by the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000. One of the components of the Garrison
Diversion Unit is several MR&I projects in North Dakota that would serve several
communities including four Indian reservations.

Reclamation’s rural water projects, including those in North and South Dakota,
were rated under the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) and received a rat-
ing of ‘‘Results Not Demonstrated.’’ OMB found through the PART and Common
Measures exercises that Reclamation’s program needs stronger controls for project
development, and that ‘‘lack of agency involvement during project development may
result in a project that is not in the best Federal interest.’’ OMB recommended that
legislation be introduced which establishes a Reclamation rural water program with
adequate controls and guidelines, and indicated that funding would be scaled back,
including GDU MR&I programs, until such controls and guidelines were in place.

UNDERFINANCING

Question. Can you discuss the consequences of under-financing the water projects
under construction in the Reclamation program?

Answer. The amount of underfinancing requested by Reclamation represents
about 4 or 5 percent of the total scheduled program. We can reasonably expect to
absorb that amount during a normal year due to non-budgetary delays. This is
based on historical experience with such things as bad weather, construction delays,
and environmental issues with projects.

Question. Are we going to find project sponsors coming in and asking for more
money than they need because of this issue, just so they can go to bid on contracts?

Answer. I am not aware of any.
Question. How does this affect the Garrison Project?
Answer. At this point in time, we are not expecting any major delays to the Garri-

son Diversion Unit in fiscal year 2003 or 2004 due to underfinancing. Under-
financing is always applied in the manner that will cause the least negative impact.

Question. How do they make up for this funding in their contracts for work?
Answer. In a normal fiscal year, Reclamation has an appropriation available from

Congress at the start of October, and has completed the process of identifying likely
slippages in accomplishment by the end of November or December. General slip-
pages are recovered in the next construction season.

Question. Is this figure spread evenly across-the-board to every line in the Bu-
reau’s Budget?

Answer. No, underfinancing will first be applied to projects and programs that are
experiencing slippages due to the factors, such as construction issues, weather prob-
lems and environmental compliance issues.

INTERIOR’S TRUST RESPONSIBILITY

Question. What is Reclamation’s view of carrying out the Department of the Inte-
rior’s Trust responsibility to the four Tribes in North Dakota when it comes to
water?

Answer. Reclamation takes its trust responsibility to Native American Tribes seri-
ously as we carry out the agency’s programs. Water development for the benefit of
tribes is generally, in and of itself, not considered as a trust responsibility, except
perhaps where Reclamation may be involved in implementing Indian water right
settlements. As we implement the issues raised by the Rural Water PART rec-
ommendation, the Administration will address existing rural water authorizations,
including the planning, design, construction, and operation and maintenance of
rural water systems on the Standing Rock, Spirit Lake, Fort Berthold, and Turtle
Mountain Indian Reservations.
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Question. Some might say that by delaying or not funding Indian projects, it
postpones a future Operation and Maintenance cost in the Bureau’s Budget with re-
gard to Indian water projects? Is this true?

Answer. Yes, an indirect effect of delaying or not funding the construction of In-
dian water projects will result in fewer facilities and a smaller increase in operation
and maintenance costs in the Reclamation’s budget for that year.

RED RIVER VALLEY

Question. Can you discuss the status of the studies for the Red River Valley? I
am told that the Garrison Conservancy District and the Bureau have developed an
understanding on time frames and we should know more later this year whether
the schedule is working. Is that true?

Answer. Yes, Reclamation is diligently working with Garrison Diversion Conser-
vancy District, the State agency designated by the Governor of North Dakota as
their representative, to jointly prepare the Environmental Impact Statement. We
are on schedule to complete the Environmental Impact Statement by December
2005.

Reclamation has several Environmental Impact Statement activities currently un-
derway which include agency consultations, identification of purpose and need, de-
veloping a process for screening alternatives for detailed study, and data collection
to define the affected environment. Needs and Options activities in fiscal year 2003
include data collection of historic water use, projecting future population, estimating
future water needs, biota transfer studies, developing cost estimates for alternatives
to be evaluated in the EIS, and conducting follow-up water user meetings to deter-
mine interest in the proposed project. Aquatic needs and recreation needs studies
will also be completed this year. The naturalized flow database will be completed,
models selected, and modeling initiated to determine available water sources and to
identify shortages.

RECLAMATION’S CORE MISSION

Question. Mr. Keys, in your testimony, you stated that your fiscal year 2004 re-
quest has been designed to support Reclamation’s core mission, which you said was
to: ‘‘Deliver Water and Hydropower, Consistent with Applicable State and Federal
Law, in an Environmentally Responsible and Cost Efficient Manner.’’ But I would
argue that your budget does not support this mission this year. A good example is
how it funds projects designed to deliver water to communities and Tribes through
the municipal, rural and industrial water programs authorized under the Dakota
Water Resources Act. Under-funding water projects in the budget request for the
last several years—and particularly the drastic cut in the fiscal year 2004 budget
that you are presenting here today—is neither cost efficient nor environmentally re-
sponsible. The quality of the water that those on Indian reservations in my State
must deal with poses a real risk to health and safety. I have pictures of a 6-month-
old baby bathing in dirty water that is the color of coffee, and of people hauling
water to many on the reservation that currently have no water supply. The water
that is wasted when the Tribe tries to fill water bottles from a big tank with a hose
is incredible, and the Tribe regrets that it does not have the resources for a more
efficient system to preserve more of its precious water. Since you are not funding
water delivery projects in North Dakota in a cost-effective and environmentally re-
sponsible manner, can you tell me some other ways that your fiscal year 2004 budg-
et supports this mission?

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 2004 request for the Garrison Diversion Unit
in North Dakota is $17.314 million. It includes funding that will support activities
such as the continued progress on the Red River Valley Water Supply Study and
Environmental Impact Statement; construction of the Standing Rock Irrigation
project; operations and maintenance of the Oakes Test Area; minimum maintenance
to assure reliability of completed facilities; management of approximately 22,100
acres of Wildlife Development Areas and 34,862 acres at Lonetree Game Manage-
ment Area and Kraft Slough developed to mitigate project impacts and enhance the
environment; and ongoing work to mitigate project impacts on the Audubon and
Arrowwood National Wildlife Refuges.

In addition, it provides funding to carry out the Secretary’s responsibilities to op-
erate and maintain the existing rural water facilities on the Standing Rock, Spirit
Lake, Fort Berthold, and Turtle Mountain Indian Reservations. Funds are also pro-
vided to continue operation, maintenance, and replacement activities at Jamestown
Dam and Reservoir.

The President’s request also includes funding to continue operation, maintenance
and replacement activities at Heart Butte Dam and Reservoir and Dickinson Dam
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and Reservoir. Project benefits include flood control, irrigation, and recreation, fish
and wildlife. Heart Butte reservoir provides a water supply for 7,188 acres of irriga-
tion along the Heart River.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY BUDGET

Question. What role does your Science and Technology Budget play with regard
to the rural Western States?

Answer. Within the Science and Technology (S&T) budget the Advanced Water
Treatment line item is largely directed to research that benefits rural and Native
American communities’ water supply and treatment needs. For example, we are re-
searching questions and developing desalination and water reuse technologies with
an eye toward making the systems affordable, reliable, and appropriate for rural
areas that need clean and safe potable water supplies. The S&T budget is primarily
directed to research that benefits all of the western States in that it has application
across Reclamation. The S&T program uses a steering committee to identify re-
search needs and establish relative priorities across the Bureau. Our Great Plains
office, which represents the lion’s share of rural States, has a representative on that
committee. In addition, each region receives a portion of S&T funding to direct to
region-specific priorities.

DROUGHT ASSISTANCE

Question. In your budget document you state ‘‘Requests for emergency and plan-
ning drought assistance out weigh the funding available. There are still many inter-
ested States and tribes that have not developed drought contingency plans focusing
on preparedness, mitigation, and response activities.’’ Why do you continue to re-
quest such a little amount of money for this area ($900,000) when Congress repeat-
edly provides 4 and 5 times that amount when we finish with your budget?

Answer. Throughout the budget planning process, Reclamation must balance the
multiple priorities of the budget against a number of factors, including the multiple
priorities of the Department of the Interior. The requested amount represents a bal-
ance between this and other priority activities. The requested level of funding will
meet the needs that are anticipated, keeping in mind that budgets are prepared as
much as 2 years in advance. However, depending upon weather conditions, greater
need and therefore greater requests have been received in recent years. When
drought conditions have been most severe and demand is greater then the funds
available, as has been the case over the past few years, we have directed the appro-
priated funds to emergency response, although we consider planning to be an impor-
tant aspect of mitigating the effects of the continuing drought conditions in the
West.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator COCHRAN. Commissioner Keys, it is good to have a west-
erner who talks with a southern accent and I am glad Sheffield,
Alabama, taught you how to say things right.

Mr. Johnston, we appreciate your presence this morning and
your contribution and your statement.

Thank you all very much. The hearing is recessed.
[Whereupon, at 12 noon, Wednesday, March 5, the subcommittee

was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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