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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

TUESDAY, MARCH 9, 1999

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

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m., in room SD-124, Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Hon. Pete V. Domenici (chairman) pre-
siding.

Present: Senators Domenici, Cochran, Gorton, Bennett, Burns,
Craig, Stevens, Reid, Kohl, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

STATEMENTS OF:

PATRICIA BENEKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
WATER AND SCIENCE

ELUID MARTINEZ, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
OPENING STATEMENT

Senator DOMENICI. The committee will please come to order.

Patty, it’s good to see you again.

Today, we begin our hearings on the fiscal year 2000 budget for
agencies and programs under the jurisdiction of the Energy and
Water Development Subcommittee. This morning we have rep-
resentatives from the Department of the Interior to review the
funding requests of the Bureau of Reclamation. Following their tes-
timony, we will hear from the Corps of Engineers. This continues
our tradition of alternating the order of the Corps’ and the Bu-
reau’s testimony each year in an effort to be fair to agencies and
members who may be interested in one over the other.

First, it is a pleasure to welcome Patty Beneke, Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior for Water and Science; and Eluid Martinez,
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation and a resident of the
State of New Mexico. Eluid, it is nice to have you here.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Both of our witnesses appeared last year be-
fore the committee and are well known to both the staff and the
committee members.

(D
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BUDGET REQUEST

The fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion totals $856,600,000, compared to the appropriation of $780.5
million, an increase of $76 million over the current year. This in-
cludes an increase of $30 million over the 1999 water and related
resources; a $20 million increase for the CALFED restoration pro-
gram, which totals $95 million for the year 2000; and a $14 million
increase in the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund in Cali-
fornia, for a total of $47.3 million; and some smaller increases in
other programs and activities.

Our initial review indicates that there are no major changes or
proposals put forth in the budget request of the administration for
the Bureau of Reclamation for the year 2000.

Now, having said that, since we have much to do this morning,
I will say nothing further and yield to Senator Reid, our ranking
member, for any comments that he may have.

So, again, I welcome both of you. I welcome those in the audi-
ence, and clearly the Corps of Engineers will follow these wit-
nesses.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much your in-
volvement, of course, as chair. I will follow your example and ask
unanimous consent that my full statement be made part of the
record.

I would just comment that I am also a member of the authorizing
committee, the Environment and Public Works Committee, and we
are this morning having a hearing on something that we will have
to fund at a later time. We are having the Corps of Engineers on
the Water Resources Development Act. So, I am going to have to
be excused at a later time to whip over there and make an appear-
ance.

The Bureau of Reclamation has had a significant history in the
State of Nevada. The first ever Bureau of Reclamation project in
the country was in Nevada, the Newlands Project, which for 70
years was fairly noncontroversial, but the last 20 years has been
very controversial. But the Bureau has always had a prominent
place in that project.

Also, of course, with the construction of Boulder, later to become
the Hoover Dam, the Bureau of Reclamation was and has been
heavily involved in that little city in the southern part of the State.

Flood control projects which are becoming so important in the
two metropolitan areas of Reno and Las Vegas, the Corps of Engi-
neers is vitally involved. Hundreds of millions of dollars are being
spent in those two areas to stop the loss of life and property.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So, I look forward to this hearing and to working with these two
agencies during the coming year.
[The information follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this hearing on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the Bureau of Reclamation. Both the Corps and Bureau have played a vital role in
the development of American water management infrastructure that is all too often
overlooked. And unfortunately, given the numbers that I see in the Budget Request,
the future role of the Bureau and Corps are now minimized in the perception of
some in the administration.

The need for water projects is not diminishing, indeed some may argue that the
need is increasing, and yet some at Office of Management and Budget and else-
where would like to dictate the course of the program by tightening the budget for
surveys, studies and new construction. I think it is a perilous path to trod when
we underestimate the economic, societal, and hydrological impacts of these water
programs. This is why the communities at home so distinctly recognize these
projects. And while it is derisively called a congressional pork program, we need not
make any apologies for that because of the many benefits of these projects as water
is managed throughout the nation.

The Army Corps of Engineers has a history that dates back to the origins of the
nation and I appreciate the vast function that the Corps has in the management
of the nation’s navigational waters. For example, this last week, I learned that half
of New Orleans lives under sea level and without the maintenance of its levees and
canals that city, indeed, most of the state of Louisiana would be under water.
Around the nation, there are communities that rely on these flood control projects,
from Reno to Las Cruces, New Mexico.

There’s no doubt that the work on the harbors and ports of the nation is essential
to our trade and commerce. For instance, the ports of the nation move over 13.5
million tons of breakbulk cargo annually; which is an estimated $600 billion in
international cargo generating over $150 billion in tax revenue. There are critical
issues that we need to pursue further, and about which I will have specific ques-
tions, including the administration’s continuing concern about the endless need of
beach or shoreline erosion. Since Nevada is not on the shoreline, I do not have a
parochial interest but a concern that commitment made to these states and commu-
nities cannot be washed away, pun intended.

Additionally, the cooperative agreements that are being negotiated with non-fed-
eral sponsors are creating a mechanism that could create a very precarious financial
condition for the Corps. The Chairman and I are working through that issue. I have
discussed that issue with both the Assistant Secretary and General Fuhrman and
I appreciate your perspectives.

There are a number of projects that are now rectifying the mistakes of manage-
ment of water resources and engineering approaches in such places as the Kis-
simmee River that feeds into the Florida Everglades and the Truckee River in Ne-
vada. I think we need to assess the future commitment that rectifying these mis-
takes will require of us.

The Bureau of Reclamation has recently celebrated its 150th anniversary. I con-
gratulate the Bureau on its many achievements and stellar record. Many of the
communities throughout the western United States were developed as a con-
sequence of the Bureau of Reclamation’s water management.

As you are aware, there is some criticism that the bureau has been expanding
its mission and activities. I am interested in your vision, Assistant Secretary and
Commissioner, of the future of the Bureau and not just this fiscal year.

I note that the Budget Request has $95 million for California Bay Delta Restora-
tion which is bringing that request into line with the appropriations level, generally.
That still is a significant amount of money that could be funding many multiple
projects. I hope you will discuss the progress and measurable benchmarks of
CALFED effort.

Additionally, I would appreciate a discussion of the environmental restoration
mission and its relationship to the reclamation management of water.

STATEMENT OF PATRICIA BENEKE

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Bennett, would you like to comment?

Senator BENNETT. No.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you for coming to the hearing this
morning.

Patty, you are first. Patty Beneke.

Ms. BENEKE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members of
the subcommittee. I am pleased to discuss the President’s fiscal
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year 2000 budget request for the Bureau of Reclamation. Eluid
Martinez, the Commissioner of the Bureau, is here today as well,
and he will provide further detail with respect to the budget.

I am going to be very brief this morning and summarize my tes-
timony.

As you stated, Mr. Chairman, the request for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation totals $856.6 million. Of this amount, over $278 million
is requested for facility operations, maintenance, and rehabilita-
tion. This is an increase of over $15 million from last fiscal year
and reflects the fact that the Commissioner and I place a high pri-
ority on these projects.

I also note that the budget request for the Department reflects
the Administration’s continued commitment to address natural re-
source issues by working in geographically based partnerships.
These partnerships cross not only jurisdictional boundaries within
the Federal Government, but also involve the States, tribes, local
communities, and affected stakeholders. An example of one such
partnership is the California Bay-Delta Program, and I would like
to take just a few minutes to talk a little bit about that very impor-
tant program.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA PROGRAM

This is a tremendously important effort under which CALFED,
comprised of 10 Federal agencies and 4 State agencies, is working
with all interested stakeholders to develop a long-term solution to
the many water resource issues presented in the San Francisco
Bay-Delta region in California. This solution will address water
supply reliability issues, levy stabilization which is key to flood pro-
tection, water quality, and restoring the health of the Bay-Delta re-
gion. The Bay-Delta itself provides drinking water to over two-
thirds of the State of California and irrigation water to three-quar-
ters of the Nation’s fruit and vegetable crop. It is also a national
resource in that it is the largest wetland estuary in the West.

From our perspective at Interior, a key goal of the program is to
provide greater certainty and reliability of supply to our many Cen-
tral Valley Project contractors, as well as to resolve issues relating
to the ecological health of the Bay-Delta region.

The President’s fiscal year 2000 budget for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation requests $95 million for Federal cost sharing for the pro-
gram. Of this amount, $75 million would be used pursuant to the
California Bay-Delta Environmental Enhancement Act passed by
Congress a couple of years ago. These funds would build upon the
restoration begun in fiscal year 1998 and continued in 1999 by
monitoring prior projects and initiating and implementing new
projects approved by CALFED and the Secretary. The remaining
$20 million is requested for non-ecosystem restoration activities,
such as groundwater storage, water use efficiency, water quality,
and watershed management.

This request signals that the Administration has a commitment
to funding all elements of the California Bay-Delta Program. We
believe it is important to get this work underway.
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CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

Finally, this morning I would like to note that responsibility for
overseeing the implementation of the Central Utah Project Comple-
tion Act rests with my office, and I would be pleased to answer any
questions you might have on this topic, as well as any others.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify. It is an honor
and privilege to be here. With your permission, I would like to pass
the baton on to Commissioner of Reclamation, Eluid Martinez, who
will provide further details on the budget request.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF PATRICIA J. BENEKE

I am pleased to appear before this Subcommittee again as Assistant Secretary for
Water & Science to testify in support of the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget for
the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project.

Eluid Martinez, the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation is also appearing
today. His testimony will address details of the fiscal year 2000 budget request for
the Bureau of Reclamation. This morning I would like to highlight only one or two
key elements in Reclamation’s budget and also discuss the request for the Central
Utah Project, for which my office is responsible. Ron Johnston, Program Director for
the Central Utah Project (CUP) Completion Act Office is also with me today.

Reclamation’s fiscal year 2000 request will allow the timely and effective delivery
of project benefits; ensure the reliability and operational readiness of Reclamation’s
dams, reservoirs, power plants, and distribution systems; and identify, plan, and im-
plement dam safety corrective actions and site security improvements. Providing
adequate funding for the operation, maintenance and rehabilitation of its facilities
continues to be one of Reclamation’s highest priorities, and its staff works closely
with water users and other stakeholders to ensure that available funds are used ef-
fectively.

The budget request for the Department of the Interior reflects the Department’s
and the Administration’s continued commitment to address natural resource issues
by working in geographically-based partnerships that cross not only the jurisdic-
tional boundaries within the Federal government but also involve the States, Tribes,
local communities and affected stakeholders. Solving natural resource problems is
vital to the successful operation of Reclamation Projects.

This approach is reflected in several initiatives in the Department’s fiscal year
2000 budget. In South Florida, several Federal agencies are working closely with
the State, Tribes, local communities and affected stakeholders to restore the Ever-
glades. Because funding for another such vital effort, the multi-agency Bay-Delta
Restoration Program, is included in the Bureau of Reclamation’s budget request, I
will discuss it in more detail this morning.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

The fiscal year 2000 budget proposes funding of $75 million for ecosystem restora-
tion efforts that will build on the fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 programs
by monitoring prior projects and initiating and implementing new projects approved
by CALFED and the Secretary. In addition, $20 million is requested for non-eco-
system restoration activities authorized under various current authorities, such as
water use efficiency, water quality, groundwater storage, levees, conveyance, and
watershed management that would be common to any version of the overall Bay-
Delta Long-term Plan that is ultimately selected.

Ecosystem Restoration funds are requested in an account within the Bureau of
Reclamation and provided to participating agencies based upon the program rec-
ommended by CALFED and approved by the Secretary of the Interior in consulta-
tion with participating agencies. Participating agencies will work directly with and
administer contracts with non-Federal entities. Federal funds would be available in
a manner consistent with the terms of the existing cost-sharing agreement and envi-
ronmental review requirements. Also, CALFED is developing a comprehensive
framework to provide a more reliable water supply for all uses, stabilize levees, and
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improve water quality. Restoring the health of the Bay-Delta ecosystem is central
to meeting these objectives.

Fiscal year 1998 was the first year that Federal agencies had funds for the Bay-
Delta Program. During the year, Federal agencies made considerable progress in de-
veloping a project selection/approval process to assure that funds are being used for
the highest priority ecosystem restoration projects and that all proposed and se-
lected projects comply with Federal contract provisions. The process assures exten-
sive public participation. By the end of the year, CALFED had recommended and
the Secretary of the Interior had approved programs and projects to use all of the
$85 million appropriated in fiscal year 1998. Reclamation had contracts or agree-
ments with other agencies obligating $73 million.

CALFED is using the fiscal year 1999 funds expeditiously and on high priority
activities. The Secretary has approved ecosystem restoration projects that would use
$65 million of the $75 million appropriated in fiscal year 1999. CALFED currently
has a request for proposals out to the public to solicit other ecosystem restoration
projects that will be funded in fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000.

The Administration is submitting authorization language that would extend cur-
rent spending authorization through 2003 to enable the ecosystem restoration pro-
gram to be fully funded at the $430 million authorized by the California Bay-Delta
Environmental Enhancement Act.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Aside from the request for the Bay-Delta Restoration initiative, the budget re-
quest for the Bureau of Reclamation totals $761.6 million, an increase of $30.2 mil-
lion from the fiscal year 1999 level. The request includes adequate funding for oper-
ations, maintenance and rehabilitation, which continues to be a high priority for
both the Commissioner and me. The request includes $71 million for the dam safety
program, $27 million for the Central Arizona Project; $28.7 million for the Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Program; $27 million for the Garrison Diversion Unit;
$31.5 million for Water Reclamation/Reuse projects; $125 million for the Central
Valley Project; $47.3 million for the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund; $13
million for Columbia/Snake River Salmon Recovery and $15 million for Endangered
Species Recovery in other river basins.

Reclamation’s water management mission places a greater emphasis on water
conservation, recycling and reuse; developing partnerships with its customers,
States and Tribes; finding ways to bring various interests together to address their
water needs; good stewardship of Reclamation’s facilities; and transferring title and
operation of some facilities to local beneficiaries. All these changes have one goal—
to meet the increasing water demands of the West while protecting the environment
and the public’s investment.

The Reclamation budget request also includes the Annual Performance Plan re-
quired under the Government Performance and Results Act. This plan identifies the
annual goals for fiscal year 2000 that support Reclamation’s Strategic Plan.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACT

The Central Utah Project Completion Act provides for completion of the Central
Utah Project (CUP) by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act also
authorizes funding for fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation; es-
tablishes the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to coordi-
nate mitigation and conservation activities; and provides for the Ute Indian Rights
Settlement.

The Secretary is prohibited from delegating his responsibilities under the Act to
the Bureau of Reclamation. As a result, responsibility for overseeing implementation
of the Act rests with the Assistant Secretary for Water and Science. The Depart-
ment has established a program coordination office in Provo, Utah, with a Program
Director to provide oversight, review, and 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 fiscal year 2000 request for the Central Utah Project Completion Account pro-
vides $39.4 million for use by the District, the Commission, and the Department to
implement Titles II-IV of the Act, a decrease of $3.1 million from the fiscal year
1999 enacted level. The request includes $18.6 million for the District to initiate
construction on the remaining segments of the Diamond Fork System; to complete
construction of the Wasatch County Water Efficiency Project; to implement ap-
proved water conservation and water management improvement projects; to imple-
ment the groundwater recharge and conjunctive use program; to initiate construc-
tion of the Duchesne/Strawberry diversion structures; and to continue development
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of planning and NEPA documents on facilities to deliver water in the Utah Lake
drainage basin. No new funds are requested for the Uinta Basin facilities.

The request also provides $12.0 million for use by the Commission for mitigation
and conservation projects authorized in Title III of the Act, including fish hatchery
improvements, construction of the Daniels Creek Pipeline, and for acquisition of
habitat, access, and water rights along the Provo River and other key watersheds;
and for completing other mitigation measures identified in Reclamation planning
documents under Title II of the Act.

Finally, the request includes funds for the Federal contribution to the principal
of the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Account ($5.0 million); for
mitigation and conservation projects outside the State of Utah ($0.4 million); for
modifications to Syar Tunnel that are necessary to meet the minimum instream
flow requirements ($2.0 million); and for program administration ($1.3 million).

In addition to the request described above, the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ budget
includes $27.5 million for the Ute Indian Rights Settlement; and $5.0 million is in-
cluded in the request for the Western Area Power Administration for its contribu-
tion to the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Account.

This completes my statement today. Again, thank you for providing me the oppor-
tunity to discuss with this subcommittee our fiscal year 2000 requests. The Commis-
sioner and I will be pleased to respond to your questions.

STATEMENT OF ELUID L. MARTINEZ

Senator DOMENICI. Commissioner, we are glad to have you.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the
subcommittee. I appreciate this opportunity to discuss the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget with the subcommittee.

I am sure all of you are aware of the history of the Bureau of
Reclamation, and my written statement goes into that. I will sum-
marize my statement and get to the issues as I view them.

Our budget request is for $856.6 million, of which approximately
$762 million is for ongoing Reclamation programs. Also included is
$95 million for the California Bay-Delta Restoration account: $75
million for ecosystem restoration, and $20 million for our other ac-
tivities.

The $652.8 million requested in the Water and Related Re-
sources account basically deals with our water resource and energy
management programs, our wildlife and fish management pro-
grams, our land management programs, and our facility operation
and maintenance. Also included in our request is $47.3 million for
the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund, and $12.4 million for
our loan program to continue five small loan projects, two of which
will be completed this year. The balance is reflected in $49 million
in our request for policy administration, which is a $2 million in-
crease over the fiscal year enacted level.

SAFETY OF DAMS PROGRAM

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, our Safety of
Dams program basically addresses the continuing safety and anal-
ysis of our structures. We place high priority on the safety of our
dams. It funds adequately, I believe, the operation and mainte-
nance of our facilities out West. It continues to move along some
of our construction projects specifically dealing with waste water
reuse and rural water distribution systems, probably not at the
level that the project sponsors would wish, and includes some mon-
ies for some Indian water systems, including initiation of construc-
tion of the Gila portion of the Central Arizona Project.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

Generally, Mr. Chairman, that concludes my summary remarks.
I will be glad to answer any specific questions you might have.

Senator DOMENICI. Your statement will be made a part of the
record, and yours, Ms. Beneke, will also be made a part of the
record. I did not say that Senator Reid’s was, but it will be.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ELUID L. MARTINEZ

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before the Subcommittee this morning to discuss the Bureau of Reclama-
tion’s fiscal year 2000 budget request.

The Bureau of Reclamation has been in existence for 97 years, developing and
managing water and related resources in the Western United States. Having con-
structed more than 600 dams and reservoirs, including such significant structures
as Hoover and Grand Coulee Dams, Reclamation today is the largest water whole-
saler in the country, bringing water resources to more than 31 million people and
irrigating approximately 10 million acres of land. Reclamation is also the second
largest producer of hydroelectric power in the nation and the fifth largest electric
utility in the West. Reclamation’s 58 powerplants annually provide more than 40
billion kilowatt-hours, generate nearly a billion dollars in power revenues, and
produce enough electricity to serve six million homes.

Today, the main focus of the Bureau of Reclamation is to provide improved water
resources management. Reclamation programs include a broad range of water uses,
such as domestic water supply, irrigation, Indian self-sufficiency, fish and wildlife
protection, endangered species recovery, environmental restoration, and recreation.
Since water is a scarce resource in the West, the budget proposes innovative strate-
gies for addressing water resource issues, including water reclamation and reuse.

For fiscal year 2000, the Bureau of Reclamation is requesting $856.6 million in
new budget authority. This request includes $761.6 million for Reclamation’s tradi-
tional programs, an increase of $30.2 million from the fiscal year 1999 level; and
$95.0 million for the California Bay-Delta Ecosystem Restoration account, which is
administered by Reclamation but funds activities in several Federal agencies, an in-
crease of $20.0 million.

Before moving into the more specific financial data, I'd like to discuss several pro-
grams and issues of interest.

ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN

The Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993 requires annual
performance plans beginning with fiscal year 1999 and annual performance reports
beginning in March of 2000. Reclamation has made significant progress in imple-
menting GPRA. Reclamation has begun submitting quarterly reports to the Depart-
ment showing progress made in accomplishing the goals and indicators in the fiscal
year 1999 Performance Plan. Based on Reclamation’s Strategic Plan, the fiscal year
2000 Annual Performance Plan has been developed to address the direction of key
programmatic activities. This plan reflects the linkage between strategies and goals
of the Strategic Plan, the annual performance goals and indicators, and the pro-
grammatic budget. Each performance goal is linked to program and financing activi-
ties and accounts as indicated in the tables provided with the Annual Performance
Plan.

DAM SAFETY

Reclamation’s Dam Safety Program is critical to the management of risks associ-
ated with events, such as earthquakes, floods, etc., that could threaten the safety
of Reclamation dams, and the downstream public, property, and natural resources
near those structures. Ensuring the safety and reliability of Reclamation dams con-
tinues to be one of Reclamation’s highest priorities. Approximately 50 percent of
Reclamation’s dams were built between the years 1900 and 1950 and approximately
90 percent of the dams were built before current state-of-the-art design and con-
struction practices. Aging dams, which lack state-of-the-art structural reliability fea-
tures, place a greater reliance on ongoing risk management activities such as moni-
toring, examinations and, engineering analyses to assure safe performance of any
dam. A strong Dam Safety Program must be maintained to identify quickly any ad-
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verse performance within Reclamation’s inventory of aging dams and to carry out
necessary corrective actions when unreasonable public risks are identified.

Reclamation’s fiscal year 2000 budget request includes $60.9 million for the Safety
of Dams Evaluation and Modification Program that provides for a variety of risk
management activities pertaining to Reclamation’s 362 high and significant hazard
dams. Included in that amount are preconstruction and construction activities on up
to 26 dams which may require modifications for safety reasons. Most notable are
the activities at Yakima Project, Washington, and Casitas Dam, Ventura River
Project, California, which have critical Safety of Dams issues that require modifica-
tions of significant cost and scope.

In addition, $8.8 million is being requested to complete modifications on Bradbury
Dam in California, Reservoir A Dam in Idaho, Pueblo Dam in Colorado, and for on-
going modifications at Horse Mesa Dam in Arizona. Modifications on Lost Creek
Dam in Utah and Twin Buttes Dam in Texas are scheduled to be completed in fiscal
year 1999 with no additional funding anticipated for fiscal year 2000. An additional
$1.6 million is included in the request for the Department of the Interior Dam Safe-
ty Program.

It should be noted that Reclamation’s fiscal year 1999 Dam Safety Program re-
quest was reduced by $8,787,000. As a result, Reclamation had to re-prioritize its
Safety of Dams risk reduction activities in fiscal year 1999, and shift some activities
and costs into fiscal year 2000. The reduction impaired Reclamation’s ability to pur-
sue more aggressively the necessary risk reduction actions at its dams. Current en-
acted funding and future requests will be managed to focus funding to the most crit-
ical Safety of Dams issues presently known to Reclamation. Funding the full fiscal
year 2000 Dam Safety Program request is necessary to avoid any delays in elimi-
nating risk reduction efforts needed for public safety.

Now, I would like to focus on Reclamation’s fiscal year 2000 Budget request by
appropriation.

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The amount requested for the Water and Related Resources appropriation for fis-
cal year 2000, $652.8 million, is an increase of $10 million from the fiscal year 1999
enacted level of $642.8 million. This appropriation funds five program activities:
Water and Energy Management and Development, Fish and Wildlife Management
and Development, Land Management and Development, Facility Operations, and
Facility Maintenance and Rehabilitation.

The fiscal year 2000 Budget proposes $278.6 million for Facility Operations and
Facility Maintenance and Rehabilitation, an increase of $15.6 million from the fiscal
year 1999 enacted level. Reclamation places high priority on these activities, which
ensure delivery of project benefits and protect the Federal investment and the public
through the dam safety program, discussed above, and other measures.

The request includes $27.3 million for the Central Arizona Project; $125.0 million
for the Central Valley Project in California; $29.4 million for the Mni Wiconi Project
and $5 million for the Mid-Dakota Project in South Dakota; $27 million for the Gar-
rison Project in North Dakota; and $3 million for the Animas-La Plata Project in
Colorado and New Mexico.

The fiscal year 2000 request of $31.5 million for water recycling includes funding
for four projects that were authorized by the 104th Congress in 1996, plus continued
funding for ongoing projects. The request includes $6.0 million for the four new
starts: Calleguas Municipal Water District Recycling, Long Beach Area Water Rec-
lamation and Reuse, North San Diego County Water Reclamation and Reuse, and
Orange County Regional Water Reclamation Project. In addition, funds in the
amount of $23.2 million will be used for ongoing California projects in Los Angeles,
San Diego, San Gabriel and San Jose. The fiscal year 2000 request also includes
$2.2 million for feasibility studies and research.

The request also includes $7.3 million for Reclamation’s Science and Technology
Program. This funding is requested for development of new information and tech-
nologies that respond to and anticipate mission-related needs, and that provide for
innovative management, development, and protection of water and related resources
and associated values through cost-shared research and technology transfer.

LOAN PROGRAM

Funding of $12.4 million is requested to complete work on 2 loan projects: Chino
Basin Desalination and Temescal Valley. Work will continue on three loan projects:
Castroville Irrigation, Salinas Valley Water Reclamation, and San Sevaine Creek,
all of which are located in California. In addition, $425,000 is requested for program
administration.
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POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

The $49 million requested supports Reclamation’s centralized management func-
tions. These functions include overall program and personnel policy management;
equal employment opportunity management; safety and health management; budg-
etary policy formulation and execution; information resources management, prop-
erty, and general services policy; public affairs activities; and organizational and
management analysis.

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The Restoration Fund request for fiscal year 2000 is $47.3 million. These funds
are focused on four primary emphases: water acquisition for instream flows and ref-
uges; refuge conveyance and refuge water wheeling; land retirement; and the Anad-
romous Fish Restoration Program. Efforts to provide for the doubling of the anad-
romous fish population are expected to be enhanced through increased emphasis on
partnerships with local, state, and stakeholder involvement.

The budget request includes a provision for the conversion of the CVP Restoration
Fund to a permanent appropriation. This action would ensure that collections from
project beneficiaries are available for their intended purpose and would improve
project planning by both beneficiaries and managers.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

The fiscal year 2000 budget includes a request for $95 million to continue Federal
cost-sharing in ecosystem restoration efforts in California’s Bay-Delta. Although re-
quested in a single account under Reclamation, the funds will be distributed among
participating Federal agencies based upon the program recommended by CALFED,
a consortium of Federal and State agencies with management and regulatory re-
sponsibilities in the Bay-Delta, and approved by the Secretary of the Interior.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request provides details on how Reclamation intends
to use the funds, including a summary of how the project selection process works.
Participating agencies and the CALFED staff developed in fiscal year 1998 and fis-
cal year 1999 a program that covers habitat acquisition and restoration, improve-
ments to fish screens and passage, and exotic species management. The fiscal year
2000 budget proposes $75 million to build upon the efforts begun in 1998 and con-
tinued in 1999 by monitoring prior projects, initiating, and implementing new
projects approved by CALFED and the Secretary. In addition, $20 million is re-
quested for non-ecosystem restoration activities that are in accord with the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program, such as water use efficiency, water quality, ground-
water storage, and watershed management.

The Administration will submit authorization language that would extend current
spending authorization through 2003 to enable the ecosystem restoration program
to be fully funded at the $430 million authorized by the California Bay-Delta Envi-
ronmental Enhancement Act.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, this concludes my prepared re-
marks. I would be happy to respond to any questions Members may have concerning
the Reclamation program and our fiscal year 2000 Budget request.

TRUCKEE RIVER OPERATING AGREEMENT

Senator DOMENICI. I am going to let you go first, Senator Reid,
and then you, Senator Bennett.

Senator REID. I appreciate that very much, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Beneke, as you know the Truckee River Operating Agree-
ment still has a few things that need to be done, and one item is
the final environmental impact statement. I have worked with Bill
Bettenberg for a number of years, who has been tremendously
helpful in his work on this project.

Because the environmental impact statement will be funded
through the Bureau of Reclamation, I am wondering if you can as-
sure this subcommittee that it will be given priority in regards to
staff and funding so that we can get this done.

Ms. BENEKE. Senator, you certainly do have my assurances in
this regard. We consider this to be a very important undertaking.
We very much appreciate your leadership in helping us wend our
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way through the difficult issues and the important issues presented
in that River basin.

Senator REID. I would hope also that rather than—I will not say
waste, but rather than utilize the time and money for reeducating
staff at your regional office in Denver, I would encourage you to
use as much of the local resources as you can. I think it would add
some continuity and I think in the long run save money. If you
would take a look at that, that would be good.

Ms. BENEKE. I would be happy to, Senator.

DESALINIZATION

Senator REID. In regards to desalinization, the Bureau of Rec-
lamation has had some responsibility for desalinization in the past.
As you know, Senator Simon has even written a book on the prob-
lems of water in the world. It is called “Tapping Out”, a very fine
book that Senator Simon has recently published.

While the Desalinization Act of 1996 has authorized up to $5
million a year for research and studies, or $20 million, the Bureau
of I?lec‘l?amation has requested less than $4 million since 1997. Why
is this?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Senator, basically it is an eco-
nomic issue. Given the priorities and the limited resources that we
have in our budget, we have come up with a request for these
amounts of money. I fully realize that Congress has added funding
which has increased those amounts over the last 2 years, but we
continue to try to put as much money as we possibly can into that
project.

Senator REID. As indicated in Secretary Beneke’s statement, the
direction of the Bureau of Reclamation has changed over the years.
There was a time when there was a construction of, I think, some
600 dams that the Bureau of Reclamation has been involved in,
and now the concern is more with water resource management.

That being the case, I believe the Bureau should look very
strongly at the Desalinization Act because it seems to me that that
is the wave of the future. We have to look at new places for water,
and I think one of the places that has some promise is brackish
and salty water that we have around the country. Would you agree
with that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I would agree with that. I think the Bureau has
a long history of working in this area. We have a desalting plant
down in Yuma.

Senator REID. I understand that, Mr. Martinez. The problem
with that is we are doing nothing new. The technology there is
technology that was available 40 years ago.

RECLAMATION ROLE IN DESALINIZATION

What I would like you to do—and I will not take any more time
of the subcommittee—I would like you to present to me and to the
subcommittee your view as to what the future of the Bureau should
be if you had the money that you needed in regard to desaliniza-
tion.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I will be glad to do that.

Senator REID. Keep in mind the words that I used.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Correct.
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Senator REID. I have a number of other questions, Mr. Chair-
man. I will submit those in writing.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator.

[The information follows:]

DESALINATION—RECLAMATION’S FUTURE Focus
INTRODUCTION

Reclamation has a long tradition of commitment to desalination, and particularly
a tradition of being a leader in its development and application. Reclamation recog-
nized early in the 1960’s and 1970’s the potential value of desalination to play a
significant role in developing and managing the water resources in the western
United States. Reclamation played a key role in testing the new desalination tech-
nologies as they were developed in the 1960’s by the DOI Office of Saline Water,
followed by the very early application on a large scale of membrane desalination at
the Yuma Desalting Plant. These early commitments to the development and appli-
cation of the desalination technologies has continued through our support of reim-
bursed involvement in desalination R&D in the Middle East, and more recently, our
commitment through Title XVI legislation to demonstration of new membrane tech-
nologies in water recycling applications.

It is clear that future water resource management in the western United States
will be more heavily dependent on innovative sources of water. Although the popu-
lation continues to grow, fresh water sources remain constant. Therefore, to con-
tinue to meet the future water demands, Reclamation must be pro-active. Water
conservation, water recycling, and desalination should all play roles in meeting fu-
ic)ulre water demands, in addition to our existing conventional water resource capa-

ilities.

In consideration of meeting these future water demands, in 1989 Reclamation
began investigating the desalination research needs to reduce the costs of the tech-
nologies.! This effort was accomplished through sponsorship of various workshops,
seminars, and studies.23456 78 In 1992, Reclamation initiated a small desalination
R&D program, using cost- sharing and human resources from the private sector to
leverage the program. Reclamation also constructed a high-tech desalination labora-
tory, entitled the Water Quality Improvement Laboratory, on the grounds of the
Yuma Desalting Plant. The purpose of this facility is to provide a testing ground
for new desalination improvements as they develop.

When the Water Desalination and Research Act of 1996 (Act) was enacted, Rec-
lamation developed an overall plan to meet the requisites of the Act based upon
input from the desalination community. This plan is presently being implemented,
albeit on a reduced scale as a result of existing budgetary demands within the agen-
cy and our need to stay within our budget allocations.

Initially, the most significant role for desalination will be providing water re-
sources along coastal areas, where populations are growing most rapidly and dis-
posal of concentrate is most environmentally-friendly. Costs for desalinating water
are continuing to drop significantly—the most recent contract for delivery of
desalinated seawater to the City of Tampa, Florida, is $1.71/1000 gallons ($557/acre
ft)—which is within the abilities for many large communities to afford. For example,

1Emerging Desalting and Water Treatment Technologies for Water Resources Management,
Bureau of Reclamation Summary Report, October 17-19, Arizona, 1989.

2 Research Needs for Upgrading Sub-Standard Water Supplies, Bureau of Reclamation Sem-
inar Summary Report with National Water Supply Improvement Association, International De-
salination Association Conference, Washington, D.C., 1991.

3 Issues Associated with Large Scale Desalination Plants, Bureau of Reclamation Seminar
Summary Report, National Water Supply Improvement Association Biennial Conference, New-
port Beach, California, 1992.

4Bessler, M.B., National Desalting and Water Treatment Needs Survey, Bureau of Reclama-
tion, Desalination Research and Development Program Report #2, 1993.

5Buros, O.K., Desalting as an Environmentally Friendly Water Treatment Process, Bureau of
Reclamation and American Desalting Association Workshop, Desalination Research and Devel-
opment Program Report #13, 1994.

6 Herbranson, L., S.H. Suemoto, Desalination Research—Current Needs and Approaches—A
U.S. Perspective, Desalination, vol. 96, no. 1-3, p 239-248, 1996.

7Martella, S., Water Reuse Research Needs Assessment Workshop, Desalination Research and
Development Program Report #19, 1996.

8Buros, O.K., Research Opportunities at the Yuma Water Quality Improvement Center, spon-
sored with the American Desalting Association, Desalination Research and Development Pro-
gram Report #25, 1997.
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development of new water resources in the San Diego area from conventional means
is estimated to cost $600-$700/acre ft. Using more desalinated resources along
coastal areas will also provide less pressure on existing inland water resources.

As outlined in the 1996 Act, R&D will play a significant role in continuing to
lower the cost and acceptance of desalinated water in many communities. Our fu-
ture efforts, if funding were available, would be largely based on the Research Pro-
gram Plan developed for purposes of meeting the requisites of the Act. The following
narrative outlines the specifics of our future direction and focus.

OVERALL PROGRAM GOALS

—develop more cost-effective, technologically efficient, and implementable means
to desalinate water,

—increase supplies of water for environmental restoration, and other competing
needs for the limited and often overextended supplies,

—provide additional cost effective alternatives for water managers, regulators,
and decision makers,

—increase the ability of Native American, rural communities, and others to eco-
nomically treat their only source of water to potable standards,

—increase the ability of the United States desalting industry to compete through-
out the world, by fostering partnerships with them to develop new and innova-
tive technologies (patent rights belong to the non-Federal partners for all non-
Federal applications),

—develop methods to make desalting more efficient through promotion of dual-
use facilities, in which waste energy could be applied to desalting water,

—develop methods to ensure desalting technologies are environmentally-friendly
and when possible sustainable,

—ensure regulations are appropriate for the application by working with regu-
lators to fully evaluate effects of concentrate streams, capitalizing on the recov-
ery of by-product streams, and

—maximize technology transfer to ensure full transfer of knowledge and commer-
cialization of technology.

To meet these goals, Reclamation has outlined 10 technical/emphasis areas which

comprehensively should be addressed, in order to make desalination a more afford-
able tool for water resource development and management in the future.

TECHNICAL/EMPHASIS AREAS

The areas to be explored are listed and described below.

A. Membrane Process Research and Development Studies

Research focuses on development of improvements in membrane processes for
brackish and seawater desalting, and/or removal of specific contaminants. The re-
search topics include: development of membranes with improved properties, develop-
ment of membranes with increased resistance to chlorine, studies on adhesion of
foulant materials to membrane surfaces, studies on membrane cleaning, including
frequency and effectiveness, increase of rates of mass transfer at membrane sur-
faces, studies on pretreatment, and development of improved membrane-containing
elements or stacks.

B. Thermal Process Research and Development Studies

Research focuses on development of improvements in thermally driven desalting
processes. Thermal processes are generally applied to seawater desalting due to the
high energy investment. The research topics include: improvements and/or cost re-
ductions in multi-stage flash distillation, multiple effect distillation, and vapor com-
pression distillation; evaluation and development of methods to improve the heat
economy of thermally driven desalting processes; investigation of methods to resolve
pre- or post-treatment issues; and investigation of methods to reduce the formation
of scale and corrosion.

C. Non-Traditional, and Alternative Desalination Process Research and Studies

Research focuses on investigation of innovative, non-traditional, or alternative de-
salination techniques, including the evaluation of the economics and thermodynamic
efficiency of these processes. The ultimate goal being the development of tech-
nologies that are much more cost effective than conventional desalination processes.
For specific remote sites, research of alternative technologies will be considered that
significantly reduce the capital costs, and operations and maintenance of conven-
tional technologies. The research topics include investigation of unique solar energy
methods and applications, and development of new, innovative alternative desalina-
tion processes.
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D. Water Recycling and Reuse

Research and development studies support activities directed at innovative meth-
ods to treat municipal, industrial, or agricultural wastewaters. Projects also include
solving specific problems related to specific reuse facilities, in order to improve the
economics of overall operation and maintenance of existing or future facilities. Rec-
lamation is presently co-funding the evaluation and construction of a number of
water recycling projects through authorization under Public Law 102-575, Title
XVI. Research efforts in support of these projects will be of particular interest. The
research topics include: investigate innovative methods to recycle and reuse munic-
ipal, agricultural, or industrial process water or waste waters; research studies to
remove toxic substances from waste water streams, i.e., pesticides, heavy metals, ra-
dioactive elements, etc.; enhanced membrane characteristics for waste water treat-
ment applications; development of low-cost treatment methods for high nitrate well
waters from farm fertilization or livestock operations; development of tools to reduce
the public’s psychological stigmas associated with the reuse of water; developing on-
line methods for detecting leakage of viruses in reuse facilities; and developing
“leak-proof” recycling treatment technologies.

E. Ancillary and Economic Improvements (Dual-Use Facilities, By-Products Recov-
ery, Cost Evaluations)

This research task area is three-fold in its direction. First, the evaluation of op-
portunities to promote desalination development in combination with new or exist-
ing power facilities, in order to create a dual-purpose facility. Second, the evaluation
of the economic and environmental benefits of recovering the byproducts of desalting
processes. Third, the evaluation of cost to determine which desalting process is the
most economically feasible for communities under different restrictions and local-
ities, as well as economic sensitivity analyses of thermal and membrane systems.
The research topics include: development of more efficient pumps, and energy recov-
ery systems; studies on instrumentation and control of desalination systems; devel-
opment of a method to recover commercially marketable minerals from a desalina-
tion process concentrate stream; and evaluation of the effect of feedwater quality
and volume on a desalting plant design and concentrate disposal cost.

F. Concentrate Issues

Research focuses on the various problems related to concentrate disposal, and de-
velops innovative techniques to reduce concentrate disposal costs and impacts on the
environment. The research topics include: concentrate disposal systems develop-
ment; methods to recover by-products; salinity modeling and toxicity analysis of con-
centrate discharges to the environment; and wetlands and other non-conventional
disposal methods. Additional efforts are also directed towards the collection of con-
centrate disposal information that may assist in the future development of regula-
tions.

G. Testing of Laboratory Scale and Pilot Systems

The work involves the design, construction, and testing of pilot-scale systems.
Testing of laboratory and pilot systems is generally done as a result of previous suc-
cessful research studies conducted in Areas A through F, above.

H. Partnerships

This work involves collaborative research efforts between Reclamation’s program
and that of other water research organizations outside the government. This pro-
vides access to new funding partners, to organized groups that need desalination
technologies, to highly qualified research advisory boards, to the most recent re-
search findings, and to new networks of highly qualified researchers. Past work has
included partnerships with the American Water Works Research Foundation, the
National Water Research Institute, and two of the National Science Foundation En-
gineering Research Centers.

1. Technology Transfer

Technology transfer is key to making the program a success. Reclamation has a
very ambitious technology transfer effort which exploits electronic access of informa-
tion, as well as more traditional means of providing access to all information gained
in the research program. The Program continues to seek new innovative opportuni-
ties to provide technology transfer to assist other researchers, private industry, aca-
demia, municipalities, and small and Native American communities. The technology
transfer effort includes: an Internet website, electronic access to Requests for Pro-
posals, newsletters, informational brochures and leaflets, free hard-copy publications
of all final research reports, videos, technical manuals, presentations at technical
conferences, yearly workshops, peer reviews, and electronic databases.
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J. Design, Construction, and Testing of Plants and Modules (Demonstration and De-
velopment Projects)

This technical area has not been funded in the past. The Act envisioned funding
for demonstration and development to begin the third year following the first appro-
priations for research and studies. The Authorization Act requires a report to Con-
gress in fiscal year 1999, with recommendations on which projects to further evalu-
ate and implement based upon the most successful research findings from the Pro-
gram’s research and studies, successful pilot plant research carried out by others,
and significant input from users and purveyors of desalination technology. The type
of work involved could include: preliminary design studies, detailed design, con-
struction and testing, demonstration of by-products recovery, and economic surveys.
For future years, this area will require significant resources in order to meet the
intent of the Act.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT F. BENNETT

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to take a minute to thank both the Assistant Secretary
and the Commissioner for their assistance to our State in the last
year. Water is the most precious commodity in the West. We used
to have a saying, “It’s better to be head of the ditch than head of
the Church.” [Laughter.]

Given the reputation we have for the power of the Church in
Utah, that is a pretty strong statement.

We have had a lot of cooperation from the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, and we recognize this and we want to thank you for it. We
have good people in Utah from the Bureau. My only message to
you is leave them there. Do not keep transferring them in and out.
We have had a good experience.

RED BUTTE DAM

We have had to call on the Bureau for some input and assist-
ance, and you have always been very helpful. Most specifically, we
had to have an appraisal of the old Army dam above Fort Douglas
called Red Butte Dam. The Army insisted it was not worth very
much, and they were a little surprised when they found out how
much you thought it was worth, or more importantly, how much
you thought it would take to bring it up to the level whereby the
Army could have safely disposed of it. We are having that fight
with the Army in another subcommittee as to where we get that
money. But these are over and above your normal activities and we
are very grateful to you for your assistance.

I am glad we were able to help OMB find religion on the issue
of Dutch John and work that out.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

Now, I want to quickly reinforce—this will come as no surprise
to anyone—what some of my priorities are. I was glad to hear you,
Ms. Beneke, talk about the Central Utah Project. The legislative ef-
fort for that began some 40 plus years ago with my father. I hope
the project will be completed before one of my grandchildren is
elected to the Senate. [Laughter.]

SALINITY CONTROL PROGRAM

If we can get that one moving along.
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I want to put the Bureau on notice that I recognize that we will
eventually have to raise the funding level on the salinity control
program. When that time comes, I will introduce legislation to do
so, and I hope that the chairman and other members of this com-
mittee will join me.

TITLE XVI WATER REUSE PROGRAM

I remain committed to the title 16 water reuse program. I will
work with the committee to ensure that it is properly and ade-
quately funded this year. I know we had a little disagreement last
year over the interpretations of the formula with respect to the
Tooele Project. I am glad we were able to work that out.

Now, I also look forward to providing some additional funding to
a very interesting project that is ongoing near St. George where the
Bureau, the USGS, and the Water Conservancy District are con-
ducting a study on water recharge in the Navajo sandstone.

So, those are all of my parochial items, and I have to get them
on the record.

LAKE POWELL DRAINING

Now, I do want to make one other comment which affects not
only my State but those from neighboring States. I am sure Sen-
ator Reid of Nevada has a number of constituents who are involved
with Lake Powell. Senator Craig has indicated that he has vaca-
tioned at Lake Powell.

And I hope the administration will hold firm in its position that
the Sierra Club’s idea of draining Lake Powell is absurd. I almost
hesitated to raise it today lest I give the proposal validity. But I
understand that the Sierra Club and others in the environmental
community have now pegged this as their number one fund raising
activity. They have raised millions of dollars trying to tell us how
to handle Utah wilderness, and now they want to raise millions
more telling us to get rid of the dam at Lake Powell.

I will just share with you this experience that I had over the
weekend. I found myself in an airport, not an unusual situation for
Senators, and my flight was delayed, which is also not an unusual
situation for Senators. I picked up one of the free newspapers that
was sitting there called the Earth Times in order to have some-
thing to read while I waited for the equipment to show up.

There was a lead editorial that caught my eye, and it was attack-
ing the Green Party in Germany. I thought this is a little unusual
for the Earth Times to be attacking the Green Party. The burden
of the editorial was that the Green Party was, in fact, going to add
to pollution and to upset the Kyoto Accords because they were de-
manding the dismantling of all of the nuclear plants in Europe.
And the editorial said that may be well and good because we all
hate nuclear plants, but if you dismantle all the nuclear plants,
you are going to have to replace the power somewhere and it will
be coal-fired plants that will upset the Kyoto Accords. Therefore,
we (1)ught to swallow hard and leave the available source of power
in place.

You know, that applies to Glen Canyon Dam and Lake Powell,
because it currently supplies recreation to 3 million visitors and
power to half a million homes. I remember during the debate when
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the dam was being built, the Sierra Club came in and opposed it.
Ultimately they made a deal to accept it, which they now say is one
of their biggest mistakes. But their argument was that that power
was not needed. They said, we have got plenty of energy in this
country. The time will never, ever come when we have an energy
shortage, and to build a dam to provide excess energy at a time
when we have too much is really foolish. But if the time should
ever come, if in fact we should ever need that energy, clearly we
do not need to build the dam because there at Kaparowitz there
is plenty of coal and we could burn all the coal in Kaparowitz to
provide the power and not have to worry about the dam. Now, ev-
erybody who knows anything about environmental issues in Utah
knows how enthusiastic the Sierra Club now is about burning coal
at Kaparowitz.

So, taking a cue from the lead editorial in the Earth Times, I tell
you leave the dam in place, provide the power, and let the 3 million
visitors continue to enjoy their experience in southern Utah.

I have nothing further, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Senator Bennett.

Senator Craig?

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

I had the privilege of visiting with these folks last week before
the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, and it was at that
time, Mr. Chairman, that we discussed issues pertinent to their
budget and to my State of Idaho. So, with that, what I had said
last week I will just simply underline this week as being important
to our State, especially the Fremont-Madison Irrigation District ex-
change that is coming on board now as an opportunity, certainly
along with what we are doing and what the Bureau of Reclamation
is doing in cooperation with all the other agencies in the Snake-
Columbia system to find additional waters for the purposes of fish
mitigation in the Snake and Columbia system.

All T can say is proceed with caution. Do not dewater the State
of Idaho. We spent the last 100 years cooperating with the Bureau
of Reclamation and others to build water facilities in our State to
make it bloom. We are not about to start dewatering the State and
return it to a desert environment.

And, yes, I enjoy Lake Powell. [Laughter.]

Thank you very much, Senator.

Senator DOMENICI. Are you finished?

Senator CRAIG. I am.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I also had an opportunity last week to visit briefly with the Com-
missioner and the Secretary on a number of issues.

Let me just ask a couple of brief questions, if I might.

I regret I was delayed. I had a group in my office that I could
not %lscape from. I have read your testimony and appreciate all that
you do.

DAKOTA RESOURCES ACT

As you know, one of the issues that we will deal with this year
is the change in the authorization of Dakota Water Resources Act.
You have included an amount of money in this year’s budget, I be-
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lieve $27 million for the Garrison project, under the Dakota Water
Resources Act. We face the problem that many States out in our
region face, of water development needs that are quite critical.

Let me just show you a couple of samples of water that I thought
you would find interesting. This is from Keith and Ann Anderson’s
house in Scranton, North Dakota. This looks like the coffee that
Senator Domenici drinks in the morning. Maybe yours is stronger
than this.

Senator DOMENICI. Yes.

Senator DORGAN. And this is Leonard Jacobs’ farm water. This
is from Reeder, North Dakota, just south of where I grew up.

Senator REID. A lot of iron in that water.

Senator DORGAN. Well, there is a lot of something in that water.

Senator DOMENICI. That is potable water?

Senator DORGAN. That is the water they used to have on their
farm.

Now, that has changed, and here is what Leonard Jacobs has
now, and it comes, as the Secretary and Commissioner know, be-
cause the Southwest Pipeline, which came through the appropria-
tion of these water projects, has transferred this kind of water to
these farmsteads in southwestern North Dakota.

Senator REID. You could not drink that, could you?

Senator DORGAN. Well, I could not.

Senator BENNETT. Maybe with a blindfold.

Senator DORGAN. But the fact is we have a lot of communities
with very unhealthy water, and that is one of the advantages of
being able to move water from the Missouri River behind the dam
through the State into areas that have terrible water quality, re-
freshing that opportunity with good quality water.

I just wanted to show you the results of what we are doing to-
gether and to ask you your assessment of our ability to work to-
gether on this reauthorization this year because that is the key to
future funding. Can you just give me a comment on that?

Ms. BENEKE. Well, Senator, as we have discussed in the past, we
are committed to working with you on this important project. I
have a real appreciation for what it means to your home State. I
actually hail from the central part of the country myself and am
familiar with rural communities. I also got to drink my share of
well water when growing up. So, I do have an appreciation for
what it means. And we very much want to work with you this year.

MR&I NEEDS OF INDIAN TRIBES

Senator DORGAN. One of the other issues that is a problem for
us is the funding priorities that were outlined in the 1986 Reformu-
lation Act was meeting the MR&I needs of the Indian tribes. The
tribes have reached their funding ceilings which has been a prob-
lem, and we are trying to identify additional resources for them. I
mentioned some of these farmsteads and the critical water needs,
but you are well aware, I know, of the needs on the Indian reserva-
tions. And I hope that we could work with you, Madam Secretary,
and also the Commissioner on those issues.
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RED RIVER VALLY WATER NEEDS STUDIES

One final question. The Bureau of Reclamation has been study-
ing the water development and management needs of the Red
River Valley now for the past year. Can you give us the status of
those studies, tell us where you are, and what we might expect?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I do not have that information in front of me, but
I understand two of the studies are complete. The third study is
ongoing. One was a needs assessment study, and the other one is
on the particular projects that might deliver the water that is need-
ed. I will get that answer for the record.

Senator DORGAN. I appreciate that, and I hope you can continue
to make that a top priority, because the results of those studies will
help us on this reformulation prospect and the timing is very im-
portant.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Let me again, Mr. Chairman, thank the Sec-
retary and the Commissioner. You work in a tough area with un-
limited wants and limited resources, and I appreciate the work you
do. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

[The information follows:]

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER NEED STUDIES

The Phase IA Needs Assessment has been completed and the Phase IB Instream
Flow report will be finalized by the end of March 1999. Reclamation has been work-
ing closely with State and local interests to obtain their views and recommenda-
tions.

Reclamation’s work is coordinated with a steering committee, which is comprised
of representatives of the North Dakota State Water Commission, North Dakota
State Health Department, the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District, Fargo,
Grand Forks, Moorehead, rural water systems, and the environmental community.

Initial alternatives to meet the municipal, rural, and industrial water needs of the
Red River Valley have been formulated. A working draft of the Phase 2 (Alter-
natives Analysis) report was forwarded to the Steering Committee prior to our
March 30 meeting. It is expected that more meetings may be needed to assure that
the views and interests of the State and local interests are fully considered prior
to distribution of the public review draft.

SAFETY OF DAMS

Senator DOMENICI. Let me ask a couple general questions first.
Commissioner, you indicated that one of your big responsibilities is
to fsee to it that the structures that you manage and supervise are
safe.

Mr. MARTINEZ. That is correct.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, if I were to say to you, give us proof
that they are safe, what would you give us?

Mr. MARTINEZ. When I became Commissioner of Reclamation, I
was concerned about our Dam Safety Program and the safety of
our structures, and I empaneled five experts from outside the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to review our program and our facilities. The
report was quite favorable. I have implemented quite a few of their
recommendations.

Senator DOMENICI. So, since we would like very much never to
be shocked by having a dam failure—and we have you up here
every year to talk with us—what could you give us for the record
indicating that? Could you put some things in the record here with-
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in the next couple of weeks indicating why the Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation says it has safe structures and is
doing what they ought to do?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Well, yes, I can, but I will not sit up here and
say that I do not guarantee that

Senator DOMENICI. Oh, no, no.

Mr. MARTINEZ [continuing]. We might not lose a structure some
day because of an earthquake and so forth. But I think that we
have a very effective program and will continue to put our re-
sources in that program with your assistance. And I will provide
that information to you.

Senator DOMENICI. Would you, please? I just mean that I think
we have a responsibility as an oversight entity to get this informa-
tiondin the record so that we are going along with you in that re-
gard.

[The information follows:]

DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

Reclamation cannot guarantee that there will be no dam failures. However, Rec-
lamation diligently strives to have a strong Dam Safety Program to manage the
risks associated with dams in order to keep that chance of dam failure as low as
reasonably possible.

In 1997, the Commissioner tasked an independent team of dam safety profes-
sionals to review Reclamation’s dam safety practices to identify best practices al-
ready in place and to make recommendations for improvements. The peer review
concluded that Reclamation has a strong dam safety program and made rec-
ommendations for further improvements. Thirty-three peer review findings have al-
ready been addressed. The twelve remaining findings are under review and sched-
uled to be addressed during 1999.

Program improvements that have been implemented as a result of the peer review
findings and Reclamation’s own internal initiatives that received peer review en-
dorsement include:

1. The appointment of a Dam Safety Officer to provide independent advisory and
guidance for achieving program vigilance.

2. The procurement of a standing review board of independent dam safety consult-
ants to review program practices that have occurred on individual dams.

3. Annual dam safety meetings to review dam safety issues and actions on each
dam with Reclamation management.

4. The updating of Emergency Action Plans for each dam and exercising the plans
with downstream communities.

5. Enhancements to the facility review, performance monitoring, and engineering
analysis activities in order to more reliably identify and manage dam safety issues.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request includes these program improvements in-
tended to continue a strong Dam Safety Program. The fiscal year 2000 budget re-
quest also includes funding for modifications to reduce the risk of dam failure on
dams having identified critical dam safety issues; such as Keechelus Dam, Yakima
Project, Washington; and Casitas Dam, Ventura River Project, California which re-
quire modifications of significant cost and scope.

In order to continue to fund Safety of Dams modifications in the future, additional
legislation will be needed to increase the authorization ceiling provided under the
1984 Safety of Dams Act Amendment. Current estimates indicate that sufficient
ceiling remains to fund necessary modifications and associated ongoing commit-
ments represented by the fiscal year 2000 request. However, projections indicate
that the total cost for new modifications identified for fiscal year 2001 could begin
to exhaust the remaining ceiling.

DROUGHT ASSISTANCE

Senator DOMENICI. Now, let me change to a situation that is
evolving in the Southwest, but is almost upon us in New Mexico.
The dread word of “drought” is just—all you have to do is fly into
New Mexico and you think you are approaching the desert, al-
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though we are not a desert State. Drought is the kind of disaster
that is very difficult for the people, because it does not occur over-
night. It sort of creeps upon you, and it is creeping upon our State.
I do not know if it is on others too.

What are you doing with reference to the drought, for drought
for a State like ours which has very little water?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, if you recall in 1996, through your
assistance, we had some funding to work under our drought assist-
ance program. Since then we have been working with the south-
western States to help in their water planning process. As a matter
of fact, we have given the State of New Mexico two grants. They
have put in place a planning process on how to respond to drought.
So, we have been working in that area.

You are correct that we expect droughts in the American South-
west this summer. Our budget will reflect a request for drought
money. This budget was put together before conditions that came
up this year. We have, I believe, about $100,000 left in our budget
from prior appropriations. I understand I have some reprogram-
ming authority, but the requests that are being made today are
probably going to exceed our ability to respond if we do have a
drought situation in the American Southwest this year.

Senator DOMENICI. Before we mark up our bill, I wonder if it
would be possible for you to gather up the resources through your
information and some statements to us with reference to what kind
of authority you might need and what kind of changes that might
occur. Could you do that for us?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think the authority is in
place. What we would need would be the financial resources.

Senator DOMENICI. All right, and can you give us some idea later
what that might be?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I will provide that for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. I appreciate it.

[The information follows:]

DROUGHT FUNDING

Reclamation is currently experiencing drought conditions in several of its South-
western states mostly due to below normal rainfall. While some areas are less se-
vere than others, there is a real need to provide emergency assistance and relief.
In the past, up to $30 million has been appropriated to the Bureau for drought
emergency assistance. In fiscal year 1999 carryover funds of $673,754 will be insuffi-
cient to provide the necessary drought relief to the Southwest. The fiscal year 2000
President’s budget includes $500,000 for the Drought Emergency Assistance pro-
gram. However, we would like to work with the Committees to discuss funding lev-
els that would be needed to address the drought emergency situations that now
exist and those that are developing.

DESALINIZATION

Senator DOMENICI. With reference to desalinization, I am fully
aware that Senator Simon got an authorization bill through and a
little bit of money, but I think what has happened to desalinization
is that it is spread all over, even though it is a very small program.
I am just wondering if it is not exclusively the Department of the
Interior’s mission. Is there some way to focus the money, and if the
Bureau of Reclamation is the right place to do that. Would you
have any thoughts on that, Patty?
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Ms. BENEKE. Senator, I think that we should take a look at the
program. We, of course, want to make sure that we are getting the
maximum benefit for every research dollar we put into it. Reclama-
tion does have a lot of expertise in this area, and I guess my off-
the-cuff reaction would be that it is an appropriate place for the
program to be lodged. But we would be happy to work with the
subcommittee and incorporate any ideas you might have regarding
how we can——

Senator REID. Would the chairman yield? Also, I have asked
Commissioner Martinez to submit to us his view as to what should
happen to the program. Also, if you would, give us an idea of what
is happening with desalinization any place else in Government. I
think it is something we need to take a look at. On a mini-level,
it is kind of like global warming. We have a lot of people doing a
little bit of nothing, and we need to gather them all together, and
maybe one organization can do more than spread out the way it
has been.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, if I may respond to that. I think
the research in this particular area is very crucial, especially in
New Mexico. We have large groundwater aquifers that have im-
paired water quality. The issue is the economic cost of treating that
water, and I think that in the future that has great promise.

I would agree that there are probably programs across the Fed-
eral Government that could be consolidated and made more effi-
cient.

Senator REID. You will let us know.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. So, now we understand, based on Senator
Reid’s inquiry, Madam Secretary, you are going to go through the
Government and break out for us where any desalinization re-
search money is. Is that correct?

Ms. BENEKE. Yes. We will do our best to make a review of that.

Senator DOMENICI. And if you need our help, we would be glad
to ask the Director of OMB to do that with you if you want. You
can do it on your own. If you need our help, we will ask him.

Ms. BENEKE. Thank you very much.

Senator DOMENICI. I concur that with water shortages in the
Southwest, it is rather dismal that the research has still not made
a major breakthrough for our country. We have not funded it well
enough, and if we put some our talented people on it, we are going
to find some way to fix this, I am sure.

[The information follows:]

DESALINATION FUNDING IN THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
INTRODUCTION

The Bureau of Reclamation has a major role among the federal agencies in desali-
nation research, development, and demonstration. Other agencies use and adapt the
technologies to meet their missions. Many years ago it was recognized that a poten-
tial existed within the federal government for duplication of this effort. As a result,
the Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Army Tank-Automotive Research, Develop-
ment, and Engineering Center created the Interagency Consortium for Desalination
and Membrane Separation Research in 1992.1 Since that time, the Consortium has

1Bagwell, T.H., M.K. Price, The Interagency Consortium for Desalination and Membrane Sep-
aration Research, Desalination, vol.99, no.2-3, p 195-199, 1994.
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met yearly to discuss individual projects being carried out by the agencies and the
future directions of their programs.

The Consortium members work together to establish a communications network
that has the following benefits:

—Prevent federal duplication of efforts,

—Pooll limited federal research funding and other resources to obtain common

goals,

—Identify future research needs, and

—Allow for discussion of new technologies with other experts in the field.

Within the past year, the Army has worked with Reclamation and the Navy in
its’ procurement of new technologies. Reclamation has assisted National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) in the selection of proposals for their Advanced
Technology Program. NIST also designed their membrane research program not to
overlap with Reclamation and specifically excluded water treatment applications.
The other agencies have provided advice and information to Reclamation to assist
i}r)l the formulation and management of the Desalination Research and Development

rogram.

DESALINATION FUNDING IN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

The table below indicates the level of funding for desalination technologies within
the federal government. The information in the table is based on a recent telephone
survey of agency program offices. Several themes became evident as this informa-
tion was collected. First, the military is spending the most money. Second, the work
being done in the other agencies is very mission specific. For instance, the Army’s
mission is to provide safe drinking water for troops in the field. This is done by
using commercial desalting technologies and making them deployable, light weight,
mobile, self-powered, rugged, and able to treat all waters. The Navy is responsible
for providing shipboard water and wastewater treatment starting with commercially
available technologies. The EPA develops regulations and they generally test and
demonstrate technologies related to the enforcement of the regulations. This also in-
volves testing commercial products. Currently, they are doing no desalination work.
The Department of Energy’s laboratories are looking at environmental remediation
and waste management technologies. Their work is related but not directly sup-
portive of desalination technologies. The one agency that could have a large impact
on the sustainability of advanced water treatment, National Renewable Energy Lab-
oratory, has no funding to combine desalination with renewable energy at this time.
A third theme came from several of the agencies. They look to Reclamation’s pro-
gram for development of desalination innovations, since the other agencies’ work
consists of engineering modifications to commercially available desalination prod-
ucts. Fourth, the cost of developing new desalination technologies does not come
cheaply. For instance, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency is funding
three projects to develop a handheld desalination device. Each of these contracts
cost $500,000.

SUMMARY

While many federal agencies outside the Defense Department apply desalting
technologies in carrying out their missions, they are dependent upon what is avail-
able commercially. Reclamation’s desalination research and development program is
the only federal program devoted to reducing the costs of desalination through re-
search, studies, development, and demonstration. Reclamation’s program benefits
not only the federal agencies in carrying out their mission, but also the public who
need additional supplies of clean water.

Price, M.K., The Various Programs in Membrane Water Treatment Research Provide and In-
sight to Areas Where Further Innovation is Needed, The 1996 Fourteenth Annual Membrane
Technology/Separations Planning Conference, Business Communications Co., Inc., Newton, MA,
1996.



24
DESALINATION FUNDING BY FEDERAL AGENCY IN FISCAL YEAR 1999

Fiscal year 1999
desal funding

Agency Example projects

Defense:
Army 2 $370,000  SIBR contract for handheld desal device.
1,100,000 Lightweight tactical water purification system development
125 gallon per hour.
120,000 Parts/support for older desal systems.
1,800,000 Complete development of 1,200 gallon per hour tactical
water purification system.
900,000 Cost reduction studies of existing desal systems.
1,500,000 Work with Navy on new desal and wastewater treatment
and reuse systems.

Corps of Engineers3

Defense Advanced Research Projects 1,500,000 Three contracts for handheld desal devices under
Agency 2. mesoscopic equipment.
Navy—Marine Corps 4 Do support work for Army.
Navy—ships 5 .o 61,000,000 Application of current technologies to shipboard use.
Commerce:
Advanced Technology Program7 ... cecocervenrvcenins Specifically excludes water research.
U.S/Israel  Science and Technology (6) Past work has included $3,000,000 for Enhanced Seawater
Commission 8. Desal, project complete.
EPA?®
Energy:
Argonne 10
Livermore 11 Past work has included capacitive deionization desal re-
search.
Nat Renewable Energy Lab12 ... oo
Interior:
USGS 13 Use commercially available products.
National Park Service 14 Use commercially available products.
BOR 2,360,000
CDC and NIH 15 Use commercially available products.
NASA 16
TOTAL 10,650,000

2Personal communication with Jay Dusenbury, TARDEC, Army, Michigan.

3Personal communication with Steve Maloney, Corps of Engineers, Illinois.

4Personal communication with Mark Silbernagel, Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center, California.

5Personal communication with Ivan Caplan, Naval Surface Warfare Center.

6 Estimate.

7Personal communication with John Pellegrino, NIST, Colorado.

8Personal communication with Duane Lee, Parsons Engineering, working under contract to Commerce.

9Personal communication with Steve Clark, EPA Washington; Jeff Adams EPA Drinking Water Research, Ohio; Tom Sorg, Marc Parrotta, and
Bob Bartian.

10Personal communication with James Frank, Argonne National Laboratory.

11Personal communication with Jeff Richardson, Livermore National Laboratory.

12Personal communication with John Anderson, National Renewable Energy Laboratory.

13 Personal communication with Yousif Kharaka, USGS, California.

14 Personal communication with Craig Patterson, NPS, Colorado.

15 Personal ication with Anita Highsmith, consultant, previously with NIH, Georgia.

16 Waiting for response from NASA.

SAN JUAN RIVER PROJECT

Senator DOMENICI. I'm going to go through five or six New Mex-
ico projects quickly. The San Juan River-Gallup, Mount Taylor
pipelines which are trying to bring water to Navajo country and to
the City of Gallup. We have been funding the proposed San Juan
River project for quite some time, Commissioner.

Mr. MARTINEZ. That is correct.

Senator DOMENICI. They are back before us—the Navajo Nation
is and the City of Gallup—asking for some additional funding. I
guess they have a new idea. The new approach is different than
the one we funded 10 years ago and we did not get anywhere. I
am very concerned. I am wondering what your thoughts would be
about us having the Navajo Nation and the City of Gallup and the
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Bureau of Reclamation enter into an agreement that would say
what we are doing and what the parties will do in the event it be-
comes feasible. I am kind of concerned that people change this plan
so much. It seems like all we are doing is funding planning, and
now we have yet another plan. So, could you comment on that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes, Mr. Chairman. My briefing also indicates
that this has been being planned since the 1970’s.

Senator DOMENICI. You got it.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I commit to you to personally get involved in this
issue and put together a proposal for you that will make some
sense as to where we head in the future.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I want you to know that I intend to
write a letter—and I will send a copy of it to you—to both the enti-
ties in New Mexico suggesting that I do not think we ought to fund
it anymore, unless we have an agreement up front as to what we
are trying to do.

Mr. MARTINEZ. That is correct.

Senator DOMENICI. And they would then agree to be bound by it.
I just cannot see some more money unless that is going to happen.

INDIAN WATER SETTLEMENTS

Let me talk a minute generally about Indian water settlements.
This is one of the potential jobs you have in the future that could
get very big to be an integral part of the Indian water settlements,
if they occur. Is that correct?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes. We are engaged in providing technical sup-
port to the Federal negotiating committees, as well as building
some projects as a result of water rights settlement acts enacted
by Congress. And I see a role for the Bureau of Reclamation in this
area.

Senator DOMENICI. We have a Taos Indian settlement brewing.
Could you just give us a brief update on that?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes. We are involved. We had a $2 million appro-
priation in this year’s budget under the Upper Rio Grande project
for the Bureau of Reclamation that will be used for drilling some
wells. I am advised that the project sponsors might be looking for
some additional resources to do some modeling studies that result
from the information gained from drilling these wells.

BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM FUNDING

Senator DOMENICI. It has been hinted that the role of the Bureau
of Reclamation is changing rather dramatically. I think that is the
understatement of the world. If the Bureau of Reclamation was
doing what it has always done, its budget would be a much smaller
this year. But you have been assigned some new responsibilities.
As a consequence, I believe we have some pretty serious oversight
responsibilities with reference to that new role. You are now doing
very large environmental projects and wetlands projects, which I
have no objection to at all, but I want to go through a few of these
very quickly, if I could.

What is the total level of funding being requested by the Bureau
for the ecosystem related activities in the Bay-Delta region? How
much is being requested for other agencies within the Department
of the Interior and Government-wide for these type of activities?
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And could you provide us with a crosswalk for the record which
shows the 2000 funding requests for ecosystem related work in the
Bay-Delta by agency?

Ms. BENEKE. We can certainly provide the crosswalk for you, Mr.
Chairman. The total request for the ecosystem restoration program
in the Bay-Delta is $75 million, which is the same amount as was
actually appropriated for fiscal year 1999.

Senator DOMENICI. And you will tell us how much is elsewhere
in Government, if you can.

Ms. BENEKE. Yes. I can do that. The California Bay-Delta Envi-
ronmental Enhancement Act that was passed by Congress—I think
it was late 1996—authorized the Secretary of the Interior to select
projects for this purpose. So, the program is lodged within the Inte-
rior Department at this time and the Bureau of Reclamation.

[The information follows:]

BAY-DELTA FUNDING BY AGENCY

Fiscal year 2000 funding for ecosystem related work in the Bay-Delta by agency
has not been determined by CALFED at this time. Funding provided to the Bureau
of Reclamation for activities in support of the CALFED/Bay-Delta program include
three accounts as follows:

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation ...........cccccoueeeeiieiiiiiececiiieeeieeeeeeee e $117,192,000
California Bay-Delta Ecosystem . . 75,000,000
Water and Related Resources ..... . 16,317,000
CVP Restoration Fund ..........ccccooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceec e 32,246,000

The CALFED Bay-Delta programs builds on numerous Federal and State pro-
grams addressing water management, conservation and water quality, as well as
aquatic species and habitat conservation. Other Department of the Interior agencies
supporting the CALFED effort are the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S.
Geological Survey. In addition to their routine operation of refuges and habitat man-
agement, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service requested $2.1 million in fiscal year
2000 to provide technical assistance for activities supporting the conservation and
recovery of migratory birds, sensitive, threatened and endangered species, and other
trust species in the Bay-Delta watershed. They also participate in the CALFED pro-
gram for habitat restoration in areas such as planning, assistance, review, and per-
mitting and implementation. The U.S. Geological Survey request includes an esti-
mated $3.5 million for a variety of studies covering water resources, wetlands, con-
taminants and salinity, and biological research that will contribute to solutions to
the problems in the Bay-Delta.

Agencies outside of the Department of the Interior provide CALFED/Bay-Delta
support as follows: The Environmental Protection Agency anticipates that signifi-
cant funding in Clean Water Act and Safe Drinking Water Act program grants pro-
vided to California could be used for the water quality portion of this program. They
are currently involved in the development of wetlands and drainage management
projects throughout the Delta and its tributaries. The Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service plans to provide funds to Resource Conservation Districts for riparian,
watershed, agriculture water run-off, and other ecosystem restoration activities in
the Delta. The National Marine Fisheries Service requested $1.4 million in their ap-
propriation to support a number of relatively small ecosystem related studies in the
Delta. And the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers anticipates funding approximately
$12.4 million in fiscal year 2000 for ecosystem restoration projects along the Sac-
ramento River that include levee rehabilitation, flood control projects, and restora-
tion of seasonal and permanent wetlands.

CALFED APPROPRIATIONS AND EXPENDITURES

Senator DOMENICI. Now, let us move on to CALFED for a mo-
ment. Now, of the $160 million appropriated to date for CALFED,
how much has been obligated and expended?
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Ms. BENEKE. Well, in fiscal year 1998, there was $85 million ap-
propriated. Of the $85 million, all of it has been allocated to either
programs or projects. $73 million has been obligated.

Senator DOMENICI. How much?

Ms. BENEKE. $73 million.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.

Ms. BENEKE. By that I mean that it is either under contract with
a third party or under an agreement with another agency to imple-
ment a program or projects.

For fiscal year 1999, $75 million was appropriated. $64 million
of this has been allocated to projects or programs. We go through
a fairly extensive project selection process, a public process. There
is stakeholder participation. There is an integration panel that re-
views these projects to make certain that they are consistent and
coordinated with our other authorities and spending. There are
technical screens that are undertaken, and then the Secretary ap-
proves the projects.

At any rate, $75 million was appropriated, and $64 million has
been allocated to projects or programs. None of this has yet been
obligated, but we are working on our interagency agreements and
on our contracts as we speak, and we feel fully confident that it
will be obligated by the end of the fiscal year.

The expenditure rate is much lower, but I would encourage the
subcommittee to focus on our obligation rate.

There are some reasons that our expenditures are lower, Mr.
Chairman. For one thing, most of these projects are done on a 3-
to 5-year contract basis and we do not prepay the contracts. So, we
do not expend the money as quickly as we otherwise might.

In addition, CALFED typically has the funding for the entire
project in place before the project starts. We have all the money up
front before we engage in our 3- to 5-year time horizon for these
projects.

At any rate, the current amount that has actually been expended
to date is $6.4 million of our 1998 appropriations. But again, I
would hope that the subcommittee would be looking more closely
at our obligation rate.

Senator REID. Mr. Chairman, if I could just interrupt, and I
apologize. I would like to apologize to Dr. Westphal and Lieutenant
General Ballard for not being able to be present during their testi-
mony. I indicated to you earlier that I would like to submit my
questions in writing on the Corps of Engineers, and with your per-
mission, I will do that.

Senator DOMENICI. It will be done.

CALFED EXPENDITURES

I am sorry to keep going, but some of these have to be asked.

Would you state the amount of expenditures out of this $160 mil-
lion appropriated again please?

Ms. BENEKE. To date it is $6.4 million, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. $6.4 million.

And you suggest that we should not be concerned about that low
level of expenditure?

Ms. BENEKE. Well, I am suggesting that there are some good rea-
sons for it. The first fiscal year that we received appropriated funds
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for this project was 1998, and there was some start-up time associ-
ated with getting our project selection process in place. As a man-
ager I think that taking some time to get this process in place and
do it right was the prudent thing to do. We are talking about large
sums of money. We want to be very responsible about how we ad-
minister them.

So, again, we do not prepay our contracts. There was start-up
time associated with getting this program underway. We have it up
and running now. We think it is running smoothly. Again, I would
encourage the subcommittee to focus more on our rate of obligation
rather than the actual dollars that have gone out the door.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I just want to give you my version.
Frankly, we have a very tight budget in every area. The chairman
of the Appropriations Committee has been greatly concerned—he is
sitting here—whether we have enough money to allocate among
the subcommittees to get our job done this year.

When you have $160 million obligated to a program that was de-
clared to be somewhat of an emergency, a very high priority and
you have spent $6.4 million, it seems to me we have picked out a
program in government to advance fund in a very different way
than we do many other things: just put $160 million out there and
say whenever you get ready to use it, you use it. I would almost
think that sooner or later we are going to ask you to give us a
schedule of what is it you are going to use this for. If we are just
out there fishing around for projects, then we have just opened a
door to projects that nobody else gets in this country. Other
projects do not get that opportunity.

Ms. BENEKE. Well, I appreciate the concern that you are raising,
sir, but I do want to assure you that the projects have been se-
lected. We have 171 projects that have been funded either through
these funds or in cooperation with the State or other non-Federal
partners. There are specific projects selected, specific projects that
are underway, specific projects that have been contracted for, and
we think that they are very important to the overall progress that
we can make in this program.

Senator DOMENICI. Does the new Governor of California support
the ecosystem restoration activities as currently structured and the
non-ecosystem components proposed for the 2000 budget, including
water supply, storage, and conveyance?

Ms. BENEKE. We have been working very closely with Governor
Gray Davis and his new team. Last year, Secretary Babbitt made
a personal commitment to making progress on this program. We
had partnered very closely with Governor Wilson. We feel fully con-
fident that Gray Davis and his team are supportive of this request,
?nd we will continue our good partnership with the State of Cali-

ornia.

Senator DOMENICI. The answer, however, is they do not yet do
that. They are not yet supporting it.

Ms. BENEKE. Oh, no. I am confident that they do support it, sir.

BUREAUWIDE OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

Senator DOMENICI. I just have three more. The conference report
on the 1998 energy and water appropriations bill asked the Bureau
to prepare a report on the operation and maintenance costs of its
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projects. The committee requested the report because of expressed
concerns related to how the O&M costs were being allocated by
these projects, the declining level of operation and maintenance
funding for traditional water supply and distribution related work,
concerns that Reclamation’s overhead expenses may be excessive,
and the lack of opportunity of stakeholders to have input into the
formulation of the budget recommendations. The report was com-
pleted and provided to the Committee last September, for which we
are grateful.

STAKEHOLDERS’ INPUT INTO BUDGET PRIORITIES

What has the Bureau done to afford the stakeholders an oppor-
tunity to have input into the budget needs and priorities since you
gave us that report? Can the Bureau benefit from this increased
openness? Do you expect to learn new ways and approaches that
could improve efficiency and thereby reduce O&M costs?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, I have put out a memorandum, a
letter, a directive to our regional directors and area managers to
engage our customers in the budget formulation process and how
we do our O&M. We have been doing some of that across the West,
but not in all places. I would expect that we would improve both
in how we do our work and how much it takes to do our work.

STAFFING LEVELS FOR O&M ACTIVITIES

Senator DOMENICI. Well, let me just have one last word in that
regard and give you an example. The O&M cost report indicates
that the Bureau of Reclamation is continuing efforts to control
costs by reducing staffing. However, the Family Farm Alliance has
provided information indicating that the San Luis and Delta-
Mendoto Water Authority was able to accomplish operation and
maintenance work with 85 regular full-time employees compared to
120 Reclamation employees.

Does Reclamation have procedures to periodically review and as-
sess manpower being used to accomplish O&M activities, and have
you reviewed situations like this one that I have just talked about?

Mr. MARTINEZ. I have not personally reviewed any of those, but
given the constraints on our budget, we review our needs and our
resources. There are some places we could probably improve. In
particular, I draw to your attention the concerns raised by the irri-
gation district where we met with them on a one-to-one basis and
reduced costs.

I think there is room for improvement. We operate, I believe, 89
major projects across the West. Some of them are probably doing
a good job. Some places, I think, we could stand some improve-
ment, and we are moving in that direction.

Senator DOMENICI. That is all the questions I had.

The two Senators who arrived, do you want to question the Bu-
reau or were you here for the Corps? Go ahead, Senator Burns.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BURNS

Senator BURNS. Thank you very much.
How are the kids? Are the kids all right?
Ms. BENEKE. Fine, thank you, sir.
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Senator BURNS. I have to ask her that every time I see her.

I thank you for coming today and thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
just have a couple of questions and I have a statement, if I may
be allowed to put it in the record.

Senator DOMENICI. The questions will be made part of the record.

Senator BURNS. I am concerned about the $161 million and you
have only allocated about $6.4 million. Yet, I understand we are ex-
periencing some cost overruns in some of my State. You have shift-
ed those costs to the water users, the farmers and ranchers in
those areas, and I am concerned about that.

YELLOWSTONE RIVER FLOODING CONDITIONS

This past weekend I was up in Yellowstone Park, and we were
up in the mountains. We have got a lot of snow this year. Now,
that only means one thing: It has all got to come down and it is
very fluid. Of course, the lower Yellowstone River is my concern
again. We went through this process before at Yellowtail Dam, and
I would just like to hear your comments on steps that should be
taken now on the inventory. I know it could all come at once or it
could come all summer. We cannot control the weather end of this
thing, but I am just wondering, are there any plans being made
right now to deal with the snowpack?

It is a wonderful problem. New Mexico is in a drought. I wish
I could ship some water to Senator Domenici.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Chairman, Senator, we have starkly varied
conditions across the West. On the Pecos River in New Mexico, we
have 18 percent of normal water flow projected for this year, while
in the Pacific Northwest and other places we have over 250 per-
cent.

However, our flood operations are in full gear in those areas
where we expect a runoff to make sure that we do everything to
minimize a flooding potential. So, we have learned from past expe-
riences and hopefully we will do a better job as we move along.

Senator BURNS. I am really concerned about this, because I will
tell you we went through that flood a few years ago, and it was just
the result of water management out of Yellowtail Dam. At the high
time when it was coming down to Yellowstone, you made a big re-
lease out of Yellowtail on the Big Horn River. That flows into the
Yellowstone River. I will tell you right now if it looks like that we
have not really managed that water and we have similar flooding
this year, there is going to be a bounty on you because it will be
a sorry situation.

RECLAMATION GRAZING PERMITS

Now, another question. I am getting a little confused about the
Bureau’s main purpose here. I see you are dealing with grazing
permits now?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Well, we have lands that were withdrawn from
Bureau of Reclamation projects across the West. On some of those
lands, we do have grazing leases and manage our lands.

Senator BURNS. Does that not traditionally fall into BLM? I do
not think you folks are range managers.

Mr. MARTINEZ. And I would agree with you.
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Senator BURNS. Well, then do something about it. Give it back
to the BLM or something.

Mr. MARTINEZ. I will look into that.

Senator BURNS. Yes, just do that.

GLENDIVE, MONTANA

Mr. Commissioner, we have some projects in Montana that are
paid off and they have requested transfer. One of them in par-
ticular is the Intake Division Dam near Glendive, Montana. What
is the problem there? How come we are not making that transfer?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Well, I am not aware of that particular request.
Basically, what we do is when a project sponsor requests transfer,
we engage and hopefully move toward completion. But let me tell
you, in the last 3 years we have not had too much success, and
hopefully we will have some success with some of these issues.

Senator BURNS. What is the main problem?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Well, among the problems is occasional opposition
from even the local folks as to whether or not a project should be
transferred valuation, and NEPA studies that have to be com-
pleted. It is just not as easy as saying we can transfer overnight.
Then, of course, we have to bring each transfer before Congress be-
cause ultimately you have to make that decision. Those are Federal
properties and Congress has to act on them, but we will move for-
ward, engage the project sponsors, and see if we can bring that pro-
posal before Congress.

Senator BURNS. You do not own the land. You just own the
water. Now they want to take control of their own project. It is al-
ready paid out, so why are we not making the transfer?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Because by Federal law, the Federal Government
owns those facilities even though they have paid out their percent-
age of the costs. So, in order for those transfers to occur, it has to
be through an act of Congress.

Senator BURNS. Well, Congress will act.

Do you have to do a NEPA before you make that transfer?

Mr. MARTINEZ. Yes.

Senator BURNS. Well, that is all I have. Thank you very much.

But now, on the CALFED expenditures, I am clearly concerned
flbout the obligation of $161 million and expenditure of just $6 mil-
ion.

Senator DOMENICI. $6 million.

Senator BURNS. Expended $6 million. Then we go around and we
look for little projects to do, and run into cost over-runs and won’t
transfer ownership of these projects when they should be trans-
ferred. You can understand my concern.

I would like to remind you, now is the time to start planning for
that lower yellowstone, though, because we got a lot of water.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

Did you have any further comments, either of you? Yes, Madam
Secretary.

STATUS OF SPENDING ON CALFED PROGRAM

Ms. BENEKE. I am hoping that the record is clear on the exact
status of the spending on the Bay-Delta ecosystem program. We
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have $149 million of the $160 million allocated to specific projects
or programs. We have $73 million obligated of the $85 million fiscal
year 1998 funds. I would also like to note that we are a year and
a half into this program. We have the mechanism in place to go
ahead and expend these funds, and I am anticipating that our obli-
gation rate and expenditure rate will pick up considerably for the
next several months.

Senator BURNS. Would you supply the committee with a list of
those projects?

Ms. BENEKE. Yes. I would be glad to do that.

Senator DOMENICI. I think we have them, but let us check and
see. I think we do.

[The information follows:]

BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION APPROPRIATION

Funding Allo- Funding Allo-
Funding Category/Projects Agency cated in fiscal cated in fiscal
year 1998 year 1999
Woodbridge Fish Screen USBR ... 1,575
Richter Brothers Screen USBR ... 49
Boeger Brothers Screen USBR ... 15
Small Diversion Fish Screens Program ! NRCS ........... 900
Fish Screen Improvements $2,539
Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID) SCreen ........cccccoveeerieermrrunae USBR ........... 325
Fish Passage Program 8,000
ACID Fish Passage & Fish Screen Improvement Project, Phase Il ..... 860
Anadromous Fish Passage at Clough Dam on Mill Creek .................. 1,280
Fish Passage Improvement Project at the Red Bluff Diversion Dam 341
Steelhead & Chinook Salmon Fish Passage Barrier Remediation at
Guadalupe River 178
Cosumnes River Salmonid Barrier Program 188
Boeger Family Farms Fish Screen, Phase Ill (Construction) ... ooveeeveiierennnns 140
Hastings Tract Fish Screen, Phase Il (Construction) 271
City of Sacramento Fish Screen Replacement Project, Phase Il ........ 655
American Basin Fish Screen & Habitat Improvement Project ............ 200
Stanislaus River Channel Restoration 1,038
Tuolumne River Setback Levees 655
Battle Creek 395
Fish Passage Program Remaining Balance ! 1,799
ACID Fish Passage Improvement Project, Phase Il USBR ........... 5,253
Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project .. .. USBR ... 28,000
Lower Butte Creek Project, Phase Il USBR oot e 775
Fish Passage Improvements 8,325 34,028

San Joaquin Floodplain Acquisition and Riparian Restoration . USFWS

Bear Creek Floodplain Restoration Demonstration Project .. USFWS .
Napa River Wetlands Acquisition USBR ...
Cache Slough Habitat Enhancement USBR ...
Regional Wetlands Goals Project USEPA ..
Cosumnes River Floodplain Acquisition USBR ...
Prospect Island USCOE .
McCormack-Williamson Tract Acquisition USFWS
McCormack-Williamson  Tract’s ~ Wildlife-friendly Levee Management

Project USFWS
Habitat Restoration/Flood Control Bypasses Program® ............cccccccovevunnee. USCOE
Floodplain Restoration/Habitat Restoration on Existing Conservation

Lands Program USFWS

Butte Creek Acquisition
Lower Mill Creek Riparian Restoration
Grayson River Ranch Perpetual Easement and Restoration ... ccevveevvcvriienns
Hill Slough West Habitat Demonstration Project
Rhode Island Floodplain Management and Habitat Restoration ........
Nelson Slough Wildlife Area Restoration Demonstration Project ........
Merced River Salmon Habitat Enhancement, Phase Il
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BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION APPROPRIATION—Continued

Funding Category/Projects

Funding Allo- Funding Allo-
Agency cated in fiscal cated in fiscal
year 1998 year 1999

Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge Land Acquisitions
Petaluma Marsh Expansion Project—Marin County

South Napa River Wetlands Acquisition and Restoration ...................
Lower Clear Creek Floodway Restoration

Fern-Headreach Tidal Perennial Aquatic and Shaded River Aquatic
Conservation

Benicia Waterfront Marsh Restoration

Floodplain Acquisition, Management, and Monitoring on the Sac-
ramento River

Cosumnes River Acquisition Restoration, Planning and Demonstra-
tion

Deer and Mill Creeks Acquisition and Enhancement
Lower San Joaquin River Floodplain Protection and Restoration
Project

Biological Restoration and Monitoring in the Suisun Marsh/North

San Francisco Bay Ecological Zone
South Napa River Tidal Slough and Floodplain Restoration Project ..
Butte Creek Riparian Restoration Demonstration

Habitat Restoration In Floodplains and Marshes

Liberty Island Acquisition
Sedimentation Movement, and Availability and Monitoring in the Delta ....
Tuolumne River Mining Reach Restoration Project No. 2—M) Ruddy Seg-
ment
Merced River Salmon Habitat Enhancement, Phase I: Robinson/Gallo
Project, Ratzlaff Reach Site
Tuolumne River Special Run Pool (SRP) 10 Restoration
Preliminary Design and Engineering—Lower Western Stone Restoration
Site, Merced River
River Channel Changes

Environmental Water Acquisition Program 2

Improved Instream Flows

Assessment of Organic Matter in the Habitat and Its Relationship to the
Food Chain
Evaluation of Selenium Sources, Levels, and Consequences in the
Delta
Bacterial Treatment of Selenium in the Panoche Drainage
Sand and Salt Creek Watershed Project
Integrated Pest Management in Suisun Bay Program ............cccccoveivniinens
Assessment of Ecological and Human Health Impacts of Mercury in the
Bay-Delta Watershed
Water Quality and Temperature Improvement

722 396
773

1,455

76

32,842 8,310

USFWS ........ 8,577 e

USGS o LOAT oo
USFWS s oo 3,332

T: — 1633
............................. USBR oo 165
T:— 130

5,260

USBR v 14500 oo

USGS oo 1400 oo

Exotic Species Control Program

Introduced and Undesirable Species Control

Evaluation of Tagging Data
Improved Fish Management and Hatchery Operations
Watershed Improvement/Sediment Stabilization on Deer, Mill an
lope Creeks
Watershed Restoration Planning Program
Petaluma River Watershed Restoration

Cottonwood Creek Watershed Group Formation

Battle Creek Watershed Stewardship

Local Watershed Stewardship Steelhead Trout Plan
Cold Water Fisheries and Water Quality Element

Merced River Corridor Restoration Plan

South Yuba River Coordinated Watershed Management Plan

Watershed Restoration Strategy for the Yolo Bypass
Proposal to Develop Local Watershed Stewardship Plan for the
Lower Mokelumne River

Union School Slough Watershed Improvement

American River Integrated Watershed Stewardship Strategy

Sulphur Creek Coordinated Resource Management Planning Group ..
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BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION APPROPRIATION—Continued

Funding Allo- Funding Allo-
Funding Category/Projects Agency cated in fiscal cated in fiscal
year 1998 year 1999
Lower Putah Creek Watershed Stewardship 100
Alhambra Creek Watershed CRMP 138
Butte Creek Watershed Road Survey USFWS ......... 294 ...
Inventory of Forest Road Systems—Cat Creek Watershed .. USFS ... 38
Floodplain Easement—Lower Tuolumne and San Joaquin Rivers o NRCS oot e
Watershed Management 2,253
EPA Contribution
Bay-Delta Account 2,253
Integrated Phasing Strategy (CALFED Program Staff) .. .. USBR ... 1,647
Coordinated Permitting (CALFED Program Staff) .......... .. USBR ... 282 s
Development of a Watershed Management Program (CALFED Program
Staff) USBR ........... 184
Comprehensive and Coordinated Monitoring Assessment and Research
Program (CCMARP) USBR LI57 e
Bay-Delta Education Program USBR 300 120
San Joaquin Valley's “Salmonids in the Classroom” Program En-
hancement 3
Traveling Film Festival/Heron Booth/Video Archive 54
Environmental Agriculture Conferences and Field Tours . 28
Sacramento River Headwaters to the Ocean, Public Information and
Education 50
Discover the Flyway 49
The Butte Creek Watershed Educational Workshops and Field Tours
Series 33
Bay-Delta Environmental Restoration Education Program . 40
The Virtual Science Center and Hands-on Learning Programs . 2 ..
Water Hyacinth Education Program 1 10
Water Challenge 2010 65
Tuolumne River Natural Resources Program 45
Special Support Programs (CALFED Program Staff) ..........ccccomrverriverinens 1,751
Prospect Island Monitoring Project 915
Monitoring, Permit Coordination, and Other Special Support ........ 3,570 5,986
Restoration Reserve 3,319 3,750
Technical Review and Quality Control Program ..........cccccovervmeeneeenneennninns 850 750
Administrative Support Program 850 750
Miscellaneous Expenses/Administration 4,469 5,000
Pending April 16, 1999 due date of the Public Solicitation Process .......... 10,171
Less EPA Contribution (Watershed Management Category) —-910
GRAND TOTAL ALLOCATED (Bay-Delta Account) 85,000 75,000

1Program is included in the Public Solicitation Process issued on February 16, 1999 with a project submittal due date of April 16, 1999.
Project selection is expected to be complete by June 30, 1999.
2CALFED is currently working the Stakeholder community to develop this program.

Ms. BENEKE. It is a very important program in California.

Senator DOMENICI. When I raised the issue, I just wonder if we
started too fast. That is all I am wondering about.

Ms. BENEKE. Sir, I would also say that Congress authorized
$143.3 million in annual appropriations for this program. We have
come in with a request this year of $75 million, which we think is
well tailored to what we can expend and what the need is. We are
going to be sending up a request to extend the authorization for
this program, and we will be working with the authorizing commit-
tees on that as well.

NEW MEXICO DROUGHT CONDITIONS

Senator DOMENICI. I would like to make one last observation di-
rected to the Department and, in particular, the Commissioner. I
am pleased that I have six Senators here.
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My State is on the verge of a drought. The Commissioner has
just expressed a concern about one river in our State. It is not as
drastic, but every river is having enormous problems in terms of
the source of water that normally flows down the rivers.

We have a budding problem with reference to the endangered
species law that is very, very serious. It has to do with a minnow
on our biggest river system. It has been declared an endangered
species, and it is entirely possible that we cannot maintain the flow
in the river for the minnow, which is a latecomer to the water
needs of that river basin, having just been adjudicated, whereas we
have had all kinds of other users lined up who are entitled to
water, including large cities like Albuquerque who bought much of
the water that is coming down the river.

We may very well be asked here in Congress to do something to
alleviate this situation unless the managers of the river system can
accommodate the traditional users who already have claims, the
cities who own the water, and a minnow that has just recently, as
I indicated, made claim to our waters.

We have a similar one in the second largest water system, an-
other minnow, the same claim, in a drought era in a desert State.
I just leave that with you.

Senator BURNS. Do you want some grizzly bears?

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Well, what we need is we need some common
sense, but that is the problem.

Thank you both very, very much.

[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 DOMENICI
SAN JUAN RIVER-GALLUP, MOUNT TAYLOR PIPELINE

The Committee has been funding the San Juan-Gallup, Mount Taylor Pipeline
study effort for the past two years. Last year, the Bureau of Reclamation entered
into a Memorandum of Agreement to undertake a feasibility study of a water supply
pipeline from Mount Taylor mine for additional water supplies in the area. The
Committee understood that the Bureau had sufficient funding available in fiscal
year 1999 to complete the study, but provided additional funding to insure there
were no delays or funding constraints.

Question. What is the status of this study which will confirm the quantity and
quality of water that might be available from the Mount Taylor mine?

Answer. We have completed an appraisal study of the requirements for treatment
and delivery of water through a pipeline from Mt. Taylor to Gallup, Acoma Pueblo,
and Laguna Pueblo. A separate preliminary study has been done by John Shomaker
& Associates for the City of Gallup on the quantity of water available. Shomaker’s
preliminary estimate is that 4,000 acre feet of water could be produced from the Mt.
Taylor Mine for about 40 years. We estimate the pipeline and treatment plant
would cost $35-$40 million to build and a preliminary estimate of $2-$2.5 million
annually for operation and maintenance. No special environmental or cultural re-
source issues have been identified. However, disposal of selenium at the water treat-
ment plant is a concern and a high cost for documentation and mitigation of archae-
ological sites should be anticipated due to high density of known sites in the area.

Question. Will the study be completed in fiscal year 1999 as planned? If not, why?
Has the Bureau established a firm schedule to complete the determination of quan-
tity and quality?

Answer. No, at this point Reclamation has not initiated feasibility studies. None
of the local sponsors are able to provide cost-sharing contributions to take the stud-
ies to the feasibility stage. Reclamation has proposed entering into a Memorandum
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of Agreement with the city of Gallup, and the Acoma and Laguna Pueblos, under
which Reclamation would contract with the Pueblos under the authority of the In-
dian Self-Determination Act of Public Law 93-638 to accomplish some of the needed
studies. These contracts would not require cost sharing. We have proposed two
major studies to be completed under these contracts. The first are detailed hydro-
logic studies including groundwater modeling to provide a firmer estimate of the
quantity of water available and to identify and quantify potential impacts on other
parts of the hydrologic system such as springs, streams, and other aquifers. The sec-
ond is the development of a legal framework for cooperation of the sponsors to plan,
implement, and operate the project. Substantial questions related to water rights
and allocation of project water need to be addressed before the project could be built.
To date, the proposed agreement has not been accepted and signed by all the spon-
Sors.

SAN JUAN GALLUP-NAVAJO WATER SUPPLY STUDY

The San Juan Gallup-Navajo Water Supply feasibility study has been on-going for
several years. The Committee provided $150,000 for the current year for the Bureau
of Reclamation to complete the feasibility study and initiate NEPA compliance ac-
tivities.

Question. What is the status of this study?

Answer. Reclamation and the study partners will complete a planning status re-
port and environmental analysis during fiscal year 1999. The report will present the
preferred plan and alternatives considered by the study partners and identify sig-
nificant environmental issues that would be addressed during the National Environ-
mental Policy Act process. Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act will be initiated with respect to the endangered fish in the San Juan River by
the Bureau of Indian Affairs during fiscal year 1999.

Question. How much funding is included in the fiscal year 2000 budget request
to continue the study effort?

Answer. No funding has been requested for fiscal year 2000.

Question. Is this level of funding sufficient to keep the study on schedule?

Answer. No. Additional funding of $300,000 would be needed in fiscal year 2000
to keep this project moving forward. These funds would allow the NEPA process to
move forward and allow data to be collected to refine the project plan. The addi-
tional capability shown was not included in the President’s budget. The Department
does not support the addition of funds for any project that would result in the reduc-
tion of funding for programs or projects included in the budget request.

Question. Has the Bureau established a firm schedule to complete the San Juan
Gallup-Navajo Water Supply study effort?

Answer. No. Due to the uncertainty of funding a firm schedule has not been com-
pleted. The planning status report and environmental assessment will be completed
during fiscal year 1999. If funding is available, necessary data could be collected and
a Feasibility Report/Environmental Statement could be completed by the end of
2001. In order for the project to move to implementation, additional construction au-
thorization and funding would also be required.

TAOS INDIAN WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT

The Committee provided $2 million in the current fiscal year for the Bureau of
Reclamation to initiate and complete a confirmatory well drilling program of the
deep aquifer which was a critical element of the Taos Indian Water Rights Settle-
ment Agreement.

Question. What is the current status of your efforts to undertake this important
work?

Answer. An environmental assessment, which typically takes 3—5 months, is in
progress and is scheduled to be completed late in April of this year. Depending upon
the results of the assessment, drilling could commence after the environmental as-
sessment is done.

Question. Will the proposed work be completed in fiscal year 1999 as directed, if
not, why? Is additional funding needed in fiscal year 2000? If so, what is the Bu-
reau’s funding capability?

Answer. No, the work cannot be completed in fiscal year 1999 because of the size
and depth of the seven wells. It will take about two months to complete each well
even with some 24-hour per day drilling. Completion of the drilling is anticipated
in late spring or summer of 2000.

The current funding capability estimate for fiscal year 2000 is $700,000. This in-
cludes all required NEPA activities, contact administration, modeling reports, and
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consultant fees. This estimate is based on the assumption that the drilling has been
completed, and a recommendation to proceed has been made.

UTE RESERVOIR PIPELINE PROJECT, CURRY AND ROOSEVELT COUNTIES, NM

The Conference Agreement for fiscal year 1999 included $200,000 for the Bureau
of Reclamation to begin feasibility studies of the Curry and Roosevelt counties por-
tion of the Ute Reservoir Pipeline project.

Question. How does the Bureau of Reclamation plan to proceed with this work in
fiscal year 1999?

Answer. The Ute Water Commission is working on a plan of study for this work
which will include feasibility planning and environmental compliance for the Curry
and Roosevelt Counties phased portions of the Ute Pipeline project. Reclamation
plans on modifying the existing Cooperative Agreement to include this work once
we receive and agree on the scope of work.

Question. How much funding is requested in your fiscal year 2000 budget to con-
tinue this work?

Answer. No funding was requested for this work in fiscal year 2000.

Question. Now, $300,000 was provided in fiscal year 1998 for the Quay County
portion of the project. What is the status of the Quay County studies?

Answer. On June 24, 1998, Reclamation entered into a Cooperative Agreement
with the Eastern Plains Council of Governments (COG). This obligated funds in the
amount of $285,000 to the COG, which includes $15,000 to administer the contract.
The additional $15,000 was set aside to pay Reclamation administrative costs.

In September of 1998, a contract was entered into between the COG and Smith
Engineering to prepare a Special Report (to be completed in June 1999) which would
provide enough information for the local sponsors to solicit financing for final design
and construction either from private or public entities. This effort differs from past
efforts as it provided for project phasing, which allows the Quay County portion to
be built first, and subsequent phasing would provide for final project completion.

UPPER RIO GRANDE BASIN WATER MANAGEMENT

The Upper Rio Grande Basin water operation model has been under development
for several years with funding that has been appropriated by this Committee.

Question. Am I correct that the development of the model is about to be com-
pleted? Is there any additional model development which will not be completed in
fiscal year 1999 for which funding will be required in fiscal year 2000? If so, does
the Bureau have sufficient funding requested in fiscal year 2000 to carry out any
additional development work that may be needed? How much funding over and
above the budget request is needed to complete the development work?

Answer. The first fully linked upper-basin model, operating from Colorado to Fort
Quitman, Texas is scheduled to be completed in fiscal year 2000. However, this
“backbone water operations model” will lack necessary refinements required to sat-
isfy planning and NEPA applications in some reaches of the river. These necessary
refinements are expected to continue into fiscal year 2004 as various water manage-
ment and operational issues surface in the basin requiring the detail of a planning
model. Several water issues in the basin are currently showing a need for acceler-
ated application of the planning model. Acceleration of the model refinement would
require enhanced funding from various partnership sources. Currently, the model is
being developed using funding from several sources and partners. Reclamation has
requested $345,000 for model development in fiscal year 2000 but could apply an
additional $250,000 toward accelerated model refinement. The additional capability
shown was not included in the President’s budget. The Department does not support
the addition of funds for any project that would result in the reduction of funding
for programs or projects included in the budget request.

Question. How do you envision using this operational model as a management
tool?

Answer. The model can be thought of in terms of three modular components:
First, a real-time hydrologic daily decision support system linked to a real time
monitoring network. Second, a water accounting and water operations model used
for analysis and documentation of daily flood control and project water delivery op-
erations; and, third, a basin-wide hydrological planning model used for evaluating
impacts of long range water management and water development scenarios. There
is already a well defined need for all three model components.

Question. Now, funding is included in the budget to begin work with the Regional
Water Planning Assembly to undertake “grass-roots water planning efforts for the
Middle Rio Grande Valley”. Can you explain what the Bureau has in mind, what
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the total cost of the effort is expected to be, and how long you expect to fund this
effort? What is the make-up to the Regional Water Planning Assembly?

Answer. In fiscal year 2000, $50,000 is requested for coordination with the Re-

ional Water Planning Assembly and minor technical support. An additional
%}78,000 is estimated to be needed for work through fiscal year 2002. The Regional
Planning Assembly is a grass roots organization which came into existence at the
request of the New Mexico Governor and State Engineer to address basin-wide
water resource issues. The mission of this group is to formulate a regional water
plan funded by the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission. The group includes
representatives from every water interest sector in the Middle Rio Grande Valley.
This includes farming, municipal, environmental, rural organizations as well as
water management agencies at the local, state, and federal level.

RECLAMATION RECREATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM—TITLE XXVIII

Congress provided $2 million for the current fiscal year for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to more fully participate in a cost-shared program with the State of New
Mexico for recreation facility improvements under Title XXVIII of the Reclamation
Projects Authorization and Adjustments Act. The funding was provided because the
Committee understood that the State of New Mexico had been financing recreation
improvements unilaterally and that an imbalance existed in the allocation of fund-
ing through this program.

Question. Do you expect any problems in carrying out this program as authorized
and intended by the Committee? Specifically, how is the Bureau using the $2 mil-
lion provided for improvements at recreation facilities in New Mexico?

Answer. We will have no problem in carrying out this program. Most of the fund-
ing will be used to rehabilitate recreation facilities at Elephant Butte and Navajo
State Parks. Funds will also be used for facilities at Caballo, Heron, E1 Vado, Sum-
ner, Percha and Leasburg State Parks.

ANIMAS-LA PLATA

Congress has appropriated $3 million or more annually for the past several years
for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue data collection, analysis and other activi-
ties related to the Animas-La Plata project. The fiscal year 2000 budget again in-
cludes $3 million for similar activities.

Question. What has been the total level of funding appropriated for this project
over the past 5 years, and how much has actually been spent on the project?

Answer. The total amount appropriated for Animas-La Plata for the period fiscal
year 1995 through fiscal year 1999 was $34.8 million. Reclamation applied a total
of $4.8 million of underfinancing to this project during the period. Therefore, the net
allotments for the past 5 years totaled 530 million. The total amount spent on the
Project from fiscal year 1995 through February 1999 was about $20.2 million.

Question. How much funding is available for expenditure in fiscal year 1999 from
prior year balances? How much of the total funding available does the Bureau ex-
pect to spend in fiscal year 1999?

Answer. At the beginning of fiscal year 1999, $9.5 million was available to expend
from prior year balances. If the fiscal year 1999 allotment of $0.5 million is added,
then $10.0 million is available to expend in fiscal year 1999. The initial fiscal year
1999 estimate for expenditures was approximately $3.0 million. With the antici-
pated new environmental evaluations discussed below, additional expenditures are
expected. The magnitude of those expenditures is currently being evaluated.

Question. Now the budget justification seems to indicate that the Department has
selected a Proposal for Animas-La Plata. The justification uses terms such as “the
Department of the Interior’s Proposal”, the “Administration Proposal”, and “refining
the Proposal”. Please explain what is meant by “Proposal”. Has the Department of
the Interior selected a “project” alternative as directed by Congress? Specifically,
how will the funding requested for fiscal year 2000 be used?

Answer. On August 11, 1998, the Secretary of the Interior presented an Adminis-
tration Proposal to build a down-sized version of Animas-La Plata to implement the
Colorado Ute water rights settlement, which would also include a nonstructural ele-
ment as part of the settlement implementation. Then on January 4, 1999, a Notice
of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register announcing the intent to pre-
pare a Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Animas-La
Plata Project pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
as amended. The Draft Statement would evaluate the environmental impacts of the
Administration Proposal and several other alternatives. Pending public input, Rec-
lamation intends that the Administration Proposal and each of the alternatives de-
scribed in the NOI undergo an environmental impact analysis beginning with a
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threshold assessment of the alternative’s capability to accomplish the project’s pur-
pose fiscal year 2000 funding would be used to conduct a major portion of the NEPA
process identified in the NOI. Current plans are to use contracts under the Indian
Self-Determination Act authority of Public Law 93-638 with both Colorado Ute In-
dian Tribes to conduct this work.

Question. Last year, you testified that the analysis of alternatives would be com-
pleted in 3-6 months. Has the analysis of alternatives been completed as you testi-
fied? If not, why?

Answer. Reclamation conducted an appraisal-level analysis on the two alter-
natives resulting from the Romer/Schoettler Process. Prior to its finalization, the
Secretary of the Interior announced an Administration Proposal incorporating por-
tions of those two alternatives. All information and data developed as part of the
Romer/Schoettler Process, as well as previously completed environmental studies,
are being utilized and incorporated into the present Draft Supplemental EIS effort.

Question. Why should the Congress appropriate any further funding for this
project for fiscal year 20007

Answer. The Administration is committed to implementing a water rights settle-
ment for the Colorado Ute Tribes. We anticipate increased costs to accelerate NEPA
compliance work and will seek authority to immediately initiate activities to imple-
ment the selected alternatives.

SALTON SEA, CALIFORNIA RESEARCH PROJECT

For the past several years, funding has been provided for the Salton Sea research
project in California to investigate increasing salinity, other water quality issues,
and rising surface levels which are flooding developed areas and wildlife habitat.
The Bureau of Reclamation, and other Federal and State agencies are engaged in
an effort to identify and evaluate possibilities for improving the conditions of the
sea, a program of additional planning, research, and environmental impact analysis.

Question. First, tell the Committee why the Bureau of Reclamation is involved in
this effort?

Answer. The Salton Sea as we know it today was created in 1905-07, when the
flooding Colorado River broke through a temporary diversion works and flowed into
the Salton Sink for nearly 15 months before it was diverted back to the river chan-
nel. Soon after, the Sea began to decrease as the flow of new water was discontinued
prior to the creation of irrigated agriculture. In 1942, the All-American Canal began
carrying Colorado River water to the Imperial and Coachella Valleys which flank
the Salton Sea and thus the Sea began to receive an annual inflow of water created
from the agricultural drainage. Reclamation was the Federal partner in the develop-
ment of this diversion system.

The Bureau of Reclamation studies directed towards managing the salinity of the
Salton Sea date back to the 1960’s, when Reclamation and the California Depart-
ment of Water Resources performed a joint appraisal evaluation of possible alter-
natives. Title XI of Public Law 102-575, the Salton Sea Research Project Act, di-
rected the Secretary of the Interior, acting through Reclamation, to conduct a re-
search project. Most recently, Congress in 1998 passed the Salton Sea Reclamation
Project Act, Public Law 105-372, which directed the Secretary of the Interior, acting
through Reclamation, to conduct an Environmental Impact Statement/California
Environmental Impact Report feasibility study to reclaim the Sea, and specifically
named the Bureau of Reclamation as lead agency on these efforts.

Question. Setting aside the action of the Secretary of the Interior designating the
Bureau of Reclamation as the lead agency in the Department, is there a direct con-
nection to your traditional missions and responsibilities?

Answer. There is a direct connection to Reclamation’s traditional mission and re-
sponsibilities in this project. The two irrigation districts that contribute agricultural
drainage to the Salton Sea are both Reclamation projects built through a partner-
ship with the Federal government. As with most of our projects, if the operation of
the project adversely affects the local environment then Reclamation can be involved
in developing solutions to the problems.

Question. How much funding has been provided for this effort across all Federal
government agencies in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999, and how much is re-
quested for fiscal year 2000? How much funding are State and other non-Federal
agencies providing for fiscal year 1999 and 2000?

Answer. The following table presents the Federal funding being used to perform
the various activities associated with the Salton Sea.

Bureau of Reclamation

Fiscal year 1998—$2,000,000 (Includes $400,000 enacted and $1,600,000 fund
transfer and reprogramming).
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Fiscal year 1999—$400,000 (Enacted).
Fiscal year 2000—$1,000,000 (Requested).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Fiscal year 1998—$5,875,000 (Enacted).
Fiscal year 1999—$13,400,000 (Enacted).
Fiscal year 2000—(None Requested).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Fiscal year 1998—$1,000,000 (Enacted).
Fiscal year 1999—$1,000,000 (Enacted).
Fiscal year 2000—$1,000,000 (Requested).

U.S. Geological Survey

Provides limited scientific expertise and personnel support.

The State and other local non-Federal agencies have made or will make available
a total of $3,784,100 for work in fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000.

Question. What is the total estimated cost of the effort to complete the feasibility
design, and the technical and biological impact analysis work necessary for the
preparation of feasibility report and environmental compliance documents?

Answer. The current estimated cost of the feasibility study is $4.85 million. Rec-
lamation is providing 50 percent of the total costs of the study which is being
matched by a non-Federal cost sharing partner. The non-Federal cost sharing part-
ner is the Salton Sea Authority, a Joint Power Authority established under the laws
of the State of California.

Question. Has a firm schedule, which establishes critical milestones, been estab-
lished for this work? If so, could you provide it for the record?

Answer. The Department of the Interior and Reclamation understand that Janu-
ary 1, 2000, is a firm date for a report to Congress. The following schedule is being
followed to prepare the report and documents for this project.

November 12, 1998—Salton Sea Alternatives Final Pre-appraisal Report—Engi-
neering information on Salinity and Water Surface Elevation.

February 15, 1999—Scoping Report on Public Meetings Held in July and October
1998.

March 15, 1999—Draft Report, Screening Analysis of Initial Restoration Alter-
natives.

April 30, 1999—Draft Appraisal Report on Proposed Alternatives.

May-June 1999—Initial Reports from Baseline Science work being performed with
submittal to the Science Subcommittee, Salton Sea Authority, and Reclamation.

September 1, 1999—Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Planning Report,
California Environmental Impact Report.

January 1, 2000—Final Environmental Impact Statement/Planning Report, Cali-
fornia Environmental Impact Report to Congress.

Question. Is it realistic to believe that the Bureau of Reclamation can complete
the feasibility report and associated National Environmental Protection Act docu-
mentation by January 1, 2000 when this work is only 9 percent complete?

Answer. A report will be made available with proposed action alternatives for con-
sideration by Congress by January 1, 2000. Reclamation will be able to provide an
analysis of the alternatives for feasibility economics and costs on phase one, but not
a complete feasibility-level engineering design for all phases. It is envisioned that
the preferred project may be proposed using a phased approach to addressing the
ecological issues of the Sea. The final Environmental Impact Statement/Planning
Report will then include at least feasibility-level designs and cost estimates of phase
one and appraisal-level designs and cost estimates for the other features.

Question. The fiscal year 2000 justification material indicates that a portion of the
$2 million budget request is to “initiate specific design work on the preferred alter-
native course of action coming out of the feasibility report and supporting environ-
mental compliance documents”. How much of the budget request is for specific de-
sign work on the preferred alternative, and why is this work being proposed prior
to completion of the feasibility report and project authorization?

Answer. Of the $2,000,000 total program in fiscal year 2000, $1,000,000 is non-
Federal cost-sharing. When the fiscal year 2000 Budget Justification was prepared,
the funding proposed was based on an aggressive schedule that assumed that au-
thorization by Congress would occur quickly and initiation of designs could occur
shortly after Congressional decision within the same fiscal year. However, since
then it is envisioned that the preferred project may be proposed using a phased ap-
proach to addressing the ecological issues of the Sea. The final Environmental Im-
pact Statement/Planning Report will then include at least feasibility-level designs
and cost estimates of phase one and appraisal-level designs and cost estimates for
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the other features. The funds originally identified in fiscal year 2000 to collect ini-
tial design data are now expected to be needed to complete feasibility designs for
other phases of the preferred plan.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (CALFED)

The budget request for fiscal year 2000 is $95 million, the last year appropriations
are authorized. However, the Administration has proposed legislative language to
extend the current spending authorization through 2003 in order that the full $430
million authorized currently will be funded. In addition to the funding provided
under the CALFED program, funding is provided for similar restoration work in the
Bay-Delta area through the Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Valley Project Restora-
tion Fund, the Bureau’s Water and Related Resources funding account; and other
Federal agencies.

The programmatic environmental impact statement and a report describing the
preferred alternative to address the issues related to the restoration program, in-
cluding the possibility of new water supply options, is long overdue. Yet, the budget
for fiscal year 2000 proposes expanding current activities by beginning the planning
and implementation additional activities without reaching agreement on critical
issues such as additional water supply, storage and conveyance, which are impor-
tant to other water users principally those in the agricultural and development com-
munities.

Question. When Secretary Babbitt released the revised CALFED Phase II Report
he indicated that additional issues remained to be worked out. What are these addi-
tional issues that need to be resolved? When will a final revised Phase II Report
be issued, and a preferred alternative selected?

Answer. The major issue referred to by the Secretary involved the water supply
reliability element of the CALFED program, more specifically, the treatment of new
storage facilities. CALFED agencies are continuing to refine the CALFED program,
including the water management strategy and how to finance the program.
CALFED has received the largest number of public comments on the use of water
conservation as a tool to reduce demand versus the support for construction of new
facilities, particularly surface storage. The schedule calls for CALFED to issue a
supplemental draft environmental impact statement containing a preferred alter-
native and a Phase II Report in June 1999, and the final EIS/EIR in the spring of
2000.

Question. Some have suggested that reoperation of existing non-Federal power fa-
cilities could provide significant additional water supplies needed to solve environ-
mental and other water supply issues. What can you tell us about this idea? Is it
a creditable suggestion, and would the Department of the Interior support such an
approach?

Answer. The reoperation of existing non-Federal power facilities could provide ad-
ditional water for water users and the environment at high priority times and
places. CALFED has proposed taking a comprehensive analysis of existing non-Fed-
eral hydropower projects in California as part of the proposed Integrated Storage
Investigation. Interior, other Federal agencies, and the State generally support un-
dertaking the Integrated Storage Investigation analysis and are currently refining
the scope of work.

Question. Under the CALFED agreement, the State of California is to share the
costs of activities undertaken. Describe the cost-sharing arrangement with the State
of California. If you consider Reclamation’s appropriation of $160 million, what is
the corresponding required level of State and non-Federal cost-sharing, and how
much has actually been provided?

Answer. The cost-share agreement between the Federal and State governments
calls for equal sharing of ecosystem restoration costs over the period of ecosystem
restoration activities. With the passage of Proposition 204, California voters pro-
vided $60 million in 1997 and another $390 million will become available when the
State certifies the Final Programmatic Environmental Statement/EIS/EIR (similar
to the Federal Record of Decision). Based on Proposition 204 and the $430 million
authorized by the Bay-Delta Environmental and Water Security Act, the Federal
and State governments have made approximately equal commitments to Bay-Delta
ecosystem restoration. As of September 30, 1998 CALFED reports that the State
had provided $55 million in Proposition 204 and other funds for approved Bay-Delta
ecosystem restoration projects. Funding the $75 million ecosystem restoration re-
quest and extending the Bay-Delta Act is important to maintaining the Federal
commitment.

Question. Now the budget request for fiscal year 2000 proposed $20 million to
begin work on Phase II, non-ecosystem components. Is Phase II work specifically au-



42

thorized? What is the justification for undertaking Phase II work in the absence of
a final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement and Preferred Alternative?
Is there wide spread agreement and support for proceeding with this work? Is the
State ready to cost-share in this work? What is the position of the new governor
on proceeding with this work?

Answer. The non-ecosystem work under Phase II that is contemplated for the $20
million is authorized by a wide range of existing authorities applicable to the Fed-
eral CALFED agencies. For example, those authorities include the Flood Control Act
of 1950, Section 205; Reclamation Reform Act, Sections 210(1) and (c); Clean Water
Act of 1948, and additional authorities contained in Public Law 102-575, Central
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA).

Undertaking work on non-ecosystem Phase II projects prior to completion of the
programmatic environmental statement is appropriate because these are certain ac-
tions that will be needed for any alternative selected, and those actions can be taken
consistent with the restrictions in the proposed fiscal year 2000 Bay-Delta appro-
priations language. CALFED anticipates completing its EIS/EIR during fiscal year
2000. We are requesting fiscal year 2000 funds to be ready to start these projects
in a timely manner. Significant support exists for resolution of issues in the Bay-
Delta. State agencies and California stakeholders endorse the activities that will be
undertaken. Governor Gray Davis indicated strong support for the CALFED/Bay-
Delta Program in his inaugural address. The draft EIS/EIR will describe the cost-
share obligations of Federal and State government, as well as others, to finance im-
plementation of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program.

MANAGING COMPETING WATER DEMANDS

Because of concerns of the Senate authorizing committee, language was included
in last years report directing the Bureau of Reclamation not to use funds to com-
plete evaluations of current practices in each of the Area Offices to find ways to
more effectively manage competing demands for water.

Question. Have you complied with this directive? If not, explain why?

Answer. Yes. Reclamation has complied with this directive. Reclamation also re-
moved two performance goals referring to this activity from the fiscal year 1999 An-
nual Performance Plan.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

The Conference Report on the fiscal year 1998 Energy and Water Appropriations
Bill asked the Bureau of Reclamation to prepare a report on the operation and
maintenance costs of it’s projects. The Committees requested the report because of
expressed concerns related to how O&M costs were being allocated by project pur-
pose, the declining level of operation and maintenance funding for traditional water
supply and distribution related work, concerns that Reclamation’s overhead ex-
penses may be excessive, and the lack of opportunity of stakeholders to have input
into the formulation of the Bureau’s budget recommendations. The report was com-
pleted and provided to the Committee last September.

Question. What has the Bureau done to afford stakeholders an opportunity to
have input into the budget needs and priorities?

Answer. Reclamation has been working for several years with many of our water
and power customers in the formulation of the operation and maintenance (O&M)
program, for our multipurpose projects. As an expansion of current efforts, and in
response to language contained in the statement of the Managers accompanying the
Conference Report for the fiscal year 1998 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill,
the Commissioner issued a memorandum in September 1998 which directed the Re-
gional Directors and Area Mangers to redouble their efforts to insure customers who
are interested are given the opportunity to provide input into the formulation of
project O&M programs. For Reclamation, this will continue to be an ongoing activ-
ity.

Question. Can the Bureau benefit from this increased openness?

Answer. Reclamation, our customers, and the general public have benefited and
learned from the increased openness. We encourage customer feedback and believe
the increased openness gives the customers the opportunity to realize how serious
and committed Reclamation is to Project O&M.

Question. Do you expect to learn new ways and approaches that could improve
efficiencies and, thereby reduce O&M costs?

Answer. Our efforts to benchmark the power program has been a worthwhile ac-
tivity in that it has already identified areas where we compared very favorably with
the hydroelectric industry. Reclamation will use benchmarking in the future to iden-
tify new ways and approaches to improve efficiency and ultimately reduce costs.
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Question. Now there is continuing concern that the Bureau of Reclamation is plac-
ing increasing emphasis and funding on non-traditional activities such as wetland
creation and wildlife habitat enhancement, to name a few, at the expense of tradi-
tional operation and maintenance activities necessary to meet contractual water
supply obligations. If you look just at the traditional O&M activities related to con-
tractual water supply and distribution requirements, how does the fiscal year 2000
budget request of the Bureau compare to the fiscal year 1999 budget request?

Answer. Reclamation undertakes environmental mitigation and enhancement ac-
tivities only to the extent, and in the manner, authorized by Congress. These efforts
are done in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service, state game and fish
agencies our water users and the public. Furthermore, nearly all of the environ-
mental work which we undertake is necessitated by the regulatory requirements of
such laws as the Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act, which require-
ments must be met if we are to continue to deliver the water and power benefits
for which Reclamation projects have been authorized. We do not fund environmental
work at the expense of project operation and maintenance. To the contrary, we fund
such work so that we can continue to meet our contractual obligations to deliver
water and power to our customers.

Our environmental activities, including compliance with regulatory laws, are gen-
erally funded under different fund activities than are traditional project operation
and maintenance activities. Reclamation’s fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000
budgets in the Facility Operation and Facility Maintenance and Rehabilitation,
show increases in funding for both activities of $8.0 million and $7.5 million respec-
tively. We believe that the increase reflects Reclamation’s commitment to continue
to meet its traditional contractual obligations for water and power supply in an ef-
fective and efficient manner.

Question. The O&M Cost Report indicates that the Bureau of Reclamation is con-
tinuing efforts to control costs by reducing staffing. However, the Family Farm Alli-
ance has provided information indicating that the San Luis and Delta-Mendota
Water Authority was able to accomplish certain operation and maintenance work
with 85 regular full time employees compared to 120 Reclamation employees.

Answer. The Family Farm Alliance number of 120 is incorrect. According to Rec-
lamation records, 72 federal employees performed subject operation and mainte-
nance work.

Question. Does Reclamation have procedures in place to periodically review and
assess the manpower being used to accomplish O&M activities?

Answer. Reclamation reviews and assesses staffing needs for O&M activities on
a regular basis and we consider this activity an important one.

Question. Have you reviewed situations like this with the objective of applying
new approaches and methods instituted by non-Federal entities at other Reclama-
tion projects?

Answer. Reclamation always seeks ways to learn new approaches at one project
and apply it to other projects Reclamation-wide as appropriate. We would also wel-
come the opportunity to benchmark our water program with others having similar
facilities as we have in our power program.

Question. Turning to indirect costs related to O&M projects, your Report indicates
that 62 of 89 projects experienced overhead costs in excess of 20 percent in 1-2
years over 5 fiscal years of the analysis. How does this 20 percent level compare
to other Federal agencies and non-Federal entities operation and maintenance over-
head costs?

Answer. As noted in the report at page 31, three of Reclamation’s 89 projects had
overhead rates in excess of 20 percent in one or more of the five fiscal years in ques-
tion based upon the definition of “overhead costs” used in the report. As was further
noted on page 32, if Project General Expense costs were added to overhead costs,
the total of which is referred to in the report as “indirect costs,” then 62 projects
would have had “indirect cost rates” in excess of 20 percent in at least one of the
five years in question.

In our opinion, it is not possible to compare the overhead rates shown in our re-
port to the “overhead rates” of other Federal agencies or non-Federal entities. This
is due to the fact, as the report notes at page 5, that: (1) the term “overhead” is
not used in budget documents submitted to Congress nor is it defined in the official
Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards, and (2) the private sector
does not use a uniform, commonly accepted approach as to what is included in over-
head. As a result, practices vary widely across federal agencies as well as the pri-
vate sector as to what costs are accounted for and labeled as overhead costs and
as to how overhead rates are computed. Furthermore, what some federal agencies
call “overhead rates” are actually just estimated service charges that may bear little
direct relationship to actual costs incurred. Consequently, one cannot compare stat-
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ed overhead rates between federal agencies, or between federal agencies and private
firms, without first ensuring that each entity involved has classified exactly the
same types of costs as overhead costs.

Quesgion. In your judgement, what is an acceptable level of indirect costs for a
project?

Answer. The level of administrative services and support functions, the costs of
which are “indirect costs,” required to support the operation and maintenance of a
project will vary from project to project because each project is authorized in a dif-
ferent manner. Depending on contractual arrangements we have with the individual
authorized projects, these costs may vary, and do. Thus, what is acceptable for one
project may not be acceptable at another. Reclamation does its best to be equitable
in assessing indirect costs in a cost conscious, business-like manner.

Question. What is Reclamation doing to identify those programs and activities
that have indirect costs in excess of what would be expected?

Answer. As addressed in the O&M Cost Report (see Chapter 6), Reclamation has
taken a number of steps over the past few years to reduce the costs of its centralized
administrative services and of its regional administrative services. For example, in
the Management Services Office (MSO) in Denver, which provides the majority of
Reclamation’s centralized administrative services, the administrative staff has been
reduced from 434 to 286 from fiscal year 1994 to 1997, a reduction of approximately
35 percent. This was also accompanied by a reduction in office space, telephones,
and utilities. As a result, the MSO has reduced its own internal indirect costs by
35 percent.

Under the Chief Financial Officer, a council of Reclamation managers reviews all
indirect budgets for both consistency and reductions. Programs are discussed and
line managers make decisions on those indirect costs needed for effective operations.

Reclamation has also instituted standard processes for reviewing Reclamation-
wide business processes and systems. This process has resulted in cost savings
through common business practices, careful scrutiny of what administrative com-
puter systems are essential for efficient operations, and bulk buying of software. For
example, Reclamation was able to save $5.3 million over three years by purchasing
one bureau-wide Oracle license instead of site licenses.

In another case, we were able to replace multiple timekeeping systems with one.
The report recites other cost reduction measures in the regional offices which have
been taken.

Reclamation also continues to review overhead costs charged to a project on a
project-by-project basis to ensure that these costs are properly accounted and
charged, and make corrections, as necessary. We are also taking a look at reimburs-
able O&M costs and assessments that impact the project.

Question. 1 believe that in the past, the Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that
there was around $75 million of deferred maintenance work. What is your current
estimate of deferred maintenance work?

Answer. In our Financial Statement for fiscal year 1998 we reported about $12
million in deferred maintenance on our “reserved works” in accordance with the re-
quirements of the Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards No. 6. The
reported number reflects the redefinition of deferred maintenance under the new
standard and is consistent with the reporting for reserved works, which is O&M’d
by Reclamation. “Reserved works” are project facilities which Reclamation operates
and maintains with its own personnel, as opposed to “transferred works” which are
project facilities operated and maintained by Reclamation’s water and power cus-
tomers at their own expense pursuant to contracts with Reclamation.

Question. How much of the work is important to efficient and effective operation
of essential operational facilities and structures?

Answer. Reclamation does not defer any “critical” maintenance which is needed
to protect public safety and to ensure the delivery of water and power to its contrac-
tors. Furthermore, none of this deferred maintenance will have adverse impacts to
the efficient and effective operation of our facilities and structures at this time.
However, if these maintenance items are not eventually funded, this could result
in less than optimally efficient operations over time.

Question. How does the Bureau of Reclamation plan to address the backlog of de-
ferred maintenance in future years?

Answer. Reclamation continues to prioritize its maintenance activities to ensure
that the highest priority work is completed in a timely manner. Should any deferred
maintenance item become, for some reason, critical maintenance, it will be given
priority and accomplished immediately. We also continue to look for direct funding
arrangements with our contractors so that there will be sufficient funding, when
coupled with appropriated dollars, to ensure that Reclamation does not accumulate
a “backlog” of ever growing deferred maintenance.
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Question. Do future budget planning targets accommodate increased funding for
reducing the backlog?

Answer. Reclamation believes it has adequate funding to prevent deferred mainte-
nance from significantly increasing in the future.

DAM SAFETY PROGRAM
INITIATE SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

The fiscal year 1999 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill, while reducing Rec-
lamation’s budget request for the Dam Safety Program, provided a sizable increase
over the 1998 appropriation. The funding request for fiscal year 2000 again reflects
a significant increase over the previous year appropriation.

Question. Have you experienced or do you anticipate any major problems in car-
rying out the program with the funding provided for the current fiscal year, particu-
larly in Initiate Safety of Dams Corrective Actions activities?

Answer. Congress reduced the fiscal year 1999 Dam Safety Program request by
$8,787,000. As a result, Reclamation rescheduled Safety of Dams activities and costs
into fiscal year 2000. At this time, we anticipate being able to carry out the restruc-
tured fiscal year 1999 program with the funding provided.

However, shifting activities from fiscal year 1999 into fiscal year 2000 impacts the
flexibility to aggressively pursue risk reduction actions at Reclamation dams in fis-
cal year 2000. Keechelus Dam, Yakima Project, Washington, and Casitas Dam, Ven-
tura River Project, California have critical Safety of Dams issues that require modi-
fications of significant cost and scope. Current enacted funding and requests will be
managed to focus funding to these dams and critical Safety of Dams issues at other
dams. Funding at the President’s Request level for the fiscal year 2000 Dam Safety
Program is needed to avoid delaying critical public risk reduction efforts.

SAFETY EVALUATION OF EXISTING DAMS

Question. What accounts for the increase from $14.2 million in fiscal year 1999
to $17 million requested in fiscal year 2000 for the Safety Evaluation of Existing
Dams activities?

Answer. Ensuring the safety and reliability of Reclamation dams is one of the
agency’s highest priorities. In 1997, the Commissioner tasked an independent team
of dam safety professionals to review Reclamation’s dam safety practices to identify
best practices already in place and make recommendations for improvements. As a
result of recommendations from the peer review team and Reclamation’s own inter-
nal initiatives endorsed by the peer review team, more focus and vigilance has been
directed at key activities such as examinations of dams, dam performance moni-
toring, and engineering analyses of dams to reliably define and manage risks across
Reclamation’s inventory of 362 dams. These activities are conducted under the Safe-
ty Evaluation of Existing Dams and are primarily responsible for the requested in-
crease from $14.2 million in fiscal year 1999 to $17 million in fiscal year 2000.

INITIATE SAFETY OF DAMS

Question. Now the funding request for fiscal year 2000 for the Initiate Safety of
Dams Corrective Actions program is $42.7 million, an increase of $10.4 million over
the argount provided for the current fiscal year. What accounts for this large in-
crease’

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 request of $42.7 million does not represent a large
increase when compared to the original fiscal year 1999 request. Reclamation’s re-

uest for fiscal year 1999 was $41.25 million, which Congress reduced by
%8,787,000. One of the reasons for a comparable request in fiscal year 2000, is that
modifications of significant cost and scope are required at Keechelus Dam, Yakima
Project, Washington, and Casitas Dam, Ventura River Project, California, which
have critical Safety of Dams issues. In addition, modifications activities are planned
to reduce risks for identified safety issues at six other dams.

Initiate Safety of Dams Corrective Actions is a portfolio request for the planned
Safety of Dams modifications not currently underway. After these Safety of Dams
projects are formulated and submitted to Congress through the modification report
process required by the Safety of Dams Act, funds and future requests are trans-
ferred from ISCA to a specific project line item. As these transfers occur, ISCA is
lowered a corresponding amount which often creates the appearance that prior year
ISCA funding is lower than current requests.

As a result, a true comparison of Safety of Dams funding levels between fiscal
years is only achieved by combining the funding for ISCA with the funding for Safe-
ty of Dams modifications currently underway. Modifications are currently underway
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at Bradbury, Horse Mesa, Lost Creek, Twin Buttes, Pueblo, and Reservoir A Dams
which total $10 million enacted in fiscal year 1999 and $8.8 million requested in
fiscal year 2000. When these ongoing projects are combined with ISCA, enacted fis-
cal year 1999 Reclamation Safety of Dams funding totals $42.46 million. Prior to
the Congressional reduction the fiscal year 1999 total was $51.25 million. The total
Safety of Dams request for fiscal year 2000 is $51.56 million which consist of the
$42.7 million in ISCA and the $8.8 million for the ongoing modifications.

The level of funding necessary to carry out an effective dam safety program to
reduce risk to the public varies from year to year, and depends on the specific dams
for which deficiencies have been identified as needing modification. The fiscal year
2000 request is substantially below the $87.8 million funding level provided in fiscal
year 1996. Large scale modifications were ongoing at Theodore Roosevelt Dam and
Bartlett Dam in Arizona and the initiation of the modification work at Twin Buttes
Dam in Texas began that year. While most projects are not of this magnitude, this
represents the wide variation in funding that may be needed from year to year.

PUEBLO DAM

Question. The Committee has received information from the Family Farm Alliance
which indicates that the Bureau of Reclamation’s administration and non-construc-
tion costs for the Pueblo Dam, Safety of Dams repair project (design, engineering,
oversight, construction management, etc.) adds around 50 percent to the cost of this
construction project. By comparison, the private sector standards use 15-20 percent
as a reasonable factor to administer a construction project of this type. Does a 50
percent factor to administer a Bureau construction project seem reasonable to you?

Answer. We believe that a 50 percent non-contract costs for a dam safety project
may be reasonable. We do not believe that it is appropriate for Reclamation’s per-
formance on critical public safety issues to be measured on the basis of non-contract
to contract costs. Reclamation’s primary responsibility is to ensure the safety of the
public downstream of the dam, and we believe that the public and the water users
are best served by obtaining the lowest total project cost which also provides the
necessary public risk reduction and the assurance of continued long term, verifiable
performance of the structure.

Reclamation’s experience has shown that total project costs can generally be re-
duced through rigorous project investigations, planning, and design, or “non-con-
tract” costs. The Pueblo Dam Safety of Dams modification project provides an excel-
lent example of this effort. Through extensive design effort, Reclamation reduced the
cost of the proposed repairs by $8 million or 36 percent. Since the cost of the con-
tract for construction was appreciably reduced, the ratio of administration and non-
construction costs to construction contractor costs has correspondingly increased.
During project formulation and design, Reclamation consulted extensively with an
Independent Consulting Panel of dam design experts. The Panel originally rec-
ommended a totally “active resistance” solution which had an estimated construc-
tion cost of $22 million. Through significant study and design efforts, Reclamation
formulated a more cost-effective alternative at $14 million that both met design re-
quirements and was acceptable to the Panel. Also, during final design, a hydraulic
model study was completed on the design of the modified spillway. This study re-
sulted in changes to the design of the spillway energy dissipation structure and re-
sulted in contract savings estimated at §2 million. The cost of the model study was
less than $100,000.

These are two examples of reasonable non-contract expenditures resulting in sig-
nificant cost savings. Although both efforts resulted in increased non-contract costs
and increased the calculated percentage of non-contract costs to contract costs, they
also resulted in far greater reductions in the total project costs. Public trust, safety
issues, and Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety require significant quality control
and desidgner oversight throughout the duration of the project, which cannot be com-
promised.

Question. Is it unreasonable to think that the Bureau of Reclamation should be
able to conform to the same 15-20 percent standard of the private sector?

Answer. Reclamation is not aware of any study or private sector standard that
establishes a 15 to 20 percent range for activities similar to the administration and
non-construction activities for the modification work at Pueblo Dam. Neither is Rec-
lamation aware of any private sector entity that performs all of the functions in-
cluded in the calculated 50 percent factor. Reclamation’s 50 percent non-contract fig-
ure cited in the Family Farm Alliance information includes all project costs from
early investigations through the completion of construction and refilling the modi-
fied facility, not simply the construction administration costs. The non-contract
costs—which are costs not directly paid to the construction contractor—for Safety
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of Dams modifications include all costs for project activities related to Reclamation’s
roles as owner, operator, and regulatory agency for Pueblo Dam. These activities in-
clude planning and project formulation, field investigations and data collection, en-
vironmental compliance, securing Executive Branch and Congressional approval and
funding for the project, extensive coordination of project activities with the water
users associated with the facility, including an independent review of specifications
by the water user’s consultant, negotiation of appropriate repayment contracts, final
design, development of drawings and specifications, procurement, construction man-
agement, quality control, construction contract administration, design and construc-
tion documentation, and monitoring of the modified facility during first filling as
well as independent consultant review of all project activities. We believe that Rec-
lamation’s activities and associated costs are appropriate in addressing the critical
public safety issues at Pueblo Dam.

Reclamation believes that the average private sector project management fee per-
centage cited in the Family Farm Alliance information does not include costs for
project management activities such as field investigations, planning level studies;
securing approval and funding for the project, the development of repayment studies
for project repayment, which are required by the Reclamation Safety of Dams Act;
quality control during construction; dam safety regulatory agency costs and fees;
dam owner contract administration, oversight and review activities; verification of
adequate performance during first filling of the modified dam; and the independent
consultant panel’s review of project activities.

Question. What factors would cause the Bureau’s construction management costs
to be so much above the private sector?

Answer. Reclamation believes that a comprehensive cost comparison that includes
costs for all activities on a similar project would indicate that private sector costs
would be comparable to Reclamation’s for similar activities. Reclamation attempts
to construct the most cost effective and reliable modification considering total
project costs. One factor that could make it “appear” that Reclamation’s construction
management costs are high, based on percentages, compared to the private sector,
is our decision to construct the least cost technically acceptable alternative to modify
a dam. The decision at Pueblo Dam was to use a “state of the art” construction ma-
terial referred to as Roller Compacted Concrete in a technically challenging manner.
This decision resulted in the lowest “total” project costs. The use of RCC resulted
in extremely low construction costs. However, it required extraordinary construction
management activities to ensure flaws were not introduced during construction of
the modifications. Failure of Pueblo Dam would endanger more than 14,000 lives.
Reclamation views it as critical that we ensure the design intent is met by the modi-
fications that are constructed.

Question. Is this common in other Safety of Dams work or other construction
projects Reclamation wide?

Answer. Reclamation has estimated the total non-contract costs for the activities
outlined above to be approximately $8.8 million or about 34 percent of the total
project cost and 52 percent of the contract cost. This is in line with the range of
non-contract costs for other Reclamation dam safety modifications as identified
through a 1995 audit by the Office of the Inspector General. The audit found that
Reclamation’s non-contract costs ranged from 41 percent to 60 percent of contract
costs for five projects of similar size to Pueblo Dam under construction at the time
of the audit.

Question. Does the Bureau of Reclamation have procedures in place to ensure
these types of indirect costs are held to a minimum, and that activities which exceed
a set standard are highlighted for management attention at the Area, Regional or
Headquarters level?

Answer. Reclamation utilizes a Project Management Team to administer and
oversee all activities related to the planning, design, and construction of dam safety
modifications. This includes development and monitoring of project schedules and
costs. All significant issues related to the project are communicated to the Area
Manager, Regional Director and the Chief of the Dam Safety Office for decision and
appropriate action. Reclamation believes that the Project Management Team pro-
vides a cost-effective means of ensuring an appropriate level of project oversight and
organizational review when addressing critical public safety issues under the Safety
of Dams program.

YEAR 2000 COMPLIANCE

In testimony last year and in the budget justification for fiscal year 2000, you in-
dicate an on-going effort to address the issue of embedded microchips in equipment
throughout the Bureau of Reclamation.
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Question. What was the outcome of the inventory of embedded microchips, which
I believe was to be completed last summer? What types of equipment were found
deficient and were any of those mission sensitive? What is your schedule to have
all mission critical systems and devices with embedded microchips compliant?

Answer. We have conducted and essentially completed an inventory of all embed-
ded microchip, or EMC, systems and devices, about half of which are considered
mission critical. Our most important systems are Supervisory Control and Data Ac-
quisition, or SCADA, controls which control automatic operations of power genera-
tion and water delivery. SCADA systems include software, EMC devices, and tele-
communications equipment.

Reclamation is confirming completion and accuracy of the inventory of tele-
communication components, EMC devices, computer applications, computer hard-
ware and peripherals, commercial off-the-shelf software, and other types of com-
puter applications. This inventory is estimated to be 98 percent complete. Mission
critical equipment and systems are being tested according to a standard checklist
that involves removing equipment from service, ensuring backup systems are in
place, setting dates, observing the equipment as the date rolls over, restoring the
present date and time, ensuring proper operation, and returning the equipment to
service. Testing has shown that most equipment and systems are Y2K compliant.
Over 80 percent of mission critical EMC’s are compliant. Non-compliant mission
critical equipment is being remediated. Most tests have been performed by Reclama-
tion personnel and a few contractors. Independent verification has been performed
by Reclamation personnel who were not involved in original testing, often from
other facilities. Contractors have been used in the Pacific Northwest and Great
Plains Regions. No Y2K problems were experienced during the changeover from
1998 to 1999, and no problems are expected on other dates. However, Y2K testing
and planning efforts will address the following critical dates: April 9, 1999 (99th day
of 99); September 9, 1999 (9/9/99); December 31, 1999 to January 1, 2000; and Feb-
ruary 28 to February 29, 2000 (Leap Year). Although, we may find additional EMC
devices that require testing, our plan is to have all currently identified EMC devices
tested and remediated where necessary by June 30, 1999.

Question. Does the Bureau of Reclamation have a plan in place to correct the
problem? What is the estimated cost to correct the problem? Is sufficient funding
being requested in fiscal year 2000 to take care of the important work?

Answer. Beginning in March 1997, Reclamation undertook an aggressive effort to
identify and correct potential Y2K related system deficiencies. Many of these sys-
tems directly support Reclamation’s ability to generate power and regulate water.

Electrical Power Systems.—Reclamation is working closely with the Power Mar-
keting Administrations (PMA’s) and the North American Electric Reliability Council
(NERC) to assure that potential failure of certain computer systems on January 1,
2000, does not result in the collapse of the electric grid. Reclamation is currently
verifying its inventory of embedded microchips in its power control and operating
systems and is taking steps to renovate any noncompliant devices, conduct inde-
pendent validation and verification testing, certify all embedded chips as Y2K com-
pliant, and prepare contingency plans to counter any unforseen circumstances. In
addition, Reclamation is working with the PMA’s, NERC, and the regional Western
Systems Coordinating Council (WSCC) in the Y2K system-wide exercises scheduled
for April and September. These exercises are to verify the integrity and the oper-
ational preparedness of the interconnected power system.

Utilities.—Letters have been sent and meetings held with partners, utilities, and
electric reliability councils, such as the Western Area Power Administration, the
Bonneville Power Administration, and the Western Systems Coordinating Council to
address Y2K power system vulnerability.

Coordination with External Partners and Clients.—Reclamation has contacted its
water and power partners and customers, i.e., water companies, irrigation districts,
water districts, and Native American tribes. Several entities have stated that they
have been aggressively working to ensure their equipment and systems function
properly for the upcoming critical dates. In many cases, we have received inventory
information and in others we were requested to assist in assessing and completing
Y2K readiness activities.

Contingency Planning.—Reclamation contingency planning includes equipment-
specific plans; facility-level plans; and power operation, water, and dam safety con-
tingency plans. The plans reference continuity of operations, emergency action
plans, standing operation procedures, and use of additional staff. The plans also ad-
dress critical disruption periods, and we are continuing to prepare for logistical sup-
port.
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Estimated Cost Summary.—The total estimated cost (not including labor) for Y2K
related activities for fiscal year 1997 through completion is $10.4 million. We believe
that all major work will be completed with fiscal year 1999 funding.

Question. Now the Bureau of Reclamation had identified 63 computer systems
which were not Year 2000 compliant. How many of those systems are mission crit-
ical and what is the status of bringing them into compliance?

Answer. Reclamation identified 16 mission-critical applications from the original
63 applications inventoried. All 16 are complete and implemented. All but three of
the remaining 47 non-mission critical systems are complete, and they are scheduled
for completion by March 31, 1999. This includes testing and implementation. Newly
acquired/developed systems/applications are being tested prior to implementation.

Question. Are you on schedule to have all computers identified as non-Y2K compli-
ant corrected prior to the year 2000?

Answer. Yes, Reclamation’s computer system infrastructure will be Y2K ready. It
consists of the following:

Mainframe Systems.—The only BOR mainframe is at the Denver Administrative
Service Center (DASC). The mainframe and its associated applications/systems are
specific to the administration (payroll, personnel, and financial areas of business)
of DOI’s bureaus and other DASC clients, and have no impact on power and energy
production. The systems have been tested and are Y2K compliant. (It should be
noted that the DASC will be transferred to the Department of the Interior’s Na-
tional Business Center in April 1999).

Office Systems.—Normal replacement procedures will ensure that all essential
personal computers will be upgraded or replaced. All local area networks have been
tested; required upgrades to software and hardware will be completed by March 31,
1999. Reclamation’s Hewlett-Packard minicomputers have been successfully tested
and certified compliant. The wide area network has been tested and is Y2K compli-
ant.

CVP, AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION
NIMBUS FISH HATCHERY INTERPRETIVE FACILITY

Question. The budget request for Facility Operations includes funds to begin ef-
forts in support of the Nimbus Fish Hatchery Interpretative Facility. Why does the
Bure;lu consider this to be priority work which must be undertaken in fiscal year
20007

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for salmon and steelhead miti-
gation on the American River. The fish hatchery is located on the American River
directly downstream from Lake Natoma and Nimbus Dam, approximately 15 miles
from Sacramento. As part of the mitigation at the fish hatchery, which is operated
by the California Department of Fish and Game, Reclamation is supporting a visitor
facility to educate the public on the life cycle of the fish and the uses and benefits
of the Central Valley Project. It is important for the public to understand the link
between CVP project operations and measures to improve the anadromous fish
health. Currently the facility is being staffed with volunteers, however, the public
is coming to the hatchery in greater numbers every year and the workload has be-
come too great to be adequately handled by volunteers.

Question. How much of the $10.1 million requested for Facility Operations is for
this work, and how, specifically, will the funds be used?

Answer. Approximately $65,000 of the $10.1 million requested is for this work.
The funds will be used by the California Department of Fish and Game to hire dedi-
cated staff for the visitor facility. This project will consist of displays and interpreta-
tive specialists telling the story of the fish and the Central Valley Project. Informa-
tion given out will consist of educational material on the salmon and steelhead, ex-
hibits of their life cycle, enhanced viewing facilities, and guided tours of the hatch-
ery.

CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT

Question. The budget request includes $2.8 million to construct remaining rec-
reational enhancement activities at Lake Pleasant Regional Park in Arizona. Have
the Bureau of Reclamation and all interested parties agreed to the scope of the rec-
reatiogal development to be undertaken and to a cost sharing agreement as appro-
priate?

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation and Maricopa County agreed to the scope of
recreational development under the Lake Pleasant Regional Park Master Plan, ap-
proved by Reclamation on March 10, 1995. Cost sharing with Maricopa County was
committed to under the Recreational Management Agreement dated June 29, 1990.
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The Recreational Management Agreement delineates replacement and enhancement
obligations of Reclamation, as well as long-term management roles for Reclamation
and Maricopa County. The major replacement items will be completed in fiscal year
1999. The agreement contains an $8 million Federal enhancement ceiling which is
subject to indexing, of which $2.8 million remains. The enhancement obligation in-
cludes a 50 percent cost share obligation with Maricopa County. The remaining rec-
reational development as identified in the Lake Pleasant Regional Park Master Plan
includes group and family campground areas, picnic sites, boat launching facilities,
improved public access, environmental education support, and public safety.

YUMA DESALTING PLANT

Question. The budget request includes $3 million to begin a long-term program
to replace deteriorated membrane elements or look at a water banking program
with the Basin states to offset the need to recover drainage water. Why is the Bu-
reau exploring such options? Was a detailed analysis of a broad range of options un-
dertaken? Why were these two approaches selected for possible funding in fiscal
year 2000? What is the total estimated cost of the two budgeted options and over
what period of time?

Answer. Under Title I of the 1974 Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act, dur-
ing what is called the “interim period,” which is defined as that period of time when
all of California’s water contracts for Colorado River water can be met, savings from
lining of the Coachella Canal of 132,000 acre-feet per year are used to offset pumped
drainage return flows from Wellton-Mohawk that are diverted around Morelos Dam
via the Bypass Drain and thus are not delivered to Mexico as part of their annual
Colorado River water entitlement. Also, any time flood control releases are made
from Hoover Dam, any accrued obligation to replace drainage water from Wellton-
Mohawk that has been bypassed around Morelos Dam is automatically terminated.

Once the interim period ends, which will occur when sufficient Colorado River sys-
tem water is not available to meet all of California’s needs for Colorado River water,
California begins to get credit for the savings that resulted from lining the
Coachella Canal and the United States must provide an alternative source for re-
placing the drainage return flows from Wellton-Mohawk. The United States has two
ways 1n which it could meet this obligation: one is to operate the Yuma Desalting
Plant to improve the quality of drainage water from Wellton-Mohawk so it can be
delivered to Mexico as part of its annual Colorado River water entitlement; and an-
other is to find a replacement source to offset the drainage water being bypassed
around Morelos Dam.

Reclamation has been actively looking at alternatives to operating the Yuma
Desalting Plant for a number of years. We have considered a range of alternatives
and after considering such factors as costs, ease of implementation and institutional
constraints, we have concluded that water banking is an approach warranting seri-
ous consideration at this time. Under this approach, we would divert surplus Colo-
rado River water, since reservoirs are completely full and likely to spill, store the
water in underground aquifers in Arizona or California, and recover the water in
future years when it is needed to meet our obligation under the Salinity Control
Act. This would be done in close consultation with the Colorado River Basin States
and Tribes.

As a minimum, Reclamation would like to bank enough water to offset drainage
return flows from Wellton-Mohawk for a period of at least 2 years, or to offset the
reject s:;iream from the Yuma Desalting Plant for several years should the plant be
operated.

We are reasonably certain that a water banking program can be implemented and
are planning to utilize all of the $3 million requested in fiscal year 2000 for this
program. However, if surplus water is not available, or we cannot successfully nego-
tiate a banking agreement, we could alternatively use this funding for membrane
replacement.

We currently have enough membranes to operate the Yuma Desalting Plant at
full capacity for 1 year. After each year of operation we would have to replace ap-
proximately 20 percent of the membranes to maintain full plant capacity. As long
as we have at least 2 years advance notice that the Yuma Desalting Plant will have
to be operated, we can award a contract to allow manufacture for replacement of
20 percent of the membranes each year to maintain the plant’s ability to operate
at full capacity.

The total cost of replacement membranes for the entire plant is estimated to be
$15 million, which if spread out over a 5-year period, because 20 percent of the
membranes need replacement each year, the annual cost of membrane replacement
would amount to $3 million per year to keep the plant operating at full capacity.
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Question. What does it cost annually to keep the Yuma Desalting Plant in a
standby status?

Answer. The total Title 1 budget submitted for fiscal year 2000 is $13,092,000.
Within this budget, the annual cost to keep the Yuma Desalting Plant in ready-re-
serve standby status (meaning the plant could be put into full operation with 1
year’s notice) is estimated to be approximately $1.5 million. The additional Title 1
funding is required for other activities such as operation and maintenance of the
242 wellfield; operation and maintenance of the Bypass Drain; water banking; re-
search; and other Title 1 activities.

Question. Is shut down of the facility an option? If not, why?

Answer. Reclamation does not believe that shut down of the facility is a currently
viable option. First, a long-term replacement source for the Wellton-Mohawk drain-
age water has not been found to date, so the facility may have to be operated to
meet our obligation to replace Wellton-Mohawk drainage water. The facility may
also be needed for salinity control for water delivered to Mexico at the Northerly
International Boundary at some time in the future. The facility is being considered
as part of several options for a long-term solution to reducing the salinity of flows
delivered to Mexico at the Southerly International Boundary with Mexico. Studies
to improve the salinity of flows at the southern boundary are ongoing in response
to a complaint from the Mexican government about the quality of water being deliv-
ered. Also, Reclamation is actively searching for potential non-Federal paying cus-
tomers interested in product water from the facility.

LONG BEACH WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE

Question. The Long Beach Area Water Reclamation Project is a proposed Title
XVI new start for fiscal year 2000. It consists of two elements: the Alamitos Barrier
Reclaimed Water project and the City of Long Beach Recycled Water System Expan-
sion project. The first element is a tertiary treatment and reinjection system, and
the second is expansion of an existing distribution system. Are these two projects
separable?

Answer. The expansion of the City of Long Beach Water Department Recycled
Water Program will increase the use of reclaimed water for greenbelt irrigation and
industrial purposes from the current 5,200 acre-feet per year to 12,000 acre-feet per
year. The Alamitos Barrier Project will further increase the use of reclaimed water
to 22,000 acre-feet per year.

As we understand it, these project components are closely related and probably
cannot be separated. In order for reclaimed water to be used for the sea water intru-
sion barrier, the City of Long Beach must first complete the expansion of the dis-
tribution system. These new pipelines must be sized to meet the needs of both the
City’s irrigation system and the sea water intrusion barrier injection system. This
will require close and continuous cooperation of both operating entities. In addition,
since both components are treated as a single project, the Federal share of total
funding cannot exceed $20.0 million.

Question. What is the importance in the Federal government participating in con-
struction of a local distribution system?

Answer. The Long Beach area is heavily dependent on imported water, either
from the Colorado River or the San Francisco Bay/Delta in northern California.
Both water sources have significant Federal and Reclamation investment in numer-
ous water supply facilities. For every acre-foot of water reclaimed by the Long Beach
project, a like amount will not have to be imported, thus helping California live
within its 4.4 million acre-foot allocation of Colorado River water and also reducing
the water demand on the environmentally sensitive San Francisco-Sacramento-San
Joaquin Bay/Delta.

Congress recognized the importance in the Federal government participation in
the construction of a local distribution system in Long Beach when it passed the
Reclamation Recycling and Water Conservation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-266),
which amended Title XVI of Public Law 102-575, the Reclamation Wastewater and
Groundwater Study and Facilities Act of 1992. This legislation authorized the Sec-
retary of the Interior to provide up to 25 percent of the total cost of the Long Beach
Area Water Reclamation and Reuse Project. This project has numerous environ-
mental enhancement, water supply, and economic benefits that are of National im-
portance. In providing the authority to make financial assistance available to the
local project sponsors, Congress recognized that, without such Federal participation,
this Title XVI project would likely not be implemented due to its relatively high cost
and the current availability of cheaper imported water supplies.

Each project component will be reclaiming and reusing wastewater that is cur-
rently being discharged to the San Gabriel River just a few miles inland from the
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Pacific Ocean. Reductions in wastewater discharges to the ocean have a positive im-
pact on the environment. In addition, in keeping with the intent of Title XVI as
amended, these project components will:

(Dreduce, postpone, or eliminate development of new or expanded water supplies,

(2) reduce or eliminate the use of existing diversions from natural watercourses
or withdrawals from aquifers, and

(3) reduce the demand on existing Federal water supply facilities.

Because of the dependence on imported water, the project area is subject to water
shortages due to the occurrence of drought, both locally and in far distant river ba-
sins. In addition, water shortages could occur following a major earthquake which
could severely damage the two main aqueducts that convey water to the project
area. These project components will help to assure a local water supply that will
be reliable during droughts and earthquakes, thus helping to sustain a growing eco-
nomic base that is of local, regional and National importance.

YUMA AREA PROJECTS

Question. The budget justification indicated that $22.1 million, an increase of $4.2
million over the amount appropriated for the current fiscal year will be allocated
for work. What has necessitated the allocation of these additional funds, and where
will this funding come from?

Answer. As a result of the 1993 Gila River flood, 10,000,000 cubic yards of sedi-
ment was deposited in a 15-mile reach of the lower Colorado River, near Yuma, Ari-
zona. The sediment created both domestic and international problems; the domestic
problem being the high probability of flooding in and around the city of Yuma, and
the international problem being extreme sediment transportation into Mexico’s
canal system. The $22.1 million in the fiscal year 1999 Yuma Area Projects, Facility
Maintenance activity includes $4.2 million in carryover funding that was for sedi-
ment removal work originally scheduled in the fiscal year 1998 Yuma Area Projects
Facility Maintenance activity, but was delayed because sites to deposit the dredged
sediment could not be found.

Question. What accounts for the sizable reduction in program level from $26.9
million in fiscal year 1999 to a level of $15.6 million for fiscal year 2000?

Answer. The $26.9 million total fiscal year 1999 Yuma Area Projects program in-
cludes $4.6 million in fiscal year 1998 carryover funds, and an additional $7.1 mil-
lion in the Facility Maintenance activity to finish the sediment removal in the riv-
erbed. The $15.6 million total fiscal year 2000 request reflects the return to a nor-
mal ongoing Yuma Area Projects program, resulting in the sizable reduction in pro-
gram level.

Question. What is the backlog of essential maintenance and rehabilitation for the
Yuma Area Projects?

Answer. None of the Yuma Area Projects list of maintenance and rehabilitation
work items is so essential that adverse effects to the efficient and effective operation
of critical facilities and structures would occur in fiscal year 2000. The Yuma Area
Projects list is prioritized so that under normal river conditions, adverse effects will
not occur over the short term. The Yuma Area Projects list includes the replacement
of heavy equipment, and repair of the Main Outlet Drain and the Main Outlet
Drain Extension channels that are connected to, and convey Wellton-Mohawk drain-
age system return flows to the Gulf of California. Both the Main Outlet Drain and
Main f(‘?uté{et Drain Extension channels were damaged as a result of the 1993 Gila
River flood.

EMERGENCY PLANNING AND DISASTER RESPONSE PROGRAM

Question. The budget for fiscal year 2000 proposed a new item called the Emer-
ency Planning and Disaster Response program and includes a funding request of
%360,000. Why has a separate program been created for these activities?

Answer. While it is a new budget line item, it is not a new program. The title
“Emergency Planning and Disaster Response Program” covers three distinct ongoing
program activities for Disaster Response and for Continuity of Operations. These on-
going activities were previously funded under the Dam Safety Program. Because of
increased emphasis on emergency preparedness, a separate Facilities Operation line
item has been identified in the request for fiscal year 2000.

Question. How have these activities been funded in the past?

Answer. To date, all three of these activities have been funded through the Dam
Safety Program.

Question. What does the Bureau expect the average annual funding requirement
to be in future years?
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Answer. Since the funds requested for all three of these activities are for program
management, the expectation is that the funding level should remain about the
same.

Question. Please provide for the record the legislative language which authorized
appropriations for this program.

Answer. Public Law 93-288, “Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act”, as amended, Section 101.(b) states that:

“It is the intent of Congress, by this Act, to provide an orderly and con-
tinuing means of assistance by the Federal government to State and local
governments in carrying out their responsibilities to alleviate the suffering
and damage which result from such [see Section 101.(a)] disasters by—(1)
revising and broadening the scope of existing disaster relief programs; (3)
achieving greater coordination and responsiveness of disaster preparedness
and relief programs; (6) providing Federal assistance programs for both
public and private losses sustained in disasters.”

Section 201.(a) states that:

“The President is authorized to establish a program of disaster prepared-
ness that utilizes services of all appropriate agencies and includes—(1)
preparation of disaster preparedness plans for mitigation, warning, emer-
gency operations, rehabilitation, and recovery;”

Section 303 states that:

“The President shall form emergency support teams of Federal personnel
to be deployed in an area affected by a major disaster or emergency. Such
emergency support teams shall assist the Federal coordinating officer in
carrying out his responsibilities pursuant to this Act. Upon request of the
President, the head of any Federal agency is directed to detail to temporary
duty with the emergency support teams on either a reimbursable or non-
reimbursable basis, as is determined necessary by the President, such per-
sonnel within the administrative jurisdiction of the head of the Federal
agency as the President may need or believe to be useful for carrying out
the functions of the emergency support teams, each such detail to be with-
out loss of seniority, pay, or other employee status”.

See also Section 402, Public Law 84-99, Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies,
which directs the Army Corps of Engineers in how it will conduct its response to
flood emergencies.

For Continuity of Operations, the authorization is found in the National Security
Act of 1947, Public Law 93-288, “Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act”, as amended. Title VI of the Law is titled “Emergency Prepared-
ness” and its purpose is,

“to provide a system of emergency preparedness for the protection of life
and property in the United States from hazards and to vest responsibility
for emergency preparedness jointly in the Federal government and the
States and their political subdivisions. The Federal government shall pro-
vide necessary direction, coordination, and guidance, and shall provide nec-
essary assistance, as authorized in this title so that a comprehensive emer-
gency preparedness system exists for all hazards.”

In October of last year President Clinton signed a major policy directive (PDD 67)
requiring all Federal departments and agencies to have “viable continuity of oper-
ations capability” by October 21, 1999. Presidential Decision Directive 67 states
that:

“in the face of current and future dangers, it remains the policy of the
United States to have in place a comprehensive and effective program to
ensure survival of our constitutional form of government and continuity of
essential Federal functions under all circumstances.”

It also states that,

“As a baseline of preparedness and a foundation for the Continuity of
Government, all Federal departments and agencies, including the Executive
Office of the President, shall have in place viable Continuity of Operations
capability.”

Question. What is the rationale for including the request under Bureauwide pro-
grams and not under Policy and Administration?
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Answer. All three activities that make up the Emergency Planning and Disaster
Response Program are Bureau- wide in scope and impact. They are not particularly
policy-oriented or administrative in nature. They are directly associated with contin-
ued operation of our facilities. The activities are critical for Reclamation operations
during emergencies and incidents. As a result, the most appropriate request is con-
sidered to be a separate line item identified to the Congress under the Facilities Op-
eration program activities.

TITLE XVI WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM

Question. The budget justification for the $2.2 million requested for the Title XVI
Water Reclamation and Reuse Program includes language which indicates that the
requested funds “may also fund initiation of construction for specific water reclama-
tion and reuse projects that have been determined to be both feasible and of high
priority of Federal investment.” Is the intent of this language to allow the Bureau
to begin construction of a project when specific funding for initiation has not been
approved by the Congress?

Answer. The statement “* * * may also fund initiation of construction for specific
water reclamation and reuse projects that have been determined to be both feasible
and of high priority of (for) Federal investment” is a general statement about the
overall program that would only apply if funds were specifically requested for con-
struction and included in the section of the budget justification for the Title XVI
Water Reclamation and Reuse Program entitled “Work Proposed for fiscal year
2000”. No funds under this line item will be used for construction activities in fiscal
year 2000. Funding requests for construction of water recycling projects in fiscal
year 2000 are described on a project-by-project basis elsewhere in the budget jus-
tification document.

Question. What is the rationale and authorization for such a provision?

Answer. There is no intent to expend funds for construction activities on projects
for which Congress has not provided funding. The President’s request for $2.214
million is intended to be used to conduct feasibility studies on authorized projects
and research on treatment technologies applicable to municipal, industrial and do-
mestic wastewater and impaired ground and surface water as specified in the Rec-
lamation Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act of 1992.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BURNS
MONTANA SAFETY OF DAMS PROJECTS

Question. Based upon your testimony to the Senate Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources on March 3, you stated that ensuring dam safety and reliability
of Reclamation dams continues to be a top priority. In your testimony you further
explain that half of Reclamation dams were built during the first half of this cen-
tury with outdated practices. I am concerned about this situation given the number
of Reclamation dams in Montana and their deteriorating conditions. What are your
plans to address this growing problem in Montana?

Answer. The age of a dam does not necessarily mean the dam is unsafe or deterio-
rating. Continued safe performance is and remains a priority of the agency regard-
less of the age of the dam. Reclamation relies on a strong dam safety program to
provide ongoing monitoring, inspections, and evaluations to readily identify issues
and risks. Inspections range from at-least-monthly examinations by operating per-
sonnel, annual inspections performed by Area Office personnel, and periodic inspec-
tions performed by Regional Office engineering staff; to comprehensive examinations
of all features of the dam and engineering evaluation of the design and performance
of the dam in comparison to state-of-the-art criteria at least once every six years.
When issues or conditions are identified that represent unreasonable public safety
risks, the Safety of Dams program strives to implement cost-effective corrective ac-
tions in an expeditious manner.

Question. How much funding is needed in fiscal year 2000 to restore the deterio-
rating dams in Montana?

Answer. Reclamation’s inspection program provides for timely maintenance and
repair of dams to ensure that they are safe. The fiscal year 2000 Dam Safety Pro-
gram request includes funding for ongoing activities for 15 Reclamation facilities in
the State of Montana. However, there is only dam in Montana proposed for repair
in fiscal year 2000. That is under the Initiate Safety of Dams Corrective Actions
Program, where $1,500,000 is requested to start planned modifications to Willow
Creek Dam, Sun River Project. A modification report will be transmitted to Con-
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gress for this project this year. Modifications will address issues related to internal
erosion due to seepage and structural stability during earthquakes.

In addition to the work being conducted in fiscal year 2000, let me note that modi-
fications have been completed on the following dams in Montana: Como Dam, Bit-
terroot Project; Pishkun Dikes, Sun River Project; Clark Canyon Dam, East Bench
Unit, Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program; Lake Sherburne Dam, Milk River Project;
Gibson Dam, Sun River Project; Tiber Dam, Lower Marias Unit, Pick-Sloan Mis-
souri Basin Program; Helena Valley Dam, Helena Valley Unit, Pick-Sloan Missouri
Basin Program; and Phase I modifications to Willow Creek Dam to repair a large
void discovered in the dam in 1996. Additional issues are currently being evaluated
at Gibson Dam and Como Dam.

LOWER YELLOWSTONE TITLE TRANSFER—INTAKE DIVERSIONARY DAM

Question. As I mentioned in this hearing, I have some concerns about the Bu-
reau’s progress to transfer completed water projects to local water districts, specifi-
cally the transfer of the Intake Diversionary Dam. I understand this transfer is not
complete even though it has been completed for a number of years. Why is it taking
so long to accomplish this transfer?

Answer. On February 2, 1999, Commissioner Eluid Martinez of the Bureau of
Reclamation testified to the House of Representatives Committee on Resources, Sub-
committee on Water and Power. He stated it is important to understand the legal
requirements involved with title transfer. Title does not automatically transfer
when the district repays its construction obligation. Operation and maintenance re-
sponsibilities can be transferred to water users of Reclamation projects under Rec-
lamation law, but this does not give them title to the facilities. Section 6 of the Rec-
lamation Act 1902 provides that title to the facilities “shall remain in the Govern-
ment until otherwise provided by Congress,” under 32 Stat. 389; 43 U.S.C. section
491. Also, Commissioner Martinez testified that the process needs to be open and
inclusive of all stakeholders. There must also be compliance with the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act. The processes that are required under this Act ensure that
the public has ample opportunity to participate in the process and have their con-
cerns identified and addressed. Reclamation has been working with the Lower Yel-
lowstone Board of Control to address specific items in accordance with Reclamation’s
Title Transfer Framework. Work to date includes a cultural resource survey of the
entire Lower Yellowstone Project, a realty report for all Reclamation lands, and sev-
eral seasons of fisheries data collection. Reclamation, in conjunction with the Mon-
tana Department of Fish Wildlife and Parks, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
the U.S. Geological Survey, has been studying fish passage and entrainment issues
associated with the Intake Diversion Dam and Lower Yellowstone Main Canal. Rec-
lamation has provided funding for baseline data collection. The fourth and final year
of fisheries data collection will be completed by October 1999. Although this work
has taken several years to complete, the information is needed to fulfill policies in
Reclamation’s Title Transfer Framework and NEPA requirements, and will be used
to support future progress.

Question. What is left to be done to complete the transfer?

Answer. Under the Reclamation Title Transfer Framework document, an agree-
ment between Lower Yellowstone Board of Control and Reclamation needs to be de-
veloped that outlines what is required to complete transfer. Examples of the items
that would be included under the agreement are the costs associated with comple-
tion of the realty work items, NEPA, and National Historic Preservation Act. The
agreement would include discussion of schedule and assignment of roles and respon-
sibilities to accomplish the work items. After execution of the agreement, the Title
Transfer Framework document and NEPA require public scoping meetings to be
held in the project area to gain input from local stake holders and provide feedback
on issues.

Question. What are your plans to complete this transfer?

Answer. As previously stated, Reclamation is working with the LYBOC to develop
an agreement outlining specific tasks, a schedule, cost estimates, and assignment
of responsibilities. Reclamation and the LYBOC have developed a good working re-
lationship and both parties are working toward completing the tasks necessary
under the Title Transfer Framework.

Question. What, if any, Congressional actions are needed to complete this trans-
fer?

Answer. The enacting legislation for this project did not include a provision for
title transfer upon payout of the capital expenditures, therefore an act of Congress
would be required to transfer title. We would be happy to assist in congressional
efforts, if requested.
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COST OVERRUNS

Question. 1 understand the Bureau is experiencing cost overruns and that these
added costs are adversely impacting farmers and rangers?! since you have shifted
these costs onto them. Why is this happening and what measures are you doing to
minimize cost overruns in these projects?

Answer. Reclamation projects in Montana were constructed during the period of
about 1905 to 1970. In some cases, the costs to operate and maintain the facilities
have increased due to extraordinary maintenance work (maintenance work which is
of relatively high cost and of a specific duration and does not reoccur from year to
year) that we have had to perform in recent years to insure integrity of the facili-
ties. The extraordinary maintenance work is required to ensure that the facilities
continue to provide authorized project benefits. In some cases, the estimates we pro-
vided to the irrigation districts (who are responsible for paying a percentage of the
multipurpose operation and maintenance costs) varied from the actual cost to per-
form the work. Previously, as additional work items were identified, we did not al-
ways update the estimates at appropriate intervals and provide this information to
the districts in sufficient time to allow them to budget for their share of the costs.
The additional work performed was necessary to provide an adequate level of main-
tenance. In the past year, we have taken steps to improve the accuracy of these esti-
mates and have a process in place to exchange information with the Irrigation Dis-
tricts on an ongoing basis and to inform them of any anticipated increases in costs
as soon as they are identified. Along this line, Reclamation is doing its best to pro-
vide more realistic cost estimates, find cheaper ways to do the work, and anticipate
all of the work that would be reimbursed by the users.

In conformance with the Commissioner’s memorandum dated September 18, 1998,
we are committed to involving the irrigation districts in program formulation. We
are and will continue to provide cost estimates and priorities for those parts of
projects where our customers share in the responsibility or pay a portion of the
costs. For Montana, these include the irrigation districts on the Milk River and irri-
gation districts benefiting from Pick-Sloan Canyon Ferry Unit. We meet annually
with irrigation districts on the Milk River project to receive input on budget formu-
lation. We have begun annual meetings with irrigation districts on the Pick-Sloan
Canyon Ferry Unit to receive their input regarding budget formulation. In addition,
we have committed to providing semiannual reports on the status of our costs.

Question. Also, what alternatives have you considered to minimize adverse finan-
cial impacts on local irrigators?

Answer. We have reviewed the costs associated with operation and maintenance
program activities that we perform on an ongoing basis, which we refer to as our
base O&M program. We are working toward cost containment for the base O&M
program and attempting to limit increases for these activities to what would nor-
mally be expected to adjust for inflation. We have developed long-range O&M pro-
gram plans that forecast major cost items for extraordinary maintenance. This infor-
mation is provided to irrigation districts on an annual basis to provide as much lead
time as possible for them to make financial adjustments and create reserve funds
to pay their share of the costs before the work is performed and the costs incurred.
We have also provided the irrigation districts with information on how to obtain
State grants as a source of funding for their share of the reimbursable costs associ-
ated with the operation and maintenance of Reclamation projects.

MEMORANDUM FROM THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU
OF RECLAMATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

In Reply Refer To: EC-100, SEP 24, 1998

To: Regional Director, PN, MP, LO, UC, GP, Attention: PN-1000, MP-100, LC—
1000, UC-100, GP-1000
Director, Program Analysis Attention: D-5000
All Area Managers and Program Managers

From: Eluid L. Martinez, Commissioner

Subject: Directive for Customer Involvement in Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
Program Formulation

The House Report 105-190 on the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Bill, 1998 states, in part

1Question was received with reference to farmers and rangers. We assume the reference
should be farmers and ranchers.
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“The Committee strongly encourages the Bureau of Reclamation to create
new opportunities for water and power contractors to participate in the re-
view and development of O&M budget priorities for their respective Bureau
of Reclamation projects.”

The Statement of the Managers accompanying the Fiscal Year 1998 Conference
Report for the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill reiterated the
support of the Conference Committee for this provision.

Customer involvement assists in our effort to deliver quality services in the most
efficient and economic manner. We have been working closely with many of our cus-
tomers and customer organizations (i.e. water and power contractors) for several
years in the formulation of the O&M program. We need to continue with activities
that are responsive and helpful.

In response to the Committees’ encouragement and as an expansion of current ef-
forts, I am establishing this customer involvement directive for use by Regional Di-
rectors and their managers with program responsibilities. This directive is to be
used in working with customers who are interested in the development and imple-
mentation of the O&M program.

Managers will:

1. Contact customers to determine their level of interest and desired participation
in program formulation.

2. Provide interested customers with O&M programs, cost estimates and priorities
for those parts of projects in which the customers share in responsibility or pay a
portion of the cost. The focus will be on the budget being formulated in the Region
(Budget Year +2). However, additional information may also be provided to serve
as a bridge to Budget Year +2. The total package of information may cover four
years including the prior year actual expenditures, current year program, the Presi-
dent’s budget for the next fiscal year (Budget Year), and the Budget Year + 2 projec-
tions. This information should be provided to the customers during the August to
September time frame. Using fiscal year 1998 as an example, the information would
cover fiscal year 1997 actual expenditures, fiscal year 1998 program, fiscal year
1999 President’s budget, and program projections for the fiscal year 2001 budget
year. The fiscal year 2000 budget would be in embargo status, therefore unavailable
(see table below as further reference). As part of the process, managers should be
prepared to explain shifts from projected expenditures to actual expenditures for the
prior year.

REFERENCE FOR AUGUST/SEPTEMBER 1998 TIME FRAME

Fiscal year Time period Budget nomenclature and status reference

10-1-96/9-30-97 .....cccceon... Prior Year—Completed (Actuals).

10-1-97/9-3-98 ... ... Current Year—Program being carried out.

10-1-98/9-30-99 .. ... Budget Year—Pending in Congress.

10-1-99/9-30-00 ......cccrevveee Budget Year + 1—Under review within Department
and OMB (embargoed).

2001 o 10-1-00/9-30-01 ........c........ Budget Year +2—Under development within Re-

gion.

3. Provide interested customers the opportunity within a reasonable time frame
(a minimum of 15 working days) to review and comment on work plans and cost
estimates. Managers will provide responses either written or oral, as appropriate,
to customers that address their comments.

4. Notify interested customers of any changes in the work plans or cost estimates
after the Regional budget deliberations (For example: the Regional deliberations on
the fiscal year 2001 budget normally take place between October 1998 and January
1999) and before the Budget Review Committee (BRC) Regional meetings (2001
BRC Regional meetings normally occur in March 1999).

5. Honor executive branch guidelines on non-disclosure of budget materials after
the Regional budget deliberations and until the Presidents Budget goes to the Con-
gress (for the fiscal year 2001 budget this will be in February of 2000).

6. Review budget information with the customers, as requested, after the Con-
gress receives the President’s budget so that there is an understanding of Reclama-
tion’s proposed budget.

The Director of Program Analysis is directed to incorporate this memorandum
into the Reclamation Manual. In order to determine whether this directive is overly
burdensome for Reclamation managers and also to determine whether it is meeting
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our customer’s needs it will be reviewed after a full cycle of implementation, pre-
sumably in the Spring of 2002. In the interim there may be a need to adapt sched-
ules contained herein to meet local circumstances. Although requiring an additional
commitment of time for some managers, I believe this will provide our customers
with a meaningful opportunity to comment on O&M activities that affect them.

YELLOWTAIL DAM & BIGHORN LAKE OPERATIONS

As I mentioned at the hearing, the snowpack around Yellowtail Dam area is high
this winter. People downstream of Yellowtail experienced massive flooding two years
ago. They believe it was created by the Bureau’s release of water from Yellowtail
Dam.

Question. What are the Bureau’s plans to avoid flooding this year due to releases
from Yellowtail Dam?

Answer. As is the case with other Reclamation reservoirs with an authorized flood
control purpose, the Army Corps of Engineers has the ultimate responsibility for all
flood control operations of Bighorn Lake Yellowtail Dam. The amount of storage pro-
vided within the lake and the flood control afforded are determined by the Corps
of Engineers’ flood operating criteria for that particular reservoir. All flood control
operations are closely and jointly coordinated between the Corps of Engineers and
Reclamation.

Yellowtail Dam and Bighorn Lake, in conjunction with Boysen and Buffalo Bill
Reservoirs, played a major role in providing flood control along the Bighorn, Yellow-
stone and Missouri Rivers during the 1997 runoff. Storage within and releases from
these reservoirs were coordinated closely with instructions issued by the Corps of
Engineers’ in accordance with operating criteria for Bighorn Lake. Without the con-
trol provided by these reservoirs, the flooding along the Yellowstone River down-
stream of the mouth of the Bighorn River would have been much more severe. The
Bighorn River Basin comprises about one half of the Yellowstone River drainage
basin above the mouth of the Bighorn River. River flow of the Yellowstone River
above the mouth of the Bighorn River is unregulated. Therefore, Reclamation is un-
able to provide flood protection against this unregulated flow. During 1997, flows
in the Bighorn River were maintained within safe river channel capacity at all
times.

The Bureau of Reclamation is closely monitoring snowpack and is continually re-
vising and updating monthly operating plans for Bighorn Lake. Snowpack in the
Bighorn Basin is currently 113 percent of normal on March 15, nearly 20 percent
lower than experienced in record water year 1997. Currently storage in Bighorn
Lake has been evacuated about 28.5 feet below the top of the joint-use pool. Plans
are to continue evacuating storage to about 32.0 feet below the top of the joint-use
pool by the end of March. As projected in the March plan and based on normal
spring precipitation, this will provide adequate storage to store the snowmelt runoff
without making large releases that may cause downstream flooding. Reclamation
will continue to work with the Corps of Engineers, Federal Emergency Management
Agency, and State and local constituents to provide information on operations plans
for Yellowtail Dam.

Question. What does the Bureau plan to do this spring to inform folks down-
]s)trea;n from the mouth of the Bighorn River about water releases from Yellowtail

am?

Answer. Reclamation is responsible for monitoring the conditions of Yellowtail
Dam and Bighorn Reservoir, as well as monitoring weather conditions upstream of
the dam, that could result in the need to make large releases from the Dam. Rec-
lamation is also responsible for providing notification of all significant incidents oc-
curring at Yellowtail Dam to various Federal, State, and local authorities down-
stream of the Dam. This includes all affected downstream County Disaster & Emer-
gency Services and law enforcement dispatch centers, Montana DES, and the Na-
tional Weather Service, which is Federally mandated to issue flood watches and
warnings. Additionally, Reclamation is responsible for providing notification to the
National Park Service, Crow Tribe, and Bureau of Indian Affairs, as each of these
agencies are also integrally involved with the operations of the Dam. Local authori-
ties are responsible for notifying the public at risk, advising the public on safe evac-
uation routes, and where to go for safe shelter. It is not within Reclamation’s au-
thority or responsibility to directly carry out warning and evacuation of the im-
pacted public from large operational releases.

The Bureau of Reclamation continues to closely monitor snowpack and continually
revise and update monthly operating plans for Bighorn Lake. These operating plans
include projected operations of Yellowtail Dam and Bighorn Lake and are distrib-
uted to key members of the Yellowstone River Task Force. The Task Force is en-
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couraged to contact Reclamation about any concerns or questions they may have re-
garding these operating plans.

Daily information about the water levels in Bighorn Lake and streamflows in the
Yellowstone and Bighorn River Basins is also available on the Bureau of Reclama-
tion’s Great Plains WEB site at address /www.gp.usbr.gov/.

Question. What sort of early warning system have been or will be set up?

Answer. All Reclamation dams are required to conform to agency policy estab-
lished for emergency management. This policy and its implementation provides for
the safety of the public during potential emergency incidents, including high re-
leases, at these dams. Each dam has an Emergency Action Plan that describes what
actions, including notification of local disaster and emergency management per-
sonnel, will take place during periods of emergency. These plans are exercised on
a regular basis. Local, state, and other Federal organizations who might be involved
in potential emergencies are encouraged to participate in the exercises and drills.

Reclamation’s Emergency Management Policy requires that Emergency Action
Plans be developed and implemented at all significant and high hazard dams, in-
cluding Yellowtail Dam. The EAP must contain initiating conditions for hydrologic
(flooding) as well as nonhydrologic events, which trigger specific Reclamation re-
sponse procedures and notifications to effected downstream agencies. Initiating con-
ditions are typically established at levels that provide as much advance notification
of significant incidents to local officials as practicable. EAPs must also contain de-
scriptions of available communication capabilities, descriptions of potentially af-
fected areas in the flood plain, flood inundation maps where appropriate, and tables
showing floodwave travel times and other pertinent information that may be needed
by local emergency management officials.

On March 11, Reclamation met with County and State Disaster and Emergency
Service officials, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Crow Tribe, National Weather Service
and the National Park Service to plan an exercise to test the Emergency Action
Plans for Yellowtail Dam and Yellowtail Afterbay Dam. The exercise is scheduled
to be conducted on May 20, 1999. The DES staff is responsible for immediately con-
tacting residents along the Bighorn and Yellowstone Rivers of any potential dangers
that may result from downstream flooding. Yellowtail Dam is monitored 24 hours
a day by the Casper Control Center to ensure downstream officials get advance noti-
fication, should a problem occur.

Reclamation will continue to monitor daily snowpack and snowmelt runoff in the
Bighorn River Basin and maintain close contact with the National Weather Service.
The NWS will provide Reclamation with daily river forecasts based upon current hy-
drologic and forecasted climatic conditions. In addition to monitoring the mountain
snowpack conditions, Reclamation will continue to utilize existing satellite tele-
metered gaging stations to monitor river conditions upstream and downstream of
Yellowtail Dam and Bighorn Lake. As hydrologic and climatic conditions change,
sudden changes may be required in reservoir and river operations. Reclamation will
issue press releases to inform citizens living along the Yellowstone River of these
operational changes.

Question. Why hasn’t the Bureau considered a stream flow monitoring device to
ensure the safety of the downstream citizens and private property?

Answer. On March 25, 1998, personnel from the Bureau of Reclamation attended
a meeting with several citizens who live along the Yellowstone River near Hysham,
Montana. Many people who attended the meeting believed installing another stream
gaging station equipped with satellite telemetry along the Yellowstone River near
Custer, Montana would improve the operations and management of Yellowtail Dam
and Bighorn Lake.

Reclamation currently utilizes data collected at 8 existing satellite telemetered
river gaging stations located along the Yellowstone River from Corwin Springs,
Montana to Sidney, Montana. Reclamation currently believes the data collected at
these sites are adequate for monitoring river flows under most conditions and in-
stalling an additional station near Custer, upstream of the mouth of the Bighorn
River, is not required to support the operations at Yellowtail Dam and Bighorn
Lake. However, after the record water year of 1997, Reclamation provided funds for
installing satellite telemetry at the stream gaging station located near Forsyth. Rec-
lamation investigated the costs to install another satellite telemetered gaging sta-
tion near Custer. It was determined costs to renovate and reactivate this site would
cost $24,000. In addition to this cost, annual maintenance costs were estimated to
vary from $6,000 for a seasonal station or $9,850 for an annual station.

Reclamation has informed the Task Force that we are willing to provide funds in
the amount of $7,500 for the installation of the satellite telemetry equipment. How-
ever no other resources have been identified to fund the remaining costs.
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LAND MANAGEMENT AND FISH & WILDLIFE ACTIVITIES

Question. I am getting concerned about the Bureau’s growing activities into land
management and fish and wildlife activities such as issuing grazing permits and
conducting fish restoration projects. Have you considered shifting these responsibil-
ities to more established Federal agencies who are more experienced and staffed to
work on these activities such as the Bureau of Land Management and Fish & Wild-
life Service. Wouldn’t such a reinvention of governmental responsibilities allow you
to refocus your limited resource toward the more well-established missions of the
Bureau—to develop, manage, and protect water resources for power generation and
recreation.

Answer. The development of water projects by Reclamation required inclusion of
lands necessary for operation of the projects. These lands were either withdrawn
from settlement, sale, location of minerals, or entry under the general land laws or
acquired for project purposes by purchase, condemnation, or donation by private
landowners. Although these lands were withdrawn or acquired for Reclamation
project purposes, the Secretary of the Interior was granted broad authority to allow
use of the lands for incidental purposes, including grazing. Therefore, grazing is not
a new activity; Reclamation has had these land management responsibilities since
its inception and has a great deal of experience in implementing and managing
these lease agreements. Where it is more efficient and appropriate to do so, we
enter into agreements with other Federal agencies such as the Bureau of Land Man-
agement, Fish and Wildlife Service, or Forest Service to manage lands under our
jurisdiction. Withdrawn lands that are no longer needed for project purposes are
recommended for relinquishment and revocation to Bureau of Land Management or
Forest Service jurisdiction.

Reclamation’s fish restoration activities have been undertaken in response to spe-
cific Reclamation project authorizations as well as congressional legislation such as
the Endangered Species and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Acts. We coordinate
these activities with the Fish and Wildlife Service, state wildlife agencies and our
water and power users. We must meet the requirements of such legislation in order
to meet our contractual obligations to deliver the water and power benefits to au-
thorized Reclamation We agree that our resources are limited, but solving fishery
problems is vital for Reclamation’s continuing mission to manage, develop, and pro-
tect water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound
manner.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CRAIG
SNAKE RIVER PLAIN AQUIFER

Question. The Snake River Plain Aquifer is the lifeblood of Southern Idaho. Its
health is important to everyone that lives there, from the farmer who irrigates the
food we eat to the mother who gives a glass of water to her child. It is also vital
to Idaho’s thriving aquaculture industry, which produces the vast majority of the
nation’s trout. Concerns have been raised about diminishing spring discharges.
What is the Bureau of Reclamation’s position on using excess flows in the Snake
River to recharge the aquifer?

Answer. The Bureau of Reclamation is participating in a demonstration project
that will quantify and document the benefits and impacts of recharge projects in the
Snake River Plain Aquifer. This project is a cooperative venture with the State of
Idaho to investigate the feasibility of using managed aquifer recharge as an effective
tool for conjunctive (ground water/surface water) water resource management in the
Snake River Plain. Reclamation’s contribution to the effort is to allow use of a canal
for delivery of the water to the recharge site. This project should provide answers
to many questions about the feasibility of using managed recharge as a tool for
slowing, or stabilizing, the decline of the aquifer, thus providing more consistent
flows downstream near the Thousand Springs area. This is especially critical during
periods of drought.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DORGAN
GARRISON DIVERSION UNIT

The Garrison Diversion Project is the key to water development in North Dakota
and water development is the key to economic development in our semi-arid state.
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Question. Can you tell the Committee how this year’s budget request will gen-
erally help North Dakota advance water development?

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 request will be used to continue development of In-
dian irrigation facilities on the Standing Rock Reservation; to provide grant funds
to continue State municipal, rural, and industrial (MR&I) water supply system de-
velopment; to provide minimum maintenance to assure reliability of completed fa-
cilities still in construction status and operate the supply system for freshening
flows; to continue mitigation activities associated with meeting refuge compatibility;
to continue planning activities associated with a water supply to the Red River Val-
ley; to provide flood control at Jamestown Dam and continue to operate, maintain,
and replace facilities; and for construction and planning activities associated with
recreation facilities. Reclamation will continue working with three Indian reserva-
tions in Garrison Diversion Unit (GDU) to operate, maintain, and replace existing
MR&I water treatment and distribution facilities, and provide technical assistance
and oversight for planning activities to meet reservation-wide needs.

Question. Would you agree that completing work on the Southwest Pipeline, doing
further work on the Northwest Area Waters Supply, and moving to Phase 2 on In-
dian MR&I mean that thousands of North Dakotans without reliable supplies of
clean water will finally have access to the kind of water most of us take for granted?

Answer. These types of projects have been successful in providing reliable, safe
drinking water to thousands of people throughout the state whose previous supplies
have been unreliable or have not met safe drinking water standards.

Question. One of the funding priorities in the 1986 Garrison Reformulation Act
was meeting the Municipal, Residential and Industrial water needs of Indian tribes
in North Dakota. The tribes again have reached their funding ceilings which
prompted the Congress to add funding to the last two appropriations bills. Can you
assure the Subcommittee that the Bureau is prepared to work with us in raising
the ceilings and identifying additional resources—in the range of $3 million—to
meet critical MR&I needs on the reservation?

Answer. Reclamation has allocated funding to continue Indian MR&I planning
and construction activities in each of the past two years in which the appropriation
ceiling has been raised, fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999. If the ceiling is raised
again in fiscal year 2000, we anticipate that additional funds would be allocated to
continue these ongoing activities.

Question. Do you concur that Tribes in North Dakota have some of the poorest
quality water in the nation and the Bureau has validated over $200 million in In-
dian MR&I needs?

Answer. Studies have documented that the Indian reservations in North Dakota
have significant domestic water supply problems. Studies commissioned for the
Standing Rock, Fort Berthold, and Spirit Lake Indian Reservations have estimated
that an additional $220,000,000 could be required to complete facilities to meet all
the reservation-wide needs. In addition, it is estimated that another $20,000,000
may be required to meet the domestic water supply needs on the Turtle Mountain
Chippewa Indian Reservation. Reclamation is initiating a needs assessment study
in fiscal year 1999 through the Native American Affairs Program to refine the needs
of the Turtle Mountain Chippewa Tribe.

Question. All but 11 of North Dakota’s counties are losing population as farm com-
munities face unparalleled problems from low prices, Canadian grain imports, se-
vere weather disasters, among other factors. The MR&I program has helped breathe
new economic life into communities across the state. Can you comment on the spe-
cific social and economic benefits of such projects as the Southwest Pipeline in
bringing clean, dependable water supplies to towns in our state?

Answer. The benefits associated with improved water quality can include better
tasting water, water that does not corrode pipes and appliances, improved health,
or some other improvement in lifestyle. Therefore, an improved water supply can
help a rural area remain economically viable.

Question. Several North Dakota communities have had been using tobacco-colored
water or been in violation of Clean Water standards—through no fault of their own.
Can you confirm how many ND communities have been able to comply with Clean
Drinking Water standards as a result of Garrison projects?

Answer. In preparing our response to this question, we consulted with the North
Dakota State Water Commission (SWC) who administers the GDU MR&I State
Grant Program. The SWC provided Reclamation with a spreadsheet, dated Novem-
ber 17, 1998, that summarizes the status of all projects that have submitted applica-
tions under this program. The SWC and the Garrison Diversion Conservancy Dis-
trict prioritize each of the projects that submit applications. One of the most impor-
tant prioritization criteria is water quality, particularly documentation that existing
water supplies are violating Safe Drinking Water standards. Based on SWC infor-
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mation, since the program began in 1986, the State has received 132 applications
for water supply funding assistance, and 32 highest priority projects have been com-
pleted. Another 43 projects are in various stages of planning, design, and construc-
tion.

Question. As you know, the Bureau of Reclamation has been studying the water
development and management needs of the Red River Valley for the past year. Can
you apprise the Committee of the status of these studies?

Answer. The Phase IA Needs Assessment has been completed. Initial alternatives
to meet the municipal, rural, and industrial water needs of the Red River Valley
have been formulated. A working draft of the Phase 2 (alternatives Analysis) report
will be forwarded to the Steering committee prior to our March 30th meeting. Phase
IB Instream Flow report will be finalized by the end of March 1999, and the results
will be incorporated into the Alternatives Analysis.

Question. Has the Bureau worked closely with the ND State Water Commission,
local communities and other interested parties to obtain their views and rec-
ommendations?

Answer. The Bureau has been working closely with State and local interests to
obtain their views and recommendations. It is expected that more meetings may be
needed to assure that the views and interests of the State and local interests are
fully considered prior to distribution of the public review draft. The Bureau’s work
is coordinated with a steering committee which is comprised of representatives of
the ND State Water Commission, ND State Health Department, the Garrison Diver-
sion Conservancy District, Fargo, Grand Forks, Moorehead, rural water systems,
and the environmental community.

Question. Can you please assure the Subcommittee that the Bureau will make
these studies a top priority and work closely with ND agencies and groups?

Answer. Completion of this study is a priority.
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Senator DOMENICI. Would the Corps of Engineers witnesses,
General Ballard, Dr. Westphal, and any supporting witnesses come
forward please?

Thank you very much. Can we have order in the back of the
room? If you would like to carry on conversations, could you do it
in the hall please? Thank you very much.

Dr. Westphal, it is good to see you. General Ballard, General
Fuhrman its always a pleasure. And on the end

General FUHRMAN. That is Fred Caver, sir. He is our budget and
programs person.

Senator DOMENICI. All right. Nice to have you with us. Yes, he
is the budget man?

General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Westphal, we extend an especially warm
welcome to you since this is your first appearance before the com-
mittee.

The environment is certainly better this year than it was last
year when we faced a very difficult budget from the administration
where water projects were underfunded. Then we were expected to
meet the demands of water projects in the country, and through
the goodness of the chairman of the full committee, they gave us
money from some other subcommittee for the water projects that
the President did not fund.

The Administration have gotten the message this year and the
budget looks much better with reference to what you must do to
complete your projects and maintain schedules for ongoing work.
We hope to be able to meet those responsibilities within the Presi-
dent’s budget.

We have many Senators who want to be heard, so that is the ex-
tent of my statement. Unless somebody has an urgent, urgent
statement, I would like to proceed to have the witnesses

STATEMENT OF SENATOR STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Could I just make one statement and ask a
question? I want to go to another hearing.
Senator DOMENICI. Absolutely.

(63)
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Senator STEVENS. Good morning, General Ballard and Dr.
Westphal.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Good morning, sir.

General BALLARD. Good morning, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I am here to state to you that we do appreciate
the work that you do in Alaska. You are really involved in a num-
ber of important military projects. I discussed that with Colonel
John yesterday.

Our problem now is that we have, as you know, half the coastline
of the United States, 55,000 miles of coastline, and our future de-
velopment really is dependent upon our being able to get modern
facilities there for the village areas in particular.

PROJECT COST SHARING PROBLEMS

As we face this period of higher and higher costs of construction,
one of the great problems that I face is how to deal with the local
cost sharing formula that is involved with the Corps. These are
areas that have no tax base at all, are primarily dependent upon
the Federal Government, and are not very well represented in the
State government because of the one man/one vote concept. We
have an area the size of Texas that has one State representative.

Now, when you look at it in terms of trying to get cost sharing
for those areas, for the facilities they need to develop—I hate to use
that word—the modern infrastructure for the next century, we just
cannot deal with this cost sharing formula that has been worked
out. I would like to know if you would be willing to sit down with
us and see if we can find some way to justify—I take it it would
take an Act of Congress to change your current formula. Is your
current formula not based in law rather than regulation?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I have got to find some way to relieve
some of these places of the burden of cost sharing where there is
no tax base.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think we need to work
with you on developing some ability to pay mechanisms that might
help these communities. The Chief and I are committed to—in fact,
we have been talking about doing something about this issue na-
tionwide, because there are communities all over the country that
really in some cases absolutely cannot make the local match, yet
they are in danger of flooding or they desperately need some infra-
structure help. So, we are committed to finding ways in which we
can help those communities either by adapting ability to pay provi-
sions or simply coming to Congress and looking at some other vehi-
cles for doing that for those particular communities in need. We
will certainly be willing to work with you and members of your
staff.

Senator STEVENS. Well, we worked it out once. The City of
Buckland—I do not know if you are familiar with that little city.
It has a sewage lagoon. That lagoon just happens to be in the cen-
ter of the village. Over the years the waste water has gone directly
into the lagoon in the middle of the village. Thanks to you, we now
have an infrastructure demonstration project. You have a lot of
flexibility on those demonstration projects.
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I am thinking of looking to this committee or to some committee
to help us redefine what we can do in these areas where there is
no potential for a local match. Most of us here had something to
do with State government. I know I did in the State legislature.
They have very little chance of getting a bill through the State leg-
islature to give them an increased percentage of their local
matched funds for projects that will enable them to compete with
another area of the State.

So, it is something that I would hope we would get some atten-
tion to, and I would look forward to working with you if you will
do that for me.

Dr. WESTPHAL. We will, yes, sir.

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

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you. Senator Stevens, we are aware of
your problem and of some rural counties in the continental United
States that actually have similar problems. We will try to work on
that with your staff.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. Would you please proceed, Dr. Westphal.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOSEPH W. WESTPHAL

Dr. WESTPHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is an honor to be
here to testify before this esteemed subcommittee, Mr. Chairman,
and to testify and present to you the President’s civil works budget
for the 21st century. I think it is a good budget, Mr. Chairman.

Accompanying me, as you mentioned earlier, is Lieutenant Gen-
eral Joe Ballard, who is the Chief of Engineers; and Major General
Russ Fuhrman, who is the Director of Civil Works; and Mr. Fred
Caver, who is the Chief, Programs Management Division for the
Directorate of Civil Works.

For just a second, Mr. Chairman, on a personal note, I just want
to say how delighted I am to be here, the first time testifying be-
fore you. I began my professional career in Washington working for
the House Budget Committee the year that you became chairman
of the Senate Budget Committee. Of course, I am delighted to be
here with my former boss and mentor, Senator Thad Cochran. It
is a great opportunity to defend and to support a very strong pro-
gram for civil works this year.

Let me begin by noting that large differences between the admin-
istration’s budget proposal last year and what you appropriated in
both fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 are now reconciled in the
fiscal year 2000 budget I am about to discuss.

Mr. Chairman, I am just going to summarize a few points here
in the interest of time and ask that my full testimony be made part
of the record.

BUDGET THEMES

The President has consistently stressed two major themes that
I think are particularly important to the way we should formulate
and implement a civil works policy. First, policy must be based on
building strong partnerships with our States and local commu-
nities, as well as with other sister Federal agencies. And second,
we must strive to help our economy grow and prosper by combining
sound infrastructure management and development with environ-
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mental protection and ecosystem restoration. I believe our program
excels in both of these mandates and that the budget we present
today reflects their importance and priority.

I am pleased to say that funding in the President’s fiscal year
2000 budget supports a strong civil works program. It is consistent
with levels enacted by Congress in recent years and with the Presi-
dent’s overall domestic priorities, his commitment to a balanced
budget, and his goal of protecting Social Security and meeting the
challenges of the 21st century.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The President’s budget for the civil works program for the year
2000 includes $3.9 billion for the discretionary program, com-
parable to the amount appropriated for the program in fiscal year
1999 and significantly above last year’s budget. With cost-sharing
contributions by our partners, the non-Federal sponsors, plus other
funding, the fiscal year 2000 program will total about $4.2 billion.
In fiscal year 2000, we will be asking non-Federal sponsors to con-
tribute over $251 million as their cost share of projects throughout
the Nation. They are our partners in this program and we are com-
mitted to a very responsive and timely allocation of resources to
meet their efforts. I look forward to working with both houses of
Congress to meet the challenges of this partnership.

I would like to point out that the fiscal year 2000 budget for the
civil works operation and maintenance general program is $1.84
billion. This level of funding is very strong, demonstrating the ad-
ministration’s commitment to maintaining our existing infrastruc-
ture, much of which is aging and requires greater upkeep.

Funding for the construction general program is $1.24 billion, a
significant increase from last year’s request.

On new investments, the fiscal year 2000 budget for the Army
civil works program provides a strong program of new work, in-
cluding 1 new survey, 19 new construction projects, 5 operation
and maintenance new starts, and 6 new plant replacement and im-
provement program major acquisitions, and the Challenge 21 pro-
gram.

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

I also want to emphasize our commitment to water resources de-
velopment and the biennial authorization cycle. A strong water re-
sources development program is a sound investment in our Na-
tion’s economic future and environmental stability. Communities
across the country benefit from water resources projects to reduce
flood damages, compete more efficiently in world trade, provide
needed water and power, provide recreational opportunities, and
protect and restore our rich aquatic resources.

In this regard, we will work with Congress to complete a water
resources development act in 1999, building on the progress that
we made last fall on the proposed 1998 bill. Further, it would put
us in a better position to address new policy and project needs in
a WRDA 2000 bill that will include such important initiatives as
the restoration of the Everglades.
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HARBOR SERVICES FUND

A key component of the President’s 2000 budget for the Army
civil works program is the proposal for a new harbor services user
fee. This proposal will provide a reliable source of funding for im-
portant navigation needs, including construction, operation, and
maintenance. It results in significantly greater funding for these
port and harbor activities. The President’s budget for fiscal year
2000 includes $951 million to be derived from the Harbor Services
Fund, an overall increase of $382 million over the President’s fiscal
year 1999 budget for harbor related activities. This level of funding
will allow us to proceed at an optimal rate on nearly all operation
and maintenance and construction activities related to ports and
harbors, using funds contributed by the users.

The user fees will generate funds sufficient to pay the Depart-
ment of the Army’s annual cost of developing, operating, and main-
taining the Nation’s ports. The legislative proposal will make the
total amount of user fees collected pursuant to this proposed legis-
lation in one year, available the next fiscal year for appropriations.

We are coming to completion on the details of this proposal and
discussions with stakeholders and comments from interested
groups. A final proposal will come to you in the next few weeks,
Mr. Chairman.

The administration is also committed to the traditional mission
areas of improving our navigation and transportation system, pro-
tecting our local communities from flood damages and other disas-
ters and maintaining and improving hydropower facilities across
the country.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS

In addition, the protection and the restoration of the environ-
ment is an important and integral part of the civil works mission
portfolio. The President has strongly advocated linking economic
growth and protection of the environment. To help meet this objec-
tive, we will support projects that feature strong economic benefits,
as well as incorporate environmental restoration and enhancement.
Of course, individual environmental restoration projects are also an
important part of the civil works mission.

An example of a program that will integrate the environmental
concerns into more traditional civil works missions is our Chal-
lenge 21 program, the riverine ecosystem restoration and flood haz-
ard mitigation initiative. Like last year, this year’s budget includes
$25 million to begin the Challenge 21 program. It is designed to
accomplish both flood hazard mitigation and ecosystem restoration
and emphasizes nonstructural measures as a means of accom-
plishing these objectives.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

The fiscal year 2000 budget for the civil works regulatory pro-
gram is $117 million, an increase of $11 million over the enacted
level in fiscal year 1999 funding. In this program we are proud that
we not only protect our vital aquatic resources, but we try to help
people within the law to find environmentally sustainable solutions
to their problems. In fiscal year 1998, the regulatory program au-
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thorized 90,000 activities in writing, the most of any year, and
nearly 95 percent of all actions were authorized in less than 60
days. This budget will ensure that this level of service is main-
tained and improved, even with an increasing volume of work.

In summary, the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget for the civil
works program is a good one. It demonstrates a commitment to
civil works missions with strong support for all programs, a plan
to solve the constitutional problem with the existing harbor main-
tenance tax, an especially strong program of new construction, a
firm commitment to maintaining existing water resources manage-
ment infrastructure and increased application of civil works pro-
gram expertise to environmental protection and restoration.

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to be here with the Chief of Engi-
neers. We have had an excellent working relationship since I took
over this job. We are true partners in this process, along with the
Director of Civil Works, in making sure that we address the inter-
ests of your constituents and the feasibility of moving this program
forward at a very good pace in the future.

PREPARED STATEMENT

With that, Mr. Chairman, I end my remarks and I thank the
committee for the opportunity to testify today.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. JOSEPH W. WESTPHAL
INTRODUCTION

It is an honor and a pleasure to testify before this esteemed subcommittee of the
Appropriations Committee and to present to you, President Clinton’s first Civil
Works budget for the 21st Century. It is a good budget.

Accompanying me are Lieutenant General Joe N. Ballard, Chief of Engineers;
Major General Russell L. Fuhrman, Director of Civil Works; and Mr. Thomas F.
Caver, Jr., Chief Programs Management Division, Directorate of Civil Works.

Let me begin by noting that the large differences between the Administration’s
budget proposal last year and what you appropriated in both fiscal year 1998 and
fiscal year 1999 are now reconciled in the fiscal year 2000 budget I am about to
outline.

The President has consistently stressed two major themes that I think are par-
ticularly important to the way we should formulate and implement Civil Works pol-
icy. First, it must be based on building strong partnerships with our states and local
communities as well as among our sister federal agencies. Second, we must strive
to help our economy grow and prosper by combining sound infrastructure manage-
ment and development with environmental protection and ecosystem restoration. I
believe our program excels in both of these mandates and that the budget I will
present today reflects their importance and priority.

I am pleased to say that funding in the President’s fiscal year 2000 Budget sup-
ports a strong Civil Works Program. It is consistent with levels enacted by Congress
in recent years, and with the President’s overall domestic priorities, his commitment
to a balanced budget, and his goal of protecting Social Security and meeting the
challenges of the 21 Century.

My statement covers the following subjects:

—the fiscal year 2000 Civil Works Program Budget,

—Water Resources Development Acts of 1999 and 2000,

—GPRA and Civil Works Program Performance,

—the Harbor Services Fund Proposal,

—the Economy and Environment,

—New Investments, and

—Highlights of the fiscal year 2000 Continuing Program.
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM BUDGET

The President’s budget for the Civil Works Program for fiscal year 2000 includes
$3.9 billion for the discretionary program, comparable to the amount appropriated
for the program in fiscal year 1999, and significantly above last year’s budget re-
quest. Details are presented in Table A.

The Administration appreciates the significant commitments made by our part-
ners, the non-federal sponsors who cost-share studies and projects of the Civil
Works Program. These commitments demonstrate the value of the program to the
sponsors. With cost- sharing contributions and other funding, total funding for the
fiscal year 2000 program is $4.2 billion. In fiscal year 2000, we will be asking non-
Federal sponsors to contribute over $251 million as their cost share of projects
throughout the nation. They are our partners in this program and we are committed
to a very responsive and timely allocation of resources to meet their efforts. I look
forward to working with both Houses of Congress to meeting the challenges of this
partnership.

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACTS OF 1999 AND 2000

I also want to emphasize our commitment to water resources development and the
biennial authorization cycle. A strong water resources development program is a
sound investment in our Nation’s economic future and environmental stability.
Communities across the country benefit from water resource projects to reduce flood
damages, compete more efficiently in world trade, provide needed water and power,
and protect and restore our rich aquatic resources. In this regard, we will work with
the 3 Congress to complete a Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) in 1999—
building on the progress that we made last fall on the proposed WRDA 98.

As you know, the Army, on behalf of the Administration, submitted to Congress
a WRDA proposal in 1998. This formed the basis for the Senate version of WRDA
98 that included important Administration policy initiatives such as our Challenge
21 program. We hope that, based on our bill, and the work of the authorizing Com-
mittees, we can come to closure on a responsible WRDA 99 early this year that in-
cludes important policy initiatives and vital projects, while recognizing the con-
tinuing budget constraints. Further, it would put us in a better position to address
new policy and project needs in a WRDA 2000 bill that will include such important
initiatives as the restoration of the Everglades.

CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) requires that the
Army Corps of Engineers show how improvements in its business processes impact
the quality and delivery of our products and services to the Nation.

The Corps is improving its business processes by streamlining decision document
review procedures, eliminating duplication of functions at different levels; inten-
sively monitoring policy review to reduce review times; extending the use of stand-
ardized project cooperation agreements; continuing to strengthen partnerships with
local sponsors; and intensively managing program execution, for more efficient and
timely production and greater customer satisfaction. In particular, the Chief of En-
gineers has developed a process to streamline project planning and I look forward
to working with him on this.

The Corps is currently implementing the first annual performance plan required
by GPRA on its fiscal year 1999 program. The Corps is testing an initial set of re-
sults-oriented program performance measures to assess the benefits of process im-
provements made at the project level. The Corps will evaluate the initial set of re-
sults-oriented program performance measures during fiscal year 1999 program exe-
cution and will extend successful applications of the measures into the fiscal year
2000 program and continue to develop improved performance measures in the fu-
ture.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND PROPOSAL

A key component of the President’s fiscal year 2000 Budget for the Army Civil
Works program is the proposal for a new Harbor Services Fund and Harbor Services
User Fee. This proposal will provide a reliable source of funding for important navi-
gation needs 4 including construction, operation, and maintenance. It results in sig-
nificantly greater funding for these port and harbor activities. The President’s Budg-
et for fiscal year 2000 includes $951 million to be derived from the Harbor Services
Fund, an overall increase of $382 million over the President’s fiscal year 1999 Budg-
et for harbor related activities. This level of funding will allow us to proceed at an
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optimal rate on nearly all operation and maintenance and construction activities re-
lated to ports and harbors, using funds contributed by the users.

In March 1998, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled that the Harbor Maintenance Tax
(HMT) was unconstitutional, as applied to exports. In that ruling, the Court con-
cluded that the HMT, which imposed a charge based on the value of the commercial
cargo being shipped, constituted a tax on goods in export transit and therefore vio-
lated the Export Clause of the Constitution. Because of this ruling, the HMT
stopped being collected on exports on April 25, 1998. The new Harbor Services User
Fee being proposed avoids the constitutional infirmities of the HMT. The assess-
ment is a user fee, not a tax: it fairly approximates the harbor benefits and services
vessels in each vessel category receive through port use. It is not imposed based on
the cargo of a vessel.

The user fees will generate funds sufficient to pay the Department of the Army’s
annual costs of developing, operating, and maintaining the Nation’s ports. The legis-
lative proposal will make the total amount of the user fees collected pursuant to this
proposed legislation in one year available the next fiscal year for appropriation to
fund the projected total annual expenditures of the Department of the Army for har-
bor development, operation, and maintenance.

Thus, this proposal will address all of the biggest problems associated with the
existing Harbor Maintenance Tax and Trust Fund (HMTF). First, we will stop col-
lections on imports, domestic shippers, and passengers collected under the existing
Harbor Maintenance Tax, eliminating the uncertainties involved with our foreign
trading partners.

Second, we would institute a new fee mechanism based on vessel type linking the
fee with the level of service provided to certain types of vessels, which will meet
the Supreme Court’s test for constitutionality. Those fees would be placed in the
new Harbor Services Fund, along with remaining balances from the old HMTF. A
portion of those balances will be used to fund the program in the first year, fiscal
year 2000.

And third, the proposal will directly link the amount of fees collected with the
funds appropriated, thus avoiding a build up balances in the Harbor Services Fund.
For budget purposes, the user fees will be treated as offsetting collections.

We are coming to completion on details of the proposal in light of discussions and
comments from interested groups. We plan to present a legislative proposal to 5
Congress in the near future. Our plan is to pursue the HSF legislative proposal sep-
arately from WRDA 99.

ECONOMY AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The Administration is committed to the traditional mission areas of improving our
navigation and transportation system, protection of our local communities from flood
damages and other disasters, and maintaining and improving hydropower facilities
across the country. In addition, the protection and restoration of the environment
is an important and integral part of the Civil Works mission portfolio. The President
has strongly advocated linking economic growth with protection of the environment.
To help meet this objective, we will support projects that feature strong economic
benefits, as well as projects that incorporate environmental restoration and en-
hancement. Of course, individual environmental restoration projects are also an im-
portant part of the Civil Works mission.

An example of a program that will integrate environmental concerns into more
traditional Civil Works missions is our Challenge 21: Riverine Ecosystem Restora-
tion and Flood Hazard Mitigation Initiative. Like last year, this year’s budget in-
cludes $25 M to begin the Challenge 21 program. It is designed to accomplish both
flood hazard mitigation and ecosystem restoration and emphasizes nonstructural
measures as a means to accomplish these objectives. Challenge 21 was proposed for
authorization last year, and came close to becoming a reality in the proposed Water
Resources Development Act of 1998. In fact, the Senate version of WRDA 1998 in-
cluded a Challenge 21 program. We will continue to work with Congress to pass this
much-needed legislation. The key to this program is that it will be implemented at
the request of local communities and not imposed as a solution by the Federal gov-
ernment. To date, over 50 communities have expressed interest in participating in
Challenge 21.

Environmental programs make up about 18 percent of the fiscal year 2000 Army
Civil Works budget, and are integrated into all of the major areas of work. Some
environmental programs of note are in the following areas. There is $100 million
in construction funding for the Columbia River Fish Mitigation program in the Pa-
cific Northwest. There is $129 million in overall funding for the ongoing effort in
south Florida to restore, preserve and protect the Everglades. We have also budg-
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eted $14 million to fund our ongoing environmental restoration continuing authori-
ties programs (Section 204, the Beneficial Uses of Dredged Materials program, Sec-
tion 206, the Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration program, and Section 1135 Project
Modifications for Improvements of the Environment). This funding will allow us to
implement projects to create and restore aquatic habitats and to modify Civil Works
projects to improve the environment.

The Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program, FUSRAP, is an environ-
mental 6 cleanup program that was transferred by Congress from the Department
of Energy to the Army Civil Works program in the fiscal year 1998 Appropriations
Act. We are continuing the smooth implementation of needed clean-up of contami-
nated sites, with no slippage of the program during the transition from DOE to the
Civil Works program. In fact, we have exceeded the DOE schedules for the Mid-
dlesex, Maywood, and Wayne sites in New Jersey, and surpassed DOE’s planned
quantities of soil removed and disposed. This year’s budget includes $150 million for
this program, an increase of $10 million over the past two years. This will help im-
prove the rate of cleanup for the sites.

NEW INVESTMENTS

The fiscal year 2000 Budget for the Army Civil Works program provides a strong
program of new work. Details are presented in Table B.

Our program of new work includes one new survey and 19 new construction
projects, 5 new operation and maintenance new starts, and 6 new Plant Replace-
ment and Improvement Program (PRIP) major acquisitions, and the Challenge 21
program.

The Budget includes $80 million in fiscal year 2000 for the new investments in
the construction account, including $55 million for new construction starts and $25
million for Challenge 21. Capital costs for these new investments total $1.8 billion.
Of that, $1.3 billion will be provided by the federal government. The balance, cov-
ering costs of lands, easements, rights-of-way, and relocations, will be financed di-
rectly by non-federal sponsors.

The 19 new construction projects include:

—5 for commercial navigation,

—3 for flood damage reduction,

—2 for environmental restoration,

—T7 for major rehabilitation, and

—2 for dam safety assurance.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2000 CONTINUING PROGRAM
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

The fiscal year 2000 Budget for the Civil Works Operation and Maintenance, Gen-
eral (O&M) Program is $1.84 billion. This level of funding is very strong, dem-
onstrating the Administration’s commitment to maintaining our existing infrastruc-
ture, much of which is aging and requires greater upkeep. Of the $1.84 billion, $693
million would be for port 7 and harbor activities, derived from the proposed HSF,
including $75 million to maintain small boat harbors, important to the economies
of local communities. In addition, operation and maintenance of hydropower facili-
ties in the Pacific Northwest will be financed by a transfer of approximately $107
million from the Bonneville Power Administration, pursuant to an agreement signed
two years ago.

The budget also provides $226 million to continue the operation and maintenance
of recreation areas at Civil Works projects.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

The fiscal year 2000 Budget for the Civil Works Construction, General Program
is $1.24 billion, of which $1.16 billion is for the continuing program. Of the total,
$258 million would be for port and harbor construction projects derived from the
Harbor Services Fund, allowing port related projects to proceed at optimal rates.
This will enhance the competitiveness of our Nation’s ports and harbors.

Following are highlights of the Continuing Program.

South Florida Ecosystem Restoration.—The Everglades is an ecosystem of inter-
national importance. It is also one that has dramatically deteriorated since the turn
of the century. It is very important that we aggressively continue the work that we
have underway to start the process of restoring this treasure that is so important
to the Nation. Construction funding for these projects is $110 million for restoration
of the Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem, a major environmental activity to
which we are strongly committed. This amount includes $49 million for the Central
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and Southern Florida project to continue construction work at West Palm Beach
Canal, South Dade County, and manatee pass-through gates, as well as planning,
engineering and design work on the Comprehensive Restoration Plan, also known
as the “Restudy”; $40 million to continue construction on the Kissimmee River Res-
toration project; and $21 million for critical restoration projects authorized under
the Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem Restoration program.

Pacific Northwest Salmon.—The budget includes $100 million for Corps construc-
tion activities associated with the Columbia River Fish Mitigation project at 8 Corps
dams on the Columbia and Snake rivers and to continue the mitigation analysis
which evaluates additional measures to increase fish survival at those dams. This
includes $59 million for studies of surface bypass facilities, drawdown of Lower
Snake Reservoirs, John Day drawdown and hatchery mitigation, turbine passage,
gas abatement, adult passage, and Lower Columbia configuration.

Montgomery Point Lock and Dam.—The budget includes $20 million for the Mont-
gomery Point Lock and Dam project on the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River Naviga-
tion System to continue construction of the lock and dam. The project is pro-
grammed to be financed entirely from the Construction account.

Kentucky Lock and Dam, Kentucky.—The budget includes $7.75 million for the
Kentucky Lock and Dam project on the Tennessee River to continue detailed design
of the new lock and to relocate the Tennessee Valley Authority’s power transmission
towers at the project site. The addition of a new lock will greatly reduce delays at
the existing lock which is too small to handle modern 15 barge tows without 2
lockages.

Olmsted Locks and Dam, Illinois and Kentucky.—The budget includes $28.6 mil-
lion to continue construction of 2 new locks on the Ohio River near Olmsted, Illinois
, to replace Locks 52 and 53 which are over 60 years old. Virtually all waterway
traffic moving between the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers passes through the project
area, and both of the existing locks have temporary lock chambers that are ineffi-
cient. Projected increases in waterway traffic demands in combination with the lim-
ited faplfcity of the existing locks will result in increased lockage delays without the
new locks.

New York and New Jersey Harbors, New York and New Jersey.—The budget in-
cludes $60 million for the Kill Van Kull and Newark Bay, New York and New Jer-
sey, project to continue construction of the deepening of 5 miles of Kill Van Kull
channels and 3 miles of Newark Bay channels from 40 to 45 feet. The deeper project
will accommodate larger, fully loaded, more modern containerships. The budget also
includes $2 million for the New York Harbor and Adjacent Channels, Port Jersey
Channel, New Jersey, project. Deepening Port Jersey channel from 35 feet to 41 feet
will accommodate larger, deeper draft, cargo ships.

Los Angles County Drainage Area, California.—The budget includes $30 million
for up grading the existing system, raising channel walls and converting the trape-
zoidal channel to a rectangular channel, and bridge modifications. These improve-
ments would protect residential, commercial, and industrial properties in Long
Beach by accommodating the increased runoff resulting from urbanization over the
past 40 years.

Southeast Louisiana.—The budget includes $47 million to continue construction
activities for the Southeast Louisiana project including Canal 3, Suburban Canal,
Elmwood Canal, Railroad Canal, Whitney Barataria Pumping Station in Jefferson
Parish, and Napoleon Avenue Canal, Dwyer Road Pumping Station, and Broad
Street Pumping Station in Orleans Parish.

Continuing Authorities Program.—The budget includes $57 million for a full pro-
gram of continuing and new work under the 9 activities in the Continuing Authori-
ties Program. This amount includes $2.5 million for beach erosion control projects
(Section 103), $8.5 million for emergency streambank and shoreline protection

rojects (Section 14), $26.9 million for flood damage reduction projects (Section 205),
50.5 million for navigation mitigation projects (Section 111), $4.5 million for naviga-
tion projects (Section 107), $0.1 million for snagging and clearing projects (Section
208), $4.5 million for aquatic ecosystem restoration (Section 206), $8.5 million for
project modifications for improvement of the environment (Section 1135), and $1
million for beneficial uses of dredged material (Section 204).

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

The Budget for the Civil Works General Investigations (GI) Program is $135 mil-
lion. While this is a lower level than usual, it is a key element of our plan to sta-
bilize the Civil Works budget in the future. The study program feeds the pipeline
of construction work. There is a large amount of construction work already waiting
for funding—far more than the funds we can reasonably expect in the future. This
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budget cuts back on project study funding, in order to reduce the backlog of poten-
tial construction projects that are beyond our capacity to budget within a reasonable
time frame. Once the backlog of costly projects is reduced, then we would be able
to resume funding for studies at a higher level.

We believe that cutting back on study funding on a temporary basis is the right
thing to do for our local sponsors, who expect timely construction of projects, once
studies are completed and the projects are authorized.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

The fiscal year 2000 Budget for the Civil Works Regulatory Program is $117 mil-
lion, an increase of $11 million over the enacted level of fiscal year 1999 funding.
This will ensure that we continue to provide for effective and equitable regulation
of the Nation’s waters, including wetlands. Through the Regulatory Program the
Corps is committed to serving the public in a fair and reasonable manner while pro-
tecting the aquatic environment, as required by laws and regulations. In fiscal year
1998, the Regulatory Program authorized 90,000 activities in writing, the most in
any year, and nearly 95 percent of all actions were authorized in less than 60 days.

One of the goals of the Corps is to help people find solutions to their problems.
In this program, we are proud that we not only protect our vital aquatic resources,
but we try to 10 help people, within the law, to find environmentally sustainable
solutions to their problems. This budget will ensure that this level of service is
maintained and improved, even with an increasing volume of work. The proposed
increase would also enable the Corps to broaden its partnerships with States and
local communities through watershed planning efforts.

We will also continue to pursue important initiatives as part of the Regulatory
Program. For example, under the Regulatory Program, we are also active in the
preparation of Special Area Management Plans (SAMPs) to address development in
environmentally sensitive areas. With the amount included in the President’s Budg-
et, we will establish a full administrative appeals process that will allow the public
to challenge permit decisions and jurisdiction determinations without costly, time-
consuming litigation.

Again this year, we are proposing a reasonable increase in the permit application
fees for commercial applicants as a means to offset a portion of the costs of the Reg-
ulatory Program. We are prepared to work closely with this Committee and the pub-
lic to ensure that any revisions that we may adopt are reasonable.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget for the Army Civil Works
Program is a good one. It demonstrates a commitment to Civil Works missions, with
strong support for all programs, a plan to solve the constitutional problem with the
existing Harbor Maintenance Tax, an especially strong program of new construction,
a firm commitment to maintaining existing water resource management infrastruc-
ture, and increased application of Civil Works Program expertise to environmental
protection and restoration.

Thank you Mr. Chairman; Members of the Subcommittee. This concludes my
statement.



TABLE A—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—FISCAL YEAR 2000 DIRECT PROGRAM—PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM FUNDING

[In thousands of dollars]

Fund
Special Trust Trust—
Program Perma- Permit Generl BK?SI?SLWH Rivers and Total
Har?coersslerv— nent  applctn. Rmfg'esuser Coastal wet-  Harbor Inland ——————————  Admnstrtn Ch:trr%?;i
apprprtns.  fees? lands rstrtn3  mntnnc waterway  Ultimate* Initial ®
COMBINED (discretionary and mandatory):
DEFENSE: Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program .... 150,000 150,000 ... 150,000
DOMESTIC:
General Investigations 135,000 135,000 ... 39,827 174,827
Construction, General 257,700 .. 55,000 927,200 1,239,900 ... 156,786 1,396,686
Operation and Maintenance, General ...........cccooeoveveenns 692,900 .. 35,700 1,107,300 1,835,900 107,000 8,055 1,950,955
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries Pro-
ject ceeeeries 280,000 280,000 ....ccconeeeeen. 45673 325,673
Regulatory Program 7,000 117,000 117,000 117,000
GENETAl EXPENSES ....oooveeiiveeieiiiesiieessseississssssssssenss stessssssnnses essesssinsse soesssanenes 148,000 148,000 ... 148,000
Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies
Revolving Fund
Coastal Wetlands Restoration 54,180 800 10,800
Permanent Appropriations 18,576 o s 18,576
ALL 950,600 18,576 7,000 35,700 54,180 s 55,000 2,864,500 3,905,800 107,000 251,141 4,292,517
DISCRETIONARY . . 2,864,500 2,864,500 ... . 2,864,500
MANDATORY 950,600 18,576 7,000 35,700 54,180 oo 55,000 .o 1,041,300 107,000 251,141 1,428,017

1 Proposed special fund to replace Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

2Proposed fees for processing permit applications, to be paid to General Fund receipt account, not available to Corps.

3Total for interagency task force; Corps’ piece of $10 million is reflected under Total.

4Net direct Congressional appropriation after reimbursement from mandatory Special and Trust funds, as applicable.

5Direct Congressional appropriation. The total for all accounts comes from the General Fund, initially. Ultimately, it is reimbursed from mandatory accounts in the amount shown opposite Mandatory.

YL



TABLE B—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—TFISCAL YEAR 2000 DIRECT PROGRAM—PRESIDENT'S NEW STARTS AND OTHER NEW
WORK PROGRAM FUNDING

[Dollars in thousands]

FUNDING
First cost Budget year
ACCOUNT/CATEGORY Number
Federa; Federa;
Total Nonfederal Total Nonfederal
GF HSF IWTF GF HSF IWTF

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS
Surveys: Santa Inez River, CA 1 $100 $100 o e s $100 $100 oo e e
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Projects:
Regular:
Environmental:

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, ND . 1 108,000 108,000 2,000
Willamette River Temperature Control, OR 1 70,600 70,600 1,700
Flood Protection:
Arecibo River, PR 1 23,100 $10,600 8,742
Grand Forks, ND—East Grand Forks, MN 1 350,250 174,350 30,600
Napa River, CA 1 182,000 91,000 42,528
Navigation:
Baltimore Harbor and Channels, MD, Brewerton Channel ...........ccccooou...... 1 14,035 3,505 13,083
Kikiaola Small Boat Harbor, Kauai, HI 1 5,653 656 185
Neches River and Tributaries Saltwater Barrier, TX .......cocoovvevvervvemrsrerenenee 1 55,860 13,965 5,661
Port Fourchon, LA 1 4,930 2,373 4557
Santa Barbara Harbor, CA 1 6,700 1,340 6,300
Al (Regular Projects) 10 821,128 523,339 oo o 297,789 115,356
Major Rehabilitation:
Cape Cod Canal Railroad Bridge, MA 1 30,500 5,000
John H. Kerr Powerhouse, VA & NC 1 59,600 1,400
Lock and Dam 12, Mississippi River, IA 1 15,500 2,600
Lock and Dam 24, Part 2, Mississippi River, IL & MO ......ccccormrrererrernrirrinnnns 1 38,400 1,200
London Locks and Dam, Kanawha River, WV 1 20,300 600
Patoka Lake, IN 1 7,200 2,000




TABLE B—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—FISCAL YEAR 2000 DIRECT PROGRAM—PRESIDENT'S NEW STARTS AND OTHER NEW
WORK PROGRAM FUNDING—Continued

[Dollars in thousands]

FUNDING
First cost Budget year
ACCOUNT/CATEGORY Number
Federa; Federa;
Total Nonfederal Total Nonfederal
GF HSF IWTF GF HSF IWTF
Walter F. George Powerhouse and Dam, AL & GA 1 37,000 37,000 o s s 750 750 s e e
Al (Major Rehabilitation Projects) 7 208,500 171,400 ... 37,100 . 13,550 11,050 ... 2,500 i
Dam Safety Assurance:
Bluestone Lake, WV 1 107,300 107,300 750
Success Dam, CA 1 30,900 30,900 ... 1,250
All (Dam Safety Assurance Projects) 2 138,200 138,200 .. s e 2,000 2,000 i s s
3
All (Projects) 19 1,167,828 832,939 .. 37,100 297,789 130,906 52,547 ... 2,500 75859 O?
Program: Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard Mitigation Program ....... 1 654,000 425,000 ... . 229,000 35,000 25,000 ... 10,000
All (Projects and Program) 20 1,821,828 1,257,939 ... 37,100 526,789 165,906 71547 ... 2,500 85,859

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Dredge Wheeler Ready Reserve ! Lot e e 12,450
Management Tools for Operation and Management 1 2,265 2,265 it et e 975
National Dam Security Program ! 1 20
Wetlands Functional Assessment Methodology 1 7,398 7398 s et e 1,000
Zebra Mussel Research Program 1 13,378 13,378 e et e 1,500
All (Remaining Items) 5 23,041 23,081 s s s 15,945
REVOLVING FUND

Plant Replacement and Improvement Program (PRIP) Major Acquisitions 2
Towboat RAYMOND C. PECK Replacement 1 5,500 5,160
Fuel Oil Barge Replacement 1 1,495 1,390
Survey Boat GRANADA Replacement 1 1,533 1,285
Derrickboat NO. 6 Replacement 1 775 660
PANAMA CITY Crane Barge Replacement 1 6,400 125




Survey Boat GATLIN Replacement 1 1,800 1,800 e e e 1,550 1,550 i s s

All (PRIP Major Acquisitions) 6 17,503 17,503 oo s s 10,170 10,170 s s s

ALL 32 1,862,472 1,298,583 ... 37,100 526,789 192,121 103,762 .. 2,500 85,859

LFiscal year 2000 funding reflects annual requirement.
2Funding is available from the Revolving Fund.

TABLE C—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—FISCAL YEAR 2000 TOTAL (DIRECT AND REIMBURSED) PROGRAM—PRESIDENT'S
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM FUNDING

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year
Category Appropriation Budget 2000 account
1996 1997 1998 1999 All Gl CG 0&M,G Others
DIRECT PROGRAM:
DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM:
STUDY AND PROJECT SPECIFIC ACTIVITIES:

MITIGATION 156,010 177,515 128,933 156,840 148,769 3,887 141,516 v 3,366
RESTORATION 105,752 74,031 181,516 82,289 138,940 15,584 97,154 10,702 15,500
PROTECTION 79,450 90,594 126,875 81,852 86,319 459 3,909 74,044 7,907
CLEANUP 12,020 3,458 317 540
COMPLIANCE 9,864 360 395 2,480 1,327 304 468 .o 555

ALL (Study and Project Specific Activities) 363,096 345,958 438,036 324,001 375,355 20,234 243,047 84,746 27,328

PROGRAMMATIC ACTIVITIES:

1AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 4,000 2,000 5,000 3,000 3,000 .. 3,000
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SEC 206) 6,000 11,200 4,500 .. 4,500
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SEC 204) 2,500 1,500 2,000 350 1,000 .. 1,000 ...
DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER) JRTT RN 1,500 4,000 5,000 8,000
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES 100 100 100 100
ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 5,000
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW GUIDE FOR OPERATIONS (ERGO)
FORMERLY UTILIZED SIRTES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM (FUSRAP) 1162,718 140,000 150,000 150,000
GREAT LAKES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM (SEC 401) ... 500 500 500 500
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITE RESTORATION INITIATIVE 3,500

NATIONAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT (NRMS) 1,000

LL



TABLE C—DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—FISCAL YEAR 2000 TOTAL (DIRECT AND REIMBURSED) PROGRAM—PRESIDENT'S
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM FUNDING—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year
Category Appropriation Budget 2000 account
1996 1997 1998 1999 All Gl CG 0&M,G Others
NATURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL SUPPORT (NRTS) 700
OIL SPILL RESEARCH PROGRAM 850
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 5,000
PROJECT MODIFICATION FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT (SEC 1135) 10,850 17,000 21,175 11,000 8,500 .o 8,500 .ot s
REGULATORY PROGRAM 101,000 101,000 106,000 106,000 117,000 117,000
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 8,331 10,399 17,450 19,450 18,000 4,500 3,000 10,500 ..
RIVERINE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION AND FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION 25,000 .o 25,000
WETLAND AND AQUATIC HABITAT CREATION 2,500
WETLANDS FUNCTIONAL ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY 1,000
ZEBRA MUSSEL RESEARCH PROGRAM 1,500 1,500 ...
ALL (Programmatic Activities) 135,031 131,999 325,643 296,100 334,600 4,600 42,000 21,000 267,000
ALL (Study and Project Specific and Programmatic Activities) ........c.cooee... 498,127 477,957 763,679 620,101 709,955 24,834 285,047 105,746 294,328
MANDATORY PROGRAM: COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION .. 35,000 43,000 44,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
ALL (Discretionary and Mandatory Programs) 533,127 520,957 807,679 630,101 719,955 24,834 285,047 105,746 304,328
REIMBURSED PROGRAM (SUPPORT FOR OTHERS):
EPA SUPERFUND 250,000 250,000 300,000 250,000 250,000 250,000
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 31,000 20,000 22,000 2,000
OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 65,000 45,000 35,000 11,000 8,000 8,000
ALL (Reimbursed Program) 346,000 315,000 357,000 263,000 258,000 258,000
ALL (Direct and Reimbursed Programs) 879,127 835,957 1,164,679 893,101 977,955 24,834 285,047 105,746 562,328

Lncludes $22,718 in unpaid balance transferred from Department of Energy.
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STATEMENT OF JOE N. BALLARD

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

With the committee’s indulgence, we will have General Ballard
testify, and then we will inquire. General Ballard, it is nice to have
you here.

General BALLARD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and
members of the subcommittee. I am pleased to be testifying on the
President’s fiscal year 2000 budget for the civil works program. I
am again honored to be appearing before you again as Chief of En-
gineers.

Today the Corps’ civil works program is strong and highly pro-
ductive, and I thank you for your great support for this critical pro-
gram that is really an investment in our Nation’s future. This
budget request is, I believe, more constructive than the one pre-
sented a year ago, setting the stage for an effective dialogue with
the Congress on appropriate funding levels.

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I will now summarize my
complete statement and submit that statement for the record. My
summary covers four topics: transformation of the Corps, the civil
works program execution, the FUSRAP program, and some selected
civil works issues.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin with a short discussion of
what is happening inside of the Corps. We are very proud of what
we have accomplished, and there is still much more to come. Sev-
eral years ago, we developed a vision and a strategic management
process. Our intent was to transform the Corps into an organiza-
tion ready to take on the challenges of the 21st century.

In the last 2 years, we have

Senator DOMENICI. General, could you excuse me just one mo-
ment?

General BALLARD. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. Would one of you take my place while I go
to the Commerce, Justice appropriations? Senator Bennett, would
you chair? I will be back shortly.

Senator BENNETT. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

Thank you, General.

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

EFFICIENCY AND RESPONSIVE MEASURES

I will continue, sir. In the last 2 years, we have worked diligently
to become more client focused, dramatically changing our internal
processes to become more responsive and cost efficient, and to take
advantage of changes in technology. Now, a lot of time and energy
was invested up front, and we are now beginning to see the payoff.
Time does not permit me to get into very much depth, but I would
like to give you a few snapshots of our progress.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

In the area of project management, we have fully implemented
the project management concept providing our clients one point of
contact and responsibility for Corps projects and programs. This
has greatly enhanced our relationship with our clients, and at the
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same time, it integrated the resources of the organization to focus
on quality projects delivered on time and within budget.

In the past, we forced our customers to understand our internal
organization and navigate the different stovepipes, doing their own
coordination. Now our customers will go to their supporting dis-
tricts who have the responsibility to deliver whatever is needed, ac-
complishing all coordination and integration seamlessly and trans-
parently.

We are relooking our entire planning process from the time a
project is identified until the project cost-sharing agreement is
signed. This area has been particularly frustrating for our clients
and for us. The process simply takes too long. It is too bureaucratic
and too costly. We have approved for implementation the rec-
ommendation of a process action team to streamline the process, to
minimize the burden on local sponsors, and delegate most of the
approval and execution authority to divisions and districts, thus ex-
pediting agreements. We have also made significant changes to our
continuing authorities program to simplify, expedite, and make it
more user friendly. And these efforts are only the beginning.

We are reevaluating our organization at every level. Over the
past few years, our General Expense staffing has declined from
1,368 in fiscal year 1996 to 1,181 in fiscal year 1999. Now, that is
a 14-percent reduction at the same time we have had an increase
in workload. As you know, we have reduced the number of divi-
sions from 11 to 8 and continue our downsizing of division staffs.
We are also reducing headquarters staffing. By Washington stand-
ards, we were already a lean headquarters before we started this
process, at less than 2 percent of the total work force.

I could go on about changes inside of the Corps. I hope that this
will give you some insight into a much larger process that will con-
tinue to accelerate over the next few years.

Now, let me turn now to some ongoing execution of our civil
works program.

PROGRAM EXECUTION

Efficient and responsive execution continue to be a very impor-
tant priority of the Secretary and mine. In fiscal year 1998, we in-
creased our expenditure execution by $400 million over what has
been a flat execution of about $3.7 billion for each of the preceding
3 years. In fiscal year 1999, we have scheduled an additional $500
million in expenditures, meaning that we will have increased the
Corps’ capacity by $900 million in just 2 years, while maintaining
the quality and the professional standards that have marked our
work for many years.

But in spite of that record, I am not yet satisfied with our execu-
tion rate. We will continue to examine and evaluate ways to expe-
dite our projects from start to finish.

FUSRAP PROGRAM

I would like to report on our progress in the FUSRAP program.
We have accomplished our first two priorities in the FUSRAP pro-
gram, following transfer of execution from the Department of En-
ergy. We have maintained the anticipated schedule during the
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transition period and have put a number of cost saving measures
in place.

In fiscal year 1999, we expect to complete remedial action at 2
sites and to accomplish work on schedule for 19 other sites.

The highest priority actions are those to remove potential risks
to the health of the environment. Budget funding will enable com-
pletion of remedial action at 3 sites and continued work at 16 oth-
ers. At the current rate of funding, we should complete all of our
sites by the year 2010. This program is a real success story. I am
very proud of our contribution to the Nation and our track record
on this program.

As in any large and complex program, there are a few areas that
need some attention, so let me highlight a few that may be of some
interest.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

In the regulatory funding and appeals, this is an area that we
are really struggling with. Our funding level to date has only been
enough to provide the most basic level of permit review and re-
sponse to the public. Trying to meet your intent, we are imple-
menting a limited appeals process this year. The proposed funding
level for next year will permit us to implement the complete regu-
latory appeals process.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

In the area of operation and maintenance, the O&M level of
funding proposed for this year is for the first time adequate to meet
our current O&M needs. However, we have a large backlog of
maintenance and repair for our infrastructure. During this year,
O&M will be an area of significant focus for us. We will look at
every single area for ways to reduce our operating costs, accom-
plish needed maintenance and repair and improve our services.

GENERAL EXPENSE ACCOUNT

On the subject of GE funding, earlier in my statement I extolled
our progress in reducing division and headquarters staff. We have
made great progress in this area, but I do not believe we can go
any lower. Since 1991, we have reduced GE staffing levels by al-
most 33 percent. I am convinced that we must hold at the current
staffing level to provide for program direction and oversight, for
which you and the public rely on us.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, the President’s budget for the
Corps of Engineers is a good one. Using our strategic management
process, we will continue to find ways to reduce our costs and im-
prove our level of responsiveness to the public and our clients.
Meanwhile, we will do our very best to execute the civil works pro-
gram for maximum benefit to the Nation.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. This
concludes our statement, and we are now ready to take your ques-
tions.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOE N. BALLARD
INTRODUCTION

I am pleased to be testifying on the President’s fiscal year 2000 (fiscal year 2000)
Budget for the Civil Works Program, and am honored to be appearing before you
again as Chief of Engineers.

Today, the Civil Works Program is strong, balanced, and highly productive. I look
forward to your continued partnership in this fine program, so broadly beneficial to
our Nation.

My statement covers seven topics:

—Fiscal year 2000 Civil Works Program Budget,

—Program Execution and Outlook,

—Restructuring,

—Improvement of Business Operations,

—Corps of Engineers Financial Management System,

—Corps Vision, and

—Headquarters Relocation Planning.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM BUDGET
INTRODUCTION

This is a good budget. New fiscal year 2000 funding for the Civil Works Program,
including the Direct and Reimbursed programs, is expected to approach $5.10 bil-
lion.

The Direct Program is formulated by the federal government and funded through
appropriations of discretionary and mandatory amounts directly to the Corps. Fund-
ing for this program totals $4.29 billion. Discretionary amounts total $3.91 billion,
including defense and domestic program components of $150 million and $3.76 bil-
lion, respectively. The defense component is for the Formerly Utilized Sites Reme-
dial Action Program (FUSRAP), transferred from the Department of Energy to the
Corps by Congress in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1998.

The Reimbursed Program is formulated, under provisions of law, by the Corps in
collaboration with other federal agencies, State and local governments, and other
nations. It is funded in either of two ways: from discretionary amounts of the Direct
Program, initially, and, ultimately, through reimbursement by the ordering agen-
cies, governments, and nations; or by advance payments by the agencies, govern-
ments, and nations. Funding for this program is projected to be $800 million.

Direct Program

OVERVIEW

The proposed fiscal year 2000 Civil Works Direct Program budget reflects the Ad-
ministration’s commitment to continued sound development and management of the
Nation’s water resources, to which the Corps has been dedicated for over 200 years.
It provides for continued efficient operation of the Nation’s navigation, flood protec-
tion, and other water resource management infrastructure, fair regulation of the
Nation’s wetlands, and restoration of the Nation’s important environmental re-
sources, such as the Florida Everglades. It provides for initiation of a new program
to restore riverine ecosystems while mitigating flood hazards for communities. Addi-
tionally, it is supported by a proposal to establish a Harbor Services User Fee
(HSUF) and Harbor Services Fund (HSF) to fund the federal share of construction
cost, as well as operation and maintenance of our harbors and ports. Lastly, it is
consistent with the President’s overall domestic priorities and continued commit-
ment to a balanced budget. The budget provides for continued funding of nearly all
studies and projects underway, including many started in fiscal year 1999. It also
provides for funding of new starts under the General Investigations (GI), Construc-
tion, General, (CG), and Operation and Maintenance, General (O&M) programs, and
the Plant Replacement and Improvement Program (PRIP) of the Revolving Fund.

The new start program includes 1 new reconnaissance study. Additionally, 27
preconstruction engineering and design studies, following cost-shared feasibility
studies, are being funded for the first time.

The new start program also includes new construction projects and one new pro-
gram. The projects include 19 specifically authorized by Congress and an undeter-
mined number generally authorized under the Continuing Authorities Program
(CAP). The specifically authorized projects include 10 regular construction projects,
7 major rehabilitation projects, and 2 dam safety assurance projects. The regular
construction projects include 5 for navigation, 3 for flood control, and 2 for environ-
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mental improvement. The new program is the Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and
Flood Hazard Mitigation Program, also known as “Challenge 21.”

Additionally, the new start program includes 5 new operation and maintenance
items and 6 new PRIP major acquisitions construction projects.

NEW FUNDING

As shown in the table at the end of this statement, the fiscal year 2000 budget
includes $3.91 billion in “Discretionary and Related Mandatory” funding being re-
quested through the fiscal year 2000 Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act. All amounts shown under this heading are appropriated from the General
Fund; however, amounts shown under the CG and O&M accounts opposite the
names of other funds are ultimately reimbursed from those other funds. Accord-
ingly, $1.04 billion, or 27 percent, of the amount requested would be offset with
dedicated funding from the HSF ($951 million), Inland Waterway Trust Fund
(IWTF) ($55 million), and Special Recreation User Fees (SRUF) Fund ($36 million).
Funding for the GI, CG, and Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries (FC,
MR&T) Programs, in which new study and construction starts are common, totals
$1.65 billion. Of this, $80 million, or 5.0 percent, is provided to fund the new study
and construction starts mentioned above, including Challenge 21.

In addition, as shown in the table, the budget includes $387 million in “Manda-
tory, Only,” funding to be made available under existing law. This includes $251
million from the Rivers and Harbors Contributions Trust Fund (R&HCTF), rep-
resenting nonfederal costsharing contributions paid under 5 programs (the GI; CG;
0&M; FC,MR&T Project; 4 and CWPPR Project programs). It also includes $107
million to be transferred from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) for oper-
ation and maintenance of the Corps’ hydropower generation facilities in the Pacific
Northwest.

Comparison with Fiscal Year 1999 Funding

As shown in the table, new direct funding for the fiscal year 2000 budget is $83
million less than initial appropriations for fiscal year 1999.

Discretionary and related mandatory funding is $54 million less than, or 99 per-
cent of, last year’s initial appropriations. It was increased for three accounts, un-
changed for two, and decreased for three others. Accounts increased include
FUSRAP (107 percent), O&M (111 percent), and the Regulatory Program (110 per-
cent); unchanged include GE and FC&CE; and decreased include GI (83 percent),
CG (87 percent), and FC,MR&T (87 percent).

New mandatory, only, funding is $28 million less than, or 93 percent of, last
year’s appropriations, largely because of decreased R&HCTF costsharing contribu-
tions.

Outlays of discretionary funding for fiscal year 2000 are expected to be about $218
million less than for fiscal year 1999, commensurate with the reduction in funding.

Net New Funding

Of the $4.29 billion in total new direct funding, $1.43 billion, or 33 percent, would
come from 9 sources other than Treasury’s General Fund, yielding net new funding
not specifically collected for the program of $2.96 billion. These sources—8 existing
and 1 proposed—include 5 special and 3 trust funds, and 1 transfer. The largest
amounts would come from the proposed HSF ($951 million, including $258 million
for the CG and $693 million for the O&M programs). Sizeable amounts would also
come from the IWTF ($55 million) and SRUF Fund ($36 million). The balance of
$387 million would come from the 6 mandatory, only, sources.

We are also proposing changes to the fees collected under the Regulatory Pro-
gram. These fees would be transferred to a General Fund receipt account and would
be unavailable to the Corps. The collections are now projected to be $7 million in
fiscal year 2000 and, annually, thereafter. We have scaled back this initiative con-
siderably, and anticipate collecting only about half as much as we had proposed pre-
viously. Although unavailable to the Corps for its use, the collections would reduce
net federal costs.

Highlights

The budget provides for essentially “flat” annual funding for the 5-year program
at the fiscal year 2000 level, which is 99 percent of fiscal year 1999 initial appro-
priations. Moreover, it provides essentially flat annual funding by individual pro-
gram for the 5-year program. Generally, work completion schedules will be short-
ened somewhat from those presented last year. A notable exception is that sched-
ules of the GI Program will be lengthened somewhat.
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Proposed funding for the GI Program is 90 percent of fiscal year 1999 budgeted
funding. The rationale for this is that studies lead to construction projects of which
there is already a large backlog due to competing funding priorities. Given outyear
funding ceilings based on these priorities, reduction of this large backlog will be pos-
sible only over several years. In light of this, limiting the number of new start stud-
ies and setting priorities among ongoing ones appears advisable, for the time being.
However, in that programmatic activities such as floodplain management, planning
assistance, and international water studies provide important grass-roots support to
local communities in solving their water resource problems, they were funded at ap-
proximately fiscal year 1999 appropriation levels.

The proposed HSF will replace the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF). The
HMTF was funded with an ad valorem tax on freight shipped through the Nation’s
harbors and ports. This tax was determined to be unconstitutional, as applied to ex-
ports, by the U. S. Supreme Court. The HSF will be funded with fees collected from
commercial users of the harbors and ports, the rationale being that beneficiaries
should be responsible for costs. The fees will be based on the values of benefits that
users receive from services provided, and will be sufficient to cover federal costs of
harbor and port construction, operation, and maintenance. The rates of the fees will
vary based on types and carrying capacities of vessels involved. The proposal will
enable nearly all construction, operation, and maintenance of harbors and ports to
proceed on optimal schedules.

Proposed fiscal year 2000 funding for the CG Program is 154 percent of fiscal year
1999 budgeted funding. Much of the increase is due to dedicated funding from the
proposed new HSF. This dedicated funding covers 100 percent of costs of harbor and
port construction. Because of this, completion schedules for 28 harbor and port de-
velopment projects have been optimized. This will enable accomplishing more work
sooner, thereby producing navigation benefits and resultant cost savings sooner. In
addition, completion schedules for 9 high priority projects for mitigation, ecosystem
restoration, and other purposes have been optimized. On the other hand, completion
schedules for flood damage reduction, inland waterway, and shore protection
projects are somewhat constrained.

Proposed fiscal year 2000 funding for the O&M Program is 115 percent of fiscal
year 1999 budgeted funding. All 6 of this increase is due to dedicated funding from
the HSF which will cover 100 percent of costs of harbor and port operation and
maintenance. The increase in funding will help improve current services.

REIMBURSED PROGRAM

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Support Program we help other
agencies and governments with timely, cost-effective implementation of their pro-
grams, while maintaining and enhancing capabilities for execution of our Civil
Works Direct Program and Military Program missions. Other agencies look to us for
help with engineering and construction management because of our vast experience
and capabilities, enabling us to do the work better, faster, and cheaper.

We provide reimbursable support for about 60 other federal agencies and several
State and local governments through help with environmental, engineering, and
construction management work. Total reimbursement for such work in fiscal year
2000 is projected to be $800 million. The largest share—nearly $250 million—is ex-
pected from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for cleanup of wastes at
numerous sites under its Superfund program. 98 percent of Reimbursed Program
funding is provided by federal agencies.

STAFFING

Total staffing for the Civil Works Program for fiscal year 2000 is 24,734 FTEs.
This reflects a reduction of 462 FTEs from the fiscal year 1999 total. Of the total,
23,584 FTEs are for the Direct Program and 1,150 FTEs are for the Reimbursed
Program. Total staffing is allocated 90.6 percent to districts, 4.9 percent to labora-
tories and other separate field operating agencies, 2.7 percent to division offices, and
1.8 percent to headquarters.

PROGRAM EXECUTION AND OUTLOOK
INTRODUCTION

Efficient and responsive execution of the program that Congress made appropria-
tions for continues to be a very important priority of mine as Chief of Engineers.
In fiscal year 1998, we increased our expenditure execution by $400 million over
what had been a flat execution of about $3.7 billion for each of the preceding three
years. In fiscal year 1999, we have 7 scheduled an additional $500 million in ex-
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penditures, meaning we will have increased the Corps’ capacity by $900 million in
two years concurrent with maintaining the quality and professional standards that
have marked our work for years.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

As 1 testified last year, we accomplished our first two priorities in executing
FUSRAP following transfer of execution responsibilities from the Department of En-
ergy. We kept the anticipated schedule during the transition period, and imple-
mented numerous cost saving measures. We also completed our assessment of the
program and provided a report of our finding to you.

We are working to finalize a Memorandum of Understanding with DOE defining
our respective roles and responsibilities, as directed by Congress.

During fiscal year 1999, we expect to complete remedial action at 2 sites and to
accomplish work on schedule for 19 others.

The President’s Budget includes $150 million in new funding for FUSRAP, reflect-
ing current priorities for remedial action. We are giving highest priority to pro-
ceeding in a way that will reduce potential risks to health and the environment. To
improve the overall efficiency of the program, we also have assigned a priority to
activities and sites that can be completed in the short-term—within the next fiscal
year or two. Budget funding will enable completion of remedial action at 3 sites and
continuing work at 16 others.

I am very proud of our contribution to the Nation as a result of our effort on this
program.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Scheduled report production for the program in fiscal year 1998 included 83 recon-
naissance and 26 feasibility reports. We completed 78 and 28, respectively.

The National Research Council recently completed an independent assessment of
our Civil Works project development process. While concluding that the overall
length and cost of the planning process are reasonable in light of the many consider-
ations involved, the preliminary report includes some recommendations in the inter-
est of shortening it. These recommendations include that we seek conditional au-
thorizations 8 and reduce gaps between work phases. Additional recommendations
include our using a watershed or estuarial region as the basic planning unit, study-
ing a sample of flood control projects to evaluate whether non-structural alter-
natives have been adequately considered, and revising the Principles and Guidelines
to incorporate contemporary analytical techniques and public values. Presently, we
are evaluating these recommendations.

The President’s Budget includes $135 million in new funding for the GI Program,
including $100 thousand for one new start reconnaissance study. The outlook for
program workload is healthy. We are striving continually to enhance our perform-
ance during these times of limited resources.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

In fiscal year 1998, we scheduled CG Program expenditures totaling $1.3 billion,
and actually expended $1.24 billion.

In fiscal year 1999, $1.54 billion is scheduled for expenditure. OQur districts and
divisions are aggressively seeking opportunities to accomplish work on funded
projects. At the end of January, expenditures were on schedule at $342 million.
Typically, once Spring arrives and construction operations come up to speed nation-
wide, the rate of expenditure will begin a steady climb that continues through the
end of the fiscal year.

The President’s Budget includes $1.24 billion in new funding for the CG Program.
Included in this amount is $80 million for initiation of 19 new start projects and
one new program initiative for Riverine Ecosystem Restoration and Flood Hazard
Mitigation. The balance of $1.16 billion includes $1.04 billion for specifically author-
ized continuing projects and $125 million for remaining items, including projects
under several continuing authorities programs.

Over 25 percent of the budget request will be offset by $313 million in dedicated
funding from the proposed HSF ($258 million) and the IWTF ($55 million).

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL:

The O&M Program covers operation and maintenance of the Corps’ water re-
source management infrastructure. More specifically, the program provides for oper-
ation, 9 including monitoring and study, and maintenance, including dredging and
repair, as applicable, of 25,000 miles of waterways, 238 navigation locks, 926 har-
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bors, 383 dams and reservoir projects, 75 hydroelectric power projects, and recre-
ation facilities for 380 million visits per year. This infrastructure, benefitting navi-
gation, flood damage reduction, hydropower generation, recreation and the environ-
ment, contributes significantly to the economic and environmental health of the Na-
tion.

Fiscal year 1998 funding for the program included $1.74 billion in initial appro-
priation, plus $105 million in an emergency supplemental appropriation for repair
of Corps projects impacted by storms primarily in California and along the Gulf
Coast. In fiscal year 1998, we completed consolidation of O&M fiscal management
activities into our Programs Management Division to simplify and streamline fiscal
operations.

The initial fiscal year 1999 O&M appropriation was $1.65 billion. Also, in fiscal
year 1999, for the first time, BPA began funding operation and maintenance of hy-
dropower facilities in the Pacific Northwest directly, thereby eliminating need for
Corps appropriations for this work. BPA will transfer $106 million to the Corps for
the work in fiscal year 1999. Total funding for the O&M Program from these two
sources is $1.76 billion, or 1 percent more than the initial fiscal year 1998 amount.
In addition, the program received a $100 million emergency supplemental appro-
priation for repair of storm damage to navigation facilities in the Southeast and,
again, along the Gulf Coast, particularly from Hurricane Georges.

The President’s Budget includes $1.84 billion in new funding for the O&M Pro-
gram. In addition, BPA will provide $107 million. Accordingly, total initial funding
is $1.94 billion, or 11 percent more than in fiscal year 1999. This increase will be
used to maintain and repair our aging infrastructure. For years, because of budget
constraints, we have deferred work not critical to project operation during the budg-
et year, thereby building our backlog of desired maintenance work. Eventually, after
repeated deferrals, facilities become deteriorated to the extent that repair must be
done to avoid serious failure. We continue to search for and implement more cost-
effective ways to accomplish our stewardship with limited resources. We are deter-
mined keep this infrastructure in condition to provide the products and services so
essential to sustaining our national prosperity.

Nearly 40 percent of the budget request will be offset by $729 million in dedicated
funding from the proposed HSF ($693 million) and the SRUF Fund ($36 million).

GENERAL EXPENSES

The General Expenses (GE) Program provides for executive direction and manage-
ment of the Civil Works program by the headquarters and 8 division offices. It also
provides for support of executive direction and management by 4 field operating ac-
tivities. Funding for the program is allocated approximately 70 percent for labor; 24
percent for fixed costs such as rent, utilities, communications, and contractual serv-
ices; 1and 6 percent for discretionary costs, such as travel, training, supplies and ma-
terials.

Together, headquarters and division offices provide executive direction and man-
agement for the Civil Works program. They are funded from appropriations for the
GE Program, for which the President’s Budget includes $148 million in new fund-
ing. This supports staffing of 1,142 FTEs, reduced from 1,177 FTEs in fiscal year
1999. This staffing represents only 4.6 percent of the total Civil Works Program
workforce. Headquarters staffing of 437 FTEs represents less than 2 percent of the
total workforce.

During the past 10 years, GE Program staffing has been reduced by one-third.
It will continue to decline through fiscal year 2002 to about 1,050 FTEs. Despite
inflation and cost increases in personnel compensation and benefits, we continue to
look at ways to streamline and economize, although we may have few opportunities
left. Personnel reductions, reorganizations, and other efficiency measures allow our
request to remain at $148 million for the third consecutive year.

I am keenly aware of expectations of the Committee and the American public that
the Corps get the job done right at least cost. Executive direction and management
under this program plays a key role in developing ways to meet these expectations.
We appreciate your strong support for this program, so important to continued high
performance of the Civil Works Program.

RESTRUCTURING
INTRODUCTION

We continue to restructure our organization with a view to achieving greater effi-
ciency and effectiveness in the resourcing, planning, design, and execution of our
Civil Works and Military Programs. I would like to update you on continued
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progress in the restructuring of our organization through consolidation, stream-
lining, and downsizing of 11 our headquarters, divisions, and the emergency oper-
ations organization.

HEADQUARTERS

Resource Management Consolidation

Last year I achieved my goal of establishing a full-service Deputy Chief of Staff,
Resource Management, at Corps headquarters. Before consolidation, resource man-
agement functions were fragmented throughout the headquarters. This was ineffi-
cient and diminished our ability to plan, program, budget and manage use of our
total resources. Now, our financial data collection and maintenance and oversight
of corporate resources are consolidated into the Resource Management Directorate.
All financial and staffing data are now generated in this Directorate. This enables
me to get integrated information on all resource matters of the Command.

Staffing

We have been reducing staffing of Corps headquarters as well as of the 4 field
support activities. We expect that headquarters staffing will be about 90 percent of
the fiscal year 1997 level in fiscal year 2000, and only 81.5 percent of the fiscal year
1997 level by fiscal year 2002. Staffing of the 4 support activities has already been
reduced to 83 percent of the fiscal year 1997 level, and is projected to be further
reduced to 78.5 percent of the fiscal year 1997 level by fiscal year 2002.

DIVISIONS

Regional Business Centers

In February 1998, I approved establishment of each division office as a Regional
Business Center (RBC) with a view to getting divisions and their districts to operate
as single business entities in the interest of efficiency and effectiveness. Implemen-
tation of this plan required dramatic changes in business style and organizational
cultures. Our efforts at this have been very productive. This year the division Re-
gional Management Boards (RMBs) have all reviewed the same budgeting and ac-
counting 12 practices for the purpose of achieving Corps-wide consistency and stand-
ardization. The RMBs also significantly improved vertical and horizontal commu-
nications within their regions and established a Corps-wide forum for sharing les-
sons learned and enhancing the RBC concept. This year, I expect that the RMBs
will identify optimal business practices for the region, most efficient organizations
for each district, and initiatives to maximize the use of regional resources.

Resource Management Consolidation

Management of corporate resources within one office at all levels is critical to effi-
cient, effective, full-service operations. Accordingly, in November 1998, I directed di-
visions to consolidate all facets of operations regarding resources within their Re-
source Management Offices, much as we have done at headquarters. Consolidation
is now complete.

Staffing

As reported last year we have completed restructuring our divisions, from 11 to
8, to provide a more efficient and effective organization. We expect that staffing for
the 8 divisions will be about 84 percent of the fiscal year 1997 level in fiscal year
2000, and about 77 percent of the fiscal year 1997 level by fiscal year 2002.

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS ORGANIZATION

In July 1997, we began implementation of our “Readiness 2000 Initiative” to
transform our readiness group into a corporate team sharing planning responsibil-
ities and response capabilities, and to organize and manage emergency operations
resources through a national strategy. The goal is to provide for rapid set-up of ef-
fective response organizations and immediate initiation of emergency contracting
and other critical services for impacted communities. The program provides for es-
tablishing and training teams in each of our 37 districts for 46 specific emergency
response missions, and supporting these teams with a “deployable tactical oper-
ations system” (DTOS), including 24 vehicles, 2 transportable systems, and 37 “fly
away” equipment packages.

To date, we have established all 46 teams and formally trained 24 of them. We
have 13 also purchased roughly 50 percent of the DTOS. Although not fully imple-
mented, the program has already significantly improved our overall readiness and
response capability. This was evident following Hurricane Bonnie and Georges last
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Fall. We spent substantially less time setting up for and commencing effective emer-
gency operations in the disaster areas of these storms.

We plan to train another 18 teams in fiscal year 1999, and retrain the 24 already
trained based on lessons learned. The balance of the DTOS is scheduled for delivery
by June, in time for the upcoming hurricane season. Once the program is fully im-
plemented, we will be able dispatch our nation-wide resource of highly-trained per-
sonnel and state-of-the-art DTOS to any area where our presence is required in sup-
port of emergency activities of federal, State and local agencies.

IMPROVEMENT IN BUSINESS OPERATIONS
INTRODUCTION

We continue to improve our business operations through implementation of better
regulations, systems, processes, and practices in the interest of more efficient and
effective execution of our Civil Works and Military Programs. I would like to update
you on continued progress at this in strategic planning, project management, and
our small business program.

STRATEGIC PLANNING

For the Corps to continue to fulfill its role in serving the Army and the Nation
we must continually look out beyond current initiatives and anticipate what changes
will be needed next. Working from our Corps-wide Vision we are developing the
strategic management processes that will guide the Corps of the future.

Our first initiatives were aimed at quickly identifying things we needed to im-
prove right away. Headquarters and Division Campaign Plans, and District Oper-
ations Plans were the result of these initiatives. Next, we started the more delib-
erate work of identifying where the Corps needs to focus efforts for additional
change. We have now merged the quick-start initiatives and the deliberate analysis
into an integrated ongoing strategic management process led by the senior officers
and civilians in my Headquarters who compose our newly established Strategic
Management Board.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

New Regulation

A year ago, I issued a new Programs and Project Management Regulation which
revolutionizes the way we conduct our work. This regulation established a Project
Management Business Process for accomplishing our activities. This change is mak-
ing the Corps far more customer focused than in the past, with an orientation to-
ward project rather than process. Through a number of initiatives, I am continuing
this revolution by removing Corps headquarters from the business of managing
projects on a day-to-day basis, and delegating more execution responsibility and ac-
countability to the field.

Planning Process

We are relooking our entire planning process from the time a project is identified
until the PCA is signed. I have approved, for implementation, the recommendations
of a Process Action Team to streamline the process, minimize burdens on local spon-
sors, and delegate much of the approval and execution authority to divisions and
districts, thus expediting agreements. We are undertaking immediate, near-term,
and long-term measures to address the recommendations. These steps should sim-
plify and expedite project negotiations, strengthening our partnership with non-
federal sponsors in execution of our Civil Works Program, to the benefit of the Na-
tion.

Continuing Authorities Program

Late last year, on recognizing that our Continuing Authorities Program (CAP)
was not performing at full potential, we established a Process Action Team to re-
view the process and make recommendations for change to improve execution. Pres-
ently, we are working to implement the team’s recommendation that we effect a uni-
form and streamlined process for all 9 CAP authorities. The recommendation envi-
sions changes in current regulations and guidance to: vest approval authority for all
CAP matters in 15 divisions; allocate most of appropriated funding for CAP to divi-
sions, vesting authority for financial management in divisions; and develop and pro-
vide model PCAs especially for the CAP. These steps should breath new life into
the CAP, promoting maximum performance of this very important part of our Civil
Works Program, to the considerable benefit of the Nation. We are also recommended
statutory changes to standardize costsharing and project cost limits.
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SMALL BUSINESS PROGRAM

I am committed to ensuring that small businesses have the opportunity to partici-
pate in our procurements and that we provide the training and counseling to help
them succeed. I have put this program on the front burner for two reasons. First,
it’s the policy of our government to assist qualified small businesses in obtaining
and executing procurement contracts. But, beyond policy, it makes strategic busi-
ness sense to promote competition and develop businesses to insure a broad base
of capable suppliers. I consider the Small Business Program mission vital to the Na-
tion’s economic prosperity.

The Corps of Engineers exceeded all expectations in the Small Business Program
for fiscal year 1998. We led all other Army Commands in prime contract awards to
small businesses, small disadvantaged businesses, and woman-owned small busi-
nesses. The Corps of Engineers accounted for one third of Army’s prime contract
awards to small businesses, small disadvantaged businesses, and woman-owned
small businesses.

We maintain a strong outreach program to promote participation of small dis-
advantaged business in our procurements, and counsel them on how to do business
with us. We have made contracting with women and minorities a priority. This past
December we hosted our second Annual Small Business Conference. The conference
focused on engineering, construction, environmental, and research and development
activities of the Army Corps of Engineers. It provided a forum for direct exchange
of information and ideas between our commanders and small business leaders.

An example of our success in partnering with small businesses is the recent recov-
ery effort in Puerto Rico following Hurricane Georges. Our commanders were com-
mitted to promoting small business participation in the recovery, and, in turn, the
small business involved gave outstanding support. I commend them both.

GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE AND RESULTS

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) requires that we
show how improvements in our business processes, and efforts to balance scarce
budgetary resources between operation and maintenance and new investments, ulti-
mately impact delivery of our products and services to the Nation.

The already effected and proposed improvements in our business processes and
practices, discussed elsewhere in this statement, have already resulted and in, and
will continue to result in, more efficient and timely production of our Civil Works
Program products, less burden on local sponsors who participate in the production
through financial support and otherwise, greater capability to be responsive to the
water resource management needs of the Nation, and greater customer satisfaction.

Until recently, benefits of these process improvements could be shown only at the
project level, and not the program level. Likewise, we could show the impacts of al-
ternative funding on program services levels, and the timing of program results at
the project level; but not the program level. Now, we are testing an initial set of
results- oriented performance measures for demonstrating the contributions of inter-
nal process improvements and impacts of different levels of funding for programs.
Our goal is to comply with GPRA in development of a comprehensive set of results-
oriented program performance measures. We are discussing these measures with
OMB.

CORPS OF ENGINEERS FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

In March 1998 we completed the process of deploying the Corps of Engineers Fi-
nancial Management System (CEFMS) to all 61 locations (63 databases). Project
and program managers can now benefit from accurate/timely financial information.

We have begun to modernize CEFMS by moving it into a Graphical User Interface
(GUI) environment. This will take advantage of Internet browser technology to en-
able modern application processing, improve usability of the system, and reduce fu-
ture operations and support costs. Deployment of the CEFMS GUI version is sched-
uled for fiscal year 2000.

In December 1998 CEFMS was certified in Army’s Y2K (year 2000) database as
compliant with requirements for operating in Y2K. The US Army Audit Agency has
completed an independent review of our test results and, based on a draft report,
will 17 confirm that CEFMS is Y2K compliant.

The rest of our systems will be Y2K compliant by the end of this month. As a
result, our business operations will continue into the new century without a hitch.
I am proud of this accomplishment.
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CORPS VISION

Finally, Mr. Chairman, each year I brief you on the status of the Corps Vision.
It remains as I showed you last year:

The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers is:

—the world’s premier engineering organization, trained and ready to provide sup-

port any time, any place.

—a full-spectrum engineer force of high quality, dedicated soldiers and civilians:

—a vital part of the Army;

—the engineer team of choice—responding to our Nation’s needs in peace and
war; and

—a values-based organization—respected, responsive, and reliable

—changing today to meet tomorrow’s challenges!

This Vision is the foundation of all of our strategic planning, restructuring, and
process improvements already accomplished, or to be accomplished near- and long-
term. Improvements discussed elsewhere in this statement are a direct result of this
Vision. As mentioned, we now have an integrated ongoing strategic management
process overseen by the newly formed Strategic Management Board, led by the sen-
ior officers and civilians in headquarters. Through this process and this board our
Vision will endure to the continued significant benefit to the Corps, Army, and Na-
tion.

CONCLUSION

The President’s Budget for the Corps of Engineers is a good one. However, we
must continue to find ways to reduce our costs and shift more of those remaining
to direct 18 beneficiaries of our services. Meanwhile, we will do our very best to exe-
cute the Civil Works Program for maximum benefit to the Nation.

Our Vision commits us to dramatic improvement in performance and customer
satisfaction within available resources, with a goal of making revolutionary, not evo-
lutionary, improvements in our processes and products—continually maximizing ac-
tual and potential values of our organization to the Civil Works Program, the Army,
and the Nation.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—TFISCAL YEAR 2000 DIRECT
PROGRAM

[New obligation authority in thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year
Source/program/account Initial appropriation Budget
1998 1999 2000

APPROPRIATION:
Discretionary and Related Mandatory:
Defense: Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Pro-
gram (FUSRAP)
Domestic: General Investigations
Construction, General:
General Fund ... 1,394,167 1,353,372 927,200

140,000 140,000 150,000
156,804 161,747 135,000

Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund .........cccooevvne. 3,255
Harbor Services FUNA .....o.ooooeeececeeececreee ceeeeereerieene evervesenaeeenaenas 257,700
Inland Waterway Trust Fund ........ccooovvvriiinnnne 79,206 73,258 55,000

TOtal oo 1,473,373 1,429,885 1,239,900

Operation and Maintenance, General:

General Fund ... 1,209,137 1,617,551 1,107,300
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund .......c.cccoovvvne. 496,900 oo e
Harbor Services FUN ..o eeeeeieieee e 692,900
Special Recreation User Fees Fund 33,988 35,701 35,700

] U 1,740,025 1,653,252 1,835,900

Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries ........ 296,212 321,149 280,000
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY—CORPS OF ENGINEERS CIVIL WORKS—TFISCAL YEAR 2000 DIRECT
PROGRAM—Continued

[New obligation authority in thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year
Source/program/account Initial appropriation Budget
1998 1999 2000

106,000 106,000 117,000
148,000 148,000 148,000

Regulatory Program ....
General EXpenses .......ccccevevveverciennnnns

Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies 4000 s e

Total (DOMESLIC) ovoveereeeeceeeeeee et 3,924,414 3,820,033 3,755,800

Total (Defense and Domestic) .........ccooevvvvevueinenee 4,064,414 3,960,033 3,905,800

Mandatory, Only:

Permanent Appropriations .........cccoocvvveeveeeiisesienns 14,627 18,098 18,576
Coastal Wetlands Restoration Trust Fund:

COMPS oot 10,000 10,000 10,000

Others (excluded) 37,541 38,300 44,180

TOAl oo 47541 48,300 54,180

Rivers and Harbors Contributions
Bonneville Power Administration
Washington Aqueduct (borrowing authority, ex-

262,274 280,896 251,141
.................... 106,000 107,000

ClURA) oo 24,000 22,000 .
TORAL oo 286,901 414,994 386,717
TOTAL (Discretionary and Mandatory) ................ 4,351,315 4,375,027 4292517

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BENNETT

Senator BENNETT [presiding]. Thank you very much. We appre-
ciate your being here.

There are some who think you should get hazard pay for the
times you appear before this committee. You have an unthankful
task in some of the responsibilities you assume, but we agree that
your work is of the utmost importance in protecting the water re-
sources.

I would like to make the same comment to you gentlemen that
I made to the previous panel with respect to the Army Corps per-
sonnel in Utah. They are very capable and very thorough in their
duties and take their responsibilities very seriously. We have had
differences of opinion with them from time to time, but we have en-
joyed working with them and recognize the seriousness with which
they approach their tasks.

Now, I want to reiterate my support for a few minor projects we
have worked on together, again as was the case with the last
panel, to get this in and on the record so that you understand how
seriously I take them.

UPPER JORDAN RIVER RESTORATION, SECTION 206, PROJECT

The progress on the restoration of the upper Jordan River is
going well. The environmental restoration project has been com-
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pleted. Plans and specifications for the project have been initiated,
and we think we will be ready to proceed with construction in
2001.

Salt Lake County has worked closely with EPA and the Corps
and the Interior Department to properly manage water resources
on a watershed basis. Pollution from non-point sources is still, of
course, a matter of concern, and channel restoration of the upper
Jordan River is a critical factor in reducing non-point source pollu-
tion. We need about $1 million to complete the plans and specifica-
tions, as well as an exemption from the 800 cfs flow requirement
required for Federal participation in urban flood control. We hope
to discuss those things with you.

Now, the Belco dispute. Again, this is a parochial issue. It is
matter that concerns me. It is an ongoing contract dispute between
a contractor in Utah and the Corps office in Jackson, Wyoming. I
know that my staff has communicated with you on this issue. It
has resulted in a suit against the Corps being filed in Federal court
over an alleged breach of contract.

I am not taking a position one way or the other. That would not
be appropriate for a Senator with respect to something where there
is a legal action pending. I want to ensure, however, as every Sen-
ator does, that my constituents are treated fairly, and based on a
limited review, I have the feeling that that has not been the case
here. I would hope we could avoid litigation.

I have found in some other situations that sitting down in my of-
fice in the next couple of weeks with the contractor and your staff
to see if something cannot be worked out might be a worthwhile
activity. I am willing to do that. If nothing comes out of it, then
the lawsuit goes forward, but we will at least have tried.

General, would you be open to such a suggestion, or has the mat-
ter gone so far that you are not willing to talk about it in that kind
of a setting?

General BALLARD. Well, I am very much aware of this particular
lawsuit, Senator, and share your concern about doing what is fair
both for your constituent and the Federal Government. At the cur-
rent time, as you know, we are reviewing the status of that case
in the office of my General Counsel. What I would like to do—and
I have not had a chance to discuss this case in detail with him. So,
prior to agreeing to come and meet with you, I would like some
time to review the case and then provide you an answer to your
question about our willingness to meet.

I think it is important that we do whatever it takes to make sure
that we seek a fair solution, and if the case has not gone so far
that it would not be inappropriate to meet, I would be willing to
do that.

Senator BENNETT. Unlike a super majority of the Senate, I am
not a lawyer.

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

Senator BENNETT. So, I would try to act as the honest arbiter
here to see if the two sides can get together. I am not anxious to
see the legal bills go up either for the Federal Government or for
the contractor. So, I am available to perform that function if you
think it would be useful. If not, I understand that you must protect
your rights and I respect you for that.
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General BALLARD. Well, I share your concerns, sir, and I promise
we will get back to you in the next day or so.
Senator BENNETT. Okay.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Now, I have some real concerns regarding the administrative ap-
peals process related to your regulatory functions. Putting it di-
rectly, I am concerned that the Corps has not implemented the ad-
ministrative appeals program despite the instruction of both the
President and the Congress. I will not go into it here, but I have
a rather strong statement that I will submit for the record, as well
as several questions that I will submit to you in the expectation
that the Corps will answer in detail.

Senator BENNETT. I will be working with my colleagues to raise
awareness of the need for a workable appeals process that is fair
to the landowners. We provided the Corps with resources and in-
structions in the past which unfortunately in my view have been
ignored, and I will be more than willing to provide the Corps with
some more explicit legislative direction as to how to implement
this. I would hope that Chairman Domenici would back me in this
effort, but all of that will become clear when I file my statement
and give you my questions.

Those are the only issues that I was ready to raise.

Senator Craig.

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

Generals, Dr. Westphal, thank you for being with us today.

Let me echo what the Senator from Utah has said about the
quality of staff and the working relationships we have. They are
good and we appreciate them in Idaho. That is always valuable dia-
logue for both me and my staff with all of you folks as we work
on some of these important issues.

SNAKE RIVER DAM REMOVAL

I have before me a press release from the Walla Walla district
office of the Army Corps on March 5 denouncing a release coming
out of the Sierra Club on March 4. The Sierra Club release tried
to depict preliminary findings in what is known as the DREW
study as supporting the notion that removing the four lower Snake
dams would be advantageous to the economy of the Pacific North-
west region.

Thank you for quickly correcting this inaccurate information. It
is critically important that we have accurate facts. We are watch-
ing with an eagle eye the EIS you are all involved in to make sure
that it is science and not politics. Let me very clearly admonish
you, though I do not think it is necessary. Please do not get in-
volved in the politics of this issue or you will destroy your credi-
bility. Stay with the science and stay with the engineering facts
that you deal with so well.

You can see the loaded nature of this issue by the silliness of the
Sierra Club release. Headlines: DREW Finds Huge Economic Bene-
fits from Partial Removal of Four Lower Snake Dams. Wishful
thinking on their part to stymie and destroy the growth in the
economy of the region. No question about it. And yet, the science
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is not even in to suggest that breaching dams will save these en-
dangered species of salmonoids that we are talking about.

So, we are awaiting your studies. They will be important to the
overall character of how we develop a mitigation plan for those
fish, and it is going to be critical to the region. As you heard me
say—you were here when I was talking with the Bureau of Rec-
lamation—we have spent the last 80 or 90 years taking an arid
State like Idaho and watering it and making it habitable not only
for species of plants and animals, but the human species, and I do
not want to see it dewatered in the name of a single species when
science would lead us to a different, and I hope, better course.

I noted there is an item in the Corps budget for engineering ac-
tivities directed at the dams and fish passage on the Snake-Colum-
bia Rivers. Could you supply for the record how much money is in
this budget for planning, design, or construction of such things as
dam modification, surface collectors, irrigation project changes, or
other activities for salmon recovery?

Dr. WESTPHAL. We will do that.

General BALLARD. Yes, sir.

Senator CRAIG. If you would please. And then please be specific
as to how the money is being requested for each of the activities.
I think that would be very helpful to us.

Is there anything being done through the fiscal year 2000 budget
to address the CASPIAN tern issue on Rice Island at the mouth
of the Columbia? I am recommending you go out and buy some
coyotes or foxes and put them on that island. [Laughter.]

[The information follows:]

COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, IDAHO, OREGON & WASHINGTON

Fiscal year 2000

Subproject/item Engineering &

design Construction

Planning

Ice Harbor:
Auxiliary Water SUpply ..o

Anadromous Fish Evaluation Program (AFEP) ......... 60
Lower Monumental:
Auxiliary Water SUPPIY ...cveveevveeieeeeese s 350 e
Adult Passive Integrated Transponder Facilities ..... 100 e
ENd Bay DEFIBCLOMS .....oeveveieeececice e cccecccciceicin evevssiesesssinninss sreressessaeseesseneenes 10
Little Goose:
Auxiliary Water SUPPIY .o.oveeeeeeeeee e 350
Extended Screen Barrier Screen Mods .. 310 1,200
Trash BOOM ..eovoeeeeeeeeeee e 550 3,460
Adult Passive Integrated Transponder Facilities ... .cocoiiveirennee. 110 e
Lower Granite:
Auxiliary Water Supply ...ooeveeeeerrineens 350
Juvenile Bypass Facility Improvements 970
Extended Screens Barrier Screen Mods ... 310 1,200
Barges Moorage CellS .......coooveveveveeverercersieieinns 250 80
McNary:
Fish Ladder EXit MOOS ......ocveveeveiieiseieiieiesisiiies aevvvssississsssinins evvvssiessessesssnsas 890
Cylindrical De-water Test 110 1,190
Orifice ShEIers ......ccovevevvverrrereeirerieninns 15 765
Extended Screens Barrier Screens Mods 250 3,290

Replace Gates/Stoplogs .......cccoeveveveveviereieieinns .................... 180 2,770
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COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, IDAHO, OREGON & WASHINGTON—Continued

Fiscal year 2000

Subproject/item -
Planning E”ggleieigﬂg & Construction
Adult Passive Integrated Transponder Facilities ... .cooovvievrennee. 110 e
John Day:
Extended Screen Barrier SCrEEN .......ccocveveveveceiees cvvveveeteeeesesenens 2,310 4770
Smolt Monitoring facility . 100 1,080
End Bay Deflectors 205 1,565
The Dalles:
Auxiliary Water SUPPIY ..o coevereseeseeseesenes 1120 e
Adult Channel Dewatering ........cccocoeveveccceieiiciicss e 730 e
Bonneville:
Bonneville 1st Downstream Migrant & Outfall Fa-
CIlIEIBS vvocvereeveeeeeeeeeeee ettt sesstsnins seessessensessensaees 3,530 600
Bonneville 2nd Downstream Migrant & Outfall Fa-
CIHIEIES vttt sssieiee aeveesessessssenseenas 570 3,210
Bonneville 2nd Gatewell DEBris ......ccoovevvvviieiciiiies v 380 800

Mitigation Analysis:

Walla Walla District Study Activities !
Turbine Study
Ice Harbor Separator Evaluation
Gas Abatement Study ...
Snake River Feasibility Study .
Fish Ladder Temp Evaluation ....
Fallback Study Ice Harbor/McNary
Lower Granite Surface Bypass Collection .......
Multiple Bypass (AFEP) ..............

Estuary PIT Recovery (AFEP)
Gas Fastrack

Portland District Study Activities !
Lower Columbia Feasibility Study
Gas Abatement Study
Turbine Survival Program
Bonneville Surface Bypass .......ccocooeovrveneennees
Bonneville 1st Fish Guidance Efficiency .
Bonneville Flat Plate Passive ..........cccccoeuee.e.
Integrated Transponder Facilities Bonneville

Adult Fallback ......ccccoovvervirerreiecieiseine
Bonneville 2nd Fish Guidance Efficiency
The Dalles Surface Bypass ........ccccooevvernee.
The Dalles Spillway Survival ..
Powerhouse Surface Bypass
Spillway Surface Bypass ...
John Day 24 Hour Spill Test
John Day Mitigation Relocation to Ringold

Hatchery
Lower Columbia Adult Measures
Gas Fastrack
Adult Passive Integrated Transponder Facili-

TS ot 180 o s

Total Planning Activities ........ccccooevvereerennes 59,450 13,670 26,880

Note: Columbia River Fish Mitigation Project Fiscal Year 2000 Budget Request—$100,000,000.

1Some of the study activities for the Mitigation Analysis subproject require engineering, design, and construction of
prototype facilities. If this is so, the cost for this engineering, design, and construction is included in the Planning col-
umn.
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CASPIAN TERN

Senator CRAIG. Other than that, no.

Dr. WESTPHAL. I will let General Fuhrman answer this, but I
think we do have a project to move the Caspian

General FUHRMAN. We are looking at that in conjunction with
other agencies as an

Senator CRAIG. But you are a player in that, are you not, Gen-
eral?

General FUHRMAN. Yes, we are. We certainly are.

Senator GORTON. How about some cats?

Senator CRAIG. Let the record show that the Senator from Idaho
is not totally off base here. [Laughter.]

Senator BURNS. How about some wolves?

Senator CRAIG. Well, we could be a supplier there is no question.

But it is important that we see what you are doing there and
how much you are a player. That is important that we resolve that
issue, for the sake of the young salmon.

PORTS OF CLARKSTON AND LEWISTON

Is there sufficient O&M budget money for dredge work needed on
the ports of Clarkston and Lewiston in your current budget, do you
think? I am talking about the ongoing necessary works to keep
those channels open.

General FUHRMAN. Senator, yes, there is.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Mr. Chairman, Senator Craig, if I could just men-
tion one thing——

Senator CRAIG. Excuse me, Doctor.

Dr. WESTPHAL. I am sorry. I just wanted to mention to you that
I took a trip to the Northwest late last year. In fact, I think I spoke
with Senator Gorton while I was on that trip. I was at Bonneville
at the time. I went to the Lower Snake and viewed all the projects
there with the Corps. It was a very short trip and I did not have
a chance to really talk to local folks, so I just basically talked to
the Corps.

But we are definitely working this whole process, which is, as
you know, a very, very lengthy and difficult process in a way, as
carefully as we can, and we are trying to be as responsible as we
can in responding to the scientific information that is required to
make these decisions. But the release of that information is just a
very small piece of the overall EIS that is about to come out, hope-
fully by September of this year, and that is why we responded that
way. We think that in the end we will have a good study that we
can stand behind.

Senator CRAIG. Well, I certainly hope that is the case. You saw
with your tour out there what I think is a tremendously proud leg-
acy and one that we ought to be trying to enhance and perfect. And
yes, it has problems and one of our problems is developing a miti-
gation plan to try to save these species of fish. But it should not
be one that we run from at all because it has afforded the Pacific
Northwest some tremendous assets that I am certainly proud of.
That is why I am as strident as I am with organizations that try
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to recreate the region in their own image for political purposes and
ignore the science.
Thank you.

DEVILS LAKE, NORTH DAKOTA

Senator BENNETT. Senator Dorgan.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I will be very brief. I do want
to thank Dr. Westphal, General Ballard, General Fuhrman, and
Mr. Caver. I must confess that I used to think that dealing with
the Corps of Engineers was like dealing with pre-democratic East-
ern European countries, except Romania’s Ceauescu was easier to
deal with. [Laughter.]

But I have changed my mind. We have gone through some sig-
nificant disasters, the Grand Forks and Devils Lake flooding, and
the Corps of Engineers has been of invaluable assistance to us and
has spent a lot of time and a lot of effort trying to help us get
through these tough times. So, I deeply appreciate your commit-
ment to help.

Dr. Westphal, you have worked with us closely on both Devils
Lake and Grand Forks. I want to just mention to you—members
of the subcommittee will be tired of hearing this but Devils Lake
is continuing to rise. The Senator from Utah, Senator Bennett,
once offered pumps that they bought apparently for the Great Salt
Lake and did not use. The problem is that if you use pumps, you
would have to find a place to pump the water. This is not a region
where there is an empty pail. So, we cannot transfer one region’s
problem to cause a problem in another region in our State. That
is the difficulty.

But we are working through a range of issues, including the de-
sign of an outlet and a series of other matters. I want to impress
upon you once again the urgency that I know you understand. That
lake is expected to rise again this summer. It is the most vexing
thing in the world to us. It is one of only two closed basins in
America. The other is the Great Salt Lake. It is a flood that comes
and stays unlike most other things that we deal with. Most floods
we deal with are river floods where we see a house floating down
a raging river someplace and then the flood is over and the river
subsides. That is not what is happening to us in this basin.

We had a meeting with the Governor and legislative leaders and
others in Bismarck last Friday talking about the time line and
other issues, but I would just ask again how you see the time line
on the Devil’s Lake outlet and if you have enough resources—I ex-
pect you do—committed to this in order to try to reach a conclusion
on it.

Dr. WESTPHAL. We have the resources, and the last update I had
is a little bit dated. It is the end of last year when I asked for an
update on where we were with the studies. The Corps at the Dis-
trict level was incorporating some new data into the analysis to try
to look at the regional impacts. But since then I have not had an
update, unless General Fuhrman has one. So, let me just say that
I will get you an update on when we expect to have a report on
that.

Senator DORGAN. I would appreciate that.
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General FUHRMAN. Just to add to that, as you are well aware,
Senator, we are continuing to look at alternatives, along with the
local sponsors, and hope to have an update to Congress by the last
of April.

[The information follows:]

DEVILS LAKE OUTLET

The time line for completion of the Devils Lake outlet will be addressed in the
Interim Report to Congress and is dependent on the alternatives evaluated and
eventual direction provided. Once there is a recommended course of action, addi-
tional funding resources of at least $5M would be required to initiate and complete
plans and specifications for approved actions.

GRAND FORKS, ND

Senator DORGAN. One other question on the Grand Forks dike.
The President requested $10 million I believe in his 2000 budget
request. Does this adequately reflect the capability of the Corps for
the initial construction on the permanent levy in the coming fiscal
year?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes, that does.

General FUHRMAN. Yes.

Senator DORGAN. If additional funds would become necessary, 1
assume that the Corps would seek a reprogramming or some other
approach?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes.

General FUHRMAN. Yes, we would.

Senator DORGAN. Well, I am not usually so reasonable or so
agreeable, but I must say that my experience both with the pre-
vious panel, and also with the Corps of Engineers the last few
years, has been really quite a remarkable experience. They have
men and women in the field who work day and night and have put
a lot on the line for those of us in North Dakota who have been
threatened by these flooding crises, and I want to say thanks to a
lot of people who work down in the bowels of your agency and who
do some awfully good work.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Thank you, Senator.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be able to sub-
mit a couple of additional questions for the record.

Senator BENNETT. Without objection.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you very much.

YELLOWTAIL DAM, MT

Senator BENNETT. Senator Burns.

Senator BURNS. We can handle most of your problem up there.
We will just declare all North Dakota wilderness. We will ship our
wolves over there. I am just trying to get rid of some wolves.

Senator DORGAN. What is that fellow’s name? [Laughter.]

Senator BURNS. Up in our State, just so the people in this room
understand my previous comment, you cannot touch these pro-
tected wolves. There is a pack of 10 that is laying 200 yards off of
a guy’s barn. He is trying to calve and he estimates that he has
lost 30 calves and 25 cows, and he cannot do anything to stop the
wolves. All you can do is watch them wolves carry your calf crop
off, and you get pretty excited.
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I think I want to raise one issue again, the Yellowtail Dam. I
think you have some joint responsibilities on the Yellowtail with
the Bureau of Reclamation on flood control and water release. 1
would suggest that you start the dialogue now between the Bureau
of Reclamation, because we have a tremendous snowpack this year,
General, and I fear for that.

REGULATORY ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS PROCESS

I am also concerned, General Ballard, in your appeals process,
that you have got the rules written for those permits that were de-
nied, the denied permits, and you are sort of shying away from the
jurisdictional part of that language of the law. I will tell you we
have more problems with the jurisdictional end of this situation on
wetlands, that problem, than we do any other part. So, I would
suggest to take the language of the law and implement it where
you have the most problems, and I think most of it is in jurisdic-
tion.

I can tell you that the Corps has really overstepped its bounds
in some areas in the wetlands. It is not contiguous to impaired wa-
ters or to navigable streams or anything like that.

So, those are the only things that I want to—other than that, we
have got a lot of work to do on the Missouri that is above the Yel-
lowstone, and we want to do that. We are losing land every day
along the Missouri between Culbertson and Williston and we
should deal with that. Of course, there again that has to do with
Fort Peck.

I am also very interested in working with you as far as the Fort
Peck interpretive center and those kinds of things, and we will
work our way through that.

But you have done some good work up there and we appreciate
that, but those are the areas that concern me most. I would start
that dialogue with the Bureau of Reclamation, though, because we
have a tremendous snowpack this year.

And thank you for coming, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BENNETT. Senator Kohl?

LAFARGE LAKE, WI

Senator KOHL. Thank you, Senator Bennett.

Gentlemen, good to see you here.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Thank you, Senator.

Senator KOHL. I would like to ask a series of questions on the
La Farge Lake deauthorization project.

The Water Resource Development Act of 1996 deauthorized the
flood control project at La Farge. The Army Corps of Engineers was
instructed to transfer the 9,000 acres acquired during the 1960’s
and 1970’s to the State of Wisconsin and the Department of the In-
terior to be held in trust for the Hochunk Nation.

Also, as part of the flood control project, the Corps of Engineers
was given jurisdiction over the relocation and maintenance of State
highway 131 and a few of the county highways.

Three questions. Number one, when will the land transfer project
deauthorization and completion of remaining project features be ac-
complished?
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General FUHRMAN. I will take that one, Senator. Currently field
documentation of historic cultural resource protection, site safety,
environmental remediation of abandoned farm sites and wells and
real estate activities, all of which need to be accomplished prior to
the land transfer, are fully funded and are on track to be completed
by 30 September of this year.

Senator KOHL. Thank you.

Will the Corps be including a request for funding to implement
section 361 in future presidential budgets?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, while we cannot really commit today to
what we are going to include in the 2001 budget, since we have yet
to even begin developing that, I will tell you that we will proceed
on this project as expeditiously as we can, and if we need to, we
will make an effort to fund what is required. I will work with you
and your staff to do that.

Senator KOHL. I do appreciate that.

One last question. Does the Corps agree that the Wisconsin De-
partment of Transportation is in the best position to conduct the
road relocation, and if so, when will the Corps be completing the
necessary contractual arrangements with the State of Wisconsin on
this issue?

General FUHRMAN. Senator, we believe that the Wisconsin De-
partment of Transportation has the necessary expertise to do an
excellent job at accomplishing the highway work that is needed and
identified out there. We are currently reviewing that to determine
what types of authorities we have to allow us to work with the De-
partment, and we will be working closely with you to resolve that
issue.

Senator KOHL. Did I get a clear answer on that? Not as clear as
I would like.

General FUHRMAN. Well, there is an authorities issue here in our
ability to grant money to the State, and we will need to work with
the Congress on that piece of it.

Senator KOHL. I thank you, and I thank you, Senator Bennett.

Senator BENNETT. Thank you.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES BUDGET REQUEST

Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me to be
here today to welcome our witnesses. It is my first opportunity to
congratulate publicly my friend, Dr. Joe Westphal, on his service
as Assistant Secretary of the Army.

In looking at the budget request, I noticed that for the Mis-
sissippi River and Tributaries project, in which I am very inter-
ested, the President has requested a total of $280 million for this
next fiscal year. This is the same as the request for the current fis-
cal year.

Congress reviewed that request last year and found it to be woe-
fully inadequate in terms of the capability of the Corps for that
project and also to protect lives and property in the region. So, the
amount for fiscal year 1999 was increased to $323.6 million, which
we hope will go a long way toward getting us back on schedule and
on track with many of the programs in the Mississippi River and
Tributaries project.
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My question is—and General Ballard or whoever you suggest
should answer this—I understand that this is still short of the
Corps’ capability for these activities. I wonder if, for the record, you
could give us the figure, the dollar amount, that the Corps has
within its capability for projects within the Mississippi River and
Tributaries program.

. General BALLARD. I think that figure, Senator, is about $350 mil-
ion.

Dr. WESTPHAL. $350 million.

Senator COCHRAN. Which means that if the Congress appro-
priated that amount and the President would sign the bill, you
could use that money efficiently and effectively to carry out the au-
thority that has already been granted to the Corps on those
projects. Is that correct?

General BALLARD. That is correct, Senator.

Senator COCHRAN. I know that some of these projects have con-
troversies surrounding them, and I know you are trying to deal
with those and involve the public. I have been in Mississippi on oc-
casions when meetings have been held. We have tried to encourage
those who have opinions on these to come forward. Sometimes they
overdo it, but the fact is we are trying to make sure that these
projects are sensitive to environmental concerns, to the needs of
production agriculture, the people who live in the area, and it is
a very, very big challenge.

This is a project that was authorized a long time ago. It con-
tinues to be short of funds and behind schedule, and a lot of people
are suffering because of that. We hope that the Corps will give
added impetus to the work being done in that region of the coun-
try.

I notice in the other parts of the budget there are some increases
being requested, and this is not one of them. I am disappointed in
that. I hope we can work with you in this committee to try to deal
with the challenge of meeting our responsibilities to the people in
that area of the country.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes, sir.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BURNS [presiding]. I guess the chairman ran away.

Senator COCHRAN. You are it. [Laughter.]

Senator BURNS. The Senator from Washington.

COLUMBIA AND SNAKE RIVERS

Senator GORTON. General Ballard, a year or so ago, we had a
meeting that was very unpleasant and unhappy for both of us in
my office about a recreation study carried out by the Walla Walla
office. Because I remember that and I suspect you do as well and
do not like unhappy meetings like that, I cannot do anything but
start my comments off by saying in how positive a way you re-
sponded. I am still not sure I like much about the new survey, but
it is much improved over the old one.

More important than that, however, were the comments that
Senator Craig made, that when some portions of its results were
leaked and were put out in a distorted fashion, that you stepped
forward and said that this was highly misleading and that you are
going to wait until you have finished with what you have done and
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are going to try to come up with an as objective set of answers as
you possibly can. That is in the finest traditions of the Corps. Hav-
ing started out unhappily, I wanted to tell you how very positively
I respond to that kind of work on your behalf. It was absolutely
first rate.

General BALLARD. Thank you very much, Senator. I do remember
our meeting and your words are very complimentary. I commit to
you my continued support as we try to work these issues together.

Senator GORTON. Good.

JOHN DAY DAM DRAWDOWN STUDY

Now, I do want to state, again following the same philosophy
that Senator Craig did, my unhappiness—my opposition to two ele-
ments in this budget. I have supported both the studies that are
taking place with respect to the Snake River dams and phase one
of the John Day studies. I have done so in spite of the fact that
many of my constituents and many on the other side of the river
have lobbied me not to allow you even to have undertaken those
initial studies because they feel that any draw-down on John Day
and any destruction of the Snake River dams would be so over-
whelmingly damaging to them. My response has been that I did
not think that we could be against undertaking such studies and
that, in fact, that I thought they would end up showing the value
of those dams.

Nevertheless, I have to tell you that to ask for money, even on
a contingent basis, for a second phase of a study when you have
not completed phase one of the study, and when obviously there
has been no opportunity for the people of the area to respond to
phase one, seems to me to be highly premature. I am not telling
you that at this point that under any and all circumstances I would
oppose a phase two, although it is a lot of money over a consider-
able period of time, but I certainly do want to tell you that I will
oppose authorizing it or appropriating money even on a contingent
basis now before we have seen phase one, not only we have seen
phase one, but even more importantly the people of the area have
seen phase one.

And the McNary study falls in exactly the same category.

I think we need an opportunity for the people of Washington, Or-
egon, Idaho, and Montana, for that matter, to respond to what we
are already doing before we take additional steps. So, I want to
make it clear that I am going to try to see to it that those appro-
priations are not made this year without necessarily saying that
there are not further studies that are appropriate at some time in
the future.

Having said that and having said that you have done so many
things so well, I do want to ask a question of you now on a dif-
ferent subject.

BONNEVILLE DAM AND THE DALLES DAM POWERHOUSE
REHABILITATION

Major rehabilitation efforts have been authorized on the Bonne-
ville Dam and on the Dalles Dam, but the requests from the ad-
ministration for powerhouse improvements seem to be significantly
less than what you could actually use in the year 2000 by a margin
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of less than $11 million to more than $16 million. The Bonneville
work that sometime ago was slated to be completed in the year
2003 is likely not to be completed until the year 2008. Obviously,
that drives up costs with the contractors that you are working with
and power generation capability of the dams diminishes as the
houses age.

Why do we not have a request for the amount of money that you
can efficiently and effectively spend on the Dalles and Bonneville
for the year 20007

General FUHRMAN. The amount that we can effectively use is
$3.3 million, sir.

Senator GORTON. That is for the Dalles.

General FUHRMAN. Yes.

Senator GORTON. And Bonneville?

General FUHRMAN. I will have to provide that for the record, sir.

[The information follows:]

BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE PHASE II, OREGON AND WASHINGTON (MAJOR
REHABILITATION)

The fiscal year 2000 amount that we can effectively use for Major Rehabilitation
at Bonneville is $16.3 million.

DRAWDOWN STUDIES

Senator GORTON. Okay, this is the kind of question that you are
probably better off answering in writing than directly to me in any
event.

I simply want to echo what Senator Craig said. You were asked
to undertake studies at a certain level, come up with engineering
feasibility, come up with a number of other answers. The deter-
mination as to what to do about the results of those studies, of
course, is a policy determination for Congress and recommenda-
tions by the President of the United States. I just echo what Sen-
ator Craig said. I have no reason to think that you are not doing
this objectively and without political considerations in mind, and I
simply encourage you to keep moving in that direction.

The Assistant Secretary, in his conversation with me, earlier em-
phasized that as well, and I include him so far in the compliments.

General FUHRMAN. Thank you.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Thank you.

Senator, I am not 100 percent sure on this, but I believe that
perhaps one of the reasons that you see funding in there for the
phase two is that we start the budgeting process so early in the
previous year and we did not know when the phase one EIS feasi-
bility study would be completed. We thought it would be completed
early, that the NEIMS part of the process would be done earlier.
In fact, we expected something at the beginning of the year. I be-
lieve probably that is the reason that we went into that
proposed

Senator GORTON. One of you said September.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Now it is pushed back to September.

Senator GORTON. Now it is December.

General FUHRMAN. For that particular John Day phase one
study, it is due to Congress in December, Senator.

Senator GORTON. December, okay.
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Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much. That is all I have.
CREDITS AND REIMBURSEMENTS

Senator DOMENICI [presiding]. Thanks for your patience in wait-
ing so long.

Let me talk with you a minute, General. At the last year’s hear-
ing, I believe the Corps estimated that there was potential for
around $800 million of unfunded liabilities over the next several
years for potential reimbursements, credits, and other payments for
work that has been authorized to be undertaken.

Could you update the committee on this situation? Do you be-
lieve this is a big problem? Is it not possible that the types of fi-
nancing arrangements could consume very large portions of the
construction budget if we are not careful? And what are the poten-
tial impacts or pitfalls with this kind of funding?

General BALLARD. Mr. Chairman, as a way of updating, we are
looking at credits and potential reimbursement in an amount that
is approaching roughly $950 million, so a growth of about $150 mil-
lion from what we were forecasting for last year. That represents
some 46 projects that are both approved, pending or in the cue in
some fashion or other. Now, all of those that are not approved will
have to be coordinated with the Congress.

My concern is that as this amount continues to grow, there is
some potential that the Corps could end up becoming a grant agen-
cy in some of our districts. That possibility is there.

But I am more concerned about the potential loss of technical tal-
ent and capability within the districts as we migrate more toward
a grant or a pass-through organization. This moves us away from
the intent of Congress when the Corps of Engineers program was
first developed, and that was to have a trained cadre of engineers
and scientists available to respond to a national emergency. So,
that is where my concern is as this program continues to grow.

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Westphal, you are aware that the com-
mittee in the conference report on the 1998 energy and water ap-
propriations bill placed certain restrictions on the approval of reim-
bursement agreements, acceptance of advanced funds and other ar-
rangements, because of our concerns related to the potential out-
year budget impacts. Now, obviously, the General is concerned
about what that would do if it became very big.

Do you feel that the conditions we imposed were reasonable?
What suggestions do you have which would allow some of these fi-
nancing mechanisms to be used, but still would have some reason-
able limitation in terms of the overall effect?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Mr. Chairman, first let me say I echo the Chief’s
concerns about this. I do believe that your concerns are justifiable
and I do think that there is a need for us to work together to come
to some understanding on how to deal with these demands in the
future. It is obvious that we want to try to help projects move fast-
er and we want to help constituents get the work done in a more
rapid fashion perhaps, but it is turning out to be a system that in
large part is only used by those communities and sponsors that
have the cost share money available, and so other opportunities are
not available to other communities.
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So, we hope to work with you on some resolution. I do not know
what that would be today. I think obviously it is the prerogative
of Congress to make that decision. It has an effect on the balance
between the appropriators and the authorizers. It has an effect on
the balance of power within the Congress and outside the Con-
gress. I think it is an important decision that I would be willing
to work with you on, whether it is setting caps on the amount of
money that we are allowed to go through or simply making some
determination as to the type of project that can be allowed to go
forth under a reimbursement.

Senator DOMENICI. We look forward to working with you tech-
nically how we could word it and what would be a reasonable limi-
tation. I think we ought to start thinking about it. Maybe we can
be ready in a couple of months when we are ready to mark up and
see what we could put in the appropriations bill.

NEW STUDY STARTS

While we praise the budget with reference to it having a higher
funding level requested over last year and not being so difficult to
try to implement up here on the Hill, I note that you only have one
new study start included in the 2000 budget. Why is this and what
makes that one study, the Santa Ynez River study in California,
so special that it was singled out over all others that the Corps has
requested to OMB? Did you not have about 100 with studies eligi-
ble to be initiated?

Dr. WESTPHAL. We originally recommended 90, sir.

Senator DoOMENICI. All right. So, 90 that you recommended and
1 got funded. I wonder why it got funded. Does anybody know?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, the President’s budget was working under
also very significant caps as he tried to provide a balanced budget
to Congress, one that does not use the surplus, uses the surplus for
Social Security purposes. Under those caps, we had to make some
determinations about where we felt there was the greatest need to
move the program forward. In that regard, the O&M part of the
budget, taking care of the tremendous need that there is out there
for maintenance of our aged infrastructure, was a higher priority.

We also felt that we do have a backlog of projects that we need
to move

Senator DOMENICI. Wait now. I understand all that. Frankly, I
would like you to provide for the record the 90 and tell us how
much you requested for each. A lot of them are very small.

Dr. WESTPHAL. We can do that.

[The information follows:]

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUESTS

[In thousands of dollars]

Prim. capability
Study name )
State Fls%loﬁear

BARROW COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, AK—Shoreline protection for the

threatened public facilities at Barrow, AK ... AK ... 80
CHANDALAR RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, AK—Environmental protection for the water-

shed in conjunction with navigation and flood protection measures ...........ccccoee..... AK ... 80
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUESTS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Study name

Prim. capability

State Fls%e(a)lo(y]ear
CHESTER CREEK WATERSHED STUDY, AK—Environmental restoration measures for
CRESEET CIBEK vuvveocveeeceeeceeeecteee ettt ettt st K .. 100
GASTINEAU CHANNEL, JUNEAU, AK—Channel accessibility for current vessel spec-
EPUM TEQUITEMENES ..voieiceeieciecee ettt sttt AK ... 100
SKAGWAY HARBOR, AK—Harbor depth and size for current and projected vessel
NMBBAS ooveeeecveeeeeeee et s sttt s ettt st A ... 100
THORNE BAY HARBOR, AK—Potential for new and expanded harbors at both North
and South THOME BaY ..ottt AK ... 100
SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS, AR—Environmental restoration of the Corps reservoirs
(Millwood, Dequeen, Dierks and Gillham Lakes) in Little River basin ..................... AR ... 100
RIO SALADO OESTE, SALT RIVER, AZ—Restoration of riparian habitat and water
quality in the city of Phoenix, AZ AZ .. 100
SEDONA, AZ—Flood damage prevention for Coconino and Yavapi Counties and the
City OF SBAONA, AZ ..ottt AZ ... 100
KERN RIVER VALLEY (ISABELLA LAKE), CA—Comprehensive review of project oper-
ations for environmental MEASUIES ........ccoeveeverveeveeeie et CA ... 100
KLAMATH RIVER, ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA—Environmental restoration meas-
ures for anadromous fish and ripariam habitat ...........cccccooviicerenececee, CA ... 100
PAJARO RIVER WATERSHED, CA—Flood damage prevention and environmental res-
toration for 1,300 sq. mi. of central California ..o CA .. 100
SAN JACINTO RIVER, CA—Flood damage prevention and environmental enhancement
opportunities in the San Jacinto Watershed .........cccoeveeeeeeceeeieieece e CA ... 100
SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHORELINE, CA—Flood damage prevention in low lying areas
0f Santa Clara COUNY ........ccuevveieeieeicieieceece st CA .. 100
WILLIAM G. STONE LOCK, CA (Feasibility)—Review justification of lock operations for
commercial navigation ... . CA ... 200
0AK CREEK, FLORENCE, CO—Flood damage prevention for the city of Florence, CO .. CO ....... 100
CHESAPEAKE & DELAWARE CANAL, ENV REST, DE &—Environmental restoration in-
cluding habitat restoration through the beneficial use of dredged material ........... DE ... 100
MID DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE STUDY—Environmental restoration
and flood damage prevention including dredged material disposal .........ccccc........ DE ... 100
HILLSBOROUGH RIVER BASIN, FL—Flood damage prevention and environmental res-
toration through Temple Terrace, Sulphur Springs and Tampa, FL ........cccoovvrnnecne. FL ... 100
MILE POINT, FLORIDA—Erosion along the north bank of the St. Johns river in Duval
County, FIOTIAA ...ooveeeecee st FL ........ 100
LONG ISLAND, MARSH, AND JOHNS CREEKS, GA—Comprehensive watershed master
plan for parts of metropolitan Atlanta, GA .......cooovoememeercceceee e GA .. 100
SAVANNAH HARBOR TIDEGATE, GA—Tidegate Federal maintenance versus transfer to
NON-FEABTAl ENEILY ©.eooeeeeee et GA ... 100
UTOY, SANDY & PROCTOR CREEKS, GA—Environmental restoration and flood dam-
age prevention for central Fulton Co., GA and metropolitan Atlanta ..................... GA ... 100
HILO HARBOR NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, HI—Modification or expansion of exist-
NG NATDOT oo H ... 80
KAWAIHAE DEEP DRAFT HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, HI—Modifications to existing har-
DOT ettt H ... 80
NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, HONOLOLU DISTRICT—Harbor size and configurations
for the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands H ... 120
SOUTHEAST ILLINOIS, IL—Ecosystem restoration in the area of two Corps con-
structed projects (Harrisburg Local Protection and Saline River Channelization) ... IL ....... 100
METROPOLITAN REGION OF INDIANAPOLIS, IN—Flood damage prevention including
the center of Marion County, Indiana and metropolitan Indianapolis ..................... N ... 100
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUESTS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Study name

Prim. capability

Fiscal year
Stae 155012

ARKANSAS RIVER CHANNEL STUDY, KS—Environmental restoration and flood dam-

age prevention of the Arkansas River and adjacent lands from the Colorado-Kan-

sas state line to the vicinity of Great Bend, KS ... KS ... 100
BANKLICK CREEK BASIN, KY—Flood damage prevention for Kenton county, KY .......... KY ... 100
EAGLE CREEK RIVER BASIN, KY—Flood damage prevention for communities of Car-

roll county, KY KY ... 100
GREEN RIVER HEADWA D, KY—Ecosystem restoration

modification to the operation of two existing Corps projects .........ccccoeovevvevevvevrncnnes KY ... 100
METROPOLITAN REGION OF LOUISVILLE, KY ECOS—Ecosystem restoration along the

Ohio River and tributaries including wetlands creation ..........ccoooeevrenrrnrnrinn KY ... 100
TRADEWATER RIVER WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATIONS—Ecosystem restoration

of west central Kentucky including Christian, Hopkins, Caldwell, Webster

Crittenden and Union COUNLIES ........couucvecvereeeieece et KY ... 100
ST. BERNARD PARISH, LA—Flood damage prevention for the St. Bernard Parish,

LA ettt st se e [A ... 100
CHARLES RIVER WATERSHED RESTORATION, MA—Environmental restoration for the

watershed portions of Middlesex, Suffolk, Norfolk, and Worcester counties, MA ... MA .. 100
COASTAL MASSACHUSETTS ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MA—Ecosystem restoration

including dredge material disposal and coastal wetlands ..........cccccocvervrinrirniennn. MA ... 100
NANTICOKE RIVER BASIN, MD & DE—Environmental restoration including watershed

planning, wetland restoration, and beneficial uses of dredged material ................ MD ... 100
REDWOOD RIVER BASIN, MN—Environmental restoration and flood damage preven-

tion for Redwood county in the vicinity of Marshall, MN MN ... 100
BIG FIVE LEVEE SYSTEM, MO—Flood damage prevention for Union an

COUNIES, THINOIS ..cveeeeieeeeececee et seess s sessssesssssssnseenree MO o 100
MONROE COUNTY MO—Flood damage prevention for Monroe County, lllinois . MO .. 100
PRAIRIE DU ROCHER (IFC), MO—Flood damage prevention for Randolph County, III|-

TMOIS ovveveeeaeseessesees st e sttt b bbbt MO ... 100
BROAD RIVER BASIN, NC & SC—Environmental restoration and flood damage pre-

vention for portions of 18 counties in both North and South Carolina .................... NC ....... 100
CAPE FEAR RIVER LOCKS & DAMS, NC—Review operation of locks and dam for dis-

position and/or environmental restoration ... NC ... 100
CURRITUCK SOUND, NC—Environmental restoration in Currituck and Dare counties

in the northeastern part of North Carolind ... NC ... 100
VERDIGRE CREEK AT VERDIGRE, NE—Flood damage prevention for the Village of

VEIAIZIE, NE oottt sttt NE ... 90
SHREWSBURY RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, NJ—Flood damage prevention and environ-

mental restoration in Monmouth County, NeW JErSEY ......cccovvvvevecrevereerereiecreeieeeeans [\ — 100
CIMARRON RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NM, OK, CO, & KS—Ecosystem restoration and

flood damage prevention of the C|marr0n River basin ......c.cccoeevevveveveercerierie. NM Ll 100
RATON, NM—Flood damage prevention for city of Raton, NM ........ccocovvvvevvrcvrcveee. NM 100
GREAT CHAZY RIVER BASIN & TRIBUTARIES, NY—Flood damage prevention and en-

vironmental restoration for the communities of Champlin, Mooers Forks,

Ellenburg, and Ellenburg Depot NY ... 100
HUDSON & MOHAWK RIVERS AT WATER

vironmental restoration for Waterford, New YOUK oo NY ... 100
MOHAWK RIVER BASIN, NY—Flood damage prevention for Oneida, Herkimer,

Schoharie, Greene, and Montgomery Counties, New York . NY .. 100
SARANAC RIVER BASIN & TRIBUTARIES, NY—Flood damage preve

mental restoration for the communities of Plattsburgh and Morrisonville ............... NY ... 100
BIG DARBY CREEK BASIN, OH—Environmental restoration in the central part of Ohio

within the counties of Pickway, Franklin, Madison, Union, Logan, Champaign, and

Clark COUNLIES vuvvvoeveieecvieceeictcee ettt sttt OH ...... 100
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GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUESTS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Study name

Prim. capability

State Fls%e(a)lo(y]ear
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, BUTLER CT—Flood damage prevention and
ecosystem restoration in southwestern Ohio ... OH ... 100
METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, OH & KY—Ecosystem restoration for Ham-
ilton and Clermont Counties in Ohio and Boone, Campbell, and Kenton Counties
in Kentucky OH ...... 100
ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN, OK—Ecosystem restoration integrating the Tenkiller Ferry
Lake hydropower operations with overall basin plan, including land management 0K ....... 100
OPTIMA LAKE, OK—0ptimize 12Ke USAZE ......overeverrerrerreerreireeieiisisesese st 0K ... 100
LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER, OR & WA—Comprehensive long range approach to the
Ecosystem restoration for the Lower Columbia RIVEr .......ccoevvrveecveeeereeceeees OR ... 100
UMATILLA RIVER, OR—Environmental restoration on the Umatilla Indian reserva-
(10T OR ... 100
ALLEGHENY RIVER NAVIGATION, PA—Develop optimum future plan for river locks
and dams to include current operation, closure and disposition ..........ccccccceevueeene. PA ... 100
CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED, PA, MD, & DE—Environmental restoration and flood
damage prevention in Chester, Delaware, and Lancaster Counties, PA; New Castle
Co., DE; and CeCil C0., MD ....eoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et nennenens PA . 100
RI0O BAYAMON AT BAYAMON, PR—Flood damage prevention at Rio Bayamon, Puerto
Rico, ten miles west 0f SaN JUAN ......coovviveeieeeeee s PR ... 100
RIO NIGUA AT ARROYO, PR—Flood damage prevention for the southeast part of
PUBITO RICO, AITOY0 .o.cveeeeeeecee ettt PR ... 100
PENNINGTON COUNTY & VICINITY, SD—Flood damage prevention for Pennington
County, South Dakota, including Rapid City .......cccoovrrmrrmrrrierreieeseiseeseseieninns SD ... 90
BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES, TX—Flood damage prevention and environmental
restoration for the Houston, TX channel extending from the Houston Ship Channel
upstream t0 Barker DAM ..ot X 100
GALVESTON BEACH EROSION, TX—Prevent or mitigate shore damages attributable
to the Federal navigation WOTKS ...........ccccoevveveeeeececeeeceeeesee e X . 100
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—BRAZOS RIVER, TX—Modification of floodgate
configuration to reduce traffic accidents and delays .........ccccccoevvvcvcrrcveerreseseennne X . 100
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—COLORADO RIVER, TX—Modification to the Colo-
rado River Locks to reduce traffic accidents and delays ........ccccoovrvervrrnrirnrenns X 100
GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY—SABINE RIVER, TX—Review navigational needs
and environmental restoration (Sabine River to High Island, TX) .....ccccccoovvvinnncnne ™ 100
LOWER BRAZOS RIVER, TX—Flood damage prevention for the Texas counties of;
Brazoria, Fort Bend, Austin and Waller ..........cccoovevvveievcvevnnnns o TX 100
LOWER GUDALUPE & SAN ANTONIO RIVERS, TX—Flood damage prevention and envi-
ronmental restoration for potions of Calhoun, Dewitt, Gonzales, and Victoria
COUNMTIES +.veveeeeect ettt bbb ns e ™ ... 100
UPPER GUADALUPE & SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX—Ecosystem restoration and
flood damage reduction within the south-central part of Texas .........cccccooeveieenne. ). G 100
CLINCH RIVER WATERSHED, VA—Environmental restoration and flood damage re-
duction in southwest Virginia and includes the communities of Raven, Richlands,
DOran, and DANTE ..........ooeoivieeeeeeeee ettt VA ... 100
JOHN H. KERR RESERVOIR, VA & NC—Flood damage prevention and environmental
restoration of north-central North Carolina and south-central Virginia ................... VA ... 100
LOWER RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER BASIN, VA—Environmental restoration for a ten
county area east of Richmond and south of Washington, DC ........c.ccccooveeveirininnnne VA .. 100
LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN, VA—Environmental restoration including wetland restora-
tion on the south shore of the Chesapeake Bay ... VA .. 100
OMPOMPANOOSUC RIVER, VT—Environmental restoration in east central Vermont ... VT ... 100



109
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUESTS—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Prim. capability
Study name )

State Flsg?)lo%ear
MOUNT ST. HELENS ENV RESTORATION, WA—Environmental restoration of wetlands,
riverine, riparian, and upland habitats lost or altered due to the Mt. St. Helens

BIUPLION ..ottt ettt ettt WA ... 100
NEW CREEK WATERSHED, WV—Environmental restoration and flood damage preven-

tion in Mineral and Grant Counties, West Virginia ........ccccoooevevceevevcncrscesenens LAV 100

SANTA YNEZ, CA STUDY

Senator DOMENICI. So, I understand budgeting and caps. I appre-
ciate your reminding me, but do not worry about it.

What I want to know is why the only one to be chosen was this
Santa——

Dr. WESTPHAL. Santa Ynez?

Senator DOMENICI. Ynez. Yes, gee, I should know that. Ynez.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Santa Ynez, right.

Well, it was a model project that had elements of flood protec-
tion, good environmental restoration. It was a good study that was
well supported by its cost share sponsors. It was a good model
project and it was determined to be one that we could support.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, my guess is that it has some unusual
support within the administration. [Laughter.]

You know, you would be better off if you just said it.

In any event, would you please tell us in detail why it is so great
since you are here defending it. Give it to us in writing.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

SANTA YNEZ

The selection was based upon a combination of factors including: flood threat, po-
tential economic viability of a recommended plan, environmental impacts, and the
support and likelihood of non-Federal participation for the implementation of a solu-
tion.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND

Senator DOMENICI. I have nothing against it. Obviously, I do not
know much about it. I could hardly pronounce its name. So, I have
no prejudices or bias.

Now, while we said the budget looked better, there is something
in it that is kind of difficult because, as the President has done in
a number of appropriations, he does not break the caps, because he
gets some receipts, some new taxes or new revenues, and he puts
that in the appropriations bill. Obviously that offsets the spending.
So, if you wondering what is the big magic about breaking the caps
but not breaking them, it is this kind of thing.

In this budget, you have a very large amount of money for a Har-
bor Services Trust Fund, almost $1 billion, $900 million. Probably
part of that is old taxes, old revenues, but what portion of it would
levy new burdens on somebody or some entity to pay taxes or fees?
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Dr. WESTPHAL. It is a fee proposed on the vessel carriers. It is
a user fee. It would collect about $1 billion, $951 million, and that
is the amount that we project to expend on the maintenance,
dredging, and construction side on the navigation projects. So, we
are attempting to collect only the amount that would be required
to spend every year to develop and maintain these ports.

Senator DOMENICI. Yes. Well, I guess what I need to know is—
maybe your budget man could tell me—in this new trust fund how
much of that is from residual old user fees or old taxes?

General FUHRMAN. About $600 million of that would be equiva-
lent to what came out of the existing Harbor Maintenance Trust
Fund, and the new piece of that would be about $300 million,
which is designated toward the new construction.

Senator DOMENICI. If we did nothing and did not even create this
Harbor Services Fund, there is about $600 million coming in. If the
appropriations process chose to put in the bill, it pays for $600 mil-
lion of this $900 million, meaning somewhere between $250 million
and $300 million is new. Now, can somebody explain to me where
the $300 million new in fees come from? Not the old ones. Nobody
is complaining about those. They already exist. We do not want to
bother a sleeping dog.

I happen to be the first one to pass one of those, in case you are
wondering. The first tax for the user fees came up in a little com-
mittee I was on 26 years ago. I almost got thrown out of the Senate
for it. [Laughter.]

Everybody wondered what the hell a New Mexican had to do
with asking southern States to pay a little fee for the lock and
dam. But it passed eventually. So, it is in there, that diesel tax.
It has gone up since then.

, NO\(’)V, what is the new one? What is the new stuff? Does anybody
now?

Dr. WESTPHAL. If I understand your question—and maybe I am
not understanding exactly, but there is about $1 billion in the ex-
isting fund. The proposal is to repeal that existing fund and trans-
fer the balances over to the new fund and make those balances
available for appropriations.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, let me start over. There is $250 million
for construction that is currently not authorized. Does this budget
propg)se that we raise the money for that from new source of rev-
enue?

Dr. WESTPHAL. From the harbor services user fee.

Senator DOMENICI. Is that new?

Dr. WEsSTPHAL. Well, it is a proposed fee that Congress would
have to approve.

Senator DOMENICI. I guess I would like to just know, how much
are we going to raise fees and on whom to make this trust fund
as solvent as you want it to fit your budget, $250 million worth.
Who is going to pay that?

General FUHRMAN. Currently we have the Harbor Maintenance
Trust Fund which is funded by a tax, and that is used for mainte-
nance and repair. That is generating about $600 million a year for
operations and maintenance. That would be done away with and a
new fee structure established for a user fee that would generate
$950 million a year, of which about $300 million would be used for
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new construction and the remainder would be used for the same
thing the old harbor maintenance trust fund was used for, which
was maintenance.

Senator DOMENICI. So, somebody has to be able to tell us of this
$950 million—I understand what you are saying—how much re-
sembles, looks like, is very close to what we are currently doing,
what we are going to do under a new trust fund, and how much
would be new? Where would the new money come from that we are
getting? Can you do that for me? If you cannot do it today, you can
do it in a report to me, or how can you do that?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Typically we need about $900 million. We want
to be able to raise that amount of money with the use of the new
fee to not have any carryover balances, essentially be able for you
to appropriate what we collect in the fee annually and put in the
fund.

Senator DOMENICI. I understand.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Now, this first year, since you do not have the
proposal yet—the proposal is coming in a few weeks—if you ap-
prove the harbor services fee proposal, we will not have enough
money in the new fund to fund fully the $1 billion. We will have
to be able to transfer the monies from the existing fund to the new
fund to be able to do that.

Senator DOMENICI. The fund never paid for new construction, but
it is going to pay for new construction under the new proposal.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Right.

Senator DOMENICI. So, it is a bigger fund with a bigger purpose.

General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir. New construction up to this point in
time has been paid out of general revenues.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, obviously, when you increase the size of
the trust fund on the receipt side so that you will have more money
to spend, you have got to tax somebody that is not being taxed
now, and that is what I would like to get. Now, maybe it is not
ready yet.

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, no, the harbor maintenance tax was found
unconstitutional last year by the Supreme Court—the portion of
that tax at least that was levied on exports. That tax was being
levied on the commodities. So, with that, we had to basically only
collect the import side of that. On the import side, we have got
problems with GATT and some of our trading partners in Europe
who are challenging the import side of that fee.

So, our plan that we are going to submit to Congress is to repeal
the entire harbor maintenance tax and replace it with a harbor
services user fee, which essentially would shift from a tax on the
commodities to a fee on the vessel carrier, so on the carriers of
those commodities; in other words, relating the fee to the services
we provide to the ships as they enter the channels and enter the
ports and make that fee equivalent to the work we have to do to
maintain the ports and maintain their accessibility nationwide.

SUPPORT FOR THE HARBOR SERVICE FEE

Senator DOMENICI. There is an argument against this that will
be made obviously that the whole Nation benefits, not just those
from a system of harbors and inland waterways and the like. But
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is there general agreement and support within the shipping com-
munity for this approach that the administration is talking about?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, Senator, when I first came on board, we
had a proposal ready to go, and I did some vetting of that proposal
with various stakeholders. There was very little, if any, support for
it at the time. We had some difficulty defending the proposal, to
be honest with you. So we sent that proposal back to our analysts
and our folks that had put it together to work up some of the rec-
ommendations and concerns of the stakeholders. We spent almost
6 to 7 months doing that.

Today, we have a proposal that is now currently being vetted
with the other Federal agencies that I think is a much more ac-
ceptable proposal. I think that it will get a fair assessment from
stakeholders. It may still be opposed by some, but essentially I
think we have addressed many of their concerns and it is a much
more defensible proposal. We hope to be able to bring it to you
within the next few weeks after we go through that interagency
process.

Senator DOMENICI. So, the acceptability of that and the ability of
us to count it in the budget is going to be very important as to
whether you have a good program or not a good program. So, we
are right back or we might be. If Congress says we are not going
to do this thing, then we are very short in terms of having enough
money to do this.

Dr. WESTPHAL. It will affect approximately about $300 million
roughly for the construction side on the navigation part of the
budget. Yes, sir.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS

Senator DOMENICI. Now, just two questions about the regulatory
program, administrative appeals. The conference report in 1998
stated, “The conferees expect that the increase provided over the
amount appropriated in fiscal year 1997 will be used to begin im-
plementation of an administrative appeals process for the Corps of
Engineers Regulatory Program.” The Energy and Water Sub-
committee of the House and Senate both stated their concern for
implementing this process again in 1999.

Have you complied with the directions of Congress, and if you
have not, why not?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have to be honest and say,
no, we have not complied with it in the sense that it has taken us
much longer to develop the rule and to put it together and get it
ready to go to the Federal Register. The rule on the denial part is
at the Federal Register today as we speak. But it has taken much
longer than you and the committee wanted us to take on that.

On the jurisdictional determination, the rule is also ready to go
forward, and we believe that with the added funds that we have
proposed in the budget this year, we will be able to implement that
part of the rule once it gets vetted through the Federal Register
process.

Senator DOMENICI. So, the expectation that we had was that the
Corps would implement both an administrative appeals process
and the jurisdiction determination appeals process. So, what is the
timetable for implementing those processes and procedures now?
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Dr. WESTPHAL. I probably have to get back to you specifically on
the dates, but the rule is now in the Federal Register on the denial
part, and the other, the jurisdictional part, is getting ready to go
anytime now. So, I do not recall if it is a 30-day or 60-day period
for response to the rule, and then there is the final draft that has
to be submitted later in the summer. So, I am hoping that by the
end of this year we will be able to say we are implementing the
rule.

General FUHRMAN. With regard to the denial piece, Senator, that
is essentially in effect as soon as it hits the Federal Register. So,
any permit actions that take place out there after that are subject
to the appeals process for that.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, Congress has specifically earmarked or
provided $5 million for the Corps to implement the administrative
appeals process for 1998 and for 1999. In light of the fact that you
have not implemented the appeals process, how were these funds
used and why did you not take appropriate action to initiate and
fund the administrative appeals process pending the rules? How
was the money used? Was it used, that $5 million?

General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir. Last year you appropriated $106 mil-
lion to us, which was $5 million over the previous year’s appropria-
tion of $101 million. Our budget in the regulatory business is pri-
marily personnel. Some 80 to 90 percent of that is personnel, some
900 people spread throughout the country, some 90,000 actions
each year.

And we have worked hard at moving forward in trying to satisfy
the report language of the Congress in implementing these rules.
We decided to do it in a phased fashion, given the resources that
we had to move forward with. From my perspective, our folks out
there are very dedicated. The folks out there have done a good job
of trying to reach that goal.

Senator DOMENICI. So, you used it to maintain the quality of
your staff.

General FUHRMAN. The quality of the program, sir.

General BALLARD. Not only the quality of the program, but Sen-
ator, as you know, we had a tremendous backlog and so we used
quite a bit of that money to work the backlog off and to maintain
the quality of the staff.

LEVEL DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

Senator DOMENICI. I have only three remaining questions and
they will not take long. General Ballard and General Fuhrman,
what is the level of deferred critical maintenance work in the civil
works program, and does it concern you? Can you give the com-
mittee an example of the type of work which falls into this category
of critical deferred maintenance and what the impacts would be on
project operations or efficiencies if this failed to occur?

General BALLARD. Sir, we are looking at a backlog of deferred
maintenance of about $1.6 billion. It is a concern of ours if we are
to maintain those critical infrastructures that we have out there.
This particular budget is a good budget and will put a curb to some
of that growth, but it does not address the fact that we still have
back there some $1.6 billion.
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1I would ask General Fuhrman to read you some of those exam-
ples.

General FUHRMAN. I will submit a summary for the record, Sen-
ator, but just a couple of examples, for instance, to replace two
miter gates at the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway. It is a $3 million
cost. Concrete repairs at one of our upper Mississippi River locks,
about $600,000. Repair structural elements at several of our other
locks, another $4.4 million.

[The information follows:]

Operation and Maintenance—Backlog of Deferred Maintenance

[Dollars in Thousands]

Work Category Estimate
Additional Operations And Investigations To Optimize Project Ef-

FOCEIVEIIESS +eeeeeeeeeeeeeee et e et e e e e e e e e et e e ee e eeeeeeeeeseaeesesneeeseneesaaene $109,781
Construction And Maintenance Of Dredged Material Disposal Fa-

cilities For Navigation .... 26,952
Dredging .......cccoeeveeveenns 294,850
Environmental Complia 13,073
Maintenance and Development Of Recreation Facilities, Visitor

Centers, Operating Equipment, Etc .......ccccoeivniiiiiiniiniiiieeieee, 190,023
Maintenance Of Dams, Reservoirs, Structures, Service Facilities,

Equipment, Etc.—Flood Damage Reduction ............ccccccvveerreeennnnn. 132,046
Maintenance of Hydropower Projects ..........cccocoeviiiinienciieniiieciienneens 96,960
Maintenance Of Locks, Dams, Reservoirs, Service Facilities, Equip-

ment, Etc. For Navigation ........ccccccceeeeiiiiiiiieeeciieeciee e 714,029
Maintenance Of Natural Resources Facilities Including Fish And

WILALIEE .ot 12,983
Mitigation Of Archeological And Cultural Resources ...........cccuveenneen 14,110
Real Estate Activities, Including Claims, Audits, Encroachments,

BBC e 22,421
Remaining O&M Funded Major Rehabilitations For Navigation ...... 252
Water Management Equipment ..........cccoocceiiiiiiiniiiinniiieniieeenieeee 1,537

TOLAL ettt 1,629,017

PROJECT CONDITIONS

Senator DOMENICI. What is the condition that we are talking
about here that makes these critical? What is wrong?

General FUHRMAN. Very close to failing in the next several years,
and we need to get in and fix it now. It is not a safety issue right
now, but has the potential to be a safety issue in the very near
term.

General BALLARD. And we have similar problems, Senator, in
powerplants and all of the infrastructure that we own. As you
know, we have some structures that are well over 100 years old,
and they are in a sad state of repair and we need to do something
about it.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, let me tell you, every year when we go
through the individual budgets up here, I bite my lip and get more
and more concerned. The President of the United States goes on
national television and tells America how great we are and says I
need 81 new programs, and we have got a backlog of projects that
may fail on us causing significant economic impact to the country.
It seems like it is better to announce that you have got something
new for everyone than to do what you are obligated to do.

I cannot find $1.6 billion. I cannot find $300 million or $400 mil-
lion to get it started. They did not give us enough of a budget, and
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the Congress is not going to invent this money. It all comes out of
the same pot.

So, I wish I could remember these when I have to go debate and
talk about all these new programs. We could probably add up
things that line agencies of the Federal Government submitted as
projects they need, and it probably exceeds all the new money for
new programs. But just to repeat myself, it is not very politically
sexy to get up there and say we need $1.6 billion in the State of
the Union for water projects to fix locks and dams that are going
to fall apart.

You do not have anything to do with that. That is above your pay
grade too, except you can fight for it. I hope you did. Did you sub-
mit these requests for these deferred maintenance stuff in your
budget process?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Yes, I did.

DAM SAFETY

Senator DOMENICI. Now, the same question that I asked with ref-
erence to dam structure safety of the Bureau of Reclamation. Can
you submit for the record a summary of what processes and proce-
dures you used to end up being able to tell this committee, as I as-
sume you will, that the dams that you are in control of and man-
age, et cetera are in good shape and there is no imminent danger,
unless it is something untoward, of failures? Can you submit that
to us in writing?

General FUHRMAN. Yes, we can, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Is that a true statement that you would an-
swer in some way similar to what I just stated?

General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir. We have a very effective dam safety
program and consider it one of our most important pieces of busi-
ness.

[The information follows:]

CORPS OF ENGINEERS DAM SAFETY PROGRAM

The Corps of Engineers has a very effective dam safety program and consider it
one of our most important pieces of business. The Army Corps of Engineers actively
manages our dams to ensure that the risks to the public are minimized. We have
no dams which are known to present an imminent danger to the public.

Our dam safety program was established and has been maintained to be in com-
pliance with the Federal Guidelines for Dam Safety. We are an active member of
the Interagency Committee on Dam Safety (ICODS)—a group of Federal officials
who exchange information and ideas on dam safety and work to foster interstate
cooperation; and the National Dam Safety Review Board—which provides a forum
to elevate dam safety issues of National importance.

Each Corps District has a senior engineering official designated as the Dam Safe-
ty Officer. It is the Dam Safety Officer’s responsibility to ensure the proper oper-
ation, maintenance, and funding for all of the dams under his or her control. Each
Dam Safety Officer has the proper technical expertise available either on staff, by
contract, or from other Corps Districts, to safely operate, maintain and assess our
dams.

Our formal programs which help us to ensure dam safety include the following:

Operations and Maintenance Program.—Under this program, we fund our day-to-
day work on our dams, including smaller repairs and some emergency repairs. The
staff who operate and maintain our dams, are our everyday eyes and ears who keep
an eye on the condition and performance of their project. This program also funds
our monitoring instrumentation, which allows us to monitor and evaluate the per-
formance and safety of our dams under all loading conditions and provides data on
project behavior for application to future evaluation and designs.
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Formal Periodic Inspection Program.—Our PI program requires a thorough in-
spection and continuing technical evaluation of each dam on a 5-year cycle (or more
often). This program allows us to uncover problems with our structures that are not
readily apparent during day-to-day surveillance.

Dam Safety Assurance Program.—QOur DSAP provides us with a mechanism to
evaluate and remediate dam safety concerns related to earthquakes, flood capacity,
and changes in the state-of-the-art. design and construction criteria.

Major Rehabilitation Program.—Under this program, we fund larger, long-dura-
tion construction projects which improve the long-term reliability or functionality of
a dam.

And finally, each dam which, due to its location, could pose a potential risk to
life or of serious property damage, has an Emergency Action Plan (EAP) which pro-
vides procedures to ensure that proper actions are taken during a highly unlikely
event of a dam safety situation beyond our control. An EAP includes procedures for
identifying and evaluating emergency situations, guidance for emergency operations
and potential repairs, and notification of affected parties concerning existing and po-
tential emergencies.

In summary, we continue to make dam safety a priority in the Corps of Engi-
neers. Our aging inventory of dams will require our continued commitment to up-
hold our dam safety obligation to the American people.

ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM

Senator DOMENICI. Back to two things in my State. The Acequias
irrigation system, which is a very special historic system being pre-
served for both utilization and historic purposes. We expressed con-
cerns about the progress being made in this irrigation system reha-
bilitation in my State. In addition, the committee expressed the ex-
pectation that the Corps would strengthen its communication and
coordination efforts with the State and local interests. What can
you report to the committee in this regard?

Dr. WESTPHAL. Well, I think I will let General Fuhrman give you
the details, but I think we have made some really good progress
in this area.

Senator DOMENICI. General Fuhrman.

General FUHRMAN. As you remember, Senator, before we were
going at these piecemeal with requiring an annual supplement to
project cooperation agreements [PCA’s] between the Corps and the
State of New Mexico. I am happy to report that now we have
moved beyond that and have established programmatic PCA’s with
the State and we are in the process of initiating the programmatic
NEPA so that these projects can move forward under those um-
brella agreements.

Senator DOMENICI. So, if that reaches fruition, that means we
will not be doing one project at a time with all the delays, but will
be qualifying a system.

General FUHRMAN. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATION MODEL

The Upper Rio Grande water operations model in New Mexico.
The committee requested a report, in consultation with the Bureau,
on the progress and plans to complete the Upper Rio Grande water
operations model. What is the status of this report?

General FUHRMAN. That is scheduled for completion in fiscal year
2000. We are happy to report that the testing to date has been very
successful in that model. It is looking good.
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ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, we have some addi-
tional questions that you can answer for the record.

[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 DOMENICI
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Question. Does the increased budget request of the fiscal year 1999 request reflect
afch?ange in the Administration’s attitude toward your entire program or just parts
of it?

Answer. This budget request reflects the Administration’s concern for the preser-
vation of the Nation’s infrastructure and environmental values. Further, it recog-
nizes the importance of the Nation’s ports and harbors to America’s place in the
global economy.

Question. As and example, how does your budget request treat flood control and
inland navigation waterway projects compared to last year? How much more would
these projects cost the taxpayer based on the budgeted completion schedules than
they would if funded at an efficient rate or schedule?

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 budget request for flood control and inland naviga-
tion projects is substantially better than last year although it does not fund these
projects at optimum schedules. For fiscal year 1999, the budget request for flood
control and inland navigation projects was $497,000,000; for fiscal year 2000, the
budget request for these projects totals $785,000,000. It is not possible to conduct
a definitive analysis of the delay costs because so many assumptions about the fu-
ture are required, and many of these decisions have not yet been made. Let it suf-
fice to say there are costs associated with inflation and costs associated with ineffi-
ciencies.

Question. General Ballard, how are completion schedules impacted based on the
budget request compared to the Corps’ most efficient schedule?

Answer. Generally, 28 port development projects and activities are funded to meet
optimum completion schedules in accordance with the proposed Harbor Services
User Fee which will cover all construction costs. Amounts for 165 flood damage re-
duction, inland waterways, and shore protection projects and activities which rely
on general tax revenues to finance their construction costs are constrained to a level
that is about two-thirds of what is needed to maintain optimum completion sched-
ules. In addition, 9 high priority projects for mitigation, ecosystem restoration, and
other purposes are funded to meet optimum completion schedules. Specifically, com-
pletion dates for 136 projects and activities would be unchanged from the fiscal year
2000 budget and completion dates for 66 projects and activities would be moved up
if projects and activities were funded on their most efficient schedules. The average
change in the completion dates for affected projects would be 5 months.

Question. What was your request to OMB for the construction program, and gen-
erally, how would completion schedules be impacted if projects were funded at the
level requested of OMB?

Answer. The Army recommended a fiscal year 2000 construction program to OMB
that totaled $1.815 billion. This program was based on completing projects on their
most efficient schedules and the impacts would be the same those noted previously.
This amount was later reduced to $1.725 billion after enactment of appropriations
for fiscal year 1999.

Question. Dr. Westphal, you have indicated that “* * * the plan is to stabilize
the Civil Works budget in the future” by reducing the General Investigations pro-
gram of the Corps of Engineers. You have also correctly noted that the study pro-
gram is the pipeline that feeds the Corps’ construction effort. What do you mean
by “stabilize” the Corps’ budget? Given past history with substantially underfunded
budget requests, why isn’t this another effort to put the Corps of Engineers out of
business by turning off the “spigot” of work that feed the construction program?

Answer. There is a large buildup of ongoing work in this part of the Corps pro-
gram. When you compare the eventual large, future construction requirements that
these projects will incur with the tight budgetary ceilings that we are subject to in
the outyears, it is prudent to slow down continuing projects and severely limit the
number of new starts in the General Investigations account, for the time being. The
nationwide activities such as the floodplain management, planning assistance and
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international water study efforts, provide for important, grass roots level support for
helping local areas with their water resource problems and, therefore, were gen-
erally kept at the fiscal year 1999 appropriations level funding.

Question. Dr. Westphal, in a recent statement before the Water Resources Sub-
committee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee you said,
“Once the backlog of costly projects is worked down somewhat, then we expect to
resume funding for studies at a higher level.” Now this sound strangely similar to
statements a few years back related to the Bureau of Reclamation’s program, when
the Secretary of the Interior indicated that new construction work would be sus-
pended for a few years in order to work off some of their backlog and then resume
funding at higher levels. Yet, we never seemed to get back to some of the traditional
work of the Bureau, but have now gotten heavily involved in environmental en-
hancement and other work that is not part of the Reclamation mission. What can
you tell this subcommittee that will lessen our concerns about the future of the
Corps’ Civil Works program, realizing that you and the current Administration will
not be around if the Corps program is adversely impacted by this approach?

Answer. My plan is definitely not to go out of the design and construction busi-
ness. The Corps Civil Works mission is very much in the business of addressing,
evaluating and solving the nations water resource infrastructure problems. But this
year is still a difficult one from the standpoint of the current budgetary situation
and choices must be made. Consequently, while the program presented is a good
one, particularly from the Operation & Maintenance and construction standpoint,
including 20 new construction starts, this is achieved by holding back on several
items, one of which is General Investigations and the outyear commitments that it
can create. We need a pause in the study program in order to put a sizeable dent
in the number of projects currently in the construction pipeline. I hope, if all goes
well with the Corps program in 2000 as well as with the economy and the budget
in general, that we can resume a higher new start program in the outyears.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND

Question. A key component of the President’s Budget is a legislative proposal to
replace the existing Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund with a New Harbor Services
Fund which would fund the annual maintenance and construction requirements for
deep draft harbors around the country. While maintenance has been accomplished
through this sort of financing for many years, expanding the program to include
construction is a step which creates some inequities and imbalances in the overall
water resources program nationwide.

For example, the fiscal year 2000 budget for the Corps of Engineers would “fully
fund” the annual needs for deepening deep draft harbors at the expense of other
activities which again are underfunded and have completion schedules that are
stretched out.

Dr. Westphal, what is the rationale for extending the availability of the Harbor
Services Fund to include construction of deeper navigation channels? Why wasn’t
construction authority provided as part of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund?
What is wrong with the present way funding is provided through the general fund
of the Treasury for deepening projects? What would be the impact if this financing
mechanism was not approved?

Answer. The Harbor Services Fund would provide the funds necessary to pursue
improvements of deep draft ports and channels at the optimum level, that is, with
no delays due to funding constraints. This translates into more work accomplished
in less time. The revenue targets for the Harbor Services User Fee were calculated
to allow this to happen without the accrual of large surpluses. Who are the winners?
The ports, the shippers, the economy.

Extending the authority of the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund to include con-
struction would not be productive. The Supreme Court ruled the Harbor Mainte-
nance Tax unconstitutional on exports in March 1998. The tax is still being collected
on imports and domestic goods. However, a replacement needs to be addressed in
a timely manner since the tax on imports is under scrutiny as the European Union
claims that it violates articles of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT). While the Administration wants to abolish the tax, it also wants to offer
an alternative, equitable funding mechanism at the same time. That mechanism is
the proposed Harbor Services User Fee.

The realities of the Federal Budget process necessitate looking for innovative, eq-
uitable ways to ensure funds are available to produce the navigation benefits that
accrue to ports and shippers. It is good for the Nation’s business to get navigation
benefits on line as quickly as we can and at the least cost possible. To do this, a
funding source other than the General Fund is needed. The Harbor Services User
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Fee will ensure the Army has the resources necessary to meet the growing demands
of the Nation’s ports.

Because the collection of the Harbor Services User Fee will be credited to the Op-
eration and Maintenance, General, and Construction, General, accounts as offsetting
receipts, the lack of the fee would constrain obligation authority within the discre-
tionary caps of the Budget Enforcement Act. Under such a constrained program,
project work likely would not be funded at capability levels, which is what the use
of the Harbor Services Fund would do. The greatest impacts would be in the con-
struction program as project schedules would have to be stretched out over time in
order to keep total budget authority within the discretionary ceilings of the Budget
Enforcement Act.

Question. Since the Nation as a whole benefits from a sound system of ports and
channels, why should the cost of building and maintaining them be placed solely
on shippers?

Answer. While it is true that the Nation’s economy benefits from a healthy port
system, it is also true that our economy allows individuals to profit from their in-
dustries. User fees charged by the Federal Government, for whatever reason, are
based on the long-established principle that those who benefit from a government-
provided service may be required to help pay for it. Vessel owners and operators
are the beneficiaries of the port improvement, operation and maintenance activities
of the Federal Government. They are good at what they do and profit from it. There-
fore, it is only fitting that they contribute financially to a developed, reliable, safe
U.S. port system.

Another reason for a Harbor Services User Fee addresses an even more basic eco-
nomic issue: the allocation of scarce resources. The realities of the Federal Budget
process necessitate looking for innovative, equitable ways to ensure funds are avail-
able to produce the navigation benefits that accrue to shippers. It is also good busi-
ness practice to get benefits on line as quickly as we can and at the least cost pos-
sible. To do this, a funding source other than the General Fund is needed. The Har-
bor Services User Fee will ensure the Army has the resources necessary to meet
the growing demands of the Nation’s ports.

Question. Is there general agreement and support within the shipping community
with the approach of the Administration has put forth related to the Harbor Serv-
ices Fund?

Answer. I believe they are still thinking very hard about the proposal. The ship-
pers would pay the users fee and the ports are concerned about competitiveness.
Last year, I conducted several outreach sessions with port representatives and lis-
tened carefully to their concerns. We have been working the key issues very hard
to draft a proposal which reaps navigation benefits without placing an unreasonable
financial burden on the shippers.

Question. General Ballard, do you perceive any problems with financing the con-
struction deepening of ports through this type of arrangement? Do you think that
this approach will adversely impact the construction program? How about the fiscal
year 2000 budget request, are there any impacts as a result of this proposal, in your
Jjudgement?

Answer. I do not see a problem with financing port deepening construction
projects from the Harbor Services Fund if legislation is enacted to allow this ar-
rangement. It will be similar to the manner in which port maintenance require-
ments have been met in prior years, and will provide a reliable funding source so
that port deepening projects could proceed on their most efficient construction
schedules. However, non-Federal sponsors of other types of projects will very likely
not be pleased with this proposal because most other projects which rely on general
tax revenues to finance their construction will proceed on constrained schedules.
This situation has created two groups projects that are treated differently from one
another in the fiscal year 2000 budget request. It may adversely impact the con-
struction program as the groups compete for scarce resources.

Question. Have any projects had to be delayed or under-funded in order to accom-
modate the port deepening construction? What will these delays mean in terms of
increased costs and delayed benefits?

Answer. As I indicated previously, 28 port development projects and activities
that would be funded from the Harbor Services Fund are included in the fiscal year
2000 budget request to meet optimum completion schedules. Amounts for 165 flood
damage reduction, inland waterways, and shore protection projects and activities
which rely on general tax revenues to finance their construction costs are con-
strained to a level that is about two-thirds of what is needed to maintain optimum
completion schedules. In addition, 9 high priority projects for mitigation, ecosystem
restoration, and other purposes are funded to meet optimum completion schedules.
It is not possible to conduct a definitive analysis of the delay costs and delayed ben-
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efits because so many assumptions about the future are required, and many of these
decisions have not yet been made. Let it suffice to say there are costs associated
with inflation, costs associated with inefficiencies, and costs associated with forgone
benefits.

FULLY FUNDED PROJECTS BUDGETED FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

Question. General Ballard, could you provide for the record a list of all projects
that are included in the budget which are “fully funded” at or near the optimum
rate for fiscal year 20007

Answer. Yes, I will provide such a list for the record.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 “FULLY FUNDED" CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL PROJECTS

[In thousands of dollars]

2000
DIV ST PROJECT BUDGET
PO ... A ... CHIGNIK AK ..ottt eneson 4,357
PO ... A ... COOK INLET, AK ..ooooorriiiccscticsssiisssisssssssss s sssssssssssssssssssansnns 500
PO ... A ... KAKE HARBOR, AK ... . 2,568
PO ... A ... ST. PAUL HARBOR, AK . . 500
SA AL ... MOBILE HARBOR, AL ......oovirviuirrriiiiiscniiiissscisissssssssssssssessssssssssssaesnnns 700
SP ... CA ... GUADALUPE RIVER, CA ...coeoreeeiiceeicesiseseseessesssenessseseseneeas 5,000
B — CA ... HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 3,200
SP ... CA ... LOS ANGELES HARBOR CA .......... . 9,785
B — CA ... SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA .......... . 4,960
SA ... FL o CANAVERAL HARBOR DEEPENING, FL ... 830
SA ... FL o CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL .....cccoooverirannee 2,750
SA FL oo CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL .....ccvvveererreererreiisscniienns 52,300
SA FL oo EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL . 21,100
SA FLo KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL ...ooouriiiirrsscriieecssessisiesssisissessssscssisisenenns 39,800
SA FLo MANATEE HARBOR, FL ...oorriiiiriiscniicscsssssssssssisisesssiissssssaennnns 4,700
SA FL ... MIAMI HARBOR CHANNEL, FL ............... 15,000
PO ... HI......... KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI . 75
PO ... HI e MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI ............... . 272
R ... [ E— CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL .. 7,629
MV ... LA ... PORT FOURCHON, LA ...... . 2,184
NA ... MA ... BOSTON HARBOR, MA .....ocoeeecesceeecenisceeseresseseeseeeenanns . 1,000
NA ... MD ... BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS (BREWERTON CHANNEL), MD . . 9,578
SA ... MS ... PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS .....ooreseeeceeeceiiseseiressssessscnesaceneseneeas 1,192
SA NC ... WILMINGTON HARBOR NC ....ooooiivicriieeerreiiiecnisisersssssssesssssessssessecsenenns 18,300
MV ... ND ... DEVILS LAKE ND 10,000
NA ... N DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA & DE .......cccccoovvienecs 16,500
NA ... N NEW YORK HARBOR & ADJACENT CHNLS, PORT JERSEY CHNL, NJ 2,000
NA ... NY ... KILL VAN KULL AND NEWARK BAY CHANNEL, NY & NJ . 60,000
NA ... PA ... WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) ..........cc.cc..... . 20,000
R — PR ... SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR .....ccoovvreririacnns 8,000
N — SC s CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC ... . 37,284
B [[— | D CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX .eoreereeeeceieeesieenieseisessseessesessseseseneens 8,700
W | D HOUSTON—GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS TX ....ooveeecrcciireceens 60,000
NA ... VA ... NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS (DEEPENING), VA . 550
W ... WA ... COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR & ID ... 100,000
XX XX s DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL FACILITIES PROGRAM 20,000
XX XX RIVERINE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION AND FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION ...... 25,000

FISCAL YEAR 2000 CONSTRUCTION CAPABILITIES

Question. Also, could you provide for the record a list which shows the Corp’s con-
struction capability, how the funds would be used, and how much the schedule could
be advanced with the additional funding?

Answer. Yes, I will provide the requested list for the record.



FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- B » B
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
ALABAMA:
AL1 BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, VICINITY OF | (N) 18,900 3,000 (C) 3,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
JACKSON, AL.
AL1 MOBILE HARBOR, AL (N) 305,568 700 (C) 700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AL 2 WALTER F GEORGE POWERHOUSE AND DAM, AL & GA | (MP) 37,000 750 (MR) 750 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
GA 2 (MAJOR REHAB).
AL 2 WALTER F GEORGE POWERPLANT, AL & GA (MAJOR | (MP) 30,800 3,600 (MR) 3,600 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
GA 2 REHAB).
ALASKA:
ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, AK ............... (3] 25,000 (€) 13,911 (C) | COMPLETE BUCKLAND CONSTRUCTION ........covvvvrvirrirrirnninne $8,911
INITIATE NOME CONSTRUCTION ....ceoveceereeeneeeeeeeeseeeenees 5,000
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC
AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
13,911
AK AL BETHEL BANK STABILIZATION, AK ...cooovverreereeeereererenes (FC) 118,031 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CHIGNIK HARBOR, AK (N) 15589 4,357 (C) 4,357 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AK AL COOK INLET, AK (N) 19,450 500 (C) 2,178 (C) | ADVANGE CONSTRUCTION BY 1 YEAR
AK AL DILLINGHAM EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION, AK ......... (FC) 13,277 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC
AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
AK AL HOMER SPIT STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, AK ................. (FC) 16,600 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
AK AL KAKE HARBOR, AK (N) 118,000 2,568 (C) 2,568 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.
ST PAUL HARBOR, AK (N) 114,349 500 (C) 2,500 (C) | ADVANGE COMPLETION OF CONTRACT #1 BY 6 MO AND 2,000
INITIATE CONTRACT #2.
ARIZONA:
AZ 6 CLIFTON, AZ (FC) 116,100 645 (C) 645 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT
AZ 2,5 NOGALES WASH, AZ (FC) 1523 (C) 180 (C) | CONSTRUCT FLOODWARNING SYSTEM
AZ2,5 RILLITO RIVER, AZ (FC) 128,600 (C) 2,643 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT
ARKANSAS:
AR 2 ARKANSAS RIVER, TUCKER CREEK, AR ......covvvverrrrerrrceenne (FC) 1418 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
AR 2,3 DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM POWERHOUSE, AR (MAJOR | (MP) 129,700 11,964 (MR) 11,964 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

REHAB).

12T



(Amounts in Thousands)

FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- N . .
Districts Project and State Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
AR 1,2 3, MCCLELLAN—KERR 1632,500 3,080 (C) 3,500 (C) | CONTINUE EVALUATION STUDIES OF CUT-OFF STRUCTURE 420
4 ARKANSAS RIVER EROSION.
0K 2, 3 NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR & OK
AR 1,4 MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM, AR 1242,000 20,000 (C) 45,000 (C) | ADVANCE COMPLETION OF PROJECT ONE YEAR .......cccccomvvenne 25,000
AR 4 OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA .. 1261,000 (C) (C) | LACK OF LOCAL COOPERATION
A3 45
AR 3 O0ZARK (POWERHOUSE), AR (MAJOR REHAB) ..... 44,700 (MR) 500 (MR) | INITIATE REDESIGN OF EXISTING FIVE TURBINES ... 500
AR 2, 4 PLUM BAYOU LEVEE SYSTEM, ARKANSAS 1,700 (€) 1,000 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION OF PROJECT. .......cocouunee. 1,000
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW RIVER LEVEES, AR
OF THIS PROJECT HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR
POLICY CONCERNS.
AR 3, 4, RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION, AR & LA ..... 1120,262 (C) 4,000 (C) | CONTINUE CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS FOR BLACK LAKE, 2,600
LA 4 PLEASANT VALLEY AND HUNTERS ISLAND.
INITIATE DESIGN BOIS D’ARC REVETMENT 1,000
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT REVETMENT ... 400
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
4,000
CALIFORNIA:
CA3 4,5 AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (NATOMAS), CA 128,510 4,000 (C) 4,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
11
CA3, 4,5 AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED, CA ... 147,600 17,000 (C) 17,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
11
CA3 CACHE CREEK SETTLING BASIN, CA ....cooevveeirirriniins 115,740 (©) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CA 6 CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA 21,700 500 (C) 500 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
CA 13,15,16 COYOTE AND BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA . 155,735 (C) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....cccvvvv | v
CA1l CRESCENT CITY HARBOR, CA 1,446 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CA 15,16 GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 178,500 5,000 (C) 5,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
CA1l HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA ......ccoveoeveereererrscrrianes 12,300 3,200 (C) 3,200 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT

44!
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- - " -
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
CA 22 SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA (N) 15,360 4,960 (C) 4,960 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
CA 29 SANTA MONICA BREAKWATER, CA ... (N) 14,660 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CA 23 ANTA PAULA CREEK, CA (FC) 136,000 14,800 (C) 16,195 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT
CA 49 SILVER STRAND SHORELINE, IMPERIAL BEACH, CA .......... (BE) 15,300 (C) 351 (C) | COMPLETE GRR 351
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED POLICY CONCERNS.
CA 20 SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA (DAM SAFETY) ... (FC) 30,900 1,250 (DS) 1,250 (DS) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT ............
CA 45, 47 SURFSIDE—SUNSET—NEWPORT BEACH, CA (BE) 43,200 (€) 400 (C) | INITIATE ENGINEERING & DESIGN FOR PERIODIC NOURISH- 400
MENT.
CA2,3 UPPER SACRAMENTO AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, | (FC) 55,640 3,055 (C) 3,055 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT
CA.
CA 10 WALNUT CREEK, CA ( 171,930 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CA3 WEST SACRAMENTO, CA ( 124,700 7,700 (C) 7,700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
CA7 WILDCAT AND SAN PABLO CREEKS, CA ( 120,200 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CA3 YOLO BASIN WETLANDS, SACRAMENTO RIVER, CA ... B) 112,145 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
COLORADO:
€03 ALAMOSA, CO (FC) 15552 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
CONNECTICUT:
CT3 FAULKNERS ISLAND, CT (FC) 4,500 (€) 582 (C) | COMPLETE PROJECT
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
DELAWARE:
DE AL DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, DE (BE) 111,800 259 (C) 259 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
DE AL DELAWARE COAST-REHOBOTH TO DEWEY BCH, DE (BE) 46,090 (©) 325 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF
THIS PROJECT HAS IDENTIFIED POLICY CONCERNS.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA:
AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206 .......... 49,000 4,500 (C) 6,000 (C) | FULLY FUND PROGRAM
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 32,000 3,000 (C) 5,000 (C) | FULLY FUND PROGRAM
BEACH EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 103 ....... 27,600 2,500 (C) 4,000 (C) | FULLY FUND PROGRAM
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION 10,200 1,000 (C) 2,000 (C) | FULLY FUND PROGRAM
204).
DREDGED MATERIAL DISPOSAL FACILITIES PROGRAM ...... 248,255 20,000 (C) 20,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

Vel
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Conressional Estimated Amounts in-
Dg_ trict: Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cluded in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
stricts HMTF cost dent’s budget
AL 2 JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM POWERHOUSE, FL & GA | (MP) 35,600 6,000 (MR) 6,000 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
FL 2 (MAJOR REHAB).
GA 2
FL 5, 8, 10, KISSIMMEE RIVER, FL (B 243,500 39,800 (C) 39,800 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
11,12,15, 16
FL 22 LAKE WORTH INLET SAND TRANSFER PLANT ... (N) 4,500 (©) 1,000 (C) | INITIATE PROJECT
FL 14 LEE COUNTY, FL (REIMBURSEMENT) (BE) 8,900 (€) 185 (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS ...
FL 13 MANATEE HARBOR, FL (N) 19,885 4,700 (C) 4,700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
FL 10, 12, MARTIN COUNTY, FL (BE) 25,600 (€) 213 (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccoovvces | ceverrrrriinnes
16
FL 18, 22 MIAMI HARBOR CHANNEL, FL ....oovivirrvierrisereieneirenns (N) 47,566 15,000 (C) 15,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
FL 4 PALM VALLEY BRIDGE, FL (N) 18,700 3,000 (C) 5,000 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 1 YEAR
FL1 PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL (BE) 22,905 (©) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS.
FLS 9 PINELLAS COUNTY, FL (BE) 144,600 2,000 (C) 3,476 (C) | RENOURISH SAND KEY & TREASURE ISLAND .......ccooovvmmmrrcrnee | worvevrirecenns
FL 4 ST. JOHNS COUNTY (ST. AUGUSTINE BEACHES), FL .......... (BE) 153,400 (©) 300 (C) | COMPLETE DESIGN
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT

HAS IDENTIFIED POLICY CONCERNS.

FL 11 TAMPA HARBOR—BIG BEND ... (N) 6,932 (©) 1,000 (C) | INITIATE PROJECT
GEORGIA:
GA9 BUFORD POWERHOUSE, GA (MAJOR REHAB) ......ccccooerneees (MP) 32,900 3,650 (MR) 3,650 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
GA 11 HARTWELL LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA & SC (MAJOR | (MP) 120,800 1,500 (MR) 1,500 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
SC3 REHAB).
GAl LOWER SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA & SC .....coccvererrrrs (N) 13,196 (C) 200 (C) | INITIATE PROJECT
SC 2
GA 10 RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC ..........c.... (MP) 1618,100 8,500 (C) 8,500 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
SC3
GA 10 THURMOND LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA & SC (MAJOR | (MP) 169,700 8,000 (MR) 8,000 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
SC3 REHAB).
GAl TYBEE ISLAND, GA (BE) 117,244 (C) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccccovvv | v
HAWAII:

HI 2 IAO STREAM FLOOD CONTROL, MAUI, HI (DEF CORR) ...... (FC) 114,297 219 (C) 340 (C) | ADVANCE COMPLETION OF GENERAL DESIGN MEMORANDUM | ................

BY 6 MONTHS.
HI 2 KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI (N) 14,997 75 (C) 75 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- N . .
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget

IL 19 OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL & KY ............ (N) 11,020,000 28,634 (C) 51,000 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 12 MONTHS .......cccoveeee 22,366

KY 1

AL, 23, UPPER MISS RVR SYSTEM ENV MGMT PROGRAM, IL, 1A, | (E) 1242,862 18,955 (C) 18,955 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

4,5 MO, MN & WI.

IL 16, 17,

18, 20

MN 1, 2, 3,

4,56

MO 1,2, 4,

6,89

W1, 23,

4,5,6,7,

89

INDIANA:

IN 4 FORT WAYNE METROPOLITAN AREA, IN . (FC) 137,021 4,000 (C) 4,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

IN1 INDIANA SHORELINE EROSION, IN BE) 1184,000 (C) 40 (C) | CONTINUE MONITORING PROGRAM .....cooevereerrerecrnrineninns 40
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT

HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

IN9, 10 INDIANAPOLIS CENTRAL WATERFRONT, WHITE RIVER, IN .. | (FC) 139,975 (C) 10,991 (C) | CONTINUE PROJECT 10,991

NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

IN6,7, 10 INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN ....ooveorrrre (FC) 111,837 (€) 1,588 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION 1,588

IN1 LAKE GEORGE, HOBART, IN (FC) 16,000 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccccoooee | v

IN1 LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN (FC) 1131,618 3,900 (C) 9,400 (C) | ADVANCE CONSTRUCTION ON STAGE IV-1 3,600
COMPLETE BURR STREET LEVEE 500
INITIATE PUMP STATION 1A 1,000
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 400

5,500
IN8 9 NEW HARMONY, IN (FC) 12,455 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....cccovvve | evrerrrrrei

NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

861
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional o Estimated Amounts in- N . .
Districts roject and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
KS 4 WINFIELD, KS (FC) 16,600 154 (C) 154 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
KENTUCKY:
KY 1 BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY & TN ......ccocoonnrenn. (MP) 1159,799 1,450 (C) 2,750 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 12 MONTHS ......ccoovunires 1,300
N7 8
KY 5 DEWEY LAKE, KY (DAM SAFETY) 113,700 2,500 (DS) 4,900 (DS) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 12 MONTHS .. 2,400
AL 4,5 KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM, TENNESSEE RIVER, KY .. (N) 1533,000 7,750 (C) 15,000 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 9 MONTHS 7,250
KY 1,5
MS 1
N2 3,4
56,7, 8
IN9 MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & IN .......... (N) 1268,000 2,800 (C) 10,800 (C) | ADVANCE AWARD OF PHASE | LOCK CONSTRUCTION 24 8,000
KY 3 MONTHS; AWARD BOAT MOORING CONTRACT; ADVANCE
PROJECT COMPLETION BY 24 MONTHS.
KY 3, 4 METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY ........c.c...... (FC) 112,115 3,251 (C) 3,251 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
KY 5 SALYERSVILLE, KY (FC) 18,630 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
KY 4,5 SOUTHERN AND EASTERN KENTUCKY .....ocoveverriecirriinnns (E) 110,000 (€) 2,000 (C) | INCREASE COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAM ...........
KY 2, 6 TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY (FC) 192,980 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED EXCEPT FOR UNPROGRAMMED RECREATION
FACILITIES.
LOUISIANA:
LAS5, 6 ALOHA—RIGOLETTE, LA (FC) 17,078 581 (C) 581 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AL 46 COMITE RIVER, LA (FC) 182,700 4,000 (C) 4,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
A3 GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LA .o (FC) 136,547 (C) (C) | ENGINEERING AND DESIGN WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE
FUNDS.
AL 23 INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA ......cccoovveeene (N) 1533,000 13,000 (C) 15,900 (C) | INITIATE DEMOLITION OF EASTSIDE BUSINESS .......cccoovonmienne 500
ADVANCE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN ......ccooorvvrrirerirerirnninne

2,400

2,900

0€T
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional

Estimated

Amounts in-

Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
LA4,5 6 RED RIVER WATERWAY, MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO SHREVE- | (N) 1,895,691 21,113 (C) 23,613 (C) | ACCELERATE INITIATION:
PORT, LA. COGNAC REINFORCEMENT DIKES 1,250
POISSON ACS 1,000
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT .....ovverreernrereceensnreens 250
2,500
A1, 2 SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA, LA (FC) 1374,000 47,066 (C) 100,000 (C) | JEFFERSON PARISH:
COMPLETE 17 CONTRACTS 28,448
CONTINUE 7 CONTRACTS 4,230
ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 50
SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION ..o 4,386
ORLEANS PARISH:
COMPLETE 2 CONTRACTS 6,463
CONTINUE 4 CONTRACTS 8,154
SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION ..o

1,203

52,934

491
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- - " -
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
MASSACHUSETTS:
MA 8, 9, 10 BOSTON HARBOR, MA (N) 112,150 1,000 (C) 1,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MA 10 CAPE COD CANAL RAILROAD BRIDGE, MA (MAJOR | (N) 130,500 5,000 (MR) 5,000 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
REHAB).
MA 2 HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA (MAJOR REHAB) ........ccoevvvvens (FC) 118,600 3,257 (MR) 3,257 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MA 7 REVERE BEACH, MA (BE) 6,825 (€) (C) | PERIODIC NOURISHMENT NOT CURRENTLY REQUIRED ......cc.. | overrvvrrrrnnne
MA 7 ROUGHANS POINT, REVERE, MA (FC) 18,000 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
MA 9, 10 TOWN BROOK, QUINCY AND BRAINTREE, MA ... (FC) 130,600 1,500 (C) 1,500 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MICHIGAN:
M1 GREAT LAKES CONNECTING CHANNELS AND HARBORS, | (N) 111,254 (€) 500 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION UPPER ST MARYS RIVER (VIDAL 500
MN 8 MI, MN, & WI. SHOALS). CHANNEL DEEPENING.
Wi 7
MINNESOTA:
MN 2 CHASKA, MN (FC) 130,397 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
MN 1 LOCK AND DAM 3, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN (MAJOR | (N) 115,400 3,200 (MR) 5,000 (MR) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 6 MONTHS .......ccooovmemmenne | ererreeirreinns
REHAB).
MN 2 MARSHALL, MN (FC) 17,850 2,275 (C) 3,275 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 9 MONTHS ... | i
MN 8 PINE RIVER DAM, CROSS LAKE, MN (DAM SAFETY) .......... (N) 19,820 3,390 (DS) 3,390 (DS) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MN 1 ROCHESTER, MN (FC) 167,210 (©) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
MN 6 STILLWATER, MN (BE) 18,700 (€) 1,158 (C) | COMPLETE STAGE 2 CONSTRUCTION
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
MISSISSIPPI:
Al EAST PEARL, WALKIAH BLUFF—BG155 ....ccoovvvieiirrcrireinns (B 14,000 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
MS 2, 3, 4,
5
MS 5 JACKSON COUNTY INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY, MS ........ (FC) 10,000 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccocovvve | v
MS 4 NATCHEZ BLUFF, MS (FC) 113,039 (€) 500 (C) | CONTINUING CONSTRUCTION OF MADISON STREET TO STATE 500
STREET.
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
MS 5 PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS (N) 39,041 7,192 (C) 7,792 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- B » B
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
N 13 ARTHUR KILL CHANNEL, HOWLAND HOOK MARINE TER- | (N) 216,000 (C) (C) | PROJECT REQUIRES REAUTHORIZATION
NY 13 MINAL, NY & NJ.
N 2,3 BRIGANTINE TO GREAT EGG (ABSECON) .......ocoommerrveerree (FC) 329,000 ©) 7,000 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED POLICY CONCERNS.
NJ 2 CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ (BE) 187,700 1,700 (C) 1,700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
DE AL DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA & DE (N) 1214,000 16,500 (C) 16,500 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
N1, 2,4,
5,12, 13
PA L 23,
7, 8,10, 15
NJ 2 GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, NJ .. (BE) 1358,800 419 (C) 419 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
N9 HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ (FC) 12,500 (C) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....cccooooee | overreerrnein
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONERNS.
NJ 5, 8, 10, JOSEPH G MINISH HISTORIC WATERFRONT PARKNJ ......... (FC) 33,705 (€) 8,000 (C) | CONTINUE CONSTRUCTION.NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S
11, 13 REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC
AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
NJ 10, 13 LIBERTY STATE PARK LEVEE AND SEAWALL, NJ ......cccccceee (FC) 19,150 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NJ 5, 8 MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND | (FC) 120,600 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
PATERSON, NJ.
NJ 13 NEW YORK HARBOR & ADJACENT CHANNELS, PORT JER- | (N) 72,100 2,000 (C) 2,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
SEY CHANNEL, NJ.
N 11 PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE | (FC) 18,300 1,800 (C) 1,800 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AREAS, NJ.
NJ 5 RAMAPO AND MAHWAH RIVERS, MAHWAH, NJ AND | (FC) 6,530 (€) (C) | COST SHARING AND FINANCING BY LOCAL INTERESTS ARE | ..cocovvvvernne
NY 22 SUFFERN, NY. UNAVAILABLE.
NJ 5, 8 RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ ... (FC) 111,240 1,300 (C) 1,300 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
NI 3,6 RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BA (BE) 30,000 (©) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccccovvv | ovrrererrin
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
NI 6, 7, 12 RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ ... | (FC) 1286,000 1,000 (C) 1,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
N 3,6 SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ ... (BE) 1979,000 9,000 (C) 9,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional ) Estimated Amounts in- B » B
Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
NY 25 ONONDAGA LAKE STORM WATER DISCHARGE, NY ............. (FC) 14,000 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccccovvve | v
NY 16, 18 ORCHARD BEACH, NY (BE) 5,200 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....ccccovvv | v
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS STUDY HAS
IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
NY 1 SHINNECOCK INLET, NY (N) 116,900 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NY 17, 18 YONKERS, NY (DEF CORR) (FC) 113,529 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NORTH CAROLINA:
NC 3 AIWW, REPLACEMENT OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY BRIDGES, | (N) 70,700 7,000 (C) 7,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
NC.
NC 4 B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC ......coovorevereriieanns (FC) 147,557 (©) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NC 7 BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC—OCEAN ISLE BEACH | (BE) 73,800 (C) 200 (C) | INITIATE CONSTRUCTION
PORTION. NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
NC 7 CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC ....ovvvvrrerrirerrircenes (BE) 163,780 (©) (C) | PERIODIC NOURISHMENT NOT CURRENTLY REQUIRED ... | vovvvererrire
NC 2, 4 FALLS LAKE, NC (FC) 183,000 (©) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NC 8 HAMLET CITY LAKE, NC (FC) 3,200 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
NC 7 WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC (N) 247,100 18,300 (C) 18,300 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
NC 7 WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC (BE) 25,200 (©) (C) | PERIODIC NOURISHMENT NOT CURRENTLY REQUIRED ... | vovverrrrier
NORTH DAKOTA:
ND AL BUFORD-TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT LAND ACQUISI- | (FC) 140,000 5,000 (C) 10,000 (C) | ACQUIRE ADDITIONAL EASEMENTS FROM WILLING SELL- 5,000
TION, ND. ERS.
ND AL DEVILS LAKE EMERGENCY OUTLET, ND ....ccccovvvomrerreriicinns (FC) 129,000 10,000 (C) 10,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
ND AL FT YATES BRIDGE, ND (MP) 40,577 (©) (C) | CURRENT FUNDS ARE ADAQUATE MAJOR ACTIVITIES ON | oo
THIS PROJECT HAVE CURTAILED PENDING EXECUTION OF
A MOA WITH THE STANDING ROCK SIOUX TRIBE.
ND AL GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (MAJOR REHAB) | (MP) 137,000 6,500 (MR) 6,500 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MN 7 GRAND FORKS, ND—EAST GRAND FORKS, MN ................. (FC) 1175,900 10,000 (C) 10,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
ND AL
ND AL HOMME LAKE, ND (DAM SAFE- | (FC) 116,000 3,000 (DS) 3,000 (DS) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
TY).
ND AL LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND (DAM SAFETY) | (FC) 114,700 (DS) (DS) | FULLY FUNDED
ND AL LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND (MAJOR | (FC) 17,800 500 (MR) 1,535 (MR) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 12 MONTHS ....vvvovevriienes | v

REHAB).
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional

Estimated

Amounts in-

Districts Project and State Type Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget
OR1,3 LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION, OR | (FC) 28,000 262 (C) 617 (C) | PREPARE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR BARLOW POINT 90
WA 3 & WA. SITE.
PREPARE P&S FOR COLUMBIA SLOUGH SITE 100
PREPARE DECISION DOCUMENT ON OTHER SITES 165
355
OR 1,34, WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN BANK PROTECTION, OR ........... (FC) 33,300 (€) 118 (C) | PROVIDE DESIGN, PREPARE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, 118
5 AND CONSTRUCT THE SHADY DELL SITE.
OR 4 WILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR ... (FC) 170,600 1,700 (C) 3,500 (C) | INITIATE DIVERSION WORK 500
COMPLETE P & S FOR INTAKE TOWER ......coovvverrnerirerircens 1,000
GATE FABRICATION 300
1,800
PENNSYLVANIA:
PA 9 BROAD TOP REGION, PA (FC) 15,500 (C) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....cccocooose | overreerrneens
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJEC HAS
IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
PA 3 GLEN FOERD, PA (FC) 11,110 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
PA 12 JOHNSTOWN, PA (MAJOR REHAB) ......cccnvverreeeirnerierinenes (FC) 132,664 6,800 (MR) 6,800 (MR) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
PA 10 LACKAWANNA RIVER, OLYPHANT, PA (FC) 19,839 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
PA 10 LACKAWANNA RIVER, SCRANTON, PA ... ... | (FC) 147,575 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
PA 18, 20 LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, | (N) 1705,000 21,600 (C) 53,078 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 12 MONTHS ................. 31,478
PA.
PA 21 PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) ... (BE) 158,085 520 (C) 520 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
PA 14 SAW MILL RUN, PITTSBURGH, PA oo | (FC) 110,575 3,500 (C) 3,500 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
SCHUYLKILL RIVER PARK, PHILADELPHIA, PA ..........ccccoenee. (FC) 2,700 (©) 2,625 (C) | CONTINUE CONSTRUCTION
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW PA OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
PA 12 SOUTH CENTRAL PA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT, | (E) 136,750 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....cccovvvee | ovevrrnrier

PA.

NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATIONS REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

ol
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

. Estimated Amounts in-
Coan_r?s_mtonal Project and State Type Fet?,llr{I]VaTFe, & cIu?e?iu?nSPlrr;si- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
istricts HMTF cost dent's budget

TENNESSEE:

N6 BLACK FOX, MURFREE AND OAKLANDS SPRINGS WET- | (E) 16,817 (€) (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....coocccc. | rorrrrrrrrr.
LANDS, TN.

™3 EAST RIDGE, HAMILTON CO.,TN (FC) 118,750 (€ (C) | PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS ...
™3 TENNESSEE RIVER, HAMILTON COUNTY, TN ... (FC) 16,669 (€) (C) { PROJECT WILL CONTINUE WITH AVAILABLE FUNDS .....

TEXAS:
X7, 18, BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX .....ovvvvevevvevvvrverersrnsnresnnnnennnens (FC) 1293,010 9,800 (C) 9,800 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
22,25
X 14 CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX (N) 126,820 8,700 (C) 8,700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
X9, 22, 25 CLEAR CREEK, TX (FC) 175,830 3,200 (C) 3,200 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
X7,8 CYPRESS CREEK, HOUSTON, TX ......oooirrrrrrvrveceeeinisissree (FC) 19,848 (€) 4,569 (C) | INITIATE & COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION 4,569
TX 5, 24, DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, | (FC) 112,150 (€ (C) | PROJECT REQUIRES ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION ......ooooveveeee | rrrarnnnnnns
26, 30 .
TX 16 EL PASO, TX (FC) 1116,300 6,200 (C) 6,200 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
X 11, 14 GIWW, ARANSAS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, TX ............ (N) 120,660 9,000 (C) 9,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
X 8,9, 18, HOUSTON—GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX ........ (N) 1415,543 60,000 (C) 60,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
25,29
TX 6, 24, 26 JOE POOL LAKE, TX (FC) 1227,000 (€ 26,700 (C) | REIMBURSE JUDGEMENT FUND ........oooovirrrrcccccscccscsisrinnns 26,700
X13 MCGRATH CREEK, WICHITA FALLS, TX ......oovvvvvvvviririririrnnnns (FC) 11,050 () (C) | FULLY FUNDED
X29 11 NECHES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES SALTWATER BARRIER, | (N) 141,895 2,000 (C) 2,000 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

.

AR 1, 23, RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX & 0K ........... (FC) 188,422 (€ 2,100 (C) | CONTINUE PROJECT
4 NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
LA 4,5 HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
0K 23,4,
6
X1, 4,13,
17,19, 26
AR 1,2 RED RIVER WATERWAY, TX, AR, OK, LA (INDEX AR TO | (FC) 1318,600 (€) 5,500 (C) | CONTINUE PROJECT 5,500
LA 5 DENISON DAM, TX. NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
0K 3 HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

™14
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional

Estimated

Amounts in-

Districts Project and State Fed, IWTF, & cludeq in Presi- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
HMTF cost dent’s budget

WA 3, 4 MT ST HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA ... 195,800 540 (C) 540 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

WA 8,9 MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA (DAM SAFETY) ... 68,717 (DS) (DS) | FULLY FUNDED

OR 2 THE DALLES POWERHOUSE (UNITS 1-14, WA & OR 194,000 2,300 (MR) 3,300 (MR) | PROCURE WINDINGS 1,000

WA 4 (MAJOR REHAB).

WEST VIRGINIA:

Wv 3 BLUESTONE LAKE, WV (DAM SAFETY) 1107,300 750 (DS) 4,200 (DS) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 12 MONTHS ............... 3,450

Wv 3 GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV 112,000 (©) 1,000 (C) | CONTINUE DETAILED DESIGN 1,000
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT

HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.

KY 4,5 LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND 11,837,841 5,400 (C) 23,100 (C) | CONTINUE LOWER MINGO CO, WV N/S ......ccovvveercrvrirnernes 1,300

VA9 RIVER, WV, VA & KY. CONTINUE PIKE CO, KY N/S 1,100

Wv 3 CONTINUE MARTIN CO, KY, N/S 900
CONTINUE UPPER MINGO CO, WV N/S ... 600
CONTINUE WAYNE CO, WV N/S 300
CONTINUE MCDOWELL CO, WV N/S 2,200
CONTINUE BUCHANAN CO, VA DPR 800
INITIATE PIKE CO, KY TRIB DPR 500
CONTINUE HARLAN, KY 1,500
CONTINUE MIDDLESBOROUGH, KY . 5,000
CONTINUE CLOVER FORK, KY N/S ...... 3,000
INIT PLAN—3QTR—TOWN OF MARTIN,KY .. 500
N/S: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT HAS

IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
17,700
Wv 2 LONDON LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV (MAJOR 120,300 600 (MR) 1,400 (MR) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 12 MONTHS .......cccooeene 800
REHAB).

Wv 2 MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV ... 1294,000 9,800 (C) 11,350 (C) | ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLETION BY 6 MONTHS 1,550

Wv 2 MOOREFIELD, WV 120,494 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED

Wv 2 PETERSBURG, WV 119,711 (€) (C) | FULLY FUNDED

OH 6 ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV & 1363,474 7,150 (C) 9,300 (C) | COMPLETE BANK STABILIZATION ........coovvvereeorerieirnrenineniinns 2,150

W 2,3 OH.
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REIMBURSEMENTS AND CREDITS

Question. General Ballard, what you have done to manage non-Federal sponsor
requests to perform work for credit or reimbursement or to advance funds for
projects?

Answer. In the past, we have entertained all requests to perform creditable or re-
imbursable work or advance funds if we had the authority and the request was con-
sistent with the project schedule and other decisions on budget and appropriations.
However, because of the growth in interest in these arrangements, we will review
the program and will consider establishing criteria to limit the impact of such ar-
rangements on the program. Also, our policy is that before negotiating an agreement
involving non-Federal work or advanced funds that could require possible future
Federal appropriations we will coordinate the request within the Administration
and with the Appropriations’ Committees.

GENERAL EXPENSES APPROPRIATION REQUEST

Question. General Ballard or General Fuhrman, the budget request for fiscal year
2000 includes $148 million for executive direction and management functions of the
Corps? of Engineers. Is this level of funding adequate to manage the Civil Works pro-
gram?

Answer. The General Expenses funding level has remained at the $148 million
level for the last two fiscal years as the headquarters and division offices have un-
dergone several restructuring and downsizing initiatives. These initiatives included
a review and realignment of roles and missions to eliminate duplication, remove op-
erating functions, reduce the number of division offices, and reorganize internally.
These efforts were taken to make the most efficient use of the reduced workforce
while still providing the executive direction and management needed to accomplish
the civil works mission and be responsive to our customers.

This reduced workforce has permitted us to maintain an appropriate level of exec-
utive direction and management with a constant $148 million budget. However, as
we approach our target manpower level, staffing reductions begin to taper off and
it no longer is possible to absorb the increased costs of salaries, operations, and in-
flation. Nonetheless, we continue to look at ways to get our job done in the best
manner possible at the lowest cost.

Question. The General Expenses program has been held constant for the past sev-
eral years. What impact has this had on your program, especially your ability to
attract and retain talent needed to manage the program?

Answer. I am very concerned about maintaining the technical and managerial ex-
pertise of the workforce, especially in the division offices and the headquarters. The
problem is that when we cut staff to fit dollar ceilings not all the reductions are
in the right job disciplines. To correct these imbalances, we then have to step up
recruitment and, when we fill those positions, our costs of moving people to the jobs
goes up. This puts more pressure on the General Expenses account so that we have
to cut more staff to stay within our budget. You can see the predicament which is
being driven by trying to manage a people-intensive account with a negative-growth
budget. I call it a negative-growth budget because, although it’s a flat budget in real
dollars, the purchasing power is less than the prior year’s.

Question. What actions have you taken to streamline or bring about efficiencies
required to maintain your Executive Direction and Management at this level?

Answer. The Corps of Engineers has taken significant steps to reduce costs and
increase efficiency. In compliance with Congressional direction, we reduced the
number of divisions from 11 to 8 in fiscal year 1997. While reducing the number
of divisions, we have reduced the number of positions funded by the General Ex-
pense account. The total number of positions to be funded from the General Ex-
penses account in fiscal year 2000 is 1,142 which is 35 below the fiscal year 1999
level, and 226 below the number we had with 11 divisions in fiscal year 1996. Of
the fiscal year 1996—2000 reduction, 56 percent comes from the division offices while
the remaining 44 percent is from the headquarters and support activities.

While we have reduced staff in accordance with the Federal Workforce Restruc-
turing Act of 1994, our General Expenses staffing levels have been reduced by one-
third from fiscal year 1990 to fiscal year 1999 and about one-third of this reduction
has come in the last 3 fiscal years. We have seen the division office staffing go from
950 in fiscal year 1990 to 584 in fiscal year 1999 while the headquarters has gone
from 608 to 453 during this period. These reductions have permitted us to maintain
an appropriate level of ED&M with a constant $148 million budget.

Question. Your statement identifies business process improvements you are cur-
rently undertaking in an effort to hold down executive direction expenses. Given
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these process improvements, will it be possible to further reduce your General Ex-
penses budget?

Answer. We continue to look at ways to get our job done in the best manner pos-
sible at the lowest cost. I have undertaken a comprehensive review of the head-
quarters operating budget this year to assure we are staffed appropriately, and that
we only incur expenses for essential goods and services. However, as we approach
our target manpower level, staffing reductions begin to taper and it no longer is pos-
sible to absorb the increased costs of salaries, operations, and inflation.

The executive direction and management activities performed by the headquarters
and division offices plays a key role in providing guidance and oversight to our vital
civil works mission. We will continue to work this issue and would greatly appre-
ciate the support of the Appropriations Committees as we guide our Civil Works
program into the next millenium.

OQuﬁslf)ion. What is the justification for maintaining extra offices in Chicago and
maha?

Answer. The regional offices in Chicago and Omaha are the remnants of the two
division offices that we have closed and merged with the Great Lakes and Ohio
River Division and the Northwestern Division respectively. Since our division office
restructuring in fiscal year 1997, we have been steadily reducing the staffs of each
of these combined offices, taking into consideration the well-being of our workforce.
The Great Lakes and Ohio River Division office and the Northwestern Division of-
fice have had their General Expenses staffing levels reduced by a total of 50 full-
time equivalents, or FTE, between fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1999. We are con-
tinuing with our plan to size these two division offices in accordance with our stand-
ard sizing of all division offices. This will result in these two division offices being
staffed at approximately 75 FTE each, or 150 combined. I intend, however, to con-
tinue to maintain a very small presence in Chicago in order to support our inter-
a?lt(ijc;nal team efforts with Canada through the International Joint Commission

REGULATORY PROGRAM—ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS

Question. The Conference Report on the fiscal year 1998 Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Act stated, “The conferees expect that the increase provided over the
amount appropriated in fiscal year 1997 will be used to begin implementation of an
administrative appeals process for the Corps of Engineers Regulatory Program.” The
Energy and Water subcommittees of the House and Senate both stated their concern
for implementing this process again in the fiscal year 1999 report. Have you com-
plied with the directions of the Congress? If not, why not?

Answer. We have complied with the Congressional direction in the Committee re-
port language as best as we could, consistent with our commitment to protect aquat-
ic resources as required by law and to provide fair and responsive services to the
public. The final regulation for appeals of permit denials and conditions was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on 9 March 1999, with an effective date of 6 August
1999. The process for the appeals of jurisdiction determinations is more complex and
labor intensive. With the levels of funding for the Regulatory Program in recent
years and the increase in the number of permit applications, we have not been able
to start up this part of the appeals process without compromising our services to
the public. We could not implement it within the below-budget appropriations in fis-
cal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 without adversely impacting our services to the
public. Consequently, the President’s Budget again requests an appropriation of $5
million to implement the appeals process for jurisdiction determinations.

Question. Now the expectation was that the Corps would implement both the ad-
ministrative appeals process and the jurisdiction determination appeals process.
What are your plans and timetable for implementing the procedures?

Answer. Based on our budget request, the timetable for the full appeals process
would be as follows:

Permit Denials and Conditions

March 9, 1999. Final regulation published in the Federal Register. Permit appli-
cants are being notified that they may submit appeals of district decisions regarding
their applications. Division offices are in the process of filling appeals officer posi-
tions and conducting training.

August 6, 1999. Effective date for the appeals process to begin. Division appeals
officers review the appeals submitted by the public and render decisions.

Jurisdiction Determinations (Fast-track Implementation)

Initiation of Action.—Once funding is provided, the Corps could begin the process
of interagency coordination and approval by ASA(CW) quickly.
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First 150 days.—This period would be used to complete interagency coordination
and approval by ASA(CW) and OMB. The final regulation would be published in
Federal once approvals are received. The additional appeals officers required for this
part of the appeals process would be hired and trained.

Tenth month after initiation.—Effective date when we would begin reviewing ap-
peals submitted by the public. (If the Corps began interagency coordination in, let’s
say, September/October 1999, the effective date would be extended by about 3
months to the June/July 2000 time frame).

Question. The Congress specifically earmarked or provided $5 million for the
Corps to implement the administrative appeals process in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal
year 1999. In light of the fact that you have not implemented the administrative
appeals process, how were these funds used? Why didn’t you take appropriate ac-
tions to initiate and fund the administrative appeals process?

Answer. The Appropriations Committee report language stated the intentions of
the Committee to have a full appeals process implemented. However, the appropria-
tions the Corps received in the fiscal years you mention were below the President’s
budget requests which would have provided for the full appeals process without sac-
rificing services to the public. At 90,000 permit actions in fiscal year 1998, workload
is at an all time high. More citizens depend on our responsiveness to their permit
applications than the number that would use the appeals process. Therefore, most
of the Regulatory funds in these years was prudently used to continue providing
timely, equitable services to the public. In fiscal year 1999, we were able to set aside
some funds for the appeals of permit denials and conditions which will become effec-
tive on August 6, 1999.

Question. I believe the Corps has indicated that they will implement only a partial
administrative appeals process for permits denied. This means that property owners
who disagree with the Corps on jurisdiction determinations will still have to spend
an extended period of time in the permitting process before having the ability to
challenge the decision in court. Please explain your justification for the Corps’ deci-
sion to focus both its regulatory efforts and increased budget on a program already
subjected to direct judicial review, and how do you believe this to be a fair and equi-
table process?

Answer. A wetland delineation does not restrict an applicant from doing anything.
He or she simply has to apply for a permit if the activity is in a wetland. If the
permit is disapproved, or approved with certain conditions, then the applicant can
challenge the delineation. The Corps performance goal is to process permit actions
within 60 days and the most recent analyses of performance data showed that this
goal is achieved 95 percent of the time. Everyone agrees that the appeals process
is less expensive and less time consuming than litigation. Our experience has been
that most applicants within the local Corps district office are satisfied with a fair
hearing, even if they do not get the result they want. We want the permit process
to be fair and equitable to our citizens and we do not believe that litigation is the
best way to resolve differences. While we have supported the implementation of ad-
ministrative appeals, the problem has been the affordability of a full appeals process
and its impacts on the other parts of the Regulatory Program. To have dedicated
$5 million from our already austere program for the full process would have meant
shortages of regulatory personnel in the districts. This would have meant a notice-
able reduction in our responsiveness.

Question. The Conference Report on the fiscal year 1999 bill indicated that imple-
mentation of an administrative appeals process for only permit denials is unaccept-
able. Why has the Corps recently again insisted that it will only implement a pro-
gram that addresses permit denials and that it needs more money to implement a
full program, against the expressed instructions of the Congress?

Answer. The Army’s position is to support Committee report language as fully and
as best as we can, within the resources provided in appropriation acts. However, the
appropriations we received in the fiscal years you mention were well below the
President’s budget requests. To have dedicated $5 million from our already austere
program for the full process would have meant shortages of regulatory personnel in
the districts. The public would suffer because, with fewer team members to process
permit applications, backlogs would grow and private citizens and businesspersons
would have to wait longer to receive a permit. Given the limited funding and the
number of people impacted by the permit program vs. the number who would ben-
efit from an appeals program, we believed that a phased implementation would
work best for the program and the public.
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Question. General Ballard, I'm informed that the MR&T flood control system can-
not pass the project design flood, or even a recurrence of the flood that actually ac-
crued in 1927. Is the budget request for the MR&T project sufficient to make mean-
ingful progress in addressing the flood control needs along the Mississippi River and
tributaries, in your judgment?

Answer. While the budget request for the Mississippi River and Tributaries
project would allow work to proceed on all projects, albeit not on optimal schedules,
the development of the budget required difficult trade-offs. It does not reflect the
full level of capability within the Mississippi River and Tributaries project.

Question. Are you concerned that the budget request is not sufficient to address
this critical situation?

Answer. Until critical work is completed on the Mississippi River and the
Atchafalaya River, the entire lower valley remains at risk from major flood events.
Because I am concerned, I have exercised my full authority to assure that the most
critical work within the Mississippi River and Tributaries project receives a funding
priority.

Question. What risk does not having the ability to pass the project or near project
flood pose to the region and the Nation?

Answer. Through the Army Corps of Engineers, the Federal Government has
made major investments over the past 70 years to reduce the risk of a recurrence
of the level of flood damages experienced during the 1927 Flood. As a result of these
Federal investments, the risk of failure has been diminishing with each passing
year. However, if the project flood or a near project flood were to occur, because the
project is not yet complete and because of the increased development throughout the
valley since 1927, we would experience major damage on a large scale. If large areas
of the 35,457 square mile alluvial floodplain were flooded, life and property would
be threatened; and interruption to highway, rail, and interstate commerce would re-
sult. Both agricultural and industrial interests would be adversely affected and
would require a significant time to recover.

Question. General Ballard, do you believe that the amount requested for fiscal
year 2000 for the MR&T project is adequate to address the flood control, navigation,
and environmental problems and opportunities facing the lower Mississippi Valley?

Answer. No, sir. In my opinion, adequate progress in solving these problems and
meeting needs within the Lower Mississippi Valley would require a larger program
in fiscal year 2000.

Question. General Ballard, what is the Corps’ capability for the MR&T project in
fiscal year 2000?

Answer. The Corps capability for fiscal year 2000 for the Mississippi River and
Tributaries project is $350 million.

Question. How much do you think is needed to make adequate progress toward
completion of this extremely important work?

Answer. An appropriation of $350 million would be needed to maintain optimal
schedules.

Question. Please provide for the record a list which shows the Corps’ capability
for studies, construction and operations and maintenance for fiscal year 2000.

Answer. Yes, sir. I will provide for the record the fiscal year 2000 capabilities for
the Mississippi River and Tributaries Project.



FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES MISSISSIPPI RIVER & TRIBUTARIES

(Amounts in Thousands)

Amounts in-

CO%%;?;S&"HI Study and State Type Fggggftceodst cg;dn&iqsigu?ge:ti— Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
AUTHORIZED STUDIES
ARKANSAS:
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 725 365 365 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR 4 SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR (COM) B495 | o 1,200 | CONTINUE FEASIBILITY STUDY $1,200
NOTE: THE ADMINISTRATION'S REVIEW OF THIS PROJECT
HAS IDENTIFIED ECONOMIC AND/OR POLICY CONCERNS.
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN
ARKANSAS:
AR 1,24 BAYOU METO BASIN, AR (FC) 12,000 1,767 5,000 | ADVANCE COMPLETION OF PED 24 MONTHS .......covvvvrvnrrrnnes 3,233
AR 1,24 GRAND PRAIRIE REGION, AR (SEPERABLE ELEMENT) ...... (FC) 11,584 FULLY FUNDED
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
ARKANSAS:
AR 1 CACHE RIVER BASIN, AR (FC) 155,000 (C) (C) | LACK OF LOCAL COOPERATION
AR 24 CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & | (FC) 3,667,000 37,685 (C) 43,165 (C) | COMPLETE TENN/WILLOW MS LA ..ooveerereerereereeeeeseeeeseeeens 1,100
IL19 TN. COMPLETE YUCATAN LA 1,000
Ky 1 COMPLETE WARFIELD MS 1,500
AL, 23 COMPLETE VAUCLUSE AR 1,000
4,56,7 INITIATE WOLF ISLAND BAR KY ADVANCE PROJECT COMPLE- 880
MO0 8, 9 TION BY 2 MO.
MS 1,2 3,
45
N7, 89
5,480
AR 1 EIGHT MILE CREEK, AR (FC) 19,000 700 (C) 700 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR 1,24 GRAND PRAIRIE REGION, AR ....coooieeireereeieriseiierienes (FC) 1245,350 21,900 (C) 21,900 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR1 HELENA AND VICINITY, AR (FC) 18,370 2,190 (C) 2,190 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR 1 HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR ....cccoovvrivrrianns (N) 32,156 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED

0ST
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES MISSISSIPPI RIVER & TRIBUTARIES—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Co%gi;ﬁi't‘;"al Study and State Type ngsgftceodst clﬁt?:zudu?r}SPlrgsi— Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
dent’s budget
AR 1,24 CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, RVT & DIKES, AR, IL, KY, LA, | (FC) | corerieeens (38,830) (46,630) | STABILIZE BANK TO PROTECT SHORELINE ........ccooomeverreirrnnenns 7,400
KY 1 MS, MO, TN. STONE REPAIRS TO REVETMENTS AND DIKS ......cccovvvrerrrnees 400
AL, 23
4,567
MO0 8, 9
MS 1,2 3,
45
TNG, 7,8
7,800
AR1 HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR (N) 284 484 | DREDGE HARBOR ADDITIONAL 200,000 CY BUDGET AMT IS 200
FOR 9 DAYS; 5 YR AVG IS 12 DAYS; CAPABILITY WOULD
ALLOW FOR AN ADDITIONAL 6 DREDGING DAYS.
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR (FC) 443 443
AR 4 LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR (FC) 66 66 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR 4 LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR (FC) 108 108 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
AR 1,24 MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & | (FC) 3,736 4,686 | REPLACE DOLPHIN, GOOSE POND IL .. 150
IL 19 N. RESTORE SLOPE, WEST MEMPHIS AR ..... 500
KY 1 RESTORE SLOPE, JOINER AR 100
AL 23 REPLACE CULVERT NEW MADRID MO .....ccoooreeiieiriieiis 200
4,56, 7
M0 8, 9
MS 1,23,
4,5
MN789
950
AR1 ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO (FC) 6,300 9,550 | CLEANOUT CHANNEL AT HIGHWAY 90, AR & MO ... 2,400
MO 8 CLEANOUT CHANNEL, DITCH 251 UPPER, MO ......... 250
CLEAR CHANNEL, BIG SLOUGH & MAYO DITCHES, AR 300
CLEANOUT CHANNEL, DITCH 9, LAKE CITY, AR 100
AERIAL BRUSH CONTROL ON VARIOUS CHANNELS .. 200

¢ST
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES MISSISSIPPI RIVER & TRIBUTARIES—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional

Estimated

Amounts in-

Districts Study and State Type Federal cost cg;dn&iqsigu?ge:ti— Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
LA 3 45 ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA (FC) 11,720,000 19,750 (C) 23,750 (C) | ADVANCE BAYOU YOKELY PUMPING STATION 9 YEARS ......... 2,000
6, 7 INITIATE LEVEE ENLARGEMENT CONTRACT, 2ND LIFT— 2,000

ITEMS W46 & W52.
4,000
LA 6 LOUISIANA STATE PENITENTIARY LEVEE, LA ....ccovivvvvrns (FC) 19,500 3,000 (C) 9,000 (C) | ADVANCE LEVEE UPSTREAM CAMP C 12 MONTHS—CON- 2,200
TRACT #1. 2,200
ADVANCE LEVEE UPSTREAM CAMP C CONT 2 12 1,600
MONTHS—CONTRACT #2.
ADVANCE DRAINAGE STRUCTURE CONTRACT 6 MONTHS AD-
VANCE PROJECT COMPLETION 1 YEAR.
6,000
AL 23 MISSISSIPPI AND LOUISIANA ESTUARINE AREAS, LA & | (FC) 166,900 100 (C) 100 (C) | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MS 5 MS.
LA3 MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA <o (FC) 199,200 10,400 (C) 11,884 (C) | ADVANCE BURLINGTON NORTHERN RR CONTRACT 6 706
MONTHS. 718
ADVANCE DIVERSION STURCTURE CONTRACT 6 MONTHS .....
1,484
TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA ......ccccccce.n. (FC) (166,900) (8,930) (C) (9,930) (C) | ADVANCE AWARD ITEM 1C 469
ADVANCE AWARD ITEM 1D 375
PURCHASE LANDS 156

NO IMPACT ON PROJECT COMPLETION .......cccovrrvvvrrerrriirr

1,000

121!
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES MISSISSIPPI RIVER & TRIBUTARIES—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

Congressional

Estimated

Amounts in-

Districts Study and State Type Federal cost cg;dn&iqsigu?ge:ti— Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
LA 3, 5 6 OLD RIVER, LA (FC) 4,027 8,110 | ACQUIRE EXHIBITS FOR VISITOR CENTER ....... 1,208
7 REPLACE ELECTRICAL WIRING AT OLD RIVER L 150

CONSTRUCT NEW SHOP BUILDING AT THE OLD RIVER COM- 700
PLEX.
SAND BLAST AND PAINT GANTRY CRANE ......cccccovvrmrrrerirens 430
REPLACE CREOSOTE NEEDLES AT THE OVERBANK STRUC- 250
TURE.
REPLACE MITER GATES AT OLD RIVER LOCK ........cccoorvrruneee 1,345
4,083
AR 4 TENSAS BASIN, RED (FC) 2,927 2,927 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT RIVER BACKWATER, LA ... | oo
LA S
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
MISSISSIPPI:
MS 1 HORN LAKE CREEK & TRIBUTARIES (INCL COW PEN | (FC) 13,120 (C) (C) | FULLY FUNDED
N9 CREEK), MS & TN.
MS 1,2 YAZOO BASIN—OVERALL (FC) 1,740,246 24,279 (C) 40,985 (C)
YAZOO BASIN, (FC) (38,954) 0) (C) (0) (C) | FUNDED AS PART OF TRIBUTARIES ASCALMORE-TIPPO-OPOS | .......cccceee.
SUM, MS.
YAZOO BASIN, BACKWATER—ROCKY INTEREST IS UN- | (FC) (18,505) (0) (C) (0) (C) | COST SHARING AND FINANCING BY LOCAL
AVAILABLE BAYOU AREA, MS.
YAZOO BASIN, BACKWATER LESS ROCKY BAYOU, MS ..... (FC) (254,491) (20) (C) (20) (C) | FUNDED AS PART OF THE YAZOO ACKWATER UNIT ..o | v
YAZOO BASIN, BACKWATER PUMP, MS .......ccccovvirririrnnns (FC) (97,840) (500) (C) (1,000) (C) | ADVANCE DESIGN ON YAZOO REFORMULATED PLAN NO IM- 500
PACT ON COMPLETION OF UNIT.
YAZ0O BASIN, BIG (FC) (109,383) (3,915) (C) (4,415) (C) | PURCHASE MITIGATION LANDS SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS ....... 500
YAZOO BASIN, COMPLETED UNITS, MS ......vvveirrerereenne (FC) (161,439) (0) (C) (0) (C) | COMPLETED WORK.
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FISCAL YEAR 2000 FUNDING CAPABILITIES MISSISSIPPI RIVER & TRIBUTARIES—Continued

(Amounts in Thousands)

. . Amounts in-
Congressional Study and State Type | pEstimated C!iidn?q:iguzlrgesti- Study capability Purpose of additional capability Amount
MS 1,2 YAZ0O BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS (FC) 1,059 1,059 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MS 1 YAZ0O BASIN, SARDIS LAKE, MS (FC) 4334 5,534 | REPAIR OUTLET STRUCTURE AND TOE DRAIN SYSTEM ......... 1,200
MS 1,2 YAZ0O BASIN, TRIBUTARIES, MS (FC) 1,269 1,269 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MS 3, 4 YAZ0O BASIN, WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS ...... [(0) R O 493 493 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MS 1,23 YAZ0O BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS (FC) 560 560 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
MS 3 YAZ0O BASIN, YAZOO CITY, MS (FC) 846 846 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS
MISSOURI:
MO 8 ST JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO ..... (FC) 158,800 7,800 (C) 9,800 (C) | ADVANCE COMPLETION OF NEW MADRID PUMPING STATION 2,000
12 MONTHS.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
MISSOURI:
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO (FC) 202 202
MO 8 WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO (FC) 3,500 7,705 | COMPLETE HIGHWAY D3 RELOCATIONS .......oovvevevreerrernenne 880
INITIATE CONTRACT FOR HIGHWAY D4 RELO 2,975
OVERLAY ASPHALT GREENVILLE DAY USE AREA . 100
MANTAIN NON-REC ROAD BELOW THE DAM ....... 150
REPAIR HOLIDAY LANDING ENTRANCE FORSAFETY .. 100
4,205
AUTHORIZED STUDIES
TENNESSEE:
MS 1 MEMPHIS METRO AREA, TN & MS .....ooooieereeereae (COM) 2,075 675 675 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
N7 89
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN
TENNESSEE:
KY 1 REELFOOT LAKE, TN & KY (FC) 750 318 318 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT
TN 8
N7 389 WOLF RIVER, MEMPHIS, TN ... (FC) 579 525 525 | NO ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT

8GT
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE BUDGET REQUEST

Question. Does this budget provide the funds necessary to adequately operate and
maintain the project and to respond to the Corps’ many challenges in this environ-
mentally sensitive area?

Answer. The budget maintains the operations portion at current funding level. We
have funded the most critical maintenance in fiscal year 2000. However, repeated
reductions in the maintenance program could delay, slow down or defer channel sur-
veys, repair of levee slides, repair of equipment, maintenance of flood control, navi-
gation, and salinity control structures, and maintenance of recreation facilities. Re-
ductions would also cause adverse impacts on commercial navigation and related in-
dustries and local, regional, national, and international commerce.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

Question. Briefly, describe for the Committee the differences in the Department
of Energy’s proposed accelerated clean up plan for the FUSRAP program. How does
the ?orgs’ overall project costs and schedules compare to the DOE accelerated clean-
up plan?

Answer. In June 1997, the Department of Energy (DOE) developed a draft accel-
erated cleanup plan, which showed that FUSRAP could be completed in 2002. To
achieve that completion schedule, the accelerated plan limited the scope of the pro-
gram, principally by proposing that hazardous wastes at the Niagara Falls Storage
Site remain on site and by proposing to clean up the St. Louis sites to a restricted
use industrial standard rather than industrial use. The draft accelerated cleanup
plan also was based on an estimate of the requirement at the Luckey site which,
1t has since been established, greatly underestimated the quantities requiring reme-
diation. In addition, DOE estimates did not include any requirement for remediating
contaminated ground water. Further, DOE’s completion date of 2002 for the draft
accelerated cleanup plan was premised on an annual funding level of $182 million
per year. The Corps received only $140 million in fiscal year 1998 and in fiscal year
1999, and has been allocated a ceiling of $150 million a year, starting in fiscal year
2000, to complete FUSRAP. We estimate that at this funding level, with a remain-
ing requirement of $1.1 billion, it will require until at least 2010 to complete the
program. The review of cost estimates, by site, which the Corps completed during
the 3rd quarter fiscal year 1998 confirmed that our costs to complete are comparable
to DOE’s proposed accelerated cleanup plan, when adjustments are made to com-
pensate for the scope differences. The Corps has also built new cost estimates from
the bottom up to validate our initial assessment in the Report to Congress. These
estimates fall within the range provided in the Report to Congress.

Question. General Ballard, the Congress has directed DOE and the Corps to enter
into a Memorandum of Understanding to carry out the program and to eliminate
any misunderstandings that may exist between the two agencies as to the roles and
responsibilities related to the FUSRAP cleanup program? What is the status of the
MOU and when do you expect to have it finalized? What are the remaining sticking
points in working out a final MOU?

Answer. The Corps and DOE have entered final negotiations regarding the MOU.
I anticipate that the final agreement will be signed shortly. All major issues have
been resolved.

Question. Last year you indicated that the execution of the program was not being
hampered by your lack of regulatory authority, or the lack of an MOU with DOE.
Is this still true? Please explain.

Answer. It is still true that our execution of the program has not been adversely
impacted by our lack of regulatory authority under the Atomic Energy Act or the
lack of a memorandum of understanding with the Department of Energy. As I testi-
fied last year, we believe that the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act, as amended, provides sufficient authority for the Corps
to execute FUSRAP. In addition, language in the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act, 1999, clarifies Corps cleanup responsibilities under FUSRAP.

Question. The Corps has been in charge of the FUSRAP cleanup effort for about
18 months. Update the Committee on the Corps’ progress, particularly in maintain-
ing cost and schedules since the Corps took over the program. What are the most
significant issues or problems you now face in maintaining the momentum of the
cleanup program? How does your fiscal year 1998 performance compare to that
which DOE had planned to execute?

Answer. During fiscal year 1998, the Corps succeeded in maintaining or improv-
ing on the schedules which it inherited when responsibility for executing the pro-
gram was transferred to the Corps. In a few cases, the Corps developed slightly dif-
ferent schedules based on local community involvement and optimizing available re-
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sources. We are in the process of adjusting our schedules based upon our current
funding limitations.

Question. In your report to Congress last March, you indicated that your assess-
ment of the program would allow the Corps to complete 16 of the sites transferred
to you by 2002 with the remaining being completed by 2006. Is that assessment still
valid? Can you provide a more definitive schedule and cost to complete the program?

Answer. That report provided technical capability without regard to any fund con-
straints. We still believe that with funding to support optimal schedules we could
complete the remaining sites by 2006. In order to do so, however, we would require
an appropriation in fiscal year 2000 of $264,000,000, in fiscal year 2001 of
$217,500,000, in fiscal year 2002 of $187,500,000, in fiscal year 2003 of
$187,000,000, in fiscal year 2004 of $376,500,000, in fiscal year 2005 of $82,500,000,
and in fiscal year 2006 of $22,000,000.

Question. What success is the Corps having in establishing clean up standards at
the various sites left to be addressed?

Answer. Each site has a set of circumstances unique to that individual site, and
requires considerable coordination with stakeholders and regulators to establish the
cleanup criteria. During fiscal year 1998 the Corps completed two Records of Deci-
sions documenting final cleanup standards. We also completed documentation, Engi-
neering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), to carry out interim removal actions at
five sites. Interim removal actions also require the determination of an appropriate
cleanup criteria. I believe that we have been successful in establishing cleanup cri-
teria which will permit us to complete cleanup within the estimated range provided
in the Report to Congress.

Question. Since some sites are being completed, what is the process for transfer-
ring those sites off of the government’s books? Is this a problem between you and
DOE, if so, what is being done to resolve the differences between the two agencies?
Who will be responsible for long term monitoring and site control once cleanup has
been completed?

Answer. The Corps and DOE are in agreement that the Corps would be respon-
sible for site surveillance and maintenance during the first two years following com-
pletion of remedial activities, while DOE will be responsible for site surveillance and
maintenance after the first two years and for the long term. DOE will retain ac-
countability for real property during remediation and will be responsible for dis-
posing of government owned sites. Now that the broader issues have been resolved,
the Corps and DOE will develop specific procedures for documenting that the clean-
up at a site is complete.

Question. Now, just recently, DOE informed the Corps that an additional area, the
Dayton sites, is eligible for inclusion in the FUSRAP effort. What can you tell the
Committee about the potential cost impact of the Dayton sites on the annual fund-
ing level for FUSRAP? How many other additional sites are there that could be eli-
gible for the FUSRAP, and how will this additional cleanup requirement impact fu-
ture budgets?

Answer. At present I am unable to estimate the potential cost impact of the Day-
ton sites. I have requested that our Great Lakes and Ohio River Division develop
a preliminary cost estimate based on sampling data currently available, including
information developed by DOE in the late 1940’s and by the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OEPA) just last year. We are aware of 18 potential new sites
which then Secretary of Energy Frederico Pena referenced in his letter to Secretary
of Defense Cohen around the same time when transfer of Program execution to the
Corps became effective. We have made no attempt to estimate the potential impact
of these sites on future requirements.

PROGRAM EXECUTION

Question. General Ballard, your statement indicates that the Corps’ expenditure
performance in fiscal year 1998 increased by $400 million. How do you account for
this increase?

Answer. Senator, my commanders focused on execution. It is vital that they carry
out the work that you and the rest of the Congress have assigned us. In fiscal year
1998 we had the added work of the FUSRAP program and we had a substantial
increase in expenditures for the Construction, General program. A number of large
projects are well into their construction cycles thereby generating large expendi-
tures.

Question. You also indicate that you expect to have another improvement in per-
formance in fiscal year 1999. How will you accomplish this increase?

Answer. The majority of the increase will come in the construction and mainte-
nance programs. I have made it a top priority of mine to execute the program that
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you have assigned us. It is then a top priority of the Division Commanders and they
are pressing hard to accomplish the projects. In the operation and maintenance pro-
gram there is identified work that can and should be accomplished that will require
the expenditure of all available funds, about $150 million more than fiscal year
1998.

In the construction program the divisions have laid out schedules that will result
in expenditures of almost $300 million more than fiscal year 1998. My Commanders
are continuing to seek ways to improve their performance even more. The projects
have been funded and we will see that they are implemented to serve their intended
purpose.

Question. What is the estimated level of unobligated carryover balances into fiscal
year 2000 that you don’t expect to utilize, and what is the reason for this level of
carryover balance?

Answer. We have an estimated unobligated carryover of $724 million in direct ap-
propriations into fiscal year 2000. The majority of the carryover falls into two appro-
priations, Construction, General (CG) and Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies
(FCCE) appropriations. The estimated unobligated Construction, General carryover
is $447 million. Most of this carryover is due to one or more of several reasons. The
most significant of these reasons are overly optimistic scheduling, design delays, en-
vironmental problems, problems with local sponsor financing, lack of local sponsor,
delays in real estate acquisition, insufficient authorization, sponsor requested pro-
tracted schedule, fully funded multiyear projects, and contractor delays. Much of the
carryover is associated with projects that have had appropriations in statutory lan-
guage, which cannot be reprogrammed for use on other projects when delays occur.
Most of the funds appropriated to the FCCE account are from emergency supple-
mental appropriations acts. The current balance represents carryover of funds ap-
propriated in the fiscal year 1997 emergency supplemental appropriations act. This
balance has been used to fund the emergency preparedness program in fiscal year
1999 and will be used to fund that program in fiscal year 2000.

Army Corps of Engineers (Civil Works) Fiscal Year 1999 Projected Unobligated
Carryover

[Dollars in Millions]

SCHEDULED

DIRECT APPROPRIATIONS CARRYOVER
General Investigations ... 37
Construction, General .............c......... 408
Operation & Maintenance, General .... 70
FC, Mississippi River & Tributaries ... 12
Regulatory Program ............cccceeve. . 4
General EXpenses .......c.ccccceeveeviiennennne . 11
Flood Control & Coastal Emergencies . 177
FUSRARP oottt ettt st ste et e st e e b e beesaesaeesaensessnenes 5
TOTAL .ottt sttt ettt nbe st e b st enees 724

Question. General Ballard and General Fuhrman, what is the level of deferred
critical maintenance work in the civil works program?

b 11?mswer. The backlog of deferred maintenance items is currently estimated at $1.6
illion.

Question. Is this of concern to you?

Answer. This is of major concern to me. In addition to our mission as the nation’s
water resources problem solvers, we are responsible for maintaining a very complex
and diversified system of harbors, reservoirs, hydropower facilities, locks and dams.
So far, we have managed to keep our aging infrastructure operating safely with
minimal down time. When maintenance is put off, it may not be noticed the first
year, but deterioration worsens with the continued exposure of project features to
the elements and normal usage. Eventually, conditions can no longer be ignored and
remedial action is necessary.

Question. Can you give the Committee an example of the type of work which falls
into the category of critical deferred maintenance and what impacts would be on
project operations or efficiencies if failure occurred?

Answer. Some of our deferred work packages are as follows (a) replacement of de-
teriorated miter gates at the Port Allen lock—if the old gate sticks or breaks loose,
the facility would be shut down; (b) additional rip rap to bolster the Jackson Lev-
ees—failure to reinforce weakened areas could result in a breach and extensive
flooding; (c) flushing the Los Angeles River subdrain system—a blocked system
causes excessive hydrostatic pressure on the concrete structure and possible failure;
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(d) repair spillway gates and upgrade overhead crane at Millers Ferry Lock and
Dam—inoperable spillway gates threaten the integrity of the entire embankment
and the old crane is becoming increasingly difficult and unsafe to operate; and (e)
concrete guidewall repairs on Okeechobee Waterway—defective guidewalls can re-
sult in navigation traffic congestion and possible damages to transiting vessels
which could, in-turn, damage the lock structure, causing a shut down.

Question. Has the Corps evaluated the problem and developed a plan to address
the issue?

Answer. I have asked each of the Corps Division Commanders to personally evalu-
ate his backlog situation and present to me a plan for coming to grips with the
issue. The backlog of deferred maintenance is very dynamic in nature. As certain
previously-deferred items become critical, they are included in the budget or ad-
dressed with available funds during the year of execution. By establishing a goal
of expending all of available O&M funds during the fiscal year managers at all lev-
els have been put on notice to take advantage of any available funds for the purpose
of reducing the backlog. Our fiscal year 2000 budget includes some work that had
been previously deferred, but at the same time, new items have been added to the
list. Although the backlog has grown, the fiscal year 2000 budget request reflects
f\ more favorable balance between those work items added and those taken off the
ist.

SOUTH PACIFIC DIVISION
ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NEW MEXICO

Question. Last year, the Committee expressed concerns about the progress being
made on the Acequias Irrigation system rehabilitation project in my State of New
Mexico. In addition, the Committee express the expectation that the Corps would
strengthen its communication and coordination efforts with State and local inter-
ests. What can you report to the Committee in this regard?

Answer. The Corps has made significant progress in the last year in streamlining
our processes and strengthening coordination effort with local stakeholders. First,
with approval of the amended Project Cooperation Agreement on March 8, 1999, we
will no longer require annual review and approval of this agreement by the Corps
and our local sponsor, the New Mexico Interstate Stream Commission. Second, the
amended agreement incorporates Section 215 crediting/reimbursement provisions al-
lowing the sponsor to design and build projects and receive credit for this work to-
ward project cost sharing. Third, the amended agreement provides for 100 percent
Federal funding of “reconnaissance” level studies of individual Acequia projects. Fi-
nally, our environmental procedures are being streamlined through preparation of
a programmatic environmental impact statement in the Rio Chama Basin. The Fish
and Wildlife Service has prepared a draft Coordination Act Report for the basin as
well. We expect these changes to accelerate project construction in the near future.

UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATIONS MODEL, NEW MEXICO

Question. The Committee requested a report, in consultation with the Bureau of
Reclamation, on the Corps’ progress and plans to complete the Upper Rio Grande
Water Operations Model in New Mexico. What is the status of that report?

Answer. The report has been drafted and forwarded to our Washington level head-
quarters. It will be forwarded to the Army and, subsequently, to the Committee
shortly.

Question. Funding was provided by the Congress for the current year to award
a construction contract on the Dushore, Sullivan County Pennsylvania small project.
What is the status of and schedule for completing plans and specifications, and
awarding the construction contract of the project?

Answer. Following completion of a feasibility study for this project at Loyalsock
Creek, Borough of Dushore, Sullivan County, Pennsylvania, in March 2001, the
Corps of Engineers is scheduled to initiate plans and specifications and these would
be completed in December 2001. A construction contract award is set for March
2002.

TECHNICAL CENTERS OF EXPERTISE

Question. General Ballard, I have some question regarding a recent policy direc-
tive you issued, which restructured the project approval process for Technical Cen-
ter of Expertise (TCX), and its specific effects on the St. Louis TCX, the Center of
Photogrammetric Mapping.

I understand, and I believe you are aware, General Ballard, that the St. Louis
Center received its TCX designation in 1995 in recognition for the unique special-
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ized expertise it had developed in the area of photogrammetry, Geographic Informa-
tion Systems (GIS), Global Positioning Systems, civil engineering and remote sens-
ing, among others. Due to its expertise, the Center has developed a large non-COE
customer base and heavy workload, with a vast majority of these projects short term
and in the $50,000 to $150,000 range—which is relatively small. Furthermore, al-
most 100 percent of the project work is contracted out to the private sector, allowing
for a significant amount of firms to grow and prosper around this work.

General Ballard, as you are also aware, recently the Corps restructured the proc-
ess by which a Technical Center of Expertise can do work for customers outside of
its particular District. Is it now necessary for the [St. Louis District Photo-
grammetric Mapping Technical Center of Expertise] to receive approval from both
Corps HQ as well as the district in which the work is to be done, whether or not
the work is to be done in support of assigned Corps missions or for non-COE cus-
tomers? Is all this correct?

Answer. It is not necessary for a Center of Expertise (CX) to obtain Headquarters
approval to work for customers outside its particular district. However, the Corps
recently introduced a requirement that there be coordination between division of-
fices before an activity, including a CX, in one division performs work outside the
geographical boundaries of that division. The Corps established this requirement to
ensure that division commanders would have complete responsibility for the flow of
work within their geographic area of responsibility. This is central to the Corps re-
gional business center concept which we have established to maximize our organiza-
tion’s effectiveness and efficiency in delivering services to our customers.

Question. Is it true that the nature of most of the projects, which the St. Louis
Center undertakes on behalf of non-COE clients, require a high level of technical
understanding as well as a rapid response capability?

Answer. Much of the facility engineering and natural resources photogrammetric
mapping performed by the St. Louis District requires highly skilled technical exper-
tise; in many case a rapid response is also required.

Question. Is this same level of expertise available elsewhere within the Corps? If
so, why was St. Louis designated a TCX in 1995 and labeled the Center for Photo-
grammetric Mapping?

Answer. The St. Louis District was designated as a Technical Center of Expertise
in 1995 because of its superior combination of technical expertise, project manage-
ment experience, and contracting capability in photogrammetric mapping. Under re-
vised regulatory guidance, which eliminated the Technical Center of Expertise clas-
sification, the technical expertise of Photogrammetric Mapping Center has been rec-
ognized through its listing on the Directory of Expertise (DX). However, some other
districts also have the technical expertise in photogrammetric mapping and con-
tracting experience sufficient to meet many requirements.

Question. Has the restructuring of the approval process had a negative effect on
the ability of the Center for Photogrammetric Mapping to respond rapidly, which,
in the past, outside clients have come to both expect and depend upon.

Answer. There have been some instances in which the requirement to coordinate
with another division in order to do work outside the assigned geographical bound-
aries has caused delays in initiating aerial mapping photography for customers.
They can reasonably be expected to diminish as Corps activities, including the CX,
become familiar with the new procedures, and develop and implement measures to
streamline the coordination process.

Question. Is it not true that, since implementation of the restructuring, the project
load of the St. Louis TCX has dropped off, as clients have sought and found alter-
native contracting avenues besides the Corps, such as the US Geological Survey and
the Tennessee Valley Authority, which are not restricted by a lengthy and unpre-
dictable approval process?

Answer. I am aware that there have been specific instances when other activities
have sought and found alternative contracting avenues besides the Corps, such as
the US Geological Survey and the Tennessee Valley Authority, as a result of the
requirement that the CX coordinate with another division in order to do work out-
side the geographical boundaries of its division.

Question. Do you believe that, as a result of a possible loss of work, the inflow
of funds will substantially decrease, thus restricting the ability of the [St. Louis Dis-
trict] Center for Photogrammetric Mapping to continually build upon its resource
base and not even increase, but maintain its technical edge?

Answer. I believe that the Photogrammetric Mapping Center may experience
some loss of workload in the short term as a result of our requirement that use of
the CX be coordinated across division boundaries. However I am confident that over
the long term, as a result of providing superior service and streamlined approval
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procedures, the TCX will be able to maintain a workload which will sustain the cur-
rent level of technical expertise.

Question. Hasn’t this restructuring that you have ordered—protracted response
process, decreased workload and diminished level of expertise—directly conflicted
with the Corps strategic mission of becoming more streamlined and responsive to
non-COE clients, also known as the “Support for Others” program?

Answer. While there have been delays in the processing of requests for photo-
grammetric mapping support by the CX, I believe that the number and length of
these delays will decrease as Corps activities, including the CX, become familiar
with the new procedures and develop and implement measures to streamline the co-
ordination process. Furthermore, I believe that, on balance, the Corps regional busi-
ness center concept will maximize our organization’s effectiveness and efficiency in
delivering services to our customer.

Question. Is it correct that by taking the simple step of reclassifying the St. Louis
District Center for Photogrammetric Mapping from a Directory of Expertise to a
Mandatory Center of Expertise, the Center would be recognized as possessing
unique technical expertise and management skills, and thus be allowed to perform
work for others without the restricting additional layers of review?

Answer. The St. Louis District’s Photogrammetric Mapping Center has previously
been recognized as possessing unique technical expertise and management skills
through its listing on the Directory of Expertise (DX). I fully expect this listing to
be renewed. However, performing work for others outside the Mississippi Valley Di-
vision’s geographical area of responsibility, without prior coordination with the divi-
sion having responsibility for the area where the work is located, would be incon-
sistent with the regional business center concept.

Question. Is it not true that an internal Corps review of this reclassification of
St. Louis District] has indeed already been conducted, with no adverse impact found
on either the Corps or the private sector?

Answer. The Corps initial Approval Request Report for a Mandatory Center of Ex-
pertise designation for St. Louis District did not identify any adverse impacts on ei-
ther the Corps or the private sector. What was decisive in this case, however, was
the inconsistency of the MCX designation with the concept of regional business proc-
ess centers.

Question. Is it not also true that the reclassification process was in its final stages
as early as last November, receiving all of the required civilian signatures and half
of those needed from military personnel?

Answer. There were differing opinions on my staff. That is not uncommon. How-
ever, after weighing the pros and cons of the alternatives, as presented by my staff,
I decided that the best course was not to designate the St. Louis District as a Man-
datory Center of Expertise.

Question. Why did this process come to a complete standstill?

Answer. The process did not come to a complete standstill. However, because of
the differing opinions on my staff, the process took longer than might originally
have been anticipated.

Question. The inability of the Corps leadership to reclassify the St. Louis Center
as a Mandatory Center of Expertise will clearly have an adverse impact upon not
only the Center, but all photogrammetric and GIS activities that the Corps under-
takes. Efficiency will be reduced, increased personnel will be required and costs will
rise—do you believe that the Corps has sufficient resources and manpower available
to handle these increased costs and personnel?

Answer. Although there may be some initial impacts on the St. Louis District’s
photogrammetric mapping program, I do not believe that there will be a long term
adverse impact on the St. Louis District nor an adverse impact on the Corps as a
whole. On balance, I believe that our regional business center concept will increase
our efficiency and effectiveness in serving our customers.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR COCHRAN
MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

Question. The budget request for the Mississippi River and Tributaries program
remains at $280 million, the same amount requested for fiscal year 1999. What is
the Corps capability for this program?

Answer. The Corps capability for the Mississippi River and Tributaries program
is $350 million.

Question. Is there a funding level for this account which will obviate the need for
earmarks, while allowing work to continue on priority projects?
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Answer. The President’s budget for the Mississippi River and Tributaries program
in fiscal year 2000 is $280 million. The budget would allow work to proceed on all
projects, albeit not on optimal schedules.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES

Question. What is the status of the ongoing work to address deficiencies on the
mainline Mississippi River levees?

Answer. Construction continues on the Mississippi River Mainline Levee and
Berm Enlargement project, to bring the levees up to grade and otherwise assure the
capability of the levee system to successfully pass the project flood. A Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement was completed and a Record of Decision was
signed on 5 October 1998. Construction of most work items scheduled to commence
in fiscal year 1997 and fiscal year 1998 has proceeded during preparation of the
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and is either complete or nearing
completion. The Corps expects to award the next two construction contracts in May
and June 1999, for work items located in Missouri and Mississippi. These work
items represent levee enlargements for the purpose of eliminating levee grade defi-
ciencies at critical reaches of the levee system. On 4 December 1998,
EARTHJUSTICE Legal Defense Fund, Inc., challenged the adequacy of the Supple-
mental Environmental Impact Statement.

A hearing is tentatively scheduled for late May 1999. The Corps is proceeding
with planned fiscal year 1999 work, neither expediting nor delaying work due to the
litigation.

NATCHEZ, MISSISSIPPI

Question. What is the status of work to address erosion on the bluffs in and
around the city of Natchez, Mississippi?

Answer. A portion of the top priority reach, Area 3, Clifton Avenue, was con-
structed in 1997 by the Natural Resource Conservation Service under its Emergency
Watershed Protection Program. Construction of the remainder of Area 3 is presently
underway by the Corps of Engineers and scheduled for completion later this year.
A Project Cooperation Agreement was executed in March 1998 and the construction
contract awarded in June 1998. Preparation of a Project Cooperation Agreement
amendment, supporting documents, and design covering the next priority reach,
Area 4, Madison Street to State Street, is currently underway, and every effort is
being made to accelerate activities to award a construction contract for Area 4 this
fiscal year.

Question. How much funding is needed within the existing authorization?

Answer. Sir, through fiscal year 1999, $12,500,000 has been appropriated. The
total additional amount considered necessary to fully fund the remaining authorized
work is $7,049,000. This includes funding the remaining work on Area 4, Madison
Street to State Street at a cost of $3,769,000; and the remaining two authorized
reaches—Area 6, Bluff above Silver Street, $1,110,000 and Area 7, Bluff above
Natchez Under-the-Hill, $2,170,000.

Question. What work needs additional authorization?

Answer. Sir, additional authorization would be required for the Corps to construct
additional features sought by the local sponsor, which are: bluff stabilization meas-
ures in Area 1, Weymouth Hall, Area 2, Between Weymouth Hall; and Park Street;
and Area 8, D.A. Biglane Street. Bluff stabilization for Area 5, Silver Street has
been accomplished by the city, and no additional work or authorization is required
for this area.

Question. What is the estimated cost of this work?

Answer. The estimated cost of construction for Areas 1, 2 and 8 is $13,935,000.
This would increase the total first cost of the authorized project from $26,065,000
to $40,000,000. The estimated Federal cost would be approximately $30,000,000 and
the estimated non-Federal cost would be approximately $10,000,000.

JACKSON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI

Quesgion. What is the status of the Jackson County, Mississippi, water supply
project?

Answer. Sir, the non-Federal sponsor, Jackson County, Mississippi, is preparing
the construction plans and specifications which are scheduled for completion in
April 1999. The Project Cooperation Agreement is scheduled to be signed in July
1999. The construction contract is scheduled for award in November 1999, with com-
pletion in January 2001.

Question. How much funding is needed within the existing authorization?
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Answer. Sir, the existing funding authorization is $10,000,000. We have received
$9,200,000 to date through Congressional Adds. Therefore, an additional $800,000
is needed to fulfill the existing authorization.

Question. What work needs additional authorization?

Answer. Sir, the project calls for expansion of the Jackson County industrial
water supply system in segments based on funding availability. Jackson County has
already constructed a portion of the total project and desires to use Corps funding
in the construction of the remaining project.

Question. What is the estimated cost of this work?

Answer. Sir, the estimated cost of this work is $5,000,000.

COASTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY, MISSISSIPPI

Question. It is my understanding that the Corps has undertaken a coastal envi-
ronmental impact study for the Gulf Coast of Mississippi. What is the purpose and
scope of this study?

Answer. Sir, The Mississippi Gulf Coast has been developed by the casino indus-
try at a greater rate than was envisioned by either the State of Mississippi or the
Federal agencies when Mississippi first allowed gaming on navigable waters. As a
result, existing casinos have developed most of the coastline previously used for
commercial and industrial facilities. New casino applicants must obtain Department
of the Army permits to build in environmentally sensitive areas in Harrison and
Hancock Counties, MS. Additionally, other large projects such as malls and subdivi-
sions are also being proposed to locate in these same sensitive areas. We believe it
is necessary and timely to undertake a Coastal Environmental Impact Statement
(CEIS) to determine the likelihood and number of additional casinos locating on the
Mississippi Gulf Coast in the future, estimate the numbers of other large-scale
projects, and do a broad study of the environmental consequences of these future
casinos and projects. The scope of the CEIS is expected to encompass the coastline
of Harrison and Hancock Counties, and extend landward about one mile north of
Interstate 10.

Question. What is the estimated cost of this study?

Answer. Sir, The estimated cost of this study is approximately $750,000.

Question. Is the necessary funding included in the President’s budget?

Answer. Sir, the Regulatory Program fiscal year 2000 Budget request includes
$325,000, which is sufficient to continue this study effort.

Question. What is the schedule of work for this study?

Answer. Sir, the study will be initiated in June 1999, and is scheduled for comple-
tion in September 2001.

DEMONSTRATION EROSION CONTROL

Question. Please provide a summary of all ongoing Demonstration Erosion Control
(DEC) projects in Mississippi. Please include total estimated cost of each and fund-
ing to date.

Answer. The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Black Creek Watershed
is $3,495,000 of which $1,398,000 has been provided for work on 1 riser pipe, 1
floodwater retarding structure and 2 bank stabilization items.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Hurricane-Wolfe Watershed is
$375,000, of which $351,000 has been provided for work on 15 riser pipes.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Coldwater River Watershed is
$1,879,000, of which $1,094,000 has been provided for work on 2 low drop struc-
tures, 3 box culvert, and 1 bank stabilization.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Abiaca Creek Watershed is
$2,308,000, of which $441,000 has been provided for work on 1 levee and 1 riser
pipe.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Batupan Bogue Watershed is
$2,615,000, of which $2,226,000 has been provided for work on 2 low drop struc-
tures, and 3 bank stabilizations.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Cane—Mussacuna Watershed is
$439,000, of which $189,000 has been provided for work on 1 low drop structure.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Hotophia Creek Watershed is
$350,000, of which $325,000 has been provided for work on 1 low drop structure.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Otoucalofa Creek Watershed is
$1,876,000, of which $951,000 has been provided for work on 1 channel improve-
ment, 1 riser pipe, 1 low drop structure, and 1 box culvert.

The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Yalobusha River Watershed is
$1,755,000, of which $1,618,000 has been provided for work on 2 riser pipes, 2 low
drop structures, and 3 box culvert.
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The total estimated cost of ongoing work in the Toby Tubby Creek Watershed is
$2,527,000, of which $275,000 has been provided for work on 1 floodwater retarding
structure, and 1 bank stabilization.

Additionally, $5,000,000 has been provided for engineering and design, construc-
tion management, data collection and monitoring activities, and approximately
$850,000 has been provided for lands and relocation activities which will be ex-
pended throughout these watersheds.

In summary, work with an estimated total cost of $26,469,000 has been initiated
in ten watersheds. Of the total cost, $14,718,000 has been provided through fiscal
year 1999 with a balance to complete of $11,751,000. The fiscal year 2000 budget
request of $6,294,000 will allow completion of all contracts scheduled for award in
fiscal year 1999. The budget does not, however, propose to continue the program
and does not include funding for additional contracts in fiscal year 2000 or beyond.

Question. Please also provide a list of all DEC watersheds.

Answer. A list of the authorized watersheds in the Demonstration Erosion Control
project include: Black Creek; Hurricane-Wolfe; Coldwater River; Abiaca Creek;
Batupan Bogue; Cane-Mussacuna; Hickahala Creek; Hotophia Creek; Long Creek;
Otoucalofa Creek; Yalobusha River; Pelucia Creek; Toby Tubby Creek; Burney
Branch; Sherman Creek; and Town Creek.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BENNETT
REGULATORY PROGRAM—ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL

Question. Why hasn’t the Corps done as Congress and the President instructed
by creating an appeals program that allows for jurisdictional challenges?

Answer. The President’s budget for the last two years has included funding re-
quests for the Regulatory Program that provided for the full appeals program. How-
ever, the appropriations for these years have been significantly below the requests.
The Corps has difficulty maintaining its staffing levels in the districts to cover the
basic program services. At the appropriations levels enacted, the Corps could not
implement the full appeals program without making significant reductions to the
basic services. The Corps has worked hard to improve its regulatory services to the
public and does not want those services to be degraded.

Question. What has the Corps done with the monies (both fiscal year 1998 and
fiscal year 1999) that were specifically earmarked, at the request of the Corps, for
the implementation of the administrative appeals process?

Answer. The Army budgeted for the administrative appeals process in fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999 but did not request that the funds be earmarked. The
Appropriations Committee report language stated the intentions of the Committee
to have a full appeals process implemented. However, the appropriations we re-
ceived in the fiscal years you mention were well below the President’s budget re-
quests which would have funded the full appeals process without sacrificing services
to the public. More citizens depend on our responsiveness to their permit applica-
tions than the number that would use the appeals process.

The Regulatory Program is a labor-intensive program and, as such, requires a 2—
3 percent increase in funds each year just to maintain staffing levels. Most of the
Regulatory funds in these years was prudently used to maintain staffing levels of
the districts in order to continue providing timely, equitable services to the public.
In fiscal year 1999, we have been able to set aside some funds for the appeals of
permit denials and conditions which will become effective on August 6, 1999.

Question. One of the purposes of the 1993 wetlands plan is that the regulatory
program must be efficient, fair, flexible and predictable, and must be administered
in a manner that avoids unnecessary impacts upon private property and the regu-
lated public. The administrative appeal was designed to “increase fairness in the
wetlands permitting process.” Yet the Corps has implemented an appeals program
that is opposed by the regulated community and only increases the burden on pri-
vate property owners. Why has the Corps implemented an appeals program that
contradicts the Presidents instructions?

Answer. The Corps has heard from members of the regulated community that
they are pleased we have an appeals process for permit denials and conditions going
into effect this year. Many in the development community wish we had gone further
and adopted the appeals process for jurisdictional determinations as well. However,
at five times the cost of appeals of denials and conditions, the cost of jurisdictional
appeals has not made its implementation feasible.

The President’s budget requests have included the funds for a full appeals process
and they have been specific as to the costs required to fund it. These requests also
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included funds to maintain current staff in order to ensure other services do not de-
cline. In the fiscal year 1998 appropriation, there was a program increase equivalent
to the cost of the appeals program, but no funds were provided to cover the labor
cost increases needed to maintain the rest of the regulatory program. After three
years of level funding at $101 million, the program was unable to maintain its staff-
ing level and even today the districts have many vacancies. We believe that we
would have unfairly sacrificed the basic services of the program (e.g., timely deci-
sions and protection of the environment) and reversed the progress made to improve
these services if we had set aside $5 million for jurisdictional appeals that would
benefit fewer members of the public.

Question. In fiscal year 1997, the Corps acted on 65,138 Section 404 permit appli-
cations. Out of those, there were only 28 individual permit denials. As the Corps
has most recently indicated that it plans to only implement a partial administrative
appeals process for only permit denials, the Corps appears prepared to spend about
$180,000 per permit denial. Meanwhile, property owners who disagree with the
Corps over their jurisdictional determinations will still have to spend over a year
in the permitting process before having ability to challenge the decision in court.
Please justify the Corps decision to focus both its regulatory efforts and increased
budget on a program already subjected to direct judicial review and how you believe
this to be a fair an equitable process.

Answer. While we have supported the implementation of administrative appeals,
the problem has been the affordability of a full appeals process and its impacts on
the other parts of the Regulatory Program. Our cost estimate for appeals of permit
denials and conditions is $1 million per year. The cost to implement a jurisdictional
appeals process is estimated to be $5 million. To have dedicated $5 million from an
already austere program for the full process would have meant shortages of regu-
latory personnel in the districts. This would have meant cutting back on other serv-
ices. The program impacts a sizable segment of the public through its permit and
enforcement-resolution programs. While everyone recognizes the advantages of juris-
dictional appeals, it does not make sense to cut basic services in order to spend
money on an activity which would benefit a much smaller group.

A wetland delineation does not restrict an applicant from using his or her prop-
erty. He or she has to apply for a permit if the activity is in a wetland. The Corps’
performance goal is to evaluate permit actions within 60 days, and the most recent
analysis or performance data showed that this goal is achieved 95 percent of the
time. If the permit is disapproved, or approved with certain conditions, then the ap-
plicant can bring a lawsuit against the Corps to challenge the delineation. In addi-
tion to 31 permit denials in fiscal year 1997, there also were 5,000 permits issued
that were subject to conditions. These will be subject to the existing appeals process.

Everyone agrees that the appeals process is less expensive and less time con-
suming than litigation. The Corps’ experience has been that most applicants are sat-
isfied with a fair hearing in the local Corps district office, even if they do not get
the result they want. We want the permit process to be fair and equitable to our
gitizens and we do not believe that litigation is the best way to resolve most dif-
erences.

Question. As indicated in the 1999 Conference Report, the implementation of an
administrative appeals process for only permit denials is unacceptable. Further-
more, the Conference Report language directs the Corps to demonstrate its progress
in implementing a full administrative appeal process when it requests its fiscal year
2000 budget. Why has the Corps recently insisted that it will only implement a pro-
gram that addresses permit denials and stated publicly that it needs more money
to implement a full program, against the express instructions of Congress?

Answer. The Army’s position is to support Committee report language as fully and
as best as we can, within the resources provided in appropriation acts. However, the
appropriations we received in recent years were well below the President’s budget
requests. To have dedicated $5 million from our already austere program for the full
process would have meant shortages of regulatory personnel in the districts. The
public would suffer because, with fewer team members to evaluate permit applica-
tions, backlogs would grow and private citizens and businesspersons would have to
wait longer to receive a permit. The permit program serves more citizens than
would the appeals program so we decided that a phased implementation would work
best for the program and the public. We believe that we would be doing the Nation
a disservice by drastically curtailing or eliminating the other program activities in
order to implement fully the administrative appeals program.

We have complied with the Congressional direction in the Committee report lan-
guage as best as we could, consistent with our commitment to provide fair and re-
sponsive services to the public. The final regulation for appeals of permit denials
and conditions was published in the Federal Register on March 9, 1999, with an
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effective date of August 6, 1999. Permit denials and conditions made on or after
March 9, 1999 are subject to this appeals process. The August implementation is
necessary to recruit and train the appeals staff.

The process for the appeals of jurisdiction determinations is more complex and
labor intensive. With the levels of funding for the Regulatory Program in recent
years, the Corps has been unable to start up this part of the appeals process with-
out compromising its services to the public. However, the Corps is making progress
on drafting a jurisdictional appeals regulation and should be able to implement ap-
peals of jurisdictional determinations in early fiscal year 2000 if the requested funds
are appropriated.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY BURNS
REGULATORY PROGRAM

Question. I am concerned about the Army Corps of Engineers new final rule on
administrative appeals to Section 404 permits as published in the March 9 Federal
Register. As I recall, the President, in his Wetlands Plan of 1993, directed the Army
Corps of Engineers to establish an administrative appeals process for Section 404
permits. However, I understand that the final rule on administrative appeals will
deal only with appeals of denied Section 404 permits, not appeals of jurisdictional
determinations. Lacking this later provision disturbs me especially since Congress
rejected this notion last year of not allowing the public to appeal jurisdictional de-
terminations of the Corps. Why do you insist on not allowing such appeals when
you stated in your March 10 testimony that you allow these types of appeals with
the fiscal year 2000 budget?

Answer. The President’s fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Regulatory Pro-
gram includes funds for implementation of an appeals program for jurisdiction de-
terminations. It would be implemented by a separate regulation published in the
Federal Register. In fiscal year 1999, the Corps is implementing a system for ap-
peals of permit denials and conditions within the appropriation of $106 million.

The Corps has worked very hard to improve its services to the public and run a
program that is fair to landowners and commercial developers while still protecting
wetlands. If the Corps were to go ahead with jurisdiction appeals in fiscal year 1999
at the current funding level, many basic permit evaluation and related services
would have to be reduced to cover the costs of jurisdiction appeals. I would not like
to see these services degraded. An appeals process for jurisdiction determinations
is another step in the right direction, but the Corps needs the resources to imple-
ment it without sacrificing the basic services which the public expects and deserves.

Question. You recall Congress’s strong language in the fiscal year 1999 appropria-
tions to the Corps that not including appeals for jurisdictional disputes was unac-
ceptable and that the Corps needed to demonstrate its progress to implement a “full
administrative appeals process” with its fiscal year 2000 Budget request. You also
remember that $5 million was provided in fiscal year 1999 to implement this admin-
istrative appeals process. Given this guidance along with the $5 million provided,
why should not Congress rescind these funds given your new final rule?

Answer. The Corps is drafting regulations for the jurisdiction appeals which we
hope to have completed this year for implementation in fiscal year 2000. As I stated
earlier, appeals of permit denials and conditions will begin this year. The fiscal year
1999 appropriation was the same amount as the fiscal year 1998 appropriation and
both were well below the requested amounts. The Regulatory Program has been
struggling to cover basic services for several years because appropriations have not
kept pace with the increasing program demands and costs. The fiscal year 1998 in-
crease of $5 million, the only increase since fiscal year 1995, was used to cover basic
labor-related costs such as salaries, training of regulatory personnel, and travel to
permit sites. Overall staffing had declined due to three years without a budget in-
crease. The population that will benefit from the appeals program is small compared
to the general public who depend upon the Corps for permit evaluations, enforce-
ment and resolution.

Question. If you believe lack of funding is part of the problem to administer an
appeals program for jurisdictional disputes, why haven’t you raised program fees to
generate additional funds? What has been done with the money previously allocated
by Congress to begin implementing a jurisdictional appeals process?

Answer. The President’s budget includes proposed appropriations language con-
cerning regulatory permit fees. The Corps has not changed its fee structure since
1977. The proposal in the President’s budget would authorize the Secretary of the
Army to pursue reasonable changes that the Corps would adopt following notice and
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comment rulemaking. The objective is to consider changes that would make the fees
more equitable and reduce the net Federal costs associated with the Regulatory pro-
gram. Under the proposal, the revenues would be credited as offsetting collections,
not added to the Regulatory Program account.

The fiscal year 1998 appropriation of $106 million was an increase of $5 million
over the previous appropriations that had been held to $101 million in fiscal year
1995, 1996, and 1997, all of which were well below the President’s requests. Most
of the increase was used to cover labor costs, including filling vacancies in the dis-
tricts. As a result of the level funding during these years, the Corps lost some dis-
trict staff and basic program services were being affected.

Because of the constrained funding, the Corps was not able to fully satisfy the
Appropriations Committee report language regarding administrative appeals. In fis-
cal year 1998, however, the Corps did begin steps to implement the program for ap-
peals of permit denials and conditions, at an annual cost of $1 million. To have dedi-
cated $5 million for the full appeals process would have had too severe an impact
on the basic services.

Question. You are familiar with the recent decision by the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the 4th Circuit in U.S. v. Wilson. In that case the court found invalid the Corps/
EPA rule which asserts federal jurisdiction over an isolated wetland—a wetland not
directly connected or adjacent to interstate waters—on the basis that degradation
of the wetland could affect interstate commerce. The court required the existence
of an actual effect on interstate commerce before the Corps could claim jurisdiction
over the wetland. However, the Corps chose to apply the court’s holding only within
the five states that comprise the 4th circuit: Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia,
North Carolina and South Carolina. The result is a federal regulatory program that
is broader in 45 states and narrower in 5 states. How do you justify this uneven
federal jurisdiction? Why not apply the court’s holding throughout the nation? What
is wrong with requiring a finding of an actual connection to interstate commerce be-
fore the federal government regulates private land?

Answer. While we agree that all states should be regulated consistently, we do
not agree with the court holding in the Wilson case. We are currently considering
issuing a regulation to clarify the Clean Water Act jurisdiction for isolated wetlands
that would be applicable nationwide. The Fourth Circuit decision is only required
to be applied within the Fourth Circuit. In this regard, we have issued interim guid-
ance within the Fourth Circuit to comply with the court’s decision while we develop
the national regulation. While documenting an actual connection to interstate com-
merce would be possible in almost all cases, this approach would result in substan-
tial delays and unnecessary work for the Corps and permit applicants.

Question. I understand the Corps has recently proposed to severely restrict the
use of streamlined permits for minor projects—so-called nationwide permits—in
wetlands near “impaired” waters, in “critical resource” waters and wetlands, and in
the 100-year flood plain. This proposal is likely to halt many projects that are minor
and routine, but nonetheless important to public and private entities alike. Can you
tell me how much of the United States is in the 100-year flood plain?

Answer. The Corps estimates that approximately 8 percent of the land area in the
continental United States is within the 100-year flood plain.

Question. How much of the 100-year flood plain is federal jurisdictional wetlands?

Answer. The Corps estimates that approximately 35 percent of the 100-year flood
plain consists of wetlands that are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Question. How much of the wetlands within the 100-year flood plain are affected
by authorizations under the nationwide permit program?

Answer. Nearly all of the 30 current nationwide permits that authorize Section
404 activities could be used to authorize discharges into wetlands within the 100-
year floodplain. While all of the wetlands in the 100-year floodplain could be af-
fected by the NWP program, most wetlands in the 100-year floodplain would not be
affected by any specific NWP authorization. During 1997, for example, 21,176 acres
of non-tidal wetlands were filled under general permit authorizations, including
NWP authorizations. Many of these non-tidal wetlands are outside of the 100-year
floodplain. We estimate that there are approximately 55,000,000 acres of wetlands
in the 100-year floodplain. Therefore, only a small proportion of the wetlands in the
100-year floodplain are filled as a result of activities authorized by nationwide per-
mits.

Question. What is the effect on flood control of the activities authorized by nation-
wide permits in wetlands in the 100-year flood plain?

Answer. Activities that result in permanent, above-grade wetland fills in the 100-
year flood plain will decrease the flood-holding capacity of that floodplain. Unless
that loss of flood-holding capacity is mitigated, that 100-year flood plain will in-
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crease in area, resulting in the flooding of a wider area during 100-year storm
events

Question. How does this proposal square with Congress’ intent expressed in 1977
when it provided authority to allow nationwide permits and that the nationwide
permits program was to be an integral part of the Section 404 regulatory program?

Answer. The proposal to prohibit the use of certain NWPs to authorize perma-
nent, above-grade wetland fills in the 100-year flood plain is not contrary to the
Congressional intent of 1977, because only certain activities would be subject to this
prohibition. Congress also indicated that the NWPs were for activities that have
minimal individual and cumulative effects. This proposal will help ensure that this
standard is met. Some activities in the 100-year flood plain could be authorized by
other NWPs.

It is important to note that NWPs are optional permits. If the landowner cannot
comply with all conditions of the NWP, then he or she can apply for authorization
through the individual permit process, or request authorization through a regional
general permit, if such a permit is available for the proposed activity. We are con-
sidering ways to maximize protection of the 100-year flood plain capacity while not
unnecessarily restricting use of NWPs.

Question. According to the Corps’ own data, in fiscal year 1997 under the nation-
wide permits program, about 16,000 acres were permitted across the country—about
320 per state. In return, the Corps required the restoration of 28,600 acres as miti-
gation for the authorized impacts—about 572 per state. As a result, isn’t there a
net gain of 12,600 acres nationwide under the nationwide permits program—about
252 acres per state?

Answer. The data in your question is cited in the July 1, 1998, Federal Register
notice that contains the proposed NWPs to replace NWP 26. The figures, however,
are for activities authorized by the Corps through the standard permit process. For
general permits, including NWPs and regional general permits issued by Corps dis-
trict offices, the Corps required approximately 24,800 acres of compensatory mitiga-
tion (including the restoration, creation, enhancement, and preservation of aquatic
resources) for approximately 21,400 acres of waters of the United States lost due
to activities authorized by general permits. The net gain from activities authorized
by NWPs and regional general permits during 1997 was 3,400 acres. Since the
Corps databases combine impacts and mitigation figures for both NWPs and re-
gional general permits, the Corps cannot separate how much of the wetland losses
and gains are due to NWP activities. Also, some of the mitigation was for preserva-
tion of existing wetlands.

Question. If there is this kind of gain of wetlands, rather than loss, why are the
restrictions proposed by the Administration necessary?

Answer. Each year we spend over $7 billion for flood damages. As a matter of pol-
icy we do not believe that we should encourage development of our flood plains. The
purpose of the proposed flood plain restriction is to address concerns about public
health and safety by reducing the loss of life and property caused by flooding, safe-
guarding sources of drinking water supplies, and protecting and restoring the nat-
ural functions of the Nation’s flood plains. It is important to note that, although
there is some wetland gain as a result of activities authorized by general permits,
wetland gain is not necessarily providing additional flood-holding capacity or reduc-
ing flood hazards. For example, wetland restoration, creation, or enhancement ac-
tivities required for wetland losses in the 100-year flood plain that are authorized
by general permits may be conducted off-site and outside the 100-year flood plain.

Question. According to the Corps’ own data, mining activities under the new pro-
posed nationwide permit for mining activities will impact 145 acres of wetlands na-
tionally, or 2.90 per state. If this is not a minimal impact, what is? Why is it nec-
essary r;:0 further restrict the use of the proposed nationwide permit for mining ac-
tivities?

Answer. Mining activities affect more than wetlands. These activities can have
substantial adverse effects on streams and economically important fish species, such
as endangered salmon, that inhabit those streams.

Question. With respect to “impaired waters,” which is not defined in the Adminis-
tration’s proposal, how many waters will be designated as “impaired,” and thereby
off-limits to use of the streamlined nationwide permits under this proposal?

Answer. Based on data in a report published by the Environmental Protection
Agency in 1996, approximately 252,000 river miles, 6.55 million acres of lakes,
ponds, and reservoirs, 4,730 shoreline miles of the Great Lakes, and 11,155 square
miles of estuarine waters in the United States are considered “impaired. “ According
to this report, few states have developed criteria to determine if the loss of wetlands
is the cause of the waters being designated as impaired. As for the NWP restriction,
the Corps is considering using the State lists, which are produced in accordance
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with Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act, to determine which waters are im-
paired. The sources of impairment subject to the NWP restriction include nutrients,
organic enrichment resulting in low dissolved oxygen concentration in the water col-
umn, sedimentation and siltation, habitat alteration, suspended solids, flow alter-
ation, turbidity, or the loss of wetlands. We are considering allowing the NWPs to
authorize activities in impaired bodies of water, provided the authorized activity,
plus any required mitigation, results in net improvement of the aquatic ecosystem
of the impaired water.

According to this 1996 report, approximately 124,902 river miles are impaired due
to siltation, 97,147 river miles are impaired due to nutrients, 69,391 river miles are
impaired due to oxygen-depleting substances, 48,573 river miles are impaired due
to habitat alterations, and 48,573 river miles are impaired due to suspended solids.
For lakes, ponds, and reservoirs, approximately 3.36 million acres are impaired due
to nutrients, 1.68 million acres are impaired due to siltation, 1.34 million acres are
impaired due to oxygen-depleting substances, and 840,000 acres are impaired due
to suspended solids. Approximately 311 shoreline miles of the Great Lakes are im-
paired due to nutrients and 311 shoreline miles of the Great Lakes are impaired
due to oxygen-depleting substances. For estuaries, approximately 6,340 acres are
impaired due to nutrients, approximately 3,458 acres are impaired due to oxygen-
depleting substances, and 1,729 acres are impaired due to habitat alterations.

Question. Recent reports indicate that the Corps is about to release a final rule
establishing an administrative appeals process within which to appeal decisions by
the Corps. However, the reports quote John Studt, Chief of the Corps Headquarters
Regulatory Branch, as acknowledging that the appeals process will not allow an ap-
peal of the Corps determination that one’s land is “wetlands” subject to the Corps
jurisdiction. I'm concerned about that because right now I understand that in order
to challenge assertion of jurisdiction by the Corps, the Corps requires a landowner
to apply for a permit to use his land, and only if the permit is denied can the land-
owner go to federal court to challenge not only the permit denial, but the original
determination by the Corps that the land is a wetland. I'm also concerned that the
Corps is ignoring specific directions of the Senate Appropriations Committee. The
Committee provided funding for an administrative appeals process for fiscal year
1998. The report accompanying the Energy and Water Appropriations bill for fiscal
year 1999, S. Rep. 105-206, states that the committee supports implementation of
an administrative appeals process “including appeals related to jurisdictional deter-
minations” (p. 76). My question is, given these specific concerns and directives by
the Senate, is the Corps going to issue an appeals process that includes appeal of
determinations that a persons land is wetlands? And if not, why not?

Answer. Appeals of permit denials and conditions will begin in fiscal year 1999.
The President’s fiscal year 2000 budget request includes funding for a full appeals
process that includes jurisdiction determinations. The appeals process for jurisdic-
tion determinations will follow, once the necessary funding is available. We want
to implement this initiative and urge Congress to provide this funding in fiscal year
2000.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CRAIG
REGULATORY PROGRAM—ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS

Question. What has the Corps done with the monies (both fiscal year 1998 and
fiscal year 1999) that were specifically earmarked, at the request of the Corps, for
the implementation of the administrative appeals process?

Answer. The Army budgeted for the administrative appeals process in fiscal year
1998 and fiscal year 1999 but did not request that the funds be earmarked. The
Appropriations Committee report language stated the intentions of the Committee
to have a full appeals process implemented. However, the appropriations we re-
ceived in the fiscal years you mention were well below the President’s budget re-
quests which would have funded the full appeals process without sacrificing services
to the public. More citizens depend on our responsiveness to their permit applica-
tions than the number that would use the appeals process.

The Regulatory Program is a labor-intensive program and, as such, requires a 2—
3 percent increase in funds each year just to maintain staffing levels. Most of the
Regulatory funds in these years was prudently used to maintain staffing levels of
the districts in order to continue providing timely, equitable services to the public.
In fiscal year 1999, we have been able to set aside some funds for the appeals of
permit denials and conditions which will become effective on August 6, 1999.



174

Question. In fiscal year 1997, the Corps acted on 65,138 Section 404 permit appli-
cations. Out of those, there were only 28 individual permit denials. As the Corps
has most recently indicated that it plans to only implement a partial administrative
appeals process for only permit denials, the Corps appears prepared to spend about
$180,000 per permit denial. Meanwhile, property owners who disagree with the
Corps over their jurisdiction determinations will still have to spend over a year in
the permitting process before having the ability to challenge the decision in court.
Please explain your justification for the Corps’ decision to focus both its regulatory
efforts and increased budget on a program already subjected to direct judicial re-
view, and how do you believe this to be a fair and equitable process?

Answer. While we have supported the implementation of administrative appeals,
the problem has been the affordability of a full appeals process and its impacts on
the other parts of the Regulatory Program. Our cost estimate for appeals of permit
denials and conditions is $1 million per year. The cost to implement a jurisdictional
appeals process is estimated to be $5 million. To have dedicated $5 million from an
already austere program for the full process would have meant shortages of regu-
latory personnel in the districts. This would have meant cutting back on other serv-
ices. The program impacts a sizable segment of the public through its permit and
enforcement-resolution programs. While everyone recognizes the advantages of juris-
dictional appeals, it does not make sense to cut basic services in order to spend
money on an activity which would benefit a much smaller group.

A wetland delineation does not restrict an applicant from using his or her prop-
erty. He or she simply has to apply for a permit if the activity is in a wetland. The
Corps’ performance goal is to evaluate permit actions within 60 days, and the most
recent analysis or performance data showed that this goal is achieved 95 percent
of the time. If the permit is disapproved, or approved with certain conditions, then
the applicant can bring a lawsuit against the Corps to challenge the delineation. In
addition to 31 permit denials in fiscal year 1997, there also were 5,000 permits
issued that were subject to conditions. These will be subject to the existing appeals
process.

Everyone agrees that the appeals process is less expensive and less time con-
suming than litigation. The Corps’ experience has been that most applicants are sat-
isfied with a fair hearing in the local Corps district office, even if they do not get
the result they want. We want the permit process to be fair and equitable to our
gitizens and we do not believe that litigation is the best way to resolve most dif-
erences.

Question. As indicated in the 1999 Conference Report, the implementation of an
administrative appeals process for only permit denials is unacceptable. Further-
more, the Conference Report language directs the Corps to demonstrate its progress
in implementing a full administrative appeals process when it requests its fiscal
year 2000 budget. Why has the Corps recently again insisted that it will only imple-
ment a program that addresses permit denials and that it needs more money to im-
plement a full program, against the expressed instructions of the Congress?

Answer. The Army’s position is to support Committee report language as fully and
as best as we can, within the resources provided in appropriation acts. However, the
appropriations we received in recent years were well below the President’s budget
requests. To have dedicated $5 million from our already austere program for the full
process would have meant shortages of regulatory personnel in the districts. The
public would suffer because, with fewer team members to evaluate permit applica-
tions, backlogs would grow and private citizens and businesspersons would have to
wait longer to receive a permit. The permit program serves more citizens than
would the appeals program so we decided that a phased implementation would work
best for the program and the public. We believe that we would be doing the Nation
a disservice by drastically curtailing or eliminating the other program activities in
order to implement fully the administrative appeals program.

We have complied with the Congressional direction in the Committee report lan-
guage as best as we could, consistent with our commitment to provide fair and re-
sponsive services to the public. The final regulation for appeals of permit denials
and conditions was published in the Federal Register on March 9, 1999, with an
effective date of August 6, 1999. The process for the appeals of jurisdiction deter-
minations is more complex and labor intensive. With the levels of funding for the
Regulatory Program in recent years, we have not been able to start up this part
of the appeals process without compromising our services to the public.

MILO CREEK

Question. Milo Creek flows under the communities of Kellogg and Wardner, Idaho.
During a rain on snow event in May of 1997, the creek jumped its banks and burst
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through the city streets and yards. Raw sewage ran down the streets and backed
up into one home running through its pipes and flowed out of the roof of the home.
The situation is even more complicated because the area lies within the Bunker Hill
Superfund site. The water running through the streets contained high levels of
heavy metals. The blood lead levels obtained for 1998 showed an increase in chil-
dren’s levels in the direct area of the Milo Creek project. The communities and the
State chose Alternative D of the Corps Reconnaissance Report Phase of 1995 for re-
construction and Phase I of the project has been completed and they are going to
bid for Phase II. The COE has reviewed and commented on the Phase I and is
awaiting bids for Phase II. However, the COE has not financially participated in the
project. The communities are currently short of funds and with the high snow pack
(150 percent of normal) they are expecting another flooding situation. If the project
can’t be completed this year, the potential for additional health and environmental
related damages is likely to occur.

As the COE has been committed to the Milo Creek project through their studies,
can you apply the money that has been held for the Milo Creek project and use the
money for the Phase II portion of the project?

Answer. There are no Corps funds being held for the Milo Creek project. Also, the
Corps has no authority to apply funds to continue the construction of the State’s
project. The Corps conducted a reconnaissance level study under its Section 205 au-
thority to determine if a viable solution existed that would solve the flooding prob-
lems. While this study was favorable, it was only to recommend more detailed feasi-
bility studies. Following the flooding of 1997, local officials decided not to continue
with the more detailed study but focus on addressing the immediate problems. This
resulted in implementation of a project by the State of Idaho.

The Corps could continue the project under the Section 205 program if a local
sponsor is willing to participate in continuing the planning and design phases of the
project, which could lead to the Corps funding the Federal share of construction.

LIBBY DAM, MT

Question. My office has been working with the landowners in Boundary County,
Idaho. They have been experiencing ongoing difficulties with the operation of the
Libby Dam in Montana. When the dam was built it was to be managed for flood
control, power management and recreation. Since that time the government has
added management for the Kootenai River sturgeon and salmon. The down river
landowners have experienced serious erosion because of water flows coming from
the dam.

The levels of the river are kept higher year long allowing for seepage to occur
along the river causing additional erosion and crop loss. This comes about from stur-
geon requiring a higher flow during the months of June and July, and salmon re-
quiring faster water during August.

As the requirements for Endangered Species affect the management of the river,
can you provide relief for the landowners during the rest of the year to allow their
land to ‘dry out’ prior to the onset of these faster flows by adjusting river levels?
Can the levels and flows be maintained year round to protect agriculture from dam-
ages and erosion?

Answer. We regulate Libby Dam for flood control within our overall operational
constraints. The only time the land can ‘dry out’ is usually the latter part of March
and early April. The flood control operation of Libby Dam requires releasing water
during the fall and winter to assure that the reservoir has adequate flood storage
space at the onset of spring runoff. In years of higher than normal snowpack, like
1996, 1997 and 1999, the Kootenai River is generally high from November until
March. Depending upon how large the snow pack is in a given year, April may be
the only opportunity to reduce flow in the spring.

Regarding the levels and flows, operation of the Libby project is constrained in
large part because of the Corps of Engineers’ commitment to implement actions con-
sistent with the Biological Opinions in place under requirements of the Endangered
Species Act. Current periods of low flow may be from September through November.
In a wet winter, flow will be high from December through March, when April be-
comes the only opportunity to reduce flow.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR REID
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL—CONTINUING AUTHORITIES

Question. In your statement, Dr. Westphal, you request $1.24 billion for the Con-
struction General Program. Is this funding for new studies under the Continuing
Authorities Program or completion of projects already in construction?

Answer. The $1.24 billion request for Construction, General includes $57 million
for the Continuing Authorities Program. This amount is sufficient to allow a bal-
anced program of study, design and construction, including both continuation of
projects underway and new starts.

Question. You mention only one new “survey”. I'm assuming this is a reconnais-
sance study. I understand that there may be a backlog in the General Investigation
Program, has there been a decrease in requests from local agencies and interests
for new surveys?

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 budget request includes $100,000 for one new start
reconnaissance section 905b analysis. The new start surveys are being constrained
to allow the backlog of projects approaching construction to be reduced. The number
of requests for new start surveys has not decreased.

HARBOR SERVICES FUND

Question. In your statement, Mr. Secretary, you state that you will be pursuing
Harbor Services Fund legislation separately from WRDA 99. When do you propose
to send it to Congress?

Answer. I plan to send the legislative proposal to Congress in April.

CHALLENGE 21 PROGRAM

Question. Do you have any projects being considered under the new Challenge 21
program anticipated in Water Resources Development Act of 1999?

Answer. More than 50 potential sponsors of Challenge 21 projects have been iden-
tified. However, none has been formally selected yet. Regarding WRDA 99, it is not
our intent to budget for specific Challenge 21 projects, but rather to treat this as
a program in which projects would be proposed and funded throughout the year.

Question. Do you have a selection criteria established for projects that will

be considered under this program?

Answer. Basically, all floodplains are eligible for the Challenge 21 initiative. Can-
didate projects must show the potential to both reduce flooding and restore riverine
ecosystems. Priority will go to projects with strong local support and potential to in-
clude other Federal, non-Federal, and non-profit agencies in implementation of the
projec‘&. More specific selection criteria will be established when funds are appro-
priated.

Question. You do not mention the Project Cooperation Agreements and reimburse-
ment issue in your statement, but I would like to know whether you see this as a
problem with future financing of projects? Without closure in the Congressional
committees regarding this issue, should negotiations continue on Project cooperation
Agreements with reimbursement as a component with non- Federal entities?

Answer. Yes, reimbursements could become a problem in the future if the amount
continues to grow each year. There is a potential that the Corps could become a pri-
marily a grant agency in some districts with large reimbursable type projects. We
are concerned about the potential loss of technical expertise within districts as the
number of reimbursement type projects increases. We want to work with Congress
to resolve this problem, but it is the prerogative of Congress to make the decision
on whether or not to continue to undertake such projects. Our current practice is
not to begin negotiation of an agreement involving non-Federal work or advanced
funds that could require possible future Federal appropriations until we have coordi-
nated the request within the Administration and with the Appropriations Commit-
tees.

Question. In your statement, you say that you have fully implemented the Project
Management concept and are streamlining the planning process to ensure comple-
tion of studies within budget and on schedule. Is your agency prepared to delegate
the responsibility and authority to Division/District levels so that steps can be taken
to fulfill this commitment?

Answer. We have model feasibility cost sharing agreements, which if signed with-
out deviation, require no review at higher level in the Corps. If the sponsor requests
deviations from the model, the agreement does require additional review.

Improving our project delivery process is an ongoing concern of mine. Over the
past several years we initiated a number of process improvements to reduce the
time required to take a project through the planning, design, and construction proc-
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ess. We will continue to improve and refine our process in the future but there is
only so much that can be done within the current authorization/appropriation proc-
ess. A recent review of our process by the National Research Council determined
that “* * * the Corps project planning procedures are generally sound and not ex-
cessively lengthy when compared to private sector planning studies.” There are,
however, areas where the Congress can help us further streamline the process. I am
prepared to work with you to further expedite and improve our project delivery proc-
ess.

Question. In your statement, you mention that changes to the Continuing Authori-
ties Program recommended by a process action team will be implemented. Cur-
rently, sponsors are not required to provide cash until the construction phases of
a project. How will your changes affect small jurisdictions (Nevada) with limited
funds for upfront contribution?

Answer. Under the traditional Continuing Authorities Program, after the first
$100,000, sponsors currently provide 50 percent of the cost of the feasibility study
at the time of the feasibility study. Under the environmental authorities, S.1135 and
S.206, the total study cost is Federally funded and then cost-shared at the time of
construction. The current proposal would create a single project development proc-
ess that captures some elements of each existing process. Cost-sharing would be ini-
tiated during planning on all projects; however, it would be at the more favorable
construction cost-sharing percentage for all authorities. This will create a simpler
and more equitable process for all sponsors under all authorities. We believe that
local sponsors who have provided 50 percent of the feasibility cost for S.205 small
flood control projects in the past would be satisfied with this proposed change.

RESTRUCTURING OF HEADQUARTERS AND DIVISION OFFICES

Question. In your statement, you reference the reorganization of Headquarters
and Division offices. You mention a staff reduction of 14 percent from fiscal year
11996 to f:;scal year 1999. Why is the General Expenses budget request the same as
ast year?

Answer. The executive direction and management of the Civil Works program,
performed by the headquarters and division offices, plays a key role in providing
oversight and direction to our important civil works mission. Staff reductions have
permitted us to maintain an appropriate level of executive direction and manage-
ment with a constant $148 million budget from fiscal year 1998 to fiscal year 2000.
Since General Expenses is a labor-intensive account which requires personnel cuts
to absorb cost growth, this flat budget requires us to absorb inflation, pay increases,
and extraordinary expenses within the operating base. The projected fiscal year
2000 inflation of about 3 percent plus the 4.4 percent in pay increases translates
to approximately $5.3 million of cost increases being absorbed.

REGULATORY APPEALS PROCESS

Question. In your statement, you recognize the struggle regarding the Regulatory
appeals process. You have requested an increase of $11 million. How will the in-
crease in funding be used to remedy the problems with the appeals process? Will
you be adding staff to your Regulatory field offices in order to process applications
in a timely manner?

Answer. Of the $11 million increase in the President’s budget, $3 million is for
labor cost increases and filling vacancies in the district offices, and $5 million is for
implementation of the appeals process for jurisdiction determinations. Even without
an appeals process, the Corps must maintain staffing levels in the districts to evalu-
ate permit applications in a timely manner. This is the purpose of the additional
$3 million.

Additional staff will be needed, however, to process administrative appeals for ju-
risdictional determinations. For appeals of permit denials and conditions, which is
being implemented this year, each division office will have an appeals officer. More
appeals officers will be added, perhaps in the districts, to handle the appeals process
for jurisdiction determinations. Just as the Corps is committed to evaluating permit
applications in a timely manner, it plans to do the same for appeals.

LOWER LAS VEGAS WASH WETLANDS

Question. In Las Vegas there is an area known as the Lower Las Vegas Wash
Wetlands. The area feeds directly into Lake Mead and therefore is significant to the
ecology of the region. There are significant water quality issues such as erosion and

erchlorate contamination in the Wash. Unfortunately, the Corps has budgeted only
§100,000 for this key environmental project. Could you give me a status update on
this project?
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Answer. Our final reconnaissance report was completed in June 1998. We have
been working with the non-Federal sponsor, Clark County Department of Parks and
Recreation, to develop and finalize the project study plan. The sponsor has been try-
ing to identify a funding source for its cost sharing of the feasibility study for sev-
eral months and is presently working with the Nevada Water Agency to secure the
necessary non-Federal funds. Although we have currently scheduled the feasibility
study to begin in August 1999, there remains a high level of uncertainty regarding
the source of non-Federal funds.

Question. Since there is a Lake Mead Water Quality Forum that constitutes 21
members of the federal, state and local agencies, the meetings of which are periodi-
cally attended by the Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of Engineers, couldn’t this
project be a model of the National Research Council recommendation regarding wa-
tersheds as the basic planning unit?

Answer. Yes, the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum could be a model of the Na-
tional Research Council recommendation regarding watersheds as the basic plan-
ning unit. The Lower Las Vegas Wash feasibility study will focus on habitat restora-
tion opportunities in the watershed. Habitat restoration represents a specific compo-
nent of the water quality focus of the Lake Mead Water Quality Forum. Since the
Clark County Department of Parks and Recreation is a member of the Lake Mead
Water Quality Forum, there may be information that would be beneficial to our
study and theirs.

Question. The Water Quality Forum is moving toward the finalization of proposals
which they will be presenting my staff. Will the Corps be able or willing to coordi-
nate with the Forum as proposals are finalized at the local level?

Answer. Yes, we will review and evaluate the proposals of the Lake Mead Water
Quality Forum to determine whether or not any of the proposals could be pursued
under existing Corps authorities.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR BYRD

Question. Mr. Chairman, the President’s fiscal year 2000 budget request for the
Corps of Engineers of $3.9 billion in new budget authority is, generally speaking,
much better than his budget request for fiscal year 1999, but the request is still
below the level enacted for fiscal year 1999. While I am heartened that the Corps
is receiving some support from the Administration for its programs and projects, I
am concerned about the Corps; ability to carry out its critical mission. These are
difficult budget times, despite all of the media hype about the projected budget sur-
pluses, yet the Corps provides crucial services to the nation in the areas of naviga-
tion assistance flood mitigation, recreation opportunities, and power generation. I
look forward to working with the Chairman and Ranking Member and other mem-
bers of the Subcommittee to ensure that sufficient funds are made available for the
Corps to continue its projects and programs.

In reviewing the specifics of the budget request for the Corps, I note that the re-
quest proposes a decrease of 27 million in general investigations and that this de-
crease will result in (1) less funds for navigation, flood damage prevention and
shoreline protection studies, (2) reduced support for preconstruction engineering and
design, (3) lower levels of flood plain management, and (4) a decrease in research
and development.

Will these proposed program decreases for general investigations have a negative
impact on the long-term health of our economy, our ability to protect communities
from the ravages of floodwaters, or on our quality of life?

Answer. No. I do not believe that the proposed program decreases will have a neg-
ative impact on the long term health of our economy. We will continue to address
the flood damage reduction needs of the nation’s communities. Let me assure you
that the Army Civil Works mission continues to very much be in the business of
addressing, evaluating and solving the nation’s water resource infrastructure prob-
lems. We are simply proposing a pause in the new study start program for the
Corps this year in order to catch our breath and at least put a sizeable dent in the
number of projects currently in the construction pipeline. I hope, if all goes well
with the Corps program in 2000 as well as with the economy and the budget in gen-
eral, that we can resume a higher new start program in the outyears.

I also note some major decreases are proposed in the construction account for
locks and dams, for local protection projects, for beach erosion control projects, and
for dam safety assurance projects.

Question. Will these program decreases proposed for construction projects have a
negative impact in the short term on our economy and on flood protection?
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Answer. The proposed fiscal year 2000 construction program generally does not
fund flood protection projects at their optimum schedules and these projects would
not be completed as expeditiously as possible. In this context, there could be a nega-
tive impact on the economy of an affected locality if flood protection were not in
place when a flood occurred.

Question. Won’t the proposed construction decreases have the effect of postponing
the completion of many projects, delaying the benefits that will be realized from
their completion?

Answer. About 66 projects included in the President’s budget would be affected
by the funding levels proposed for the fiscal year 2000 construction program. These
projects would be delayed an average of 5 months from their optimum schedules.
It is not possible to conduct a definitive analysis of the delayed benefits because so
many assumptions about the future are required, and many of these decisions have
not yet been made. Let it suffice to say there are costs associated with forgone bene-
fits.

Question. Does the Corps of Engineers have construction capabilities above the
level proposed in the President’s budget request? What level of construction funding
did the Corps include in its request to the Office of Management and Budget?

Answer. Yes, the Corps has construction capabilities that individually total about
$2 billion. However, these capabilities consider each project by itself without ref-
erence to the rest of the program. The Army initially recommended a fiscal year
2000 program to OMB that totaled $1.815 billion. This amount was later reduced
to $1.725 after enactment of appropriations for fiscal year 1999.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS AND AQUATIC ECOSYSTEMS

Question. While most activities of the construction account are proposed for de-
creases relative to the fiscal year 1999 funding level, two areas would receive mod-
est increases: environmental projects and work involving aquatic ecosystems. While
these increases are quite small, it seems noteworthy that while most construction
activities are slated for decreases, these two are proposed for increases. What work
is slated to be accomplished by the new funds recommended for environmental
projects and aquatic ecosystems?

Answer. Although the request for fiscal year 2000 for the Section 1135 and Sec-
tion 206 programs is $5.7 million greater than the request for fiscal year 1999, it
is actually $7.2 million less than was appropriated for fiscal year 1999. The fiscal
year 2000 request of $13 million is just $1.2 million more than we expended last
year in fiscal year 1998. The $13 million will allow us to pursue a balanced program
of work, including continuation of over 300 projects underway, coordination with
local sponsors seeking new projects and initiation of new projects.

Question. Does the President’s budget request propose to increase funding for en-
vironmental activities at the expense of navigation, flood mitigation and control, and
dam safety?

Answer. For the fiscal year 2000 budget, 28 port development projects and activi-
ties are funded to meet optimum completion schedules in accordance with the pro-
posed Harbor Services User Fee which will cover all construction costs. Amounts for
165 flood damage reduction, inland waterways, and shore protection projects and ac-
tivities which rely on general tax revenues to finance their construction costs are
constrained to a level that is about two-thirds of what is needed to maintain opti-
mum completion schedules. The completion schedules for these projects is similar
to the completion schedules prepared for the fiscal year 1999 budget. In addition,
9 high priority projects for mitigation, ecosystem restoration, and other purposes are
funded to meet optimum completion schedules.

O&M INCREASE

Question. What types of needs and costs will be covered by the five percent in-
crease for operation and maintenance.

Answer. While providing for the operation and maintenance of the Corps projects
at justifiable levels of service in all of the five O&M business processes, (navigation,
flood damage reduction, hydropower, recreation, and environmental stewardship) it
better enables us to extend the useful life of our aging infrastructure.

Question. Does the proposed increase cover all of your anticipated increases for
operations and maintenance?

Answer. As I mentioned, we can continue to safely operate and maintain our
projects, however over the years budgetary limitations have resulted in a buildup
of unfunded maintenance work items. Since that buildup has grown to be over $1.6
billion, we cannot conceivably cover all of that work in one year. The increase has
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helped us to address some items which had been previously deferred while mini-
mizing the number of new items to be added to the backlog.

IMPACT OF 2000 FUNDING LEVEL

Question. What types of needs and costs will be covered by the ten percent in-
crease for the Regulatory Program?

Answer. The President’s budget requests $117 million which is $11 million more
than the fiscal year 1999 appropriation. The funds would be used as follows:

Administrative Appeals Process.—Allows applicants to contest regulatory decisions
without going to court. In fiscal year 1999, the Corps will be implementing appeals
of permit denials and conditions. The appeals process for jurisdiction determinations
would be implemented with $5 million in the fiscal year 2000 budget request.

Maintaining Program Performance.—About $3 million is required to cover ordi-
nary manpower cost increases and inflation. This is essential to allow filling of va-
cancies so program performance does not decline. At 90,000 permit actions in fiscal
year 1998, workload is at an all-time high. The fact that there was no funding in-
crease from fiscal year 1998 to fiscal year 1999 has meant staff vacancies in the
districts cannot be filled this year.

Watershed Management Efforts and related area studies.—About $2.5 million in
new funding would allow additional special studies of sensitive areas with intensive
developmental pressures. Study products help predict permit impacts in a more
comprehensive manner than is possible on a permit-by-permit basis. Individual fu-
ture projects can then be evaluated much more efficiently and expeditiously, and
some management plans can result in shared regulatory responsibilities with state
and local governments, reducing duplication and delays.

Wetland Delineator Certification Program.—The Corps is developing a national
program for the training and certification of non-federal individuals as certified wet-
lands delineators. Final implementation has not occurred because of funding con-
gtraints; Start-up costs for full implementation in all districts is approximately

500,000.

Question. Why is this increase needed for the for the Regulatory Program?

Answer. Because the Regulatory Program is a people-intensive program, the re-
quested funds will continue the Corps commitment to serve the public in a fair and
reasonable manner while ensuring the protection of the aquatic environment re-
quired by laws and regulations. In fiscal year 1998, the Corps authorized 90,000 ac-
tivities in writing. With the number of permit activities increasing by at least 5,000
each year, the President’s budget request will ensure that this level of service is
maintained.

The Corps also will continue to pursue important initiatives. Regional and nation-
wide general permits increase cooperation with state and local governments and
help streamline the regulatory process. The Corps will establish an administrative
appeals process for jurisdiction determinations which, in addition to the appeals of
permit denials and conditions to be implemented this year, will allow the public to
challenge regulatory decisions without costly, time-consuming litigation.

Question. Why is this increase needed for the for the Regulatory Program?

Answer. Because the Regulatory Program is a people-intensive program, the re-
quested funds will continue the Corps commitment to serve the public in a fair and
reasonable manner while ensuring the protection of the aquatic environment re-
quired by laws and regulations. In fiscal year 1998, the Corps authorized 90,000 ac-
tivities in writing. With the number of permit activities increasing by at least 5,000
each year, the President’s budget request will ensure that this level of service is
maintained. The Corps also will continue to pursue important initiatives. Regional
and nationwide general permits increase cooperation with state and local govern-
ments and help streamline the regulatory process. The Corps will establish an ad-
ministrative appeals process for jurisdiction determinations which, in addition to the
appeals of permit denials and conditions to be implemented this year, will allow the
public to challenge regulatory decisions without costly, time-consuming litigation.

MARMET LOCKS AND DAM

Question. Congress provided $6,500,000 last year for land acquisition, detailed en-
gineering, and design work associated with a major lock replacement program at
Marmet Lock and Dam along the Kanawha River. The President’s fiscal year 2000
budget request for the project is $9,800,000. The Marmet Lock and Dam is a major
navigational structure, responsible for moving millions of tons of cargo to and from
West Virginia every year. This major lock replacement project will help maintain
and increase the efficient flow of commerce.
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Last year the Corps estimated that is would need to buy about 250 properties for
this project. How many have been purchased to date, and how many do you antici-
pate having purchased by the close of fiscal year 2000?

Answer. We have purchased approximately 35 properties so far, and we will have
purchased approximately 110 properties by the end of fiscal year 2000.

Question. When do you anticipate that the land acquisition for the project will be
complete? When do you anticipate that the land acquisition will be sufficiently far
enough along that you can begin construction?

Answer. The land acquisition will take through fiscal year 2002 to complete. We
will have completed sufficient land acquisition and design by the end of fiscal year
2001 to initiate construction of the lock in fiscal year 2002.

Question. How much money will be needed beyond fiscal year 2000 to complete
the project? What work will remain to be done?

Answer. An additional $264,200,000 is needed beyond fiscal year 2000 for contin-
ued engineering and design of the lock and appurtenant features, acquisition of the
140 remaining properties, and construction of the lock.

Question. Are there additional Corps capabilities at Marmet for fiscal year 2000
above those identified in the President’s budget?

Answer. The Corps has the capability, subject to the qualifying language, to use
an additional $1,550,000 to advance engineering and design and land acquisition.
This would accelerate project completion by approximately six months.

Senator BYRD. Gentlemen, I am encouraged that the President’s budget for fiscal
year 2000 includes support for this project for the inland navigation system. Marmet
has a strong benefit/cost ratio because of the substantial value of the coal, chemi-
cals, and other products shipped along the Kanawha River and the Ohio system.
While the budget request indicates an increased level of support by the Administra-
tion for this project, I would remind the Corps that many people are affected by this
project—not just those whose lives and homes are being disrupted by the construc-
tion, but also all of the people whose work depends upon the locks, the shipping,
and the products that go through Marmet. Therefore, it is incumbent upon all of
us to help move this project forward as efficiently as we can to avoid any unneces-
sary delays.

GREENBRIER BASIN FLOOD PROTECTION

Question. The Greenbrier Basin of eastern West Virginia is one of the prettiest
parts of the State and one prone to extensive flooding. The Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1996 authorized the Corps to implement local protection plans to help
mitigate damage from future flooding. The fiscal year 1997 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act provided $500,000 for the design and implementation
of a flood warning system in the Greenbrier basin.

Has the Corps reached an agreement with the City of Marlinton on a local protec-
tion plan? Have the details of the plan been worked out and agreed to among the
participants?

Answer. The Corps has been working with the City of Marlinton, and has gen-
erally come to an agreement for a plan of protection. The local protection plan in-
cludes a levee down the front side of Marlinton that borders the Greenbrier River
and a secondary levee along the Riverside area of town. For the remaining flood pro-
tection, two alternatives are presently under consideration. One involves the exten-
sion of the levee upstream along Knapps Creek, the other would be for construction
of the Knapps Creek diversion channel.

Question. Has a local sponsor been identified for the non-Federal part of the local
protection plan? What is the non-Federal cost? What is the total cost?

Answer. The City of Marlinton has expressed an interest in being the local spon-
sor. The total project cost is estimated to be approximately $54,700,000. The city
qualifies for a reduction in its cost share to 14 percent based on ability-to-pay provi-
sions. The non-Federal share would be approximately $7,700,000; however, the city
may need other assistance to provide this amount. The Federal share would be ap-
proximately $47,000,000; however, in accordance with Section 574 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996, the amount authorized to be appropriated for the
Greenbrier River Basin project is limited to $12,000,000.

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

Answer. The Corps is finalizing the design, conducting field investigations, and
evaluating the feasibility of the two alternatives in the Knapp Creek area.

Question. What capabilities does the Corps anticipate for fiscal year 2000 for the
Marlinton local protection plan?
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Answer. The Corps capability for the Marlinton local protection project, an ele-
ment of the Greenbrier River Basin project, is $1,000,000, subject to the qualifying
language. If provided, these funds would be used for continuing the Marlinton de-
tailed project report.

Question. What is the status of the flood warning system for the Greenbrier
basin?

Answer. The system was installed in 1997 and 1998, within the 18 months speci-
fied in the 1997 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act. The system is
operational. The Project Cooperation Agreement was modified so that an additional
stream gage could be installed this spring at Renick, West Virginia.

Question. How much will it cost to maintain the flood warning system once it is
fully operational?

Answer. It will cost approximately $32,400 per year to operate the rain gages, in-
cluding the Renick gage. The State of West Virginia is the project sponsor.

Question. What future construction and operational needs are required for the
flood warning system?

Answer. Installation of the gage at Renick will complete the flood warning system.

Question. How many stream gages and how many rain gages are included in the
flood warning system?

Answer. The system includes 6 stream gages, including the gage at Renick, and
a number of rain gages operated by the National Weather Service.

Question. What is the relationship between the Corps and the National Weather
Service with regards to the warning system?

Answer. The National Weather Service assisted in the installation of the com-
puter work stations at the stream gages and operates the rain gages. The U.S. Geo-
logical Survey also has assisted with installing the housing for the stream gages.

WEST VIRGINIA TUG FORK FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECTS

Question. For fiscal year 1999 Congress provided $11.35 million to continue work
on flood protection projects in southern West Virginia along the Tug Fork and its
tributaries as part of the multi-state Section 202 project. While the President’s re-
quest includes $5.4 million for Levisa and Tug Fork projects for fiscal year 2000,
all of these funds are slated for other States.

In fiscal year 1999 for the Section 202 Levisa and Tug Fork project area in West
Virginia, $4,500,000 was appropriated to initiate the McDowell County project and
$1,475,000 for the Upper Mingo County project that specifically included the Mingo
County tributary areas. I understand that both project reports have been completed,
yet as of today, the Corps has yet to execute project agreements for either area.
What accounts for this substantial delay?

Answer. For McDowell County there was an unresolved issue over the level of de-
sign detail in the report necessary for proposed ring levees. Subsequent to submittal
of the report, there has been consideration given to a plan involving Federal partici-
pation in the consolidation of local schools in lieu of constructing ring levees for the
schools. This assessment of plan details and examination of authorities also has con-
tributed to delays in completion of the report review and execution of an agreement.
The report is expected to be approved in April 1999, and execution of the PCA with-
in 90 days after report approval. For the Upper Mingo County tributaries area, it
took five months to resolve project issues and obtain approval of the supplemental
report. The supplemental report was approved on March 1, 1999, and the supple-
ment to the Project Cooperation Agreement is under review.

Question. What activities will remain to be done beyond fiscal year 1999 in lower
Mingo County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have
capabilities in lower Mingo County in fiscal year 20007

Answer. Non-structural flood damage reduction, including measures such as ele-
vating structures, demolishing and replacing structures, and structure-specific
ringwalls, would continue beyond fiscal year 1999 if funds were provided. The re-
maining cost is $7,000,000. The Corps capability, subject to the qualifying language,
for fiscal year 2000 is $1,300,000.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 1999 in
upper Mingo County along the Tug Fork and its tributaries and what is the cost
of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have capabilities in upper Mingo County
in fiscal year 2000?

Answer. Non-structural flood damage reduction measures would continue beyond
fiscal year 1999 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $18,200,000. The
Corps capability, subject to the qualifying language, for fiscal year 2000 is $600,000.
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Question. What activities will remain to be done beyond fiscal year 1999 in
McDowell County, West Virginia and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does
the Corps have capabilities in McDowell County in fiscal year 20007

Answer. Non-structural flood damage reduction measures would continue beyond
fiscal year 1999 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $148,800,000. The
Corps capability, subject to the qualifying language, for fiscal year 2000 is
$2,200,000.

Question. What activities will remain to be completed beyond fiscal year 1999 in
Wayne County and what is the cost of the remaining effort? Does the Corps have
capabilities in Wayne County in fiscal year 2000?

Answer. Non-structural flood damage reduction measures would continue beyond
fiscal year 1999 if funds were provided. The remaining cost is $6,000,000. The Corps
capability, subject to the qualifying language, for fiscal year 2000 is $300,000.

Floods have repeatedly devastated many counties in West Virginia, including
those that are part of the Tug Fork basin. The Section 202 project provides impor-
tant protection to communities and livelihoods. Each of these project areas has local
sponsors to fund the non-Federal portion of the project. I look forward to working
with the subcommittee to make further progress on providing flood protection for
the West Virginia parts of Section 202.

WHEELING RIVERFRONT

Question. Wheeling, West Virginia, is in the midst of a major preservation and
rehabilitation project to protect and enhance its cultural and commercial resources
in its central business district. I understand that the Corps has had discussions in
the past with the Wheeling National Heritage Area about how joint efforts along
the Wheeling Riverfront could be arranged and about what capabilities the Corps
might have in participating in this project. This is an important project and I be-
lieve the Corps might have some expertise that would be useful in this effort.

What would be the first step toward involving the Corps more closely with the
revitalization efforts, underway in Wheeling?

Answer. Since the Wheeling waterfront project is recreational in nature, and since
recreation projects have historically been assigned a low budgetary priority, Corps
involvement would not occur unless Congress added funds for the project. If Con-
gress did so, the Corps could conduct a reconnaissance study to determine what role
the Corps could play in the future development of the Wheeling Riverfront project.

Question. What resources would be needed by the Corps in order for it to actively
participate in the Wheeling Riverfront project?

Answer. The normal cost of a reconnaissance study is $100,000.

Question. What legislation, if any, would be required to authorize the Corps’ par-
ticipation?

Answer. A Committee study resolution provides the authority for the Corps to
study opportunities for urban waterfront development along the Ohio River. This
authority extends to design. The project is on the pool of Hannibal Lock and Dam,
West Virginia and Ohio. Section 4 of the 1944 Flood Control Act, as amended, pro-
vides the authority for the Corps of Engineers to participate in the addition of recre-
ation facilities on Corps lands at Corps projects. However, additional authorization
in law would be required for the Corps to participate in recreation development on
non-Corps lands.

Question. What unit of the Corps would have the lead in this participation?

Answer. Wheeling is within the geographic boundaries of the Pittsburgh District,
which would be the lead District. If necessary, resources from other Corps offices
could be made available to assist in this project.

Question. What would be the cost-share requirements for the project?

Answer. A reconnaissance study to determine the Federal interest in future Corps
involvement would be 100 percent Federally financed. The feasibility phase, if appli-
cable, would be cost shared 50 percent Federal and 50 percent non-Federal under
a Feasibility Cost Sharing Agreement. Design would be financed 75 percent Federal
and 25 percent non-Federal under a Design Agreement. Project construction costs
would be cost shared 50 percent Federal and 50 percent non-Federal. Design costs
would be folded into project construction costs, and the non-Federal sponsor would
contribute the other 25 percent of design costs in the first year of construction. The
non-Federal sponsor for the feasibility, design, and construction phases must be a
unit of government. Funds provided by another Federal agency may be used for the
non-Federal share if such use is authorized in law.

Question. What types of capabilities might the Corps be able to bring into the
Wheeling Riverfront project (including the Ohio River front area and the mouth of
Wheeling Creek where it enters the Ohio River)?
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Answer. The Corps has extensive capabilities in recreation master planning, envi-
ronmental assessment, facilities engineering and design, and construction manage-
ment that could be used in development of this project.

WEST VIRGINIA STATEWIDE FLOOD PROTECTION PLAN

Question. In 1998, the Corps signed an agreement with the West Virginia Soil
Conservation Agency to conduct a comprehensive study of the chronic flood prob-
lems that devastate West Virginia, to be conducted on a 50/50 cost share basis.

How long will the study take to complete?

Answer. The cost sharing agreement for the second and last phase of the study
is scheduled for execution in May 1999 and the study is scheduled for completion
in July 2001.

Question. What will the study do?

Answer. The study will develop a comprehensive strategy for addressing flooding
problems throughout West Virginia, concentrating on unmet flood control needs, es-
pecially in high-priority areas of the state where chronic flooding occurs.

Question. What will the study provide?

Answer. The study will provide a statewide flood damage assessment, identifica-
tion of existing flood control shortfalls, assessment of existing Federal and state
flood protection programs, formulation of flood protection and floodplain manage-
ment program improvements, assessment of non-Federal financing capability, iden-
tification of financing needs for investment in flood protection, development of a
long-term investment strategy for the state, and a detailed report on a statewide
flood warning system.

Question. What has been appropriated by the Federal Government to date for this
project?

Answer. Appropriations for the West Virginia Statewide Plan total $950,000
through fiscal year 1999.

Question. What additional Federal resources are needed for this project?

Answer. No additional funds are required to complete the study.

Question. What level of support (funding and in-kind services) has been provided
by the non-Federal cooperator?

Answer. $50,000 was used for a reconnaissance-level investigation at Federal ex-
pense. The feasibility study cost is $1,800,000 and will be cost shared 50 percent
Federal and 50 percent non-Federal in two phases. For Phase I, the West Virginia
Soil Conservation Agency, which is the study sponsor, provided $213,600 in cash
and $62,000 in in-kind services. The cost sharing agreement for Phase II is sched-
uled for execution in May 1999. Details of cash contributions and in-kind services
for Phase II are being identified by the study sponsor at this time.

Question. What is the current status of the project?

Answer. Several work tasks identified in the project study plan currently are un-
derway. The Corps and the National Resources Conservation Service are updating
statewide flood damage data and information on flood control projects in the state
that are either completed, under construction, or in various planning stages. The
Corps and the West Virginia Soil Conservation Agency are arranging the initial
meeting of the Flood Mitigation Task Force, which is a part of the Statewide Plan
process, and are developing the schedule for a series of workshop meetings to be
held across the state to solicit citizen and local government input into the planning
process. The workshop meetings are likely to begin in early May.

ROBERT C. BYRD LOCKS AND DAM

Question. A major project was authorized in 1986 at Gallipolis, West Virginia, to
improve the lock system of the Robert C. Byrd Locks and Dam. This project is mak-
ing great progress, but I understand that several years worth of work remain. The
President’s budget request for fiscal year 2000 includes $7.15 million for this project.

What is the total cost of the project and how much funding is needed beyond fiscal
year 19997

Answer. The total project cost is $373,000,000. The project’s balance to complete
after fiscal year 1999 is $16,278,000.

Question. What is the status of the on-site mitigation work?

Answer. The on-site mitigation construction contract, which was awarded in Sep-
tember 1997, is 35 percent complete, with completion scheduled for December 2001.
This effort consists of construction of a 50-acre wetland area and fish rearing ponds.

Question. What plans are there for providing fishing access to the Ohio River at
the Locks and Dam?
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Answer. Fishing access on the West Virginia bank of the Ohio River is complete.
A fishing access site at the abutment on the Ohio side of the river will be con-
structed in 2001.

Question. What has been your relationship with the West Virginia Division of
Natural Resources on this project?

Answer. The Corps has established a very good working relationship with the
West Virginia Division of Natural Resources (WVDNR). They have actively partici-
pated in the design of the mitigation features for this project and they participate
in all partnering sessions for the mitigation work. The on-site mitigation contract
includes a system of fish rearing ponds. Upon completion of this contract, the
WVDNR will assume operation and maintenance of this area as its primary fish
hatchery in West Virginia.

Question. What additional capabilities does the Corps have for fiscal year 2000 be-
yond those identified in the President’s budget request for work on this project? If
funding is provided, how much will the project completion be accelerated by these
additional capabilities?

Answer. In addition to the fiscal year 2000 budget request of $7,150,000, the
Corps has additional capability, subject to the qualifying language, of $2,150,000,
which would advance project completion by one year.

WINFIELD LOCK & DAM

Question. The Winfield Lock Replacement project has completed all of phase I and
most of phase II-A. The new lock chamber at Winfield is capable of handling 11
jumbo barges at one time and can speed barge traffic through the lock in less than
45 minutes. While much of the construction has been completed, work remains on
site protection and clean-up, onsite environmental mitigation, and post-project ef-
forts involving the National Guard. The President’s fiscal year 2000 budget request
includes $1.4 million for this project.

What is the status of the transfer of two buildings to the National Guard?

Answer. A License Agreement was sent in March 1999 to the West Virginia Na-
tional Guard for signature. This agreement will permit the Guard to use the build-
ings until the final transfer is accomplished next year.

Question. What is the status of the bank erosion work?

Answer. Bank erosion corrective actions were initiated in January 1999 and are
scheduled to be completed by mid-summer 1999.

Question. What additional capabilities does the Corps have in fiscal year 2000 for
the project above those already identified in the President’s budget request? By
what length of time would these additional capabilities accelerate the completion of
the project?

Answer. In addition to the fiscal year 2000 budget request of $1,400,000, the
Corps has additional capability, subject to the qualifying language, of $1,800,000
that would advance completion by two years.

BLUESTONE DRIFT AND DEBRIS

Question. Drift and debris periodically accumulate behind Bluestone dam. This ac-
cumulation of drift and debris has been identified as a significant problem. Fol-
lowing a study authorized in the Water Resources Development Act of 1992, the
Corps identified a preferred plan for managing the drift and debris. For fiscal year
1999, $420,000 was appropriated to finalize the construction design for handling the
drift and debris and for continued development of a public awareness program.

What benefits will be derived from the completion of the drift and debris project?

Answer. Completion of construction of the multi-level intake structure would pre-
vent accumulation of drift and debris during periods of high inflow to the project
and reduce the accumulation of drift and debris pileups on the National Park Serv-
ice property at Sandstone Falls.

Question. What operational changes will occur as a result of the completion of the
drift and debris project?

Answer. Completion of the multi-level intake structure would not require any
operational changes to the project.

Question. What group is covering the non-Federal costs of the project?

Answer. The current and prospective drift and debris management program asso-
ciated with the project has four components, namely construction of the multi-level
intake structure at the project, acquisition of debris removal equipment, the public
awareness program, and cleanup of debris downstream on National Park Service
lands. The Corps could construct the multi-level intake structure and acquire equip-
ment as part of project operation and maintenance at full Federal expense. The
Corps, the National Park Service, the West Virginia Division of Environmental Pro-
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tection, and other non-Federal interests are participating in the public awareness
program. The Corps participation is part of project operation and maintenance. The
downstream cleanup currently is financed by the National Park Service and the
West Virginia Division of Environmental Protection. If non-Federal cost sharing in
the construction of the intake structure or Corps cost sharing in the downstream
cleanup were authorized, the West Virginia Division of Environmental Protection
would be the cost sharing sponsor.

Question. What additional Congressional legislation will be required to implement
the preferred plan?

Answer. No authority is required for the Corps to construct the multi-level intake
structure, acquire equipment, or continue to participate in public awareness efforts.
Legislation would be required for the Corps to participate in the downstream clean-
up.

BLUESTONE DAM SAFETY PROJECT

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

Answer. Under current design criteria, the probable maximum flood is estimated
to overtop the existing dam by 13 feet. Dam failure would cause catastrophic flood-
ing along the Greenbrier, New, Gauley, Kanawha, and Elk Rivers, including the
metropolitan area and heavily industrialized capital city of Charleston, West Vir-
ginia. This would place more than 115,000 persons at risk, with property damages
in excess of $6,500,000,000.

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

Answer. The dam would be in danger of failing if pool levels approaching 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 oc-
curring 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 operational changes would take place as a result of the completion
of the dam safety project?

Answer. Daily operations of the project would not change. For catastrophic floods
approaching a probable maximum flood level, the six hydropower penstocks would
be used to provide additional discharge capacity. Once activated, the penstocks
would remain open until pool levels return to normal and the penstock bulkheads
could be restored. Use of the penstocks does not increase downstream damage; how-
ever, the time required for pool levels to return to normal could delay the start of
cleanup efforts by several days.

Question. What are the benefits that might be associated with combining the dam
safety project and the drift and debris project?

Answer. The main benefit attributed to a combined effort would be that a single
structure could be built for the resident engineer’s office that would serve both con-
struction efforts. It is possible that the two efforts could be constructed under a sin-
gle contract.

Question. Could the drift and debris project precede the dam safety project? What
additional costs and risks might this impose?

Answer. The drift and debris project could precede the dam safety project. How-
ever, there are increased risks to life and property associated with any delay in ini-
tiating the dam safety project.

ISLAND CREEK AT LOGAN

Question. The Water Resources Development Act of 1986 authorized a non-struc-
tural (local protection plan) project combined with some channel improvements for
Island Creek at Logan. This area experienced major flooding in 1957, 1963, 1974,
and 1977. The Corps completed studies in 1993 and recommended a plan of action
that would provide significant flooding reductions and have a positive benefit-cost
ratio of 1.34. $1.5 million in Federal funds have been spent on the project, but activ-
ity stopped in fiscal year 1994 because the Logan County Commission, the local
sponsor, was unable to provide the non-Federal share of the project implementation
costs. Last year, the State of West Virginia agreed to provide funds to assist the
Logan County Commission in sponsoring the project.

Have any Federal construction funds been spent on this project?

Answer. No Federal construction funds have been spent to date.
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Question. With the local sponsor now able to provide the non-Federal cost share,
are more general investigation funds needed for completing studies or are only con-
struction funds needed to implement the plan of action?

Answer. $25,000 in General Investigation funds have been reprogrammed to re-
view plan formulation and conduct an economic update of the project benefits. In
fiscal year 2000, the Corps has a capability, subject to the qualifying language, of
$500,000 in General Investigations funding to develop a project management plan
and complete a General Reevaluation Report. The Corps could complete
preconstruction engineering and design in fiscal year 2001.

Question. What can the Corps do to re-initiate this project?

Answer. The Corps recently reprogrammed $25,000 to review plan formulation
and conduct an economic update of the project benefits to reaffirm the Federal inter-
est in further study and project implementation.

LONDON LOCK AND DAM

Question. The fiscal year 2000 budget request includes $600,000 to initiate con-
struction of the London Lock and Dam rehabilitation project. This project would re-
place the upper guard wall and extend the lock chamber. The rehabilitation project
is needed to avoid any future lockage delays on the Kanawha River at London,
where traffic exceeded 8 million tons in 1995.

What is the total cost of the project?

Answer. The total cost of the project is $20,300,000.

Question. When is it scheduled to be completed?

Answer. The project is scheduled for completion in September 2004, subject to re-
ceipt of funding to initiate the project construction in fiscal year 2000.

Ques{l)fion. Is any Congressional action other than appropriations required for the
project?

Answer. No additional Congressional action is necessary to proceed with the
project.

Question. Does the Corps have additional capabilities for fiscal year 2000 that
would accelerate the completion of this project were funds available?

Answer. In addition to the fiscal year 2000 budget request of $600,000, the Corps
has additional capability, subject to the qualifying language, of $800,000, which
would advance completion by one year.

LOWER MUD RIVER

Question. The Lower Mud River project, authorized by Section 580 of the 1996
Water Resources Development Act, was originally a Department of Agriculture
project. Its purpose is to mitigate the repeated flooding events that have caused ex-
tensive damage to the city of Milton, West Virginia.

What is the status of the limited reevaluation report being conducted by the Corps
on the earlier Department of Agriculture study?

Answer. The Corps is preparing to enter into a design agreement with the West
Virginia Soil Conservation Agency to cost share work on the Limited Reevaluation
Report. It is anticipated that the agreement will be signed in May 1999 and the re-
port will be completed in December 1999.

Question. What group is the non-Federal sponsor for the reevaluation and what
funds have they provided for the reevaluation?

Answer. The West Virginia Soil Conservation Agency will serve as the non-Fed-
eral sponsor for the reevaluation report. It will provide required cost shared funds
at the time of execution of the design agreement.

Question. What capabilities does the Corps have for fiscal year 2000 to move for-
ward with the Lower Mud River project? What funding would be required?

Answer. In fiscal year 2000, the Corps has the capability, subject to the qualifying
language, of $1,000,000 to continue preconstruction engineering and design under
the General Investigations appropriation.

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS

Question. I understand that the Corps has developed model cooperation agree-
ments with “cookie cutter” language intended to expedite the review and approval
process, yet review and approval still takes many months. This type of delay costs
valuable time, may negatively impact the economy, and could increase risks for com-
munities and businesses from flooding and transportation uncertainties. At what
level within the Corps are project cooperation agreements approved?

Answer. Project cooperation agreements are approved at the Washington level un-
less there is an approved model agreement for that particular type of project. If
there is an approved model and the district does not deviate from the model, then
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approval is delegated to the division or district commander. Except for the Con-
tinuing Authorities Program, my office approves all agreements not in accordance
with an approved model.

Question. Is it the intention of the Corps to eventually delegate approval for all
project cooperation agreements to the district level or lower?

Answer. While delegation of approval of Project Cooperation Agreements was con-
sidered, it is not the intention of the Army to delegate the approval of these impor-
tant agreements, except where model agreements are in place and followed. The
Army considers these agreements to be important policy documents laying out the
respective responsibilities and commitments of both the project sponsor and the Fed-
eral Government. Moreover, once signed, such agreements bind the Government just
as they bind the non-Federal sponsor. We intend to work with the Corps to identify
and put into practice changes in the requirements and review process to improve
the efficiency with which agreements can be reviewed and approved.

Question. What is the status of the implementation of the project cooperation
agreement “cookie cutter” language?

Answer. I strongly encourage the efforts of the Corps to develop as many model
agreements as possible. The approval of more types of model agreements, along with
options appropriate to specific situations, will help to expedite the negotiation proc-
ess with the sponsor and minimize the number of agreements that must come to
the Washington level because they are not in accordance with law or Army policy.
The Corps has developed, and I have approved, the use of over 35 model agree-
ments. The Corps is currently working an additional five potential models and is
in the process of identifying what other models are needed to support further dele-
gation of project cooperation agreements to the division or district commanders. In
addition to the development of additional model agreements, opportunities are being
investigated to simplify and expedite the Washington level approval process.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MURRAY
COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION PROJECT

Question. In the Conference Report to the Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 1998 (H. Rept. 105-271), the conferees requested the
Northwest Power Planning Council, with the assistance from the Independent Sci-
entific Advisory Board (ISAB), to review the Corps’ major fish mitigation capital
construction activities in the Columbia River Basin. The Power Planning Council di-
vided the review into three phases. The first two reports were submitted to the
Committees in July 1998 and January 1999. The final report is due next month.

Answer. One area reviewed by the ISAB was the Corps’ work to develop surface
bypass/collection facilities at Lower Granite Dam and other mainstem projects. The
Power Planning Council concurred with the ISAB’s findings that surface collection
continues to show promise and should continue to be pursued by the Corps.

Question. How much of your fiscal year 2000 request is allocated to developing
and testing surface bypass and surface spill technologies? Also please identify which
projects are involved in this work, and what level of funding is proposed for each.

Answer. Approximately $35 million is requested for surface bypass development
and related spill effectiveness and survival evaluations. In addition, $5.9 million is
requested to continue the ‘fast track’ gas abatement efforts which may improve spill
conditions for juvenile passage. Surface bypass work will be carried out at Lower
Granite for $8.26 million, at John Day for $5.31 million, at The Dalles for $5.64 mil-
lion and at Bonneville for $15.3 million.

Question. In its first report, the ISAB recommended that the Corps pursue surface
bypass technologies at John Day Dam instead of extended length screens. Please ex-
plain how the Corps is implementing this recommendation.

Answer. The Corps is investigating surface bypass at the powerhouse through use
of existing skeleton bays and funding in fiscal year 2000 would be used to initiate
plans and specifications for construction of the surface bypass prototype facility. At
the spillway, fiscal year 2000 work would include testing an overflow weir and initi-
ating a Feature Design Memorandum for a raised spillway bays crest, subject to
preliminary analysis in fiscal year 1999.

The ISAB has concluded that the subject of adult passage at Columbia and Snake
River dams has not been adequately dealt with. The scientists believe that the
Corps’ planned activities relating to adults are supportable, but probably not suffi-
cient to ensure that adult spawning migrations are unimpeded and completed with
minimal mortality induced passage.
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Question. It is my understanding that only about 9 percent of the Corps’ fiscal
year 2000 budget request is proposed for adult passage activities. Do you intend to
reexamine this allocation in light of the ISAB’s findings that more needs to be done
for adults?

Answer. Yes. The ISAB report on adult measures did not identify specific passage
measures in addition to those underway. However, the Corps is presently coordi-
nating with regional interests to determine what additional passage improvements
should be pursued. Results of this coordination may lead to redirection of funds
within the budget request.

Question. What additional measures to assist adults will you consider?

Answer. We are looking at both facility improvements and additional studies to
better understand the critical areas of uncertainty, for improved adult fish passage
at Corps of Engineers dams. The facility improvements include additional backup
auxiliary water supply systems, automated fishway control systems, replacement/
upgrade of diffuser gratings and valves, refurbishing/upgrade of fishway entrances
and weirs, upgrade of fishway staff gauges, and rebuilding fishwater pumps. Addi-
tional study areas, developed in coordination with regional salmon managers, in-
clude: relation of adult fallback at dams to specific project operations and impacts
on fish survival and reproductive success; causes of delay in fishways; identification
of factors causing unaccountable losses of adults; quantification of straying and the
impact on survival; effects of water quality on migration and survival; evaluation
of kelt (spawned-out steelhead) passage and survival, and improvement of dam
count accuracy.

The ISAB’s review has provided useful recommendations on a variety of activities
including extended length screens, gas abatement activities, surface bypass systems,
adult passage, and other items.

Question. How will the Corps ensure that these recommendations are given full
consideration in the development of future budgets for the program?

Answer. The Corps intends to seek regional recommendations regarding how the
findings of the ISAB and the Northwest Power Planning Council can be imple-
mented in the Columbia River Fish Mitigation Project. This is consistent with lan-
guage in House Report 105-271 which states ‘Upon completion of the review, the
Corps of Engineers shall seek regional recommendations, as provided by the Bonne-
ville Power Administration Fish and Wildlife Budget Memorandum of Agreement
dated September 16, 1996, on implementing the recommendations contained in the
review.” The Corps intends to seek the recommendations primarily through coordi-
nation in existing forums such as the regional System Configuration Team. Results
of this coordination will be reflected in future budget requests for the Columbia
River Fish Mitigation Project.

BONNEVILLE AND THE DALLES POWERHOUSE PROJECTS REPLACE GENERATING UNITS

Question. Two construction projects in the Corps’ fiscal year 2000 justification are
the rehabilitation of generating units at the Bonneville Powerhouse and The Dalles
Powerhouse. The original completion date, at least for the Bonneville Powerhouse
project, was 2002. It seems unlikely that under the current funding levels that the
completion date can be met, and the date will more likely be around 2008 or 2009.

Is the request of $10,800,000 for fiscal year 2000 for the Bonneville Powerhouse
enough to maintain the original schedule for completion?

Answer. No, it is not.

Question. What level of appropriations would be required over the next three fis-
cal years in order to meet the original schedule?

Answer. For Bonneville, at this point, the original schedule cannot be met. Due
to requirements of the project biological opinion, units can only be completed one
at a time, with short duration overlaps. Funding at the following levels would ad-
vance project completion by 1 to 2 years: fiscal year 2000 $16.3 million, fiscal year
2001 $11.4 million, and fiscal year 2002 $10.1 million. For The Dalles, it is unlikely
the original programmed schedule for completion in fiscal year 2005 can be regained
at this point. Funding levels estimated at $12 to $15 million per year beginning in
fiscal year 2001 would advance project completion by 1 to 2 years.

Question. If you had greater funding for these projects, what work would you
prioritize?

Answer. Work is already prioritized within each project according to greatest need
and to maximize work efficiency. Greater funding for these projects would allow ear-
lier completion of the project by accelerating the work.

Question. What are the implications of not maintaining the original schedule in
terms ?of the overall costs of the project, risk of failure of the units, and lost effi-
ciency?
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Answer. At Bonneville, not maintaining the original schedule will increase some-
what the project cost and risk of failure of the generating units, and will delay the
expected increase in unit efficiency of four to six percent.

At The Dalles, the original rehabilitation program (Units 1-14) included only 9
generator rewinds, since 5 had already been repaired under the O&M program.
Since initial funding commenced in 1997, two additional generators have been
rewound, both due to failure. Delays, for any reason, increase the risk that addi-
tional generating units will fail, thus increasing costs for repair, lost power revenues
due to unscheduled unit outage and reduced plant availability. Loss of an estimated
4 percent increase in unit efficiency also results from delay of turbine blade replace-
ment. In addition, total project costs increase due to out-year inflation as project
completion is stretched out.

Question. What are the impacts in relation to the survival of fish during passage?

Answer. For both Bonneville and The Dalles, past studies indicate that the sur-
vival of juvenile fish increases with increased turbine efficiency. In addition, the
shape of the new turbine hub, blades and discharge ring have been redesigned at
Bonneville to reduce potential injury to migrating juveniles that travel through the
turbines. If we can complete installation earlier, increased juvenile fish survival
rates should be realized.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DORGAN
DEVILS LAKE DIKES

Question. The Corps is currently completing the third phase of levee protection
for the City of Devils Lake, North Dakota. What is the status of the current project
to raise the Devils Lake levee (to TOL 1457 feet)?

Answer. Sir, the earth work and the riprap to top of levee 1452 are substantially
complete and the levee protection for the city to top of levee 1457 will be complete
by September 1999. Three of the five pumping stations associated with the levee are
complete and operational. The remaining two are under construction and will be
operational this summer.

Question. I am pleased to learn that the major construction work on the dike is
complete even though the more costly aspects of the project, installing pumps and
rockwork, remains to be completed.

Congress has approved a three-phase increase in the dikes in recent years. If the
Corps had not proceeded with the diking on an emergency basis, can you tell the
Subcommittee what the consequences would have been?

Answer. Without the levee protecting the City of Devils Lake, approximately one-
third of the city, including much of the airport, would be in the lake. Wave action
from the lake would have destroyed additional homes and businesses. Portions of
Highways 19, 20, and 2 running through the city would be under water as well. The
rest of the city would have remained vulnerable to future lake level rises. We are
also continuing to take emergency actions, when necessary, for other communities
and Tribal structures threatened by the rising lake levels. Even with these efforts,
Devils Lake continues to cause about $25,000,000 in damages for every additional
foot of rise.

Question. Indeed, we would have had a full-fledged disaster on our hands. As it
is, we still face enormous problems and that is why we need to proceed with a com-
prehensive flood fighting strategy that includes an outlet for Devils Lake.

Pursuant to the direction of Congress, the Corps is developing a report to Con-
gress on the Devils Lake outlet. What is the schedule for completing the draft in-
terim report to Congress on the Devils Lake outlet?

Answer. The draft interim report will be completed by the end of April 1999. The
report will detail various alternatives to manage the rising lake.

Question. May I note for the benefit of the Chairman and my colleagues that this
report will be made soon and should give us ample time for review before we pro-
ceed with the mark-up of next year’s appropriations bill.

This outlet plan has been a challenging undertaking since it involves a chronic
flood that has come and stayed for over five years. Can the Corps please describe
to the Subcommittee some of the promising aspects of the plan which may help to
solve this perplexing problem of chronic flooding?

Answer. The Corps is looking into alternatives that would bring fresh water to
the outlet. The fresh water would be captured prior to its entering Devils Lake and
mixing with the more saline water currently in the lake. The fresh water reduces
or eliminates impacts to downstream water quality. By eliminating the water qual-
ity problem, the full capacity of the pump station could be used much of the time,
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thereby increasing the effectiveness of the outlet at reducing the lake level and
avoiding damages. Pumping would still be restricted to stay within the capacity of
the Sheyenne River. The Corps is also looking at staging construction and using
trigger elevations to determine when to build portions of the outlet plan. This would
cause portions of the outlet to be built only when they are needed, improving the
cost effectiveness of the plan.

Question. Some have suggested that we could use nearby lakes to syphon off some
water from Devils Lake on an interim basis. Is there a plan which would provide
some relatively quick means of containing rising water?

Answer. A controlled gravity channel to the Stump Lakes could be effective as an
interim emergency measure to slow the rise of Devils Lake. The Stump Lake plan
could be designed and constructed much quicker than the outlet to the Sheyenne
River. It also helps manage the water within the basin, reducing any outside con-
cerns; although there are concerns that would have to be addressed, including im-
pacts to a Federal wildlife refuge.

Senator BYRD. I want to thank the Corps for its cooperation with the State of
North Dakota and the Devils Lake Region and to encourage continued efforts to find
workable interim and long-term solutions for this critical problem.

GRAND FORKS DIKES

Question. I understand that there may have been some slippage in the construc-
tion timetable for completing the Grand Forks dikes—from 2005 to 2007. What is
the current schedule for completion of the Grand Forks Flood Protection Project?

Answer. The scheduled completion for the Grand Forks—East Grand Forks
project has slipped from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2007 due to constrained budg-
et ceilings assigned to our overall construction program. The completion date based
on the constrained budget ceilings is December 2006, a twelve month delay. How-
ever, note that this project was funded at the full capability in the Budget year, fis-
cal year 2000.

Question. What is causing the delays in this critical project?

Answer. The scheduled completion for the Grand Forks—East Grand Forks
project has slipped from fiscal year 2006 to fiscal year 2007 due to constrained budg-
et ceilings in the outyears. Nationwide, many worthy water resource projects com-
pete for a limited amount of annual budget ceiling. In order to fund as many
projects as possible, most projects are funded at a less than optimal level, causing
schedules to be stretched out; this was the case for the Grand Forks—East Grand
Forks project.

Question. Do I understand that the capability of the Corps would be to complete
the project in 2005?

Answer. If sufficient funding resources are made available, we could complete con-
struction of the Grand Forks—East Grand Forks project by December 2005, which
is fiscal year 2006.

Question. I understand that the Corps submitted a reprogramming request of $1.1
million for Grand Forks flood control for fiscal year 1999. Can you tell the Sub-
committee the status of this request?

Answer. Yes sir, the additional $1.1 million requested for the Grand Forks, North
Dakota—East Grand Forks, Minnesota project was received on 16 March 1999.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DOMENICI. We will be back in session 9:30, Thursday for
a hearing with the Department of Energy.

[Whereupon, at 12 noon, Tuesday, March 9, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, March 11.]
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OPENING STATEMENT

Senator DOMENICI. First let me, without elaborating, just apolo-
gize for being late. It was unavoidable on my part, and I am sorry.
Senator Reid, you had to waste time waiting for me.

; Senator REID. I had a chance to read my newspaper. I am doing
ine.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you for coming. This morning, the sub-
committee will consider the fiscal year 2000 budget request for the
Department of Energy’s defense, nonproliferation, and materials
disposition programs. Combined, these programs account for $5.5
billion of the $18.3 billion requested for the Department and are
the core of DOE’s national security function.

That is a very slight decrease from the current level, because of
the $200 million provided in 1999 to implement a plutonium dis-
position accord with Russia.

These programs together are the backbone of our strategic nu-
clear deterrent. On the one hand, we do see the threat to our Na-
tion posed by others’ weapons of mass destruction, and on the other
hand maintaining our deterrence against the threat that remains.
We are considering the programs together because they are inter-
related. If, for example, in the coming decade when we make rapid
progress with disposition of plutonium and uranium in Russia and
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our ability to verify our potential adversary’s stockpile levels we
may be able to reduce our nuclear stockpile substantially. Con-
versely, a lack of progress in these areas would prevent us from
pursuing stockpile reductions.

We will begin today with Dr. Reis to review the request for the
Defense Programs, then go to Ms. Gottemoeller, who is currently
the Director of the Office of Nonproliferation—and we are very
proud to have you there. She has been nominated to this position,
and I hope she will be there soon in an official capacity—and then
we will finish with Ms. Holgate, Director of the Office of Fissile
Materials Disposition, and we are glad to have you also.

Let me first place a few accolades in the record with reference
to you, Dr. Reis. Frankly, it has been something very solid and ben-
eficial to our nuclear deterrent that you head this part of the De-
partment of Energy. I commend and congratulate you for the dili-
gent efforts that you have made with reference to stockpile stew-
ardship, a new kind of stewardship in an era of transition, and it
looks like from the science standpoint it is working quite well.
There is a great enthusiasm in the nuclear laboratories for this
kind of science, which is taking place, since underground nuclear
tests have been banned in the United States.

Senator Reid.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HARRY REID

Senator REID. Senator Domenici, I appreciate you mentioning Dr.
Reis. I was going to say a few words about him. I think that the
American public does not know what public servants do. The work
that is done by these three individuals, of which Dr. Reis is the one
that I know certainly the best, having worked with him for these
many years, makes our civilization such as it is.

The difference between our having a safe, reliable nuclear stock-
pile or not having one is work that we do on this subcommittee,
and we rely on you for results. I personally appreciate all the time
and effort and I am glad that you have chosen, with your great aca-
demic background and your experience in the private sector, to stay
in public service, because as I said, the American public does not
realize the importance of your job, but Senator Domenici and I do,
our staffs, and we can say no more than that.

Mr. Chairman, the stockpile stewardship and management pro-
gram is being adopted by a policy which the nuclear arsenal would
be maintained. There were numerous discussions by many in the
administration and here in Congress regarding the minimum
amount needed, and I am pleased to see the budget request is at
that level which we have talked about for a number of years, $4.5
billion.

Now there have been questions about what the needs of the pro-
gram are. We are going to talk about that today, the National Igni-
tion Facility, Dual Access Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facil-
ity, and others that are essential to the verification, and safety and
reliability of the nuclear arsenal.

But as I see it, there are two convincing arguments applying to
the rationale for these investments and others. Science must be
comprehensive to keep the verification credible. The laboratories
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consisting of experts to coordinate with the Department have to
come together on these projects.

Now, the question is, what is the future of both the science and
the credibility and the verification and reliability? At this point,
from our perspective the question for the future rests on whether
the labs and the tests at the Nevada Test Site will be functioning
as active partners in the validation of the science of the Stockpile
Stewardship program.

What we saw in the President’s budget did not make me happy,
but I have recently been given information that indicates a serious
effort to better integrate the Nevada Test Site into the stockpile
stewardship and management program, and so that is one of the
things that we will be watching.

I note the Chiles Commission has reported that of all the centers
necessary to maintain confidence without testing, the Nevada Test
Site has the highest average age of personnel. Consequently, either
by retirement or death, expertise is leaving the Nevada Test Site
at an extremely rapid rate.

So Dr. Reis, I recommend that you repeat the success at the Na-
tional Labs at the Test Site with the implementation of a similar
program that will attract and maintain highly motivated and
skilled personnel who could effectively turn their energies to the re-
sumption of testing or whatever else is necessary to maintain the
safety and reliability of our arsenal.

The magnet that attracts an enduring workforce, without which
the test ban treaty becomes somewhat meaningless as far as I am
concerned, is a new technically challenging program that has a
front line role in the safety and reliability of the arsenal.

So I look forward, as I indicated, to working with you and this
subcommittee will look forward to getting our bill to the floor as
rapidly as possible.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF DR. VICTOR H. REIS

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator Reid.

Dr. Reis, you may proceed.

Dr. RE1s. Thank you, and thank you, Senator Domenici and Sen-
ator Reid for your kind remarks about my service. One of the grati-
fying parts of that, of course, is working with people like yourselves
and your staffs, and that makes it all worthwhile.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.

Dr. RE1s. I have a relatively short oral statement, and with your
permission I will submit my full statement for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. It will be incorporated.

MEETING THE STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP CHALLENGE

Dr. REIS. Mr. Chairman, Senator Reid, the challenge of stockpile
stewardship is to maintain the safety, reliability, and performance
of the current U.S. nuclear weapons indefinitely without under-
ground nuclear explosive tests. This is indeed a major challenge.

We are asked to maintain forever an incredibly complex device
no larger than a desk filled with exotic radioactive materials that
must create, albeit it briefly, temperatures and pressures only seen
in nature at the center of stars, do it without integrating nuclear
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tests and without any reduction in extraordinarily high standards
of safety and reliability and, while we are at it, downsize the indus-
trial complex that supports this enterprise by a factor of two, and
start up critical new manufacturing processes.

We must do this with an industrial system that was structured
to turn over new designs every 15 years and for which nuclear ex-
plosive testing was the major tool for demonstrating success. We
must meet this challenge, restructure the complex, and do most of
it within the next 5 to 10 years, while the current weapons are still
within the design life and the designers, production and test folks
are still active.

Mr. Chairman, it has been over 10 years since new weapons pro-
duction stopped and over 6 years since the last underground nu-
clear test, and I would claim we are meeting the challenge. We
have certified the stockpile as safe and reliable 3 years running.
The major elements of the program are in place, and the budgets
are projected to be stable in the outyears. While there is still much
to do, it is fair to say that the road ahead is reasonably well-
mapped and what remains is to but integrate the pieces and to
stay the course.

In short, I believe that all of the many external reviews have
concurred that Stockpile Stewardship is a successful program. Why
do I say that? First of all, there is a compelling national mission.
Despite the end of the Cold War, nuclear weapons play a leading
role in the Nation’s policy of strategic deterrence.

Strategic deterrence is the bedrock of all of our national security
efforts. At the same time, the maintenance of a safe, secure, and
reliable nuclear force underpins our arms control efforts. It is as
described in the Presidential Commission for Ratification of the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty of “supreme national interest.”
That goal acts as the one and only beacon for the Defense Pro-
grams and the weapons complex.

LAB MISSIONS FLOW FROM STEWARDSHIP

Stewardship provides an enormous technical and scientific chal-
lenge to the DOE’s nuclear weapons laboratories, Los Alamos,
Livermore, Sandia National Laboratories, which are designed to re-
spond to big national technical challenges. They work best in such
an environment as, indeed, do the folks at the Nevada Test Site.

In a few short years, Stockpile Stewardship has become what is
probably the world’s largest single-purpose scientific program. Our
industrial partners have built by far the world’s largest computers
and those computers are solving real problems throughout the com-
plex.

Subcritical experiments, hydro testing, laser pulse power, and a
variety of other experimental facilities are helping to validate codes
and bring the necessary understanding to provide confidence in the
stockpile now and in the future. I think it is fair to say that the
labs are working together with the other parts of the nuclear weap-
ons complex, industry, and academia better than ever. Other lab
missions flow from stewardship, not compete with it.
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PRODUCTION COMPLEX RESPONSE TO STEWARDSHIP

Stockpile stewardship has likewise changed the rest of the com-
plex. With the end of the Cold War, there is no new requirement
for nuclear weapons production, though there remains a require-
ment to return to production, if so ordered.

The most obvious part of this change has been the downsizing of
the physical plant, the ending of production at Rocky Flats,
Pinellas, and Mound, and the shifting of responsibilities, equip-
ment, and people to other parts of the complex.

As the stewardship requirements have become better understood,
the production complex—Oak Ridge Y-12, Kansas City, Pantex and
Savannah River have—has fully responsive to the stewardship mis-
sion.

This new production activity is driven by recognizing that if the
stockpile is to remain viable forever, and that is the mission, then
every part of every weapon must sooner or later be replaced and
certified. This means that every part must be thought of as a lim-
ited life component, and there is a premium for knowing when a
part must be replaced, and there is a premium for developing and
certifying new, efficient, safe, and environmentally friendly produc-
tion processes.

All of this is embedded in the Stockpile Life Extension Program,
SLEP. The first W87 life extension unit will be delivered to the Air
Force this May. SLEP will drive production in the complex no less
than certification, but it must be part of an integrated whole. That
integrated whole must fit within a relatively fixed budget. That is
why we are continuing to look hard at consolidating the production
plant management into a single contract.

TRITIUM PRODUCTION

The last programmatic element I will mention is tritium, the ul-
timate limited life component. When I came to DOE some 5 years
ago, the new source for tritium was a headline item. What would
the new source be and where would it be located?

Last December, Secretary Richardson announced that we will
buy irradiation services from the Tennessee Valley Authority
[TVA], and the accelerator production of tritium will be a back-up.
Negotiations with TVA based on the Economy Act are essentially
complete.

Mr. Chairman, this is the fifth defense program’s budget that
has revolved around Stockpile Stewardship. We have a clear goal.
We have the people and elements of the program in place. We have
demonstrated success across a wide variety of stewardship tasks.
We have a budgetary commitment. The task is now to complete the
integration of the Defense Program complex and to stay the course.

PREPARED STATEMENT

With your continued support, we will continue to meet the chal-
lenge of maintaining the nuclear weapons stockpile, a supreme na-
tional interest.

Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF VICTOR H. REIS

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, thank you for the
opportunity to testify on the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 2000 Defense Pro-
grams budget request of approximately $4.5 billion for the Stockpile Stewardship
Program. This budget continues support for critical initiatives begun during the past
five years that are creating and using the new tools and technologies needed for
science based stewardship. These tools and technologies are necessary as we seek
to maintain a high level of confidence in the safety and reliability of the U.S. nu-
clear weapons stockpile without nuclear testing.

It has been nearly 10 years since we have manufactured a new nuclear weapon
and over six years since the last underground nuclear test. Our confidence in the
safety and reliability of the current stockpile remains high. The third annual certifi-
cation of the nuclear weapons stockpile was transmitted to the President by the Sec-
retaries of Energy and Defense on December 22, 1998. It states that the stockpile
is safe and reliable and that there is no need to conduct an underground nuclear
test at this time.

The Stockpile Stewardship Program faces formidable challenges: continue to
maintain an aging stockpile; restructure and modernize the weapons complex; and,
retain the capability to resume nuclear testing and meet production requirements
appropriate to future national security needs. The Department is meeting these
challenges and is confident of its abilities to maintain the stockpile without testing.

We have laid out a plan—weapon by weapon, part by part, that addresses the
tasks required to maintain the stockpile over the next ten years, and beyond. We
have support on this program from the Department of Defense, and the Administra-
tion has committed to funding this program and all its parts. And, we have a back
up. The President, as one of the safeguards under which this nation would enter
into the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) requires us to maintain the Ne-
vada Test Site in a state of readiness should there ever be circumstances in which
we would return to testing. The successful subcritical and other experiments con-
ducted there bear evidence that the Nevada Test Site remains a “can do” operation.
There is a joint DOD/DOE review of the entire test readiness program for the 2001
budget process.

Another Presidential safeguard under the CTBT requires us to maintain the vital-
ity of the nuclear weapons laboratories—Los Alamos (LANL), Lawrence Livermore
(LLNL) and Sandia. History tells us that great laboratories need great missions like
the Manhattan and Apollo projects. The enthusiasm and vigor with which our lab-
oratories are embracing the Stockpile Stewardship Program bear witness that it too
is a great mission. The program is attracting the kinds of people drawn to the chal-
lenge of solving tough issues of national importance.

Although we continue to plan and refine the Stockpile Stewardship Program, it
is already working. We have modified the B61 bomb and have seen it enter the
stockpile to replace the aged B53 bomb. We are constructing new experimental fa-
cilities and tools—the National Ignition Facility (NIF), the Dual-Axis Radiographic
Hydrodynamic Test Facility (DARHT), and Atlas—and our computation program
has developed the world’s fastest supercomputers. By using stewardship tools, we
have solved some problems that in the past would have most likely required nuclear
testing. We have done literally hundreds of experiments with existing facilities that
increase our understanding of nuclear weapons. We have safely dismantled over
eleven thousand nuclear weapons since 1991, and have produced numerous parts,
on time, while continuing to downsize the production complex.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP INTERAGENCY COORDINATION

A key element of the Stockpile Stewardship Program’s continued success is an ef-
fective corporate level strategic planning process. I am pleased to advise you that
we are on schedule to transmit the fiscal year 2000 Stockpile Stewardship Plan
(SSP), also called “The Green Book” to the Congress by mid-March. In the develop-
ment of the SSP, we rely heavily on the Department of Defense, the National Secu-
rity Council staff, the Office of Science and Technology Policy, the OMB, and other
senior policy officials in the “nuclear community” to help ensure that we are on the
right track. The feedback we have received on this year’s Plan is very favorable. In
fact, I was recently informed in a letter from the Commander in Chief of the U.S.
Strategic Command, Admiral Richard Mies, that this Plan reflects a strong commit-
ment by DOE to solicit and address the concerns of the nuclear weapons commu-
nity.

During 1998, the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC) formed joint DOE/DOD teams
to review four major areas of the Stockpile Stewardship Program: tritium, the Accel-
erated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI), the National Ignition Facility (NIF),
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and pit production. The Nuclear Weapons Council concluded that these joint DOE/
DOD team efforts were worthwhile, generating alternative options and validating
DOD requirements and DOE plans. The NWC found that tritium, NIF and ASCI
programs were on-track. The NIF program integration was identified as a potential
concern by the NWC which we are addressing now. The NWC further examined the
management and oversight cost controls of ASCI software development in more de-
tail and found that the proper project cost and schedule controls are in place. After
reviewing the DOE pit production plan and alternatives for larger and smaller pro-
duction capacities developed by the joint DOE/DOD team, the NWC decided that the
current DOE plan is a prudent approach. The NWC approved DOE’s pit manufac-
turing strategy and will monitor the development of long-term plans. This strategy
for pit manufacturing will be detailed in our response to the fiscal year 1999 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act and submitted to Congress shortly.

To better retain U.S. nuclear capabilities, we have been working closely with the
Commission on Maintaining U.S. Nuclear Weapons Expertise, better known as the
Chiles Commission. As you know, Congress tasked the Commission with developing
a plan for recruiting and retaining scientific, engineering, and technical personnel
that the Commission deems are needed, across the nuclear weapons complex over
the long term, to maintain a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stockpile without
nuclear testing.

HOW STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP IS WORKING

For the benefit of new Committee members, I will briefly summarize the Stockpile
Stewardship process and the challenges it now faces before I go into a more detailed
discussion of program elements. Each year representative samples of each type of
weapon are returned to Pantex from the active forces and are disassembled, exam-
ined, tested, and analyzed for defects, much as you would go for an annual physical
or take your car into your local automobile mechanic. If any defects are found, their
effect on reliability and safety is assessed. If that effect is deemed significant, the
defective part is remanufactured and replacedand a nuclear weapon has about as
many parts as a modern automobile. Like the battery or spark plugs in your car,
some parts, for example, neutron generators and gas reservoirs, require replacement
at regular intervals. Other parts of a nuclear weapon are made from radioactive ma-
terials which decay such as plutonium, enriched uranium and tritium; and as they
decay, may change both their own properties and the properties of other materials
within the weapon.

Remanufacturing replacement parts sounds simple, but subsequent to the time
that many of the current weapons in the stockpile were originally manufactured,
some of our production plants have been closed and manufacturing processes, tech-
niques and standards have changed. General Motors does not build cars the same
way it did 40 years ago. Everyone is more health and safety conscious and more
concerned about waste. Today, replacement parts require even tighter production
controls than the extraordinarily rigid standards under which the original parts
were designed and manufactured. A nuclear weapon, less than the size of a small
desk, has enough explosive power to completely destroy a modern city, and yet it
must be able to survive extraordinary accidents with less than a one-in-a-million
chance of exploding. New industrial materials and new manufacturing processes
make it hard to get exact replacement parts for an old car or appliance. Yet, we
must produce replacements with modern material and processes that will still main-
tain weapons safety and reliability.

As our stockpile weapons age we expect more parts to become defective—just as
with our automobiles. Because new warheads have not been produced since 1989,
we cannot replace old weapons with new ones. In addition, our weapons designers
with nuclear testing experience are also aging. In about ten years, most of them will
have retired. This means that as our newest system, the W88, reaches the end of
its original design life in 2014, and we may no longer have anyone with the nec-
essary job experience to perform underground testing of nuclear weapons. Similarly,
the engineers and technicians who originally produced even this newest weapon
may also be gone. It is this time factor that is critical to the success of the Stockpile
Stewardship Program.

Since we cannot do a complete underground test of a nuclear explosion, we can
divide the explosion sequence into each of its parts, then test and analyze each of
these separately, much as you would test the ignition system, the cooling system,
and the brakes on your car. We plan to put all the data together into a computer
and develop simulations to see if the resulting performance is within specification.
Each part of the simulation must predict the results of each of the separate tests,
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and where they exist, the results must be consistent with data from previous under-
ground nuclear tests. We have already begun this process.

STOCKPILE LIFE EXTENSION AND SURVEILLANCE

We are working closely with the DOD to finalize detailed plans to extend the life-
time of each weapon system in the stockpile. The Stockpile Life Extension Program
(SLEP) is DOE’s planning framework for a proactive management of system mainte-
nance activities. Under SLEP, options are developed to address potential refurbish-
ment actions. These options address correcting known problems, preventing foresee-
able problems, and improving safety and use control. These life extension options
allow the Department and DOD to anticipate and plan for future resource require-
ments such as workforce, skill mix, equipment, and facilities.

These requirements provide the framework for stockpile refurbishment workload
and stockpile research and development activities at our laboratories and provide
guidance for our production plants in the design and certification of replacement
components, validation of new materials, and development and certification of new
manufacturing processes. The cycle is continuous and is closely integrated. Data and
information from our surveillance programs and from the hundreds of experiments
and simulations being performed to help identify which parts of a weapon are aging
gracefully and which parts present current and potential future problems.

Stockpile surveillance has been a major element of the U.S. nuclear weapons pro-
gram ever since the first weapons were put into service. Approximately 100 stock-
pile weapons are thoroughly examined each year. The results provide data not only
for assessing the current safety and reliability of the stockpile, but also for devel-
oping predictive models and age-focused diagnostics required to anticipate weapons
refurbishment requirements.

The technologies and methods, as well as a fundamental understanding of mate-
rials properties and weapons science, to significantly improve detection and pre-
dictive capabilities are being developed in the Enhanced Surveillance Program
(ESP). An aging mechanism in a stockpile high explosive was identified through the
ESP, ultimately concluding that the changes actually improved the stability of the
explosive. This assessment is permitting the reuse of the high explosive during the
W87 life extension program, thus avoiding significant costs. We have also embarked
on a novel strategy to accelerate the aging process in plutonium. The capability to
predict the lifetime of components made from plutonium will permit us to more ac-
curately identify when pit replacements are needed and when facility investments
must be made in order to support pit replacement.

Dual revalidation is designed to provide a baseline assessment of the condition
of weapons in our aging stockpile. Two teams, one from the laboratory that origi-
nally designed and developed a weapon and the second from the other weapons lab-
oratory, are performing in-depth evaluations of the weapon’s ability to meet revali-
dated military requirements. The W76 is the first weapon to be reviewed. Each
team has performed at least one system hydrotest on the W76, and they have col-
laborated on a Shipboard Vibration Test. The review of the W76 will be completed
in December 1999. The dual revalidation peer review program not only baselines the
weapon system, but also provides an excellent opportunity for experienced designers
to pass their skills on to the next generation of scientists and engineers.

MANUFACTURING CAPABILITIES

Manufacturing continues to play a critical role in the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram. During fiscal year 1998, almost 1,000 Limited Life Components (LLCs) were
produced. Plans call for the production of over 1,300 LLCs in fiscal year 1999. These
product deliveries signal the successful transfer of production activities from plants
which have been closed. The weapons complex is also performing major refurbish-
ment actions on several weapon types, including the B83, B61, and the W87. In De-
cember 1998, the Y-12 plant at Oak Ridge completed and shipped to Pantex the
first refurbished component for the life extension program of the W87 under our
Stockpile Life Extension Program. Earlier this month, the first deliveries of elec-
tronic and mechanical parts for the W87 life extension were shipped to Pantex from
the Kansas City plant. The first W87 life extension unit will be assembled at Pantex
by the end of this month with the first group of units due for delivery to the Air
Force in May. This is considered a major milestone in meeting a DOE commitment
made to the Air Force.

The Advanced Manufacturing Design and Production Technologies Initiative
(ADAPT) is providing the manufacturing complex with advanced capabilities for: de-
signing, developing, and certifying components and systems; and for producing, as-
sembling, and delivering the components and systems products. ADAPT is radically
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changing how DOE supports the nuclear weapons stockpile by infusing new product
and process technologies, and by adopting state-of-the-art business and engineering
practices. Our production complex must take advantage of modern manufacturing
techniques. As an example, a secure communications and data network was estab-
lished among the production plants and laboratories which is facilitating rapid
interchange of design and manufacturing information related to the W87 life exten-
sion program. In the future, this will serve as the backbone of a modern simulation
product realization environment. The network is already reducing the time needed
to produce classified parts, in some instances up to 90 percent.

We remain committed to maintaining a robust and world-class microelectronics
capability at Sandia National Laboratories. This effort will allow us to both develop
and exploit emerging technologies that show great promise for miniaturizing weap-
on components and improving their reliability and for maintaining a critical capa-
bility in radiation- hardened electronics needed to address the threat environments
of the future.

Toward that end, in December 1998, the Department of Energy and Intel Corp.
announced that Intel Corp. will provide a no-fee license for its Pentium processor
design to Sandia National Laboratories for the development of custom-made radi-
ation-hardened microprocessors for use in United States satellite, space vehicles,
and defense systems. The agreement will save U.S. taxpayers hundreds of millions
of dollars in microprocessor design costs and provide the federal government with
a ten-fold increase in processing power over the highest performing existing tech-
nology. Radiation hardening “immunizes” systems and applications from ionizing ra-
diation, such as cosmic rays, which affect the reliability of conventional electronics.
Prototypes of the custom chips will be fabricated and tested at Sandia’s Microelec-
tronics Development Laboratory. While our production workload is certainly far
smaller than in the past, the demands on our manufacturing processes have actu-
ally increased. Let me explain what I mean. We now know how critical baseline
data is to stockpile certification in the absence of underground testing. Under-
standing how parts change over time involves comparing old and new parts. In the
past, our production facilities built components with a primary focus on staying
within design and process specifications. However, we have learned that seemingly
insignificant variations in products or processes at the time of manufacture can
often be the key to component lifetime and hence to weapon performance.

Thus, we have significantly expanded the amount and type of baseline data, crit-
ical to modeling, collected during production. We now record much more than just
the product specifications. We collect information on the physical and chemical prop-
erties of individual parts as well as the constituent raw materials. New parts re-
ceive significant analysis using new technologies and characterization tools covering
the full scale from the microscopic to macroscopic level. Processes are also being re-
instrumented to capture key parameters during production. All information is col-
lected in readily accessible databases. The future of certification relies, in part, on
our ability to accurately record the condition of parts as they were built. These in-
vestments in baselining tools and technologies will continue across the complex with
future life extension activities.

We are continuing to right-size and modernize our production complex for the 21st
Century. The Stockpile Management Restructuring Initiative (SMRI) is the first
step and includes the tritium facilities at the Savannah River Site; uranium ma-
chining, recycling and storage facilities at the Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant; assembly and
high explosive fabrication facilities at the Pantex Plant; and non-nuclear production
facilities for electronic, electro-optical devices, plastic and machined parts at the
Kansas City Plant.

A pit production capability is being reestablished at the Los Alamos National Lab-
oratory, a capability the DOE has not had since the closure of the Rocky Flats Plant
in 1989. A W88 first development unit pit was successfully produced last year and
by 2001, the first pit for stockpile use will be produced. By 2007, LANL will have
a limited capability to manufacture replacement pits for the units destroyed during
surveillance activities.

The final phase of a five year process to resume enriched uranium operations at
the Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant will be completed in fiscal year 1999. The Kansas City
Plant has now been qualified for the production of tritium gas reservoirs for the
W76, W78 and W80 warheads and Sandia National Laboratories will soon have a
new production facility on-line for neutron generators and will deliver almost 300
units in fiscal year 2000.

In November 1998, the Heartland supercomputer, one of the largest and most
powerful computer systems operating in a North American manufacturing facility
was installed at the Kansas City Plant. This system is quickly becoming a key asset
in solving production problems by simulating production processes with some of the
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same software that is used in engineering and physics simulation on weapon sys-
tems and which would previously have required very expensive prototypes. For ex-
ample, the Heartland supercomputer has been used to evaluate new forge weld de-
signs on such products as the W87 reservoir transfer tube, to determine process pa-
rameters for filling electronic systems with foam for structural integrity, and to
evaluate soldering techniques in the radar systems for the B83 and B61.

In addition, over 1,000 nuclear warheads were safely dismantled at the Pantex
Plant in fiscal year 1998, approximately 275 dismantlements will be completed in
fiscal year 1999, and 375 dismantlements are planned for fiscal year 2000. The de-
crease in quantity after fiscal year 1998 does not reflect a decrease in workload be-
cause the systems remaining to be dismantled involve more complicated procedures
and therefore, require additional time and resources. Dismantlements resulting
from the nation’s response to START I, however, will essentially be completed by
fiscal year 2001.

In December 1998, Secretary Richardson announced that a review of the manage-
ment structure throughout the DOE would be conducted. Until this review is com-
pleted, no decision will be made on the Department’s proposal to consolidate con-
tracts at our defense weapon production facilities. Under this concept, the manage-
ment and operating contract for the Kansas City Plant in Kansas City, Missouri,
the Y-12 Plant in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, and the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas,
would be consolidated into a single contract to improve programmatic performance
and integration.

TRITIUM

Current policy requires the Department to develop a new tritium production
source by about fiscal year 2005 to support a START I nuclear stockpile with a five-
year reserve, and to maintain the ability to “hedge” to a START I level even if the
START II Treaty enters into force. Tritium, which decays fairly rapidly, has not
been produced in the U.S. since 1988 and defense requirements have been met by
the recycling of tritium from dismantled weapons. Secretary Richardson announced
on December 22, 1998, a decision to use existing light water reactors as the primary
source of tritium production. He designated the Tennessee Valley Authority’s Watts
Bar and Sequoyah reactors as the preferred facilities. Consistent with the Depart-
ment’s dual track strategy, the Secretary designated the linear accelerator as the
back up technology for tritium production. As such, the Department will complete
engineering development and preliminary design for the Accelerator Production of
Tritium (APT). The Secretary stated that the use of existing TVA reactors was pre-
ferred because this alternative uses proven technology, offers the best deal for tax-
payers, has the most flexibility to meet present and future tritium requirements,
and is most consistent with U.S. arms reduction goals. An interagency agreement
with TVA under the Economy Act on an as-needed, pay-as-you-go, cost basis is near-
ing completion and will result in operating costs being as low as possible for the
production of tritium.

The Secretary of Defense publicly endorsed the Secretary’s tritium production de-
cision, and the Chairman of Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has made a
commitment that the NRC will expeditiously review requests for regulatory approv-
als associated with the use of tritium-producing fuel rods in NRC-licensed reactors.
The production of tritium at TVA facilities is expected to begin in 2003. The tritium
gas will be extracted from the rods at the Tritium Extraction Facility (TEF) at the
Savannah River Site. Construction of the TEF will begin in fiscal year 2000 and will
be completed in time to support stockpile tritium requirements.

During the three years since the Record of Decision on the Environmental Impact
Statement for Tritium Supply and Recycling, the projects for both dual-track options
were subjected to numerous reviews by independent groups of experts. Regulatory
oversight was provided by the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board and the U.S.
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) in appropriate areas. A review of non-
proliferation aspects was provided by an interagency review group.

EXPERIMENTAL PROGRAMS

It is at the DOE’s Los Alamos, Sandia, and Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tories and at the Nevada Test Site that the science base of the Stockpile Steward-
ship Program is developed. Experimentation is how, in the absence of nuclear test-
ing, we divide the physics of the explosive sequence into each of its parts, and ana-
lyze each separately. Information that we have from the production and surveillance
activities described previously, helps us to focus our experimental work. Information
that we have from over 1,000 U.S. nuclear tests also tell us what we don’t know
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and where we need to fill in gaps in our knowledge through experiment and obser-
vation.

Hundreds of experiments, large and small, are performed each year in support of
Stockpile Stewardship. Subcritical experiments performed at the Nevada Test Site
have received considerable publicity. The sixth subcritical experiment, Clarinet, took
place on February 9, 1999. This experiment was the second of three planned for fis-
cal year 1999. Two subcritical experiments are planned for fiscal year 2000 and ad-
ditional subcritical experiments are being considered.

Subcritical experiments provide empirical data on the high pressure behavior of
plutonium; realistically benchmarking data on the dynamic, non-nuclear behavior of
components in today’s stockpile; analyzing the effects of remanufacturing tech-
niques; understanding the effects of aging materials; and addressing other technical
issues. Information from these experiments will be key to qualifying the pit produc-
tion capability at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), as well as certifying the
performance of weapons which will contain the replacement pits. These experiments
also contribute significantly to the maintenance of the critical infrastructure and
educational base of skilled personnel at the Nevada Test Site. In addition to helping
us understand the effects of aging on plutonium, these experiments are key to our
test readiness program. Subcritical experiments are consistent with the safeguards
under which the President has recommended ratification of the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty (CTBT).

We do a good job of investigating the first part of the nuclear explosion; that is,
the implosion of the plutonium pit by high explosive, with non-nuclear experiments.
We can measure a number of important features by taking x-ray pictures during
critical parts of the experiment. We can then compare these pictures with calcula-
tions and with previous data from the more than 1,000 underground nuclear tests
and 14,000 surveillance tests. During fiscal year 1998, we conducted some 50 non-
nuclear hydrotests at the Pulsed High Energy Radiographic Machine Emitting X-
rays (PHERMEX) and the Flash X-Ray (FXR) machine facilities at LANL and Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). We will do approximately the same
number in fiscal year 1999 and in fiscal year 2000. In addition, we plan to conduct
approximately 150 less complex experiments per year aimed at understanding and
answering questions about high-explosives behavior and explosive effects on mate-
rials.

Experiments using the Los Alamos Neutron Science Center (LANSCE) are inves-
tigating proton radiography, a new technique in which proton beams from a linear
accelerator are used directly in a novel approach to hydrodynamics-radiography
that, if successful, could provide additional information to our process of certifying
pits. This technique is one of the candidate technologies being considered to make
detailed, three-dimensional “motion pictures” of the implosion process. Smaller-scale
dynamic proton radiography experiments have already been performed at LANSCE
to address important certification issues (e.g., cold high-explosives performance),
paving the way for validation of advanced explosives simulation models.

This year we will be conducting a series of measurements at the Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory as a next step in evaluating protons for weapon radiography. Such
technology could be used in an advanced hydrotest facility. Accelerator experiments
are also being used to probe basic properties of weapons materials that have a direct
bearing on the functional lifetime, hydrodynamic behavior, nuclear performance,
aging and corrosion of weapons materials and components. Based on these experi-
ments, data can be extracted on equation of state, strength, microstructure, and
aging properties of weapons materials.

In the area of inertial confinement fusion (ICF), the Department is conducting an
aggressive research program to support the stockpile. In order to transfer resources
to the National Ignition Facility project, the Nova laser at LLNL is scheduled for
shutdown in 1999. Program emphasis will shift to the Omega laser at the Univer-
sity of Rochester. About 1,300 shots are planned for Omega in fiscal year 2000. A
major activity at Omega in fiscal year 1999-2000 will be installation and operation
of a cryogenic target handling system in preparation for deuterium-tritium cryogenic
fuel implosion experiments.

In 1998, the Z-pulsed power facility at Sandia National Laboratories achieved a
record x-ray energy and temperature levels. In 1999 and 2000, we plan to conduct
about 160 shots in Z in the areas of weapons effects, weapons physics and NIF igni-
tion. The major activity in Z over the next two years will be the installation of the
Beamlet laser from Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory which will be used as
a diagnostic on Z. This diagnostic will enhance investigations in all areas. The ICF
program is implementing a detailed multi-laboratory national ignition plan to
achieve ignition and to address other stewardship issues during NIF operations.
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These, and other experimental facilities that are on line or under construction, are
expected to give us a set of tools sufficient to investigate and understand anticipated
problems in the stockpile. Whenever feasible, the goal is to obtain data experi-
mentally by more than one method in order to improve our confidence in the associ-
ated physics models being used in the advanced Accelerated Strategic Computing
Initiative (ASCI) simulation codes.

PROGRESS ON MAJOR EXPERIMENTAL FACILITIES

Construction is well underway for three major facilities that are essential to the
long-term success of the Stockpile Stewardship Program—the National Ignition Fa-
cility (NIF), the Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility (DARHT), and
Atlas. NIF, the world’s largest laser, will enable our scientists to generate conditions
of temperature and pressure approaching those that occur in nuclear weapons. Dem-
onstrations of how aged or changed materials could behave under these unique con-
ditions will provide data essential to test the validity of computer based predictions.
The NIF building is about 47 percent completed. The siding and roofing were com-
pleted in November 1998. A major event this summer will be the installation of the
target chamber. The first NIF experiments are planned to begin in October 2001
using eight of 192 laser beams. The NIF is expected to be completed on schedule
in October 2003, and on budget at $1.2 billion.

We continue making good progress in completing the DARHT facility. This facility
will examine the shape and size of an imploding pit model from two different direc-
tions with greatly improved radiographic resolution. DARHT will also demonstrate
a capability of multi-pulsing to obtain pictures at more than one point in the implo-
sion process. Construction of the facility to house the x-ray machines was completed
and the first arm of the facility, using a single pulse accelerator, will be operational
with experiments scheduled to begin this summer. Design and prototyping of the
second arm is well underway and this multi-pulse machine is scheduled for comple-
tion in fiscal year 2002.

The Atlas pulsed power facility is under construction at LANL. The design of
Atlas is complete, the large and long-lead procurements have been placed, and the
assembly of the first segment of the machine is underway. The Atlas facility is
scheduled to be completed and commence operations in 2000. Atlas will provide an
improved capability to conduct hydrodynamic experiments for assessment of sec-
ondary assemblies in nuclear weapons.

SIMULATION AND COMPUTATION

The Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative (ASCI) is developing the high-per-
formance computational modeling and numerical simulation capabilities necessary
to integrate theory, existing data, and new experimental data to predict results that
can be verified and validated. The ASCI program, a collaborative effort between the
Government and U.S. industry, is developing the world’s fastest, most powerful com-
putational and advanced simulation and modeling capabilities. These advanced
supercomputers are needed to complete the shift from nuclear test-based methods
to science-based methods and to assess and certify the safety, security, and reli-
ability of the stockpile without underground nuclear testing.

Advanced computational capabilities that include application codes, computing
platforms, and various tools and techniques, are being developed under ASCI and
incorporated into ongoing stockpile computational activities. This technology is
being developed at about twice the rate of commercial computing speed and power
advances. ASCI has been highly successful in meeting its milestones and providing
effective new tools to support stockpile stewardship. Information developed from
other elements of the Stockpile Stewardship Program, such as NIF and our subcrit-
ical experiments, will provide the basic physics models and data for ASCI simula-
tions.

At the end of fiscal year 1998, ASCI unveiled its second generation of computing
systems. Two major systems capable of running in excess of three trillion operations
per second (3 teraops) peak speed were delivered ahead of schedule and within
budget. Blue Pacific, developed by IBM, is located at LLNL, and Blue Mountain, de-
veloped by Silicon Graphics, Inc., is located at LANL. These systems are each 15,000
times faster and have roughly 80,000 times the memory of the average personal
desktop computer. On February 12, 1998, the Department announced the selection
of IBM to partner with ASCI on the Option White 10 teraops supercomputer to be
located at LLNL. Building upon the experience and knowledge gained with the 3
teraops Blue Mountain system, LANL will conduct a procurement for a computa-
tional system that will achieve a peak performance level of 30 teraops by mid-year
2001. And the Department’s first generation, Option Red Intel computer system, in-
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stalled at Sandia National Laboratories in 1996, with a peak speed of 1.8 trillion
operations per second is now operating in production mode.

The unprecedented computational power of ASCI is also being made available to
selected groups in the university community through the Academic Strategic Alli-
ances Program. In 1997, the Department awarded contracts to five major U.S. uni-
versities—Stanford University, California Institute of Technology, the University of
Chicago, the University of Utah and the University of Illinois. The work of the uni-
versity teams will be of similar difficulty and complexity to that needed for Stockpile
Stewardship and provide another benchmark by which we can assess the accuracy
of our own work. These projects are expected to lead to major advances in computer
simulation technologies as well as to discoveries in basic and applied science; areas
important to ASCI, the broader Stockpile Stewardship Program, and other applica-
tion areas. Applications being developed and run by the university teams are un-
classified and deal with significant non-defense scientific, economic and social prior-
ities.

We are already utilizing the capabilities of the newly installed ASCI platforms to
support assessment of the stockpile. Specifically, we have run the highest resolution
safety simulation of a stockpile weapon, and we have run a 3-dimensional simula-
tion that will help explain a “mystery” from the nuclear test archives, that is rel-
evant to our current program. We have run simulations to support the certifications
of the B61 modification and the W76 neutron generator. These simulations would
not have been possible without the capability provided by the ASCI platforms per-
forming at the teraops level. However, in order to simulate a 3-dimensional full-sys-
tem weapon and its performance as defined by nuclear weapons designers, sci-
entists, and engineers at DOE national laboratories, we must scale the current ca-
pability to the 100 teraops level by 2004.

The fiscal year 2000 request for the ASCI and Computations program operating
budget, which totals $543 million, is about 12 percent higher than the fiscal year
1999 request. In addition, $114 million for simulation activities that previously were
part of the ASCI program plan and $36 million for construction projects to house
ASCI computers is requested. The fiscal year 2000 request is in line with planned
increases resulting from advances in code development work and with simulations
that necessitate additional memory, storage, and networking capability. It continues
the momentum in both hardware development and acquisition to obtain computers
capable of sustained operations of 100 teraops level by 2004. It also permits building
3-D computer codes, which in conjunction with the other experimental programs
such as inertial confinement fusion, are aimed at providing the required levels of
fidelity in weapons simulations.

Two new computational initiatives begun in fiscal year 1999 will continue in fiscal
year 2000. The Distributed Computing at a Distance (DisCom2 ) project develops
key computing and communications technologies that will enable DP laboratories
and plants to apply high-end computing across thousands of miles, to meet the ur-
gent design, analysis, and engineering needs of Stockpile Stewardship. The Numer-
ical Environment for Weapons Simulations (NEWS) will create data exploration
super corridors at the weapons laboratories to support large-scale data analysis for
researchers and weapons assessment teams.

NUCLEAR EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND TECHNOLOGY PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAMS

There are two other elements that exist across the weapons complex that play a
role in maintaining the leading edge expertise of our people and program. Defense
Programs funds DOE’s nuclear emergency response programs which primarily con-
sist of engineers, scientists, and other technical personnel from the three weapons
laboratories, production facilities, and other DOE management and operating con-
tractors. This program provides a technical response capability for any type of radio-
logical or nuclear accident or incident including radiological releases, U.S. nuclear
weapons accidents, or a malevolent event involving a nuclear device or radiological
dispersal device. A robust exercise schedule provides challenging scenarios for all ra-
diological emergency response assets in order to maintain and verify departmental
readiness to meet our mandated responsibilities in conjunction with a wide range
of interagency programs (e.g. Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, FBI, etc.). These scenarios include overseas nuclear weapons
accident exercises, field training exercises, multi-agency resolution of nuclear ter-
rorism crises, response to transportation accidents and commercial nuclear reactor
accidents.

The DP Technology Partnership Program, which has been restructured to directly
support Stockpile Stewardship, represents an important investment in the future.
The private sector has technical leadership in many areas critical to weapons activi-
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ties and the Technology Partnership Program initiates effective collaborations be-
tween the laboratories and industry that strengthen all Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram components. It is a difficult task, but we already have success. For example,
Sandia and a world class commercial electronics supplier of radio frequency (RF)
products are partnering to develop a replacement arming, fusing and firing system
for the W76/Mk4. This project will develop the capability for procuring war reserve
RF components from a state-of-the-art, tailored, low-cost, low-volume, high- reli-
ability manufacturing process. In addition, LANL is working with a provider of
highly advanced, ultra-short pulse laser technology to develop sophisticated devices
that will give LANL an entirely new capability to non-destructively inspect and
measure the interior of a pit with extremely high resolution.

PROGRAM INTEGRATION

You have heard about how, over the last several years the Stewardship program
has successfully set in motion a series of initiatives to ensure high confidence in the
safety and reliability of the nuclear weapons stockpile without nuclear testing or
traditional new weapon development. Core technical capabilities have been fostered
and facility milestones have been established to strengthen a strong science-based
foundation for Stewardship. Construction of facilities like DARHT, NIF, and Atlas
is now underway to provide state-of-the-art experimental facilities for pursuing fun-
damental weapons physics understanding. The subcritical experiments at NTS re-
turn extremely valuable data on the dynamic materials behavior of explosively driv-
en plutonium. The ASCI program has successfully delivered world-class computa-
tional power and has focused and paced the development of simulation-based pre-
dictive capability that is required to integrate the scientific knowledge derived
through ongoing experimental and theoretical program efforts. A Stockpile Life Ex-
tension (SLEP) program has formalized a disciplined process for introducing needed
changes to the enduring nuclear weapons stockpile to address age-related risk. The
time has now come to direct attention on a focused approach toward integrating and
synchronizing the various “tools” of the Stewardship “toolkit” to more effectively
achieve strategic program objectives; namely, by methodically applying science in a
timely way to confidently manage life extension in the nuclear weapon stockpile.

In the fall of 1998, I chartered a Program Integration Task Force comprised of
senior managers of the nuclear weapons laboratories and production plants, as well
as the appropriate headquarters personnel with stewardship management respon-
sibilities. The Task Force provided recommendations for: (a) taking the next steps
toward more effective integration of science with stockpile deliverables; (b) providing
more overall coherence among all program elements; and (c) identifying a basis for
system-wide planning of program and budget.

The Task Force reported back to me in late November 1998. One of its main rec-
ommendations was to eliminate the organizational interface between the core stew-
ardship R&D program, and the ASCI and stockpile computing program. This imper-
ative was driven by the urgent need to accelerate integration of experimental data
with the major three-dimensional weapons computer applications codes under devel-
opment. In validating these codes, an improved predictive capability, derived from
enhanced physics understanding of weapon performance and safety issues, could be
more confidently applied in meeting critical certification milestones associated with
stockpile life-extension modifications. As a result of this consolidation, the weapons
science activities of the new organization could be more coherently managed at the
interface with stockpile manufacturing and production activities.

The Task Force also emphasized the imperative for Headquarters to vigilantly
manage the program balance at the science/production interface. Its suggestion was
to apply a risk management approach in making programmatic tradeoffs between
resources and deliverable schedules. The principle is fairly simple: weapons science
activities not well integrated with stockpile deliverables would, in time, lose focus
and drift away from relevancy and strategic objectives linked to the continued cer-
tification of weapon performance, safety, and reliability. On the other hand, any
weapons production without the active integration of science through rigorous cer-
tification would eventually result in the inevitable loss of confidence without nuclear
testing, thus losing nuclear deterrence for the Nation. Balancing these two major
efforts under the stewardship “umbrella” will demand a more keen attention to en-
terprise-wide planning and budgeting, always governed by the principle that budget
requirements should reflect an integrated set of program objectives.

In December of 1998, I took action on these Task Force recommendations by inte-
grating the Stewardship science program under a new organization, the Office of
Research, Development, and Simulation. This office is now actively pursuing pro-
gram integration by working with the nuclear weapons laboratories and Nevada
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Test Site to jointly identify and begin planning a set of “weapons technology cam-
paigns”. A “campaign” is defined as a major technical effort that focuses resources
on developing a critical enabling technology to support confident certification.

A compelling weapons science or technology issue that demands a measurable en-
hancement in predictive capability will drive each campaign. Thus, each campaign
will be designed to integrate experiments, simulation, and weapon-system assess-
ments. Campaigns will be focused on achievable goals and identifiable end states
for the 2004 time frame. The three laboratories and NTS will join in a common,
complementary effort to define appropriate technology milestones. Technical efforts
will be designed to exploit the current experimental and computational infrastruc-
ture to the maximum extent feasible, while integrating new capabilities as they be-
come available. Collectively, the campaigns will be aimed at enhancing certification
in the 2004 time frame, when about half of our nuclear-test-experienced weapon de-
signers will have retired. By aggressively pursuing these integrating campaigns, we
expect to successfully meet the challenges of the next decade.

Campaigns will result in a clearer set of program expectations tied to needs and
priorities. This in turn will result in our ability to articulate our deliverables and
budget requirements far more precisely and far more measurably than has been
done in the past. Ultimately, I believe, this will result in a better understanding
of what the public is buying for the funds provided. I am convinced that it will also
provide, in the future, a clearer and more demonstrable model for addressing what
can not be provided at a given level of resources.

CONCLUSION

These are but a selection of the broad range of on-going planned Stockpile Stew-
ardship Program activities. Let me reemphasize that the current stockpile is well
tested and well understood. The designers and engineers who built our existing
weapons are still available and are still active. Indeed they are the ones who are
creating the Stockpile Stewardship Program. They are the ones who are working on
the stockpile now, and are helping to train their successors. We are mindful, how-
ever, that the clock is ticking on both the design life spans of the weapons, and the
career spans of test-experienced designers, engineers, and production experts. We
have an unprecedented, but time sensitive, challenge to put in place both the tools
and the people that will carry us beyond test-based expertise to science-based exper-
tise for the future.

If supported appropriately, I believe the Stockpile Stewardship Program can in-
definitely maintain a safe and reliable stockpile without the need to conduct nuclear
testing. I know of no other national security issue that is more important for our
Nation today and for the next millennium.

STATEMENT OF ROSE E. GOTTEMOELLER

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.

Ms. Gottemoeller, would you proceed with your testimony? Your
written remarks will be made a part of the record. If you would ab-
breviate your oral remarks, and we will wait on the questions till
all three witnesses have testified, then we will proceed.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to have my
remarks entered into the record. Thank you for the opportunity to
appear before this committee and discuss our fiscal year 2000
budget request.

In my oral remarks, I would really like to hit a few of my office’s
planned activities as highlights for fiscal year 2000. The President
has identified weapons of mass destruction proliferation as a na-
tional emergency, and I am proud of the role that DOE and my of-
fice play in responding to that emergency.

MATERIAL PROTECTION, CONTROL AND ACCOUNTING [MPC&A]

Our total request for fiscal year 2000 is $747.3 million, rep-
resenting an 11 percent increase over our fiscal year 1999 appro-
priation. This increase reflects the growing threat to U.S. security
in both international and domestic arenas. Russia is at the top of
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our priority list. Through our Material Protection, Control and Ac-
counting, or MPC&A program, we are helping Russia secure its nu-
clear weapons nuclear materials and reduce the risk that these ma-
terials will be diverted to the weapons in rogue regimes or terrorist
organizations.

This has been a highly successful effort which has expanded to
include 55 facilities throughout the former Soviet Union. To date,
we have completed upgrades on 30 metric tons of material and
have improved the security of some 400 tons, metric tons, in total.
We are working now at virtually every site we know of that con-
tains weapons—usable nuclear materials in the former Soviet
Union, including the major sites in the Russian defense complex.

We still have much work to do, since we know that the Russians
have at least 650 tons of nuclear material not in weapons and in
need of upgraded protection, but we have developed the goodwill
and the structure needed to efficiently pursue the security of the
remaining stocks of nuclear materials.

Senator DOMENICI. Might I ask, why do you say 650 tons? Do you
accumulate all kinds, rather than telling us what each one is?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir. That is an accumulation of pluto-
nium as well as highly enriched uranium. It is the planning num-
ber that we use, although we know from our interactions with our
Russian colleagues that the number may be larger than that.

Senator DOMENICI. Okay. Go ahead.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. We are requesting $145 million for this ef-
fort in fiscal year 2000. Our efforts in the area of Russian military
security are made possible in large part because DOE’s role and my
office’s role is important in setting the international standard for
the production of nuclear materials and facilities here in the
United States.

INITIATIVES FOR PROLIFERATION PREVENTION AND NUCLEAR CITIES
INITIATIVE

I would now like to turn to the other side of the Russian pro-
liferation problem, the brain drain. Our Initiatives for Proliferation
Prevention programs and our newly launched Nuclear Cities Initia-
tive are working to address the complex issues in this arena. I
know much has been said and written recently on these efforts, but
I would like to say this. We have through the initiatives for pro-
liferation prevention successfully kept thousands, at last count over
5,900, former Soviet weapons experts at home and out of weapons
work in rogue States, terrorist groups, and criminal organizations.

As the General Accounting Office recommended, we need to do
a better job of ensuring more money gets to Russia. We also need
to redouble our efforts to achieve commercial success with these
projects. However, the overall goal, as GAO actually acknowledged,
of keeping these experts at home is succeeding.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY

Elsewhere in our Russia-related activities, I am pleased to report
that my office has successfully completed integrating the Depart-
ment’s Office of International Nuclear Safety into our structure.
There is a natural synergy between the nuclear safety work and
my office’s more traditional missions. We are making excellent
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progress in improving the safety of Soviet reactors, including im-
proving Soviet safety diagnosis and response training, pursuing the
installation of safety equipment, and establishing regional nuclear
safety training centers.

Moreover, our efforts to aid the closing of the Chernobyl complex
continue and, indeed, are intensifying in fiscal year 2000. While we
work to counter threats abroad to our national security, we are
stepping up our security efforts here at home. The threats to do-
mestic safety and security are more diverse than ever and, at the
direction of President Clinton and Secretary Richardson, we are
moving smartly to address these concerns.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS

The Department, through my office, is rapidly pursuing the
President’s call to improve our chemical and biological detection
and identification capabilities. For our chem-bio initiative we are
requesting a 70-percent increase from $19 to $32 million in fiscal
year 2000.

The prime goal of these efforts is to provide first responders with
portable, fast, and accurate tools to detect and ID chemical and bio-
logical agents. With one anthrax hoax in the United States every
day, the ability to detect hoaxes and, in the worst case, confirm the
use of chemical or biological agents is vital to reducing the effect
of such events. Our investment in this area is leveraging the al-
ready strong expertise residing in the national laboratory system,
especially those in the fields of chemistry and biology.

In addition to our CBW detection work, other important technical
advances are being pursued in our arms control research and de-
velopment area. The tools being developed through this office will
improve our ability to detect proliferant activities in other countries
and increase our confidence in the verifiability of international
agreements such as the comprehensive test ban treaty.

DOMESTIC SECURITY

Now, sir, I would like to turn to our domestic security missions,
which are equally important and challenging. Our Office of Secu-
rity Affairs continues its vital role in protecting classified informa-
tion and the security of the DOE complex overall. This has been
another frequently discussed topic in recent months, but I would
like to say this. Our mission requires us to remain accountable to
the American public. To do this, we must effectively balance two
equally essential missions, protecting classified information to pre-
vent others from using it to harm U.S. interests, and keeping se-
cret only that information which needs to be protected.

To meet these goals, the Department is working aggressively to
review materials before they’re released to ensure the absence of
restricted or formerly restricted data as Congress has required. At
the same time, we are working to comply with President Clinton’s
executive order to declassify documents that no longer require pro-
tection.



210

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

The last program I would like to mention is one that gets few
headlines but allows me and my colleagues in the DOE leadership
to get to sleep at night, from time to time anyway. This is the Of-
fice of Emergency Management, which is also operated out of my
office 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. Our staff
is ready to respond to any of a wide variety of possible events that
would affect our national security and safety, and the overall per-
formance of the DOE complex.

PREPARED STATEMENT

There are many additional programs in our office, and time does
not allow for as complete a listing as I would like to do, but I will
be happy to answer any of your questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROSE E. GOTTEMOELLER
INTRODUCTION

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of this Committee, for the opportunity
to appear before you today to present this statement for the record on the Depart-
ment of Energy’s fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Office of Nonproliferation
and National Security (NN). The Department of Energy generally, and the Office
I head specifically, have received extremely strong support from this committee. I'd
like to thank you for that support and say that I look forward to working with you
in the future as we work to address some of our nation’s most important and critical
challenges.

It has been stated many times, but it bears repeating: The world we face today
is vastly changed from the one we lived in during the cold war. The challenges we
face are more varied and less predictable. None of the threats we face is more seri-
ous than the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to rogue states and, even
more worrisome, terrorist organizations. The President has declared the threat of
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation to constitute a “national emer-
gency” and I am proud of the role the Department of Energy, and my Office in par-
ticular, is playing in responding to that emergency.

Within the Department, the Office of Nonproliferation and National Security is
unique in the range of our contributions to national security. The Office is respon-
sible for national security missions in both domestic and international settings. In
Russia, DOE employees and laboratory experts are on the ground and actively work-
ing to improve the security of hundreds of tons of plutonium and highly enriched
uranium at dozens of facilities. We are also working with thousands of former Soviet
Union weapons scientists to provide them with non-weapons jobs and prevent them
from straying into work with countries of proliferation concern. Here at home, we
are accelerating our efforts to harness the skills of the national laboratories to meet
the growing threats of chemical and biological weapons and the very serious risk
that such weapons will be used on U.S. territory. In addition, my staff is ensuring
the protection of U.S. nuclear materials and of DOE sites. At the same time, we
must balance the critical job of protecting this nation’s nuclear secrets, with meeting
our obligation to declassify appropriate documents to ensure our accountability to
the American people.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST

The Office’s fiscal year 2000 budget request is $747.3 million, representing an 11
percent increase over our fiscal year 1999 appropriation. This increase reflects the
ever growing challenges our nation faces in the international, as well as domestic
arenas. While I won’t, in my prepared remarks, go into detail on all of our pro-
grams, I would like to highlight for you some of our main projects and some areas
of proposed expansion in 2000.
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MATERIAL PROTECTION, CONTROL AND ACCOUNTING

First, I will turn to the situation in Russia. The members of this committee are
keenly aware of the importance Russia plays in our overall nonproliferation strat-
egy. For several years, we have been building up a legacy of trust and personal rela-
tionships that has allowed us to cooperatively pursue security upgrades throughout
the Russian nuclear complex. The importance of this work, carried out under our
Material Protection, Control and Accounting (MPC&A) program, cannot be over-
stated. Our programs have been key to international efforts to prevent the acquisi-
tion of nuclear weapons by terrorists or would-be nuclear states. In this goal, we
have made considerable progress, but we have recognized that the task before us
is much greater than we understood when this program began in 1994. Russia’s eco-
nomic collapse in August has forced us to re-evaluate our methods and priorities
and brought, from the Russians themselves, a renewed sense of urgency to our co-
operation. This now includes an increased awareness of the “insider threat” of nu-
clear materials diversion and an understanding that the size, and geographic scope
of the nuclear enterprise is larger than had been appreciated in 1994.

With this background, over half of our proposed budget increase would be dedi-
cated to our Office of Arms Control and Nonproliferation, which implements our
Russian nuclear security efforts. The Russian MPC&A program would receive $145
million, which represents a $5 million increase over last year but an almost $40 mil-
lion increase over our original baseline. This effort includes a long-range plan that
will continue beyond our original completion date of 2002. Our extended deadline
reflects one simple fact—the job of securing nuclear materials is a much harder and
a larger endeavor than anyone—including Russia—understood when our program
began. While we will have completed upgrades on the number of sites originally in-
cluded in our program plan, designed in 1994, we have secured Russian agreement
to cooperate on more than two dozen facilities that we didn’t even know existed
when the program began. In addition, in order to limit the program’s overall re-
quirements, we are venturing for the first time into the long-overdue area of “mate-
rials consolidation.” The Russians themselves have finally realized the risks associ-
ated with maintaining such a far flung nuclear complex. Our cooperative consolida-
tion efforts will help reduce the number of facilities housing nuclear materials,
thereby reducing the strain on the Russian system and the long-term MPC&A re-
quirements—including our own.

A word, if I may, about the absolutely incredible men and women who have been
working on this problem night and day for the past several years. The image of the
civil servant and government bureaucrat has been impugned for years in our soci-
ety. I know that the members of this committee are well aware that the average
civil servant is motivated and hardworking, but I have been struck since I became
director of NN by the absolute dedication of our MPC&A task force and the almost
superhuman level of their efforts. Their travel includes some of the most remote and
least hospitable locations in the world, spending weeks away from family and basic
comforts and making repeated trips to such locations in order to facilitate and com-
plete their assignments. The work load for the average MPC&A Task Force member
is extreme, as we had sought to limit the task force size to one appropriate for a
limited duration project. This is an issue that we are examining extremely closely
at the present time, in the expectation that the team will become larger and longer
range in its organizational outlook.

Our ability to address Russian nuclear security concerns comes in large part from
NN’s responsibilities at home for the protection of nuclear materials. These include
directing a rigorous safeguards and security program for the entire Department of
Energy complex to ensure the demonstrated security of our own nuclear materials.
Our work in Russia has benefitted greatly from our direct expertise in the protec-
tion of materials and facilities here at home, and from the knowledge that our ef-
forts and accomplishments set the international standard for the protection of nu-
clear materials.

While we still have considerable work in ahead of us to upgrade security around
Russian nuclear materials, we are also striving to address other sources of prolifera-
tion risk and concern in the former Soviet Union. We consider our work at nuclear
sites to be the first line of defense against the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The
second line of defense is the internal borders of Russia, and helping to ensure that
any stolen or misappropriated materials cannot leave the country. Our Second Line
of Defense program has already installed nuclear material detectors at the main
international airport in Moscow and at the Caspian seaport of Astrakhan. We have
identified 22 additional border crossings that for tactical or strategic reasons war-
rant the installation of similar equipment. This is yet another example of how a rel-
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atively small investment can help protect ourselves and our friends against the
greatest of threats.

INITIATIVES FOR PROLIFERATION PREVENTION/NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVE

Another critical component of our nonproliferation efforts in the former Soviet
Union is our effort to engage and orchestrate alternative employment for under-
employed and unemployed ex-Soviet weapons scientists. Through our Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention program, we have worked with over 170 institutes and
sponsored collaborative scientific efforts with over 4000 ex-Soviet nuclear, chemical
and biological weapons experts. This work has helped keep these experts in Russia
and the Newly Independent States, as opposed to selling their know how to rogue
regimes, criminal groups or terrorist organizations.

We are embarking on a much more comprehensive enterprise which also seeks to
develop alternative, non-weapons jobs for weapons scientists, this time as part of
our Nuclear Cities Initiative. The ten closed nuclear cities in Russia are the jewels
in the Russian nuclear crown. We are pleased that Russia is finally taking steps
to reassess and restructure their nuclear complex and has approached us about
helping to develop new jobs for weapons scientists who will lose their defense work
as weapons facilities close. We are approaching this endeavor with a mixture of
commitment and pragmatism, realizing that such efforts will take time. But the
goals of keeping the Russian weapons scientists at home, and helping to reduce the
size of the Russian nuclear infrastructure, contribute directly to U.S. security.

The Department of Energy, and my Office in particular, has taken note of the con-
cerns expressed in the General Accounting Office’s recent report on our Initiatives
for Proliferation Prevention program. We are working aggressively to implement
their recommendations and believe that adoption of their comments will greatly im-
prove what is already a successful enterprise. These include a strengthened review
process to further ensure non IPP projects have dual-use benefits for Russian mili-
tary programs and an increased effort to provide a greater percentage of resources
to Russian and NIS scientists.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY AND COOPERATION

Elsewhere in the former Soviet nuclear complex, NN is now actively engaged in
the area of international nuclear safety. The transfer of the Department’s inter-
national nuclear safety activities into NN is now complete and has gone extremely
well. There is a very strong natural connection between various Russian and NIS
activities within NN’s already existing projects and the nuclear safety initiatives.
We continue to make excellent progress in improving the safety to Soviet-designed
nuclear reactors and establishing self-sustaining nuclear safety infrastructures. We
are addressing the most serious risks at these reactors by improving the plants’
physical operating conditions, installing safety equipment, developing improved
safety procedures, establishing regional centers for training reactor personnel, and
conducting in-depth safety assessments of the operating plants.

NATIONAL SECURITY CHALLENGES

Our work in Russia, as important as it is, must not and does not distract our at-
tention from our critical and considerable domestic activities. The changed situation
abroad is matched by a changing picture at home. The President highlighted his
concerns about new domestic threats in January at a National Academy of Sciences
event in which he stated that “The enemies of peace realize they cannot defeat us
with traditional military means. So they are working on two new forms of assault:
cyber attacks on our critical computer systems, and attacks with weapons of mass
destruction—chemical, biological, potentially even nuclear weapons. We must be
ready—ready if our adversaries try to use computers to disable power grids, bank-
ing, communications and transportation networks, police, fire and health services—
or military assets.”

President Clinton, and his entire national security team, are increasingly con-
cerned about these threats. We are, at the President’s direction, making concerted
and coordinated efforts to meet these growing challenges. Let me explain what DOE
and NN are doing in this area.

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL THREATS

Among the Secretary’s top priorities is responding to the growing threat of chem-
ical and biological (CBW) attacks inside the United States. The Department of En-
ergy, drawing upon the diverse and extensive expertise of the national laboratories,
has extraordinary assets in the fields of biology and chemistry, pursued for both the
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pure and applied scientific value. With relatively modest sums of money, the De-
partment is seeking to leverage these skills and experience to improve our ability
to detect and identify biological and chemical agents.

To pursue this work, we are requesting a total of $32 million, which is a $13 mil-
lion or 70 percent increase over our 1999 appropriations. The focus of these efforts
is to better equip first responders with the tools to identify and categorize chemical
and biological agents. The tools we seek to develop must be portable, fast, accurate
and simple, so that they can be put to immediate use in the field, serving to protect
the American public from hoaxes or, worse, actual attacks.

Again, Mr. Chairman, defining the challenge is as simple as answering it is com-
plex. There is, on average, one anthrax threat in the United States every day. In
January, the shortcomings of our current capabilities were made glaringly clear,
when an anthrax threat was directed at the 7th floor of the Department of State.
While this, fortunately, turned out to be a hoax, we need to do better in fielding
smart systems capable of detecting potential WMD agents. Today, there are no sim-
ple, portable and reliable detection and identification tools for biological agents
available to those officials who are assigned the role of getting to the scene of a
CBW attack first. Delays in assessing the credibility and severity of specific inci-
dents create confusion, waste resources, and, in the event of a real attack, costs
lives. In sum, our limited abilities in this area actually increase the “terror” effect
of such attacks or hoaxes, thus inviting additional events. The sooner we can field
the types of portable detection equipment we are working on, the sooner we will be
able to deter and reduce the number of such attacks.

There are questions raised from time to time about why involve the Department
of Energy—whose weapons expertise is focused in the nuclear arena. To be direct,
DOE and its laboratories have a broad range of ongoing programs in biological and
chemical areas which provide it with a unique set of skills to apply to this problem.
Although originally developed in the service of our primary nuclear mission, these
world-class capabilities can be leveraged for critical chemical and biological detec-
tion work. Programs such as the human genome mapping project or chemical spill
remediation efforts are also being drawn upon to better protect our citizens against
the most insidious of attacks.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The larger part of our research and development program, for which we are re-
questing $221 million in total, is dedicated to other ground breaking and vital ef-
forts to improve our national security. Within the NN office, our Research and De-
velopment activities are working to ensure the early detection of proliferation-re-
lated activities and to improve our ability to verify existing or planned international
treaties. While I cannot discuss in open session some of our work, we are pursuing
a number of important avenues which will help detect, with increasing reliability,
efforts to produce and refine nuclear materials, as well as new and better ways to
detect and characterize nuclear tests and activities contrary to international norms
or U.S. security interests.

DECLASSIFICATION INITIATIVE

I would also like to highlight additional areas of work here at home. Within our
Office of Security Affairs, we continue the critical effort to declassify hundreds of
millions of pages of archived information while ensuring the appropriate protection
of classified information. The Secretary and my entire Office are committed to meet-
ing the goals of the Presidents executive order on declassification while, at the same
time, ensuring that Restricted and Formerly Restricted Data are not inadvertently
released. Some might see these two responsibilities as conflicting, but I do not. They
are not only compatible, but mutually supportive. Our requirement to remain ac-
countable to the American public by avoiding excessive secrecy, while at the same
time ensuring the vigilant protection of our nation’s nuclear information are part
of the same goal—ensuring the security and freedom for the American public, and
fulfilling our public trust. We must protect the nation from the threat of nuclear
terrorism as well as the danger of excessive secrecy. Both are critical to meeting
our obligations as public servants and I am confident in our ability—given continued
support—to achieve these goals.

EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Even as we prepare to address the risk of attack here at home, including our
CBW detection efforts and our domestic security work, we are constantly preparing
for how to respond should an emergency develop. The Office of Emergency Response
is a critical resource for the Department and the United States Government as a
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whole. This extensive communications network and dedicated staff are vital assets,
and enable the Department’s leadership to receive and process updates and help
manage the response to a large variety of contingencies. These include environ-
mental concerns associated with the management of DOE sites, to the more extreme
cases of attack or sabotage. As with the other offices within my responsibility, 1
have been extremely impressed with the professionalism and dedication of the staff
within this program office. Their efforts help reduce the likelihood of a crisis and
enable us to reduce the consequences, should one arise. Their efforts are generally
uﬁldera%preciated in the eye of the public, largely due to their skill and success in
their jobs.

CONCLUSION

I would like to end where I began, and thank the Chairman and the entire Com-
mittee for their support for the Department and my Office as we address the na-
tion’s critical national security missions. I look forward to our continued work to-
gether. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF LAURA S.H. HOLGATE

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much, Ms. Gottemoeller.

Ms. Holgate, will you proceed with your testimony, and your pre-
pared remarks will be made a part of the record.

Ms. HOLGATE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Reid, members
of the committee. I am pleased to appear before you today to dis-
cuss the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 2000 budget for fissile
materials disposition.

The Office of Fissile Materials Disposition’s principal focus is on
disposing of inventories of surplus U.S. weapons—usable pluto-
nium, and highly enriched uranium, as well as providing technical
support for and ultimately implementing Administration efforts to
obtain reciprocal disposition of surplus Russian plutonium.

These disposition activities, along with other administration ef-
forts aimed at dismantling weapons delivery systems, securing nu-
clear materials and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons
knowledge, are part of the Administration’s overall strategy to re-
duce the threat from weapons of mass destruction.

A recent New York Times editorial stated that nothing would do
more to protect American security in the decades ahead than en-
suring that Russia’s immense stockpile of nuclear weapons and ma-
terials is diminished. That, members of the committee, is our goal.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST

The fiscal year 2000 budget request for these activities is $200
million, an increase of $32 million over the fiscal year 1999 com-
parable amount. The increase in fiscal year 2000 will allow the De-
partment to continue detailed design of the pit disassembly and
conversion facility and the MOX fuel fabrication facility, as well as
begin design of the immobilization and processing facility, key ele-
ments of the United States hybrid plutonium disposition strategy
involving immobilization and burning of mixed oxide [MOX] fuel in
existing, domestic reactors.

This budget request will also allow the program to continue test-
ing the pit disassembly and conversion prototype at the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, to establish a technical baseline for the ce-
ramic immobilization plant process, conduct fuel qualification, con-
tinue MOX fuel facility license activities, initiate a MOX lead test
assembly program, and conduct a repository analysis associated
with disposition technologies.
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The $160 million out of the fiscal year 2000 budget request is al-
located for these elements, required to dispose of 50 tons of excess
U.S. plutonium.

Proceeding with planned design, development, and licensing is
important, because it strengthens the U.S. negotiating position
with Russia and sends a strong message that the United States is
serious about reciprocal plutonium disposition. A decision to stop or
significantly slow the design effort would result in demobilization
of the disposition facility design teams, loss of continuity, and in-
creased costs.

The United States, however, will not begin construction of new
facilities for disposition of U.S. plutonium unless there is signifi-
cant progress on plans for plutonium disposition in Russia. This is
necessary to avoid putting the United States at a strategic dis-
advantage in future negotiations with Russia as well as to avoid
large scale expenditure of funds until they are required.

U.S.-RUSSIA PLUTONIUM AGREEMENT

With regard to progress with Russia on plutonium disposition,
important foundations have been laid in the last year. In July
1998, Vice President Gore and former Russian Prime Minister
Kiriyenko signed a Scientific and Technical Cooperation Agree-
ment. The agreement provides for conducting tests and demonstra-
tions of technologies needed to dispose of surplus weapons pluto-
nium in Russia, including plutonium conversion and nondestructive
assay, burning mixed oxide fuel in reactors, and immobilization of
waste.

This work is needed to build trust and cooperation and will add
to the technical knowledge base, confirm the viability of certain
technologies, and demonstrate the technologies that might be em-
ployed for disposition of surplus Russian plutonium.

The program’s fiscal year 2000 budget includes $24.9 million to
implement this agreement and to carry out other activities in sup-
port of the plutonium disposition in Russia as part of the Presi-
dent’s Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative.

At the Moscow summit in September 1998, President Clinton
and President Yeltsin signed a Joint Statement of Principles. This
statement committed the two countries to seek to conclude a bilat-
eral plutonium disposition agreement as soon as possible. This bi-
lateral agreement will specify the technological approach and
schedules to be followed by each country, the types of facilities to
be constructed in Russia, and commitments with respect to the
support of these activities in Russia.

Negotiations on this agreement are underway, and in initial con-
versations with Russian counterparts we feel significant com-
monality of vision on the content, structure, and timing of this
agreement.

The United States delegation is led by the Department of State,
with key negotiation and technical support being provided by my
office. I believe that an agreement can be concluded this year to en-
able plutonium disposition to proceed in both countries.

Once this agreement is in place, the U.S. and Russia would each
proceed with parallel programs with comparable rates of disposi-
tion. In Russia, the program will require the design, construction,
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and operation of facilities to convert weapons plutonium metal into
oxide powder and to fabricate MOX fuel, as well as to modify Rus-
sian reactors to permit MOX utilization.

The estimated annual capacity of existing Russian reactors is 2
metric tons of MOX fuel per year. The U.S. goal is to increase this
rate of disposition in Russia of Russian material to no less than 5
metric tons per year, for the expansion of the plutonium conversion
and MOX fabrication facilities, and the identification and utiliza-
tion of additional reactor capacity, whether inside or outside Rus-
sia, to consume MOX fuel fabricated from plutonium withdrawn
from Russian weapons.

FISCAL YEAR 1999 EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION

The Department intends to assist Russia to implement this bilat-
eral agreement initially through the emergency appropriation of
$200 million provided in fiscal year 1999. This dramatic gesture
has been instrumental in the Russians’ current cooperative ap-
proach in this negotiation. This funding will be expended in the
Russian Federation over a 2- to 3-year period following completion
of the agreement.

A detailed budget justification and obligation plan will be sub-
mitted to Congress once the strategies are defined as part of the
negotiations progress. This funding is likely to be utilized primarily
to begin to create a MOX infrastructure in Russia.

The $200 million will not cover the entire cost of implementing
this agreement. Russia will need to contribute some resources, and
the Administration plans to seek support for a portion of this pro-
gram from the international community, both the private and pub-
lic sector. If, however, the program requires additional future ap-
propriations, the administration will consider such needs in the
course of its normal budget process.

GAS U.S.-RUSSIAN REACTOR TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

The fiscal year 1999 Energy and Water Development Act pro-
vided an earmark of $5 million for joint U.S.-Russian development
of gas reactor technology called for the Russian Federation to pro-
vide a matching contribution of $3 million in either comparable
funds or contributions in-kind. This level of funding should be ade-
quate to cover gas reactor technology R&D efforts in fiscal years
1999 and 2000.

In closing, the Fissile Material Disposition Program has come a
long way in building the domestic and international consensus nec-
essary to begin disposing of surplus highly enriched uranium and
plutonium. Along the way, the program has led U.S. efforts not
only to identify a hybrid strategy for disposing of surplus weapons
plutonium, but also to begin implementation of this strategy. Tech-
nology development, tests, and demonstrations are ongoing, and a
prototype pit disassembly and conversion system successfully began
operations at the Los Alamos National Laboratory in November.

DOE is about to announce a major contract award for MOX fuel
fabrication and irradiation services, and Title I design will soon
begin for two of the three disposition facilities. Negotiations have
recently begun with Russia aimed at achieving a bilateral agree-
ment for plutonium disposition.
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Now is the time for the United States to continue this important
mission by sending a clear signal to the world community that we
are intent on finishing this job. Returning to the words of the New
York Times editorial, the modest amount of money needed to
achieve these goals now could save Washington many billions of
dollars in the future to deal with the Russian nuclear threat.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LAURA S.H. HOLGATE
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear before you
to discuss the Department of Energy’s fiscal year 2000 budget request for Fissile
Materials Disposition.

With the end of the Cold War, hundreds of tons of weapons plutonium and highly
enriched uranium have become surplus to defense needs in both the U.S. and Rus-
sia. Continued downsizing of nuclear weapons stockpiles and implementation of
arms reduction agreements are expected to result in further weapons disman-
tlements and increases in stockpiles of surplus weapons materials. Denying a poten-
tial proliferator access to these materials is the principal barrier to acquiring a nu-
clear weapons capability. Given the current political instability and worsening eco-
nomic conditions prevailing in Russia, there is a very real threat that nuclear weap-
ons materials could be stolen or diverted into the hands of terrorists or non-nuclear
nations. These materials could be readily fabricated into crude nuclear weapons for
use not only against other nations but also in the U.S. against Americans.

Within the Department of Energy, the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition’s
principal focus is on disposing of inventories of surplus U.S. weapons-usable pluto-
nium and highly enriched uranium as well as providing technical support for and
ultimately implementation of Administration efforts to obtain reciprocal disposition
of surplus Russian plutonium. These disposition activities—along with other Admin-
istration efforts aimed at dismantling weapons delivery systems, securing nuclear
materials, and preventing the spread of nuclear weapons knowledge—are part of the
Administration’s strategy to reduce the threat from weapons of mass destruction.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request for these activities is $200 million, an in-
crease of $32.5 million over the fiscal year 1999 comparable amount. The increase
in fiscal year 2000 is primarily to allow the program to begin design of a key U.S.
plutonium disposition facility to immobilize surplus non-pit plutonium, procure lead
test assembly equipment required for mixed oxide (MOX) fuel irradiation tests, and
hire the field staff necessary to oversee plutonium disposition facility design activi-
ties at the selected DOE site. The sections that follow describe the current and
planned activities and requested funding for the Department’s fissile materials dis-
position activities.

SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION SUMMARY

The Program’s efforts in fiscal years 1999 and 2000 will focus on implementing
the Administration’s hybrid strategy for plutonium disposition. This strategy calls
for immobilizing surplus weapons plutonium in ceramic surrounded by vitrified high
level radioactive waste and burning surplus plutonium as mixed oxide fuel in exist-
ing, domestic commercial reactors. Both approaches render the surplus plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for retrieval and weapons use as the plutonium re-
maining in spent fuel from commercial reactors.

DOE is pursuing both disposition technologies because they provide important in-
surance against unexpected difficulties with the implementation of either technology
by itself and they help ensure an early start for this important task. This hybrid
strategy also provides the United States with flexibility and leverage in negotiating
with Russia and our allies on the critical task of reducing Russian excess weapons
plutonium. While the proposed immobilization technology would be expected to
make the weapons plutonium difficult for terrorists or third world countries to use
in weapons, the Russians have repeatedly expressed concern that the U.S. immo-
bilization approach would not destroy plutonium and would leave it available for
possible re-use in weapons, thus reversing the disarmament process. Moreover,
there is reason to believe that if the U.S. implements only immobilization, Russia
will continue to store, rather than eliminate, its stockpile of surplus weapons pluto-
nium.
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The Program is conducting necessary technology development and demonstra-
tions, completing site-specific environmental analyses, designing three disposition
facilities, and providing key negotiation and technical support for efforts to attain
a bilateral agreement for the disposition of surplus Russian plutonium.

Proceeding with planned design, development and licensing is important because
it strengthens the U.S. negotiating position and sends a strong message to the Rus-
sians that the U.S. is serious about reciprocal plutonium disposition. A decision to
stop or significantly slow the design effort would result in demobilization of the dis-
position facility design teams, loss of continuity and increased costs. Since the li-
censing of the MOX fuel fabrication plant and use of MOX fuels in reactors is de-
pendent upon a foundation of design and technical analysis, failure to proceed with
the resulting technical program will significantly lengthen the critical licensing
path.

PIT DISASSEMBLY AND CONVERSION

The United States has declared 50 metric tons of plutonium as surplus to national
defense needs. Approximately two-thirds of this amount is either in the form of clas-
sified nuclear weapons components called “pits” or clean plutonium metal. Before
weapons plutonium from pits can be disposed of, it must first be removed from pit
form and converted to an unclassified oxide form suitable for disposition and inter-
national inspection. The Department plans to use the Advanced Recovery and Inte-
grated Extraction System (ARIES) process, a low-waste, modular pyro-chemical
process, to convert the pits and plutonium metal to plutonium oxide. ARIES is being
developed jointly by the Los Alamos National Laboratory and the Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory. Sandia National Laboratories is developing robotics for
the system.

In November 1998, DOE began operation of an integrated pit disassembly and
conversion prototype which utilizes the ARIES process at DOE’s Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory. This demonstration, which involves dismantling up to 250 pits
over a two to three year period, will provide important information for designing
and operating a full-scale Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request seeks funding to continue testing of the inte-
grated prototype system at Los Alamos. Funding is also being sought to complete
Title I & begin Title II design of a full-scale Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facil-
ity. Contingent on significant progress on Russian plans for plutonium disposition,
as well as successful testing of the prototype, a full-scale facility, capable of proc-
essing thousands of pits per year, could be operational in fiscal year 2005.

IMMOBILIZATION

Approximately one-third of the 50 tons of surplus U.S. plutonium is in the form
of impure metal, oxides and reactor fuel which are unsuitable for MOX use without
extensive purification. To dispose of this material, as well as to provide an alternate
disposition pathway should the MOX/reactor approach prove impossible to imple-
ment, the Department is focusing on a “can-in-canister” approach for immobiliza-
tion. Under this approach, feed materials would be converted to oxide which would
be mixed with ceramic material to form disks. The disks would be stacked and
sealed into steel cans which would be arrayed within large canisters into which vit-
rified high-level waste would be poured. The radioactive waste barrier increases the
proliferation resistance of the immobilized plutonium. The can-in-canister approach
would make use of a high level waste vitrification facility such as currently exists
at Savannah River or is planned to be built at the Hanford Site. Subsequently, the
canisters would be disposed of in a geologic repository.

While the United States has experience with immobilizing high level wastes, the
technological aspects of how to immobilize weapons plutonium on an industrial scale
need to be resolvedFiscal year 2000 efforts will be aimed at resolving technological
issues associated with impurities in the surplus plutonium forms, developing and
demonstrating production-scale processes and equipment, and conducting the nec-
essary verification testing of the preferred can-in-canister approach in order to be
confident that it can be successful in a timely and cost-effective manner.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request also seeks funding to begin Title I design of
an Immobilization and Processing Facility. Contingent on significant progress on
Russian plans for plutonium disposition, as well as successful development and re-
finement of the immobilization process, a full-scale facility could be operational in
fiscal year 2006.
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MIXED OXIDE FUEL FABRICATION AND IRRADIATION SERVICES

The other half of the hybrid disposition strategy involves irradiating MOX fuel in
existing, domestic reactors. While MOX fuel is used in Western Europe on an indus-
trial scale, the principal uncertainty in the U.S. involves the required cost and busi-
ness arrangements. Because the Department doesn’t own the reactors needed to ir-
radiate the MOX fuel or a MOX fuel fabrication plant, DOE is conducting a competi-
tive procurement to acquire the services of an industry consortium to design, con-
struct and operate a MOX fuel fabrication facility; to irradiate the MOX fuel pro-
duced in that facility in existing, domestic, commercial reactors; and to deactivate
the fuel fabrication facility at the end of the disposition mission. This approach
would maximize private sector participation by teaming fuel designers and fabrica-
tors, architect & engineering firms, construction firms, and reactor operators. Under
this arrangement the consortium will have full responsibility for construction and
operation of the fuel fabrication facility as well as modification and operation of the
reactors in which the fuel will be used.

The MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility would be designed, constructed, and operated
by a private sector consortium at an existing DOE site. The facility would be gov-
ernment-owned and operated solely for the disposition of surplus U.S. plutonium.
The government would retain the right to terminate operation of the fuel fabrication
facility, either at the completion of the plutonium disposition mission or earlier, if
required. The facility will be regulated and licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission (NRC). In the case of operating reactors, the reactor owners would retain
their inherent responsibility for operating their reactors safely in accordance with
their NRC licenses.

The procurement was initiated in May 1998. Following analysis of three separate
proposals, DOE expects to award a contract this month to an industrial consortium
to start fuel fabrication facility design, licensing, reactor analysis, and fuel qualifica-
tion.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request will fund process development for MOX fuel
fabrication, procurement of lead test assembly equipment for irradiation tests of the
MOX fuel, as well as completion of Title I and initiation of Title II design of a MOX
Fuel Fabrication Facility. Contingent on significant progress on Russian plans for
plutonium disposition, as well as successful completion of design and licensing ef-
forts, a full-scale facility could be operational in fiscal year 2007.

RUSSIAN PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

The next two to three years will be a crucial period in U.S. Russian relations con-
cerning the disposition of surplus weapons plutonium. Proceeding with U.S. long
lead-time activities leading up to construction is necessary to maintain momentum
and pressure on Russia for a plutonium disposition agreement, and serves as a sign
to private industry, the public and the world community that the U.S. is serious
about disposing of stockpiles of surplus weapons plutonium. The United States is
proceeding with research, design and licensing activities for disposing of surplus
U.S. plutonium but will not begin construction of new facilities for disposition of
U.S. plutonium (Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facility, Immobilization and Asso-
ciated Processing Facility, and Mixed Oxide Fuel Fabrication Facility) unless there
is significant progress on plans for plutonium disposition in Russia. Completing de-
sign is necessary to avoid putting the United States at a strategic disadvantage in
future negotiations with Russia as well as to avoid the large-scale expenditure of
funds until necessary.

At the Moscow Summit in September 1998, President Clinton and President
Yeltsin signed a Joint Statement of Principles for Management and Disposition of
Plutonium Designated as No Longer Required for Defense Purposes. The Statement
committed the two countries to seek to conclude a Bilateral Plutonium Disposition
Agreement. The Bilateral Agreement would specify the technological approach and
schedules to be followed by each country, the types of facilities to be constructed in
Russia, and commitments with respect to the financing of these activities in Russia.

Negotiations are underway, and initial conversations with Russian counterparts
reveal significant commonality of vision on the content, structure, and timing of this
agreement. The U.S. delegation is led by the Department of State with key negotia-
tion and technical support being provided by the Department of Energy. The Rus-
sian delegation is led by the Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM), supported by
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I believe that an agreement can be concluded this
year to enable plutonium disposition to proceed in both countries.

Once the Agreement is in place, the U.S. and Russia would each proceed with par-
allel programs with comparable, although not necessarily identical, rates of disposi-
tion. In Russia, this program would require the design, construction, and operation
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of facilities to convert weapons plutonium metal into non-weapons form and to fab-
ricate MOX fuel, as well as to modify Russian reactors to permit MOX utilization.
The estimated annual capacity of existing Russian reactors (7 VVER-1000 reactors
and 1 BN-600 reactor) is two metric tons per year. The U.S. goal is to increase this
rate of plutonium disposition in Russia to five metric tons per year through the ex-
pansion of the plutonium conversion and MOX fabrication facilities and the identi-
fication and utilization of additional reactor capacity (whether inside or outside Rus-
sia) to consume MOX fuel fabricated from plutonium withdrawn from Russian weap-
ons.

The Department intends to assist Russia to implement this Bilateral Agreement
initially through the emergency appropriation of $200 million provided in fiscal year
1999. This funding will be expended in the Russian Federation over a two- to three-
year period following completion of the United States/Russian agreement. A detailed
budget justification and obligation plan will be submitted to Congress once strate-
gies are defined as negotiations progress. Although the United States and Russia
have not yet agreed on rates, techniques, or facilities for plutonium disposition, this
funding will likely be utilized to begin to create a MOX infrastructure in Russia.
The $200 million will not cover the entire cost of implementing the agreement. Rus-
sia will need to contribute some resources, and the Administration plans to seek fi-
nancing for a portion of this program from the international community, both the
private and public sectors. If, however, the program requires future appropriations,
the Administration will consider such needs in the course of its normal budget proc-
ess.

WORK WITH RUSSIA

In July 1998, Vice President Gore and the former Russian Prime Minister
Kiriyenko signed a Scientific and Technical Cooperation Agreement. The Agreement
provides for conducting tests and demonstrations (up to and including pilot-scale
tests and demonstrations) of technologies needed to dispose of surplus weapons plu-
tonium including plutonium conversion and nondestructive assay, burning mixed
oxide (MOX) fuel in reactors, and immobilization. This work is needed to build trust
and cooperation and will add to the technical knowledge base, confirm the viability
of certain technologies, and demonstrate the technologies that might be employed
for disposition of surplus Russian plutonium.

The fiscal year 1999 Energy and Water Development Appropriation earmark of
$5 million for joint U.S.-Russian development of gas reactor technology called for
the Russian Federation to provide a matching contribution of $3 million in either
comparable funds or contributions-in-kind. This level of funding should be adequate
to cover gas reactor technology research and development efforts in the fiscal year
1999-2000 timeframe.

The portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget to be allocated towards cooperation
with Russia is $24.9 million. This funding will allow the Department to continue
a series of collaborative disposition efforts which include analyses and small-scale
tests and demonstrations of plutonium disposition technologies, and fund efforts in
the United States to implement a United States/Russian accord for disposition of ex-
cess weapons plutonium in Russia. These activities are part of the President’s Ex-
panded Threat Reduction Initiative.

BUDGET REQUEST SUMMARY FOR PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION ACTIVITIES

In summary, the portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget to be allocated towards
plutonium disposition activities (pit disassembly and conversion; immobilization;
MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services; and work with Russia) is $177.0 mil-
lion. This funding will allow the Department to continue detailed design of the Pit
Disassembly and Conversion Facility and the MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility; begin
design of the Immobilization and Processing Facility; continue testing of the pit dis-
assembly and conversion prototype; establish the technical baseline for ceramic im-
mobilization plant process; conduct fuel qualification, continue MOX fuel facility li-
censing activities, initiate a MOX lead test assembly program; and conduct reposi-
tory analyses associated with disposition technologies. The fiscal year 2000 budget
for U.S. plutonium disposition activities represents an increase of $22.3 million over
fiscal year 1999. This increase is due to the start of Title I design for the Immo-
bilization and Processing Facility ($21.8 million), and Title II design for the Pit Dis-
assembly and Conversion Facility ($8.7 million), procurement of lead test equipment
for the MOX fuel approach ($7.5 million). This increase is partially offset by de-
1cArea)ses in MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility design and other activities (—$15.7 mil-
ion).
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HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM DISPOSITION

In fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000, the program will continue to focus on
implementing the Department’s July 1996 Record of Decision to disposition as much
as possible of the surplus highly enriched uranium (HEU) by down-blending it with
other uranium to make low enriched uranium which is commercially usable as
power reactor fuel. This approach advances U.S. nonproliferation goals, reduces
storage and security costs, and provides revenues to the Treasury from the commer-
cial sale of these surplus assets over time. The remaining surplus HEU, originally
determined to be unsuitable for commercial use, is to be down-blended and disposed
of as waste.

To date, about 174 metric tons (MT) of HEU have been declared excess to national
security needs. Because of the various forms of HEU and the availability dates from
weapons dismantlement and site cleanup operations, down blending will take place
over an extended period of time. Title to 63 MT of HEU has been transferred to
the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC). Thirteen MT was transferred to
USEC and has been down-blended pursuant to the Energy Policy Act of 1992. An
additional 50 MT is being shipped over the next six years (4 MT to date) pursuant
to the USEC Privatization Act. An additional 33-40 MT of off-specification HEU
material, not saleable on the open market, is expected to be transferred to the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority (TVA) for use in its reactors over the period between 2001
and 2006. DOE is preparing plans for disposition of the remaining surplus HEU.

The portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget for surplus uranium disposition activi-
ties is $5.8 million. This funding will allow the Department to facilitate and imple-
ment disposition of surplus highly enriched uranium, including off-specification
HEU.

SURPLUS FISSILE MATERIAL STORAGE

In January 1997, the Department issued a Record of Decision regarding the stor-
age of all weapons-usable fissile materials and the disposition of surplus plutonium.
The Department will reduce the number of sites where plutonium is stored through
a combination of storage and disposition alternatives. Under this decision, DOE
began shipping surplus plutonium pits from Rocky Flats to Pantex in April 1997
and will complete the shipments in fiscal year 1999. Stabilized and separated non-
pit plutonium from Rocky Flats will be moved to Savannah River (after certain con-
ditions are met). Storage of surplus plutonium at other sites will continue, pending
disposition. Highly enriched uranium will continue to be consolidated and stored at
the Oak Ridge Y-12 Plant, pending disposition.

In August 1998, the Department issued an amended Record of Decision to remove
all surplus non-pit plutonium from Rocky Flats by 2002, in accordance with the De-
partment’s June 1998 Accelerated Closure Pilot Project that calls for closing the site
by 2006. The plan calls for the Department to transfer surplus non-pit plutonium
from Rocky Flats to Savannah River for storage in a modified Building 105-K.

The portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget to be allocated towards storage of sur-
plus fissile materials is $4.3 million. This funding will allow the Department to
begin operation of an upgraded storage area for surplus plutonium pits at Pantex.
The increase of $3.4 million from fiscal year 1999 reflects a shift in Program empha-
sis from analysis of storage and transportation issues required during the construc-
tion phase to operation of the upgraded area. Design and construction of upgrades
for surplus pit materials will be funded from fiscal year 1997 carryover balances.

CORE TECHNOLOGIES AND NEPA COMPLIANCE

The Department is currently preparing an Environmental Impact Statement to
help determine the site(s) where surplus weapons plutonium disposition activities
will take place. Four sites (Hanford, Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory, Pantex and Savannah River) are being considered for constructing and
operating key disposition facilities.

On December 22, 1998, Secretary Richardson selected the Savannah River Site as
the preferred site for building and operating the Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility. Savannah River was selected because the site has extensive experience
with plutonium processing. In addition, locating the pit disassembly facility with
other existing and planned facilities at the site might provide some savings in infra-
structure.

Previously, the Department named Savannah River as the preferred site for two
other key disposition facilities—the Mixed Oxide (MOX) Fuel Fabrication Facility
and the Immobilization and Processing Facility. Subsequent to the release of the
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Environmental Impact Statement later this year, final site selection will be made
in the Record of Decision to follow shortly thereafter.

The portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget for Core Technologies and NEPA is $5.6
million. This funding will provide crosscutting technologies and program integration
activities.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

Program Direction provides the overall management, oversight, staffing, and ad-
ministrative support necessary to carry out the Fissile Materials Disposition Pro-
gram. The portion of the fiscal year 2000 budget for Program Direction is $7.3 mil-
lion and represents an increase of $2.7 million over fiscal year 1999. This increase
is for seven additional full-time equivalents (FTEs) over the fiscal year 1999 FTE
level for field oversight and project management for the design of three plutonium
disposition facilities. The increase also includes funding for FTEs funded with prior
year balances in fiscal year 1999 and movement of support service activities into
Program Direction from Core Technologies and NEPA in accordance with Congres-
sional direction. The $7.3 million level for Program Direction continues to represent
a modest 3.7 percent of the total Fissile Materials Disposition Program budget re-
quest.

CONCLUSION

This Fissile Materials Disposition Program has come a long way in building the
domestic and international consensus necessary to begin disposing of surplus highly
enriched uranium and plutonium. Along the way, the Program has led U.S. efforts
not only to identify a hybrid strategy for disposing of surplus weapons plutonium,
but also to begin implementation of this hybrid strategy. Technology process devel-
opment, tests, and demonstrations are ongoing and a prototype pit disassembly and
conversion system successfully began operations at the Los Alamos National Lab-
oratory in November. DOE is about to announce a major contract award for MOX
fuel fabrication and irradiation services and Title I design will soon begin for two
of the three disposition facilities. Negotiations have recently begun with Russia
aimed at achieving a bilateral agreement for plutonium disposition. Now is the time
for the United States to continue this important mission by sending a clear signal
to the world community that we are intent on finishing the job. It is an investment
in our future well worth making.

SURPLUS NUCLEAR MATERIALS THREAT

Senator DOMENICI. We are going to proceed with questions, and
if any Senator has a time schedule I would yield to them.

Ms. Holgate, I would like to hear you when I ask questions be
able to explain this threat related to surplus nuclear materials, and
what we are doing without having to quote the New York Times,
so would you be thinking about that?

Ms. HOLGATE. Certainly, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I would appreciate it. Not that they should
not be quoted, but I would think you ought to have some other
sources beyond the New York Times as to the importance of this
program.

STOCKPILE SAFETY RELIABILITY, AND SECURITY

I suggest that we go one round quickly. Dr. Reis, for the record,
is the nuclear weapons stockpile safe, reliable, and secure?

Dr. REIS. Yes, it is, Senator.

Senator DOMENICI. Do you have confidence that the weapons in
the stockpile can and will perform as designed?

Dr. REIs. Yes, I do.

Senator DOMENICI. Do you have concurrence in those conclusions
from the laboratory directors at the three nuclear laboratories?

Dr. REeIs. Yes, we do, Senator. We sent a letter to the President,
and I assume he will send the letter and the materials along with
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that up to Congress very, very shortly indicating just those facts,
including not just the laboratory directors, but the Commander-in-
Chief of the United States Strategic Command as well.

CRITICAL NEEDS NOT ADDRESSED IN BUDGET

Senator DOMENICI. Are there any critical needs with reference to
the Stockpile Stewardship program, that program upon which we
predicate the safety and reliability and security of the weapons, not
addressed in the budget because of a lack of budgetary resources?

Dr. REIS. We feel the budget is responsibly addressing the stock-
pile right now, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. If the defense side of this budget were to be
cut substantially, could that change the answer to the three ques-
tions you have just given?

Dr. RE1S. It certainly could.

Senator DOMENICI. Will you be prepared during the budget and
appropriation process to respond in that regard?

Dr. RE1s. I would be glad to do so.

CHILES COMMISSION REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Senator DOMENICI. The Chiles Commission report for just a mo-
ment, we will move to it first. Are you familiar with the report and,
if so, can you review briefly the findings and recommendations?

Dr. REIS. Yes, sir. I have a copy of the report right here, and we
have been through those recommendations with Admiral Chiles,
who briefed myself, Under Secretary Moniz, and the Secretary.

They listed basically some 12 recommendations. I will not go
through all of them now. In the briefing that they gave to the
Secretary——

Senator DOMENICI. Just generally tell us, what they were con-
cerned about?

Dr. RE1s. This was—as you recall, a congressionally mandated
commission that was to look at the personnel policies, will we have
enough people in the long term to support the Stockpile Steward-
ship program. It was specifically oriented toward the people, the
personnel policies, and the level of expertise at the laboratories, at
the plants, and in the Federal structure.

What they discovered was, and we concur that we have some
considerable amount of work to do. All is not well at any of those
facilities, we have got some plans in place, but it is important to
move aggressively to ensure that we have those people in the fu-
ture when the time comes.

BALANCE OF PRODUCTION PLANTS AND LABS FUNDING

Senator DOMENICI. Let me move now to two different budgetary
percentages, first the budget request, about 7.5 percent increase in
the stockpile stewardship. At the same time, it includes a 4-percent
reduction of stockpile management. Does this cause any problems
in carrying out the program with the labs and the production
plants?

Dr. REIS. Senator, every year we have to go through and balance
very carefully the plants and the laboratories and that is not an
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easy judgment to make. People can differ in terms of those num-
bers, but we believe those are the best numbers right now.

NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS IN RUSSIA

Senator DOMENICI. I will save this series of questions for you
until after the other Senators have inquired. I will just ask one
question each of the other two witnesses.

Ms. Gottemoeller, could you tell me how many nuclear power
plants in Russia are of the type and model at Chernobyl?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. The Chernobyl style reactors are RBMK re-
actors, sir. I do not have that exact number at my finger tips, so
I will have to provide that for the record.

Senator DOMENICI. Are there some?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Absolutely, sir, yes.

[The information follows:]

RBMK REACTORS

There are currently 14 operational RBMK reactors. This includes 11 in Russia,
2 in Lithuania and the 1 remaining operational Chernobyl unit in Ukraine.

Y2K IMPACT ON CHERNOBYL-TYPE REACTORS

Senator DOMENICI. Might I just ask, we are helping to make
these reactors safer, and working with them on technological ad-
vances and improvements. But I read with some concern that Y2K
may have a very big impact on Chernobyl-type reactors. Are we
aware of that, and is that any of our concern at this point?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, we have actually had a very productive
seminar in cooperation with the IAEA, the International Atomic
Energy Agency in Vienna. We have also had two workshops in
Moscow. We have gone to Moscow and sat down with the power
plant industry and, in fact, there are some considerable concerns,
many of which are associated with the stability of the power grid
serving the reactors.

There is quite a bit of concern that should there be a Y2K prob-
lem with regard to the electricity flow into the power reactors, the
RBMK types as well as the other types, that it could lead to a seri-
ous accident, and so that has been a concern to us, and we have
proposed to the Congress a reprogramming request to work quickly
with the Russians on some programs to lay out the steps that they
have to take within the next 9 months in order to resolve these
problems. We think that they can be resolved, but they need to pay
some attention to them.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, we granted your reprogramming, but
the House has denied it twice. What was the reason for denying
the Y2K programming?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. My understanding, sir, is that there was a
concern with regard to a hardware request. That is, we had hoped
to perhaps supply some emergency generators for the power plants
in case there should be a power failure of the kind I described a
few moments ago.

As a matter of fact, we have been able to respond to their con-
cerns by really refocusing our request on the very important
prioritization planning work that has to be done. In other words,
we have removed the request for hardware from the reprogram-
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ming request, and we hope that that will deal with the concerns
that have been expressed by the House.

Senator DOMENICI. I misstated. We had not granted the re-
programming, but they denied it before we had a chance. We are
prepared to, but all we got was a denial from the other body. We
will work with you when you are ready on our side.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Thank you very much.

U.S.-RUSSIAN PLUTONIUM AGREEMENT

Senator DOMENICI. One question now of Ms. Holgate. This $200
million that we have provided, set aside for implementation of the
U.S.-Russian plutonium agreement, why isn’t this just foreign aid
to Russia that we are throwing down a rat hole, helping the Rus-
sians with their nuclear development by giving them money? How
do you explain that?

Ms. HOLGATE. Well, first of all, sir, let me thank you personally
for your role in providing that additional funding.

Senator DOMENICI. Obviously, I do not believe what I just said.

Ms. HOLGATE. I understand. Nor do I, sir. One of the key reasons
that it is not simply throwing money down a rat hole, is that it is
in pursuit, specifically, of U.S. national security interests.

The other reason is that the Department does not intend to im-
plement that funding through writing a check to Boris Yeltsin or
Minister Adamov. It will be implemented through a series of con-
tracts, most likely with U.S. contractors, in achieving deliverables
and providing goods and services in Russia in an auditable, reliable
fashion. As we work out the details of what needs to be done in
Russia, we will be coming to you with a detailed budget proposal
on how we will do that.

The achievements of the work that will be accomplished with
those funds contributes directly to our national security interests
by reducing the threat associated with these materials. Russia, as
you know, is one of the most likely sources of loose nuclear mate-
rial, given the enormous volume that they have there, and access
to the material is really the final barrier to the development of a
rogue nation with nuclear capabilities.

Senator DOMENICI. Without divulging anything that is classified,
how many bombs could this plutonium that we are going to dispose
of that is Russian, how many bombs could it be used to make if
it is not disposed of?

Ms. HOLGATE. Tens of thousands, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. So the starting point for your answer is, this
will eliminate the potential for 10,000 or more Soviet nuclear weap-
ons to use this plutonium as a part of their fabrication, correct?

Ms. HOLGATE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Reid.

STOCKPILE Y2K CONCERNS

Senator REID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Now, Dr. Reis, Senator Domenici asked Ms. Gottemoeller about
Y2K, and we have here a report from GAO that just came out, and
in this they say among other things resolving the year 2000 com-
puting problem is the most pervasive time-critical risk facing Gov-
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ernment today. Unless adequate actions are taken, key Federal op-
erations, national defense it mentions could be seriously disrupted.

Tell us how you look at this Y2K, with all the many sensitive
programs over which this subcommittee and you have jurisdiction.

Dr. RE1s. Senator, we take Y2K very, very seriously. We have
looked in detail at all the weapons themselves, all of the support
systems, and the certification process. We provided the appropriate
oversight to ensure the work is correct. All of those systems, all of
the strategic systems are, in fact, Y2K-compliant—the weapons
themselves and the support systems. The last time I looked at this
there was only one, if you will, mission critical system that had not
been certified. This is a pay system, and a badging system at
Sandia.

It is certainly critical to people at Sandia that they get paid prop-
erly, but we are literally working basically at that level. Not only
have we reviewed it, but we gave that review to the Nuclear Weap-
ons Council. The Strategic Command has also reviewed their sys-
tems, so we are quite confident from a Y2K perspective that the
strategic forces and their supporting systems that we have to deal
with are compliant with Y2K.

EXPLOSIVE TESTING CONTAMINATION

Senator REID. Your written and oral testimony refers to a com-
bination of experiments and computer simulations to demonstrate
safety and reliability in our stockpile. Many of the experiments re-
quire violent explosions involving nuclear materials. I understand
that explosive testing has resulted in some contamination of cer-
tain areas at the laboratories. Would you describe this contamina-
tion?

Dr. REIS. Senator, I will have to get back to you on the details
on that for the record.

[The information follows:]

CONTAMINATION RESULTING FROM EXPLOSIVE TESTING

Explosive testing at the Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Labora-
tories has resulted in the release of depleted uranium, beryllium, lead and copper
into the immediate vicinity of the test location. The air, surface water, groundwater
and soil at the sites are regularly monitored by the laboratories and reported to
State and Federal agencies; sample concentrations for these contaminants remain
below applicable Federal, State, and DOE standards for all environmental media.

In addition, as a result of explosive testing at the Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory experimental test site, in a remote area some 40 miles from the labora-
tory and population centers, tritium contamination of on-site groundwater exceeds
Federal drinking water standards. Wells have been established between the con-
taminated areas and the site boundary to monitor tritium migration to ensure pro-
tection of the water supply. The measured migration data, along with the local geo-
logical structure known to exist and the inherent radioactive decay rate of tritium,
are used to project contamination levels at the site boundary. There has never been,
nor is there projected to be, a tritium contamination level at the site boundary that
approaches the Federal drinking water standard. Water supplies are anticipated to
remain unharmed.

MAINTAINING TEST READINESS

Senator REID. You are going to continue these very important ex-
periments, is that not true?
Dr. RE1s. That is correct.
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Senator REID. How do you intend to demonstrate our continuing
ability to resume testing?

Dr. REIS. Senator, we have looked at the Test Site, a number of
areas, a number of activities that will maintain that capability. I
think the one most vital is the continued and very aggressive series
of subcritical experiments that we are working with plutonium and
high explosive.

On those tests, of course, we do not have a nuclear explosion, but
from a safety perspective, from procedures perspective, you go
through many of the same things that one would do on a full scale
nuclear test. We are maintaining the diagnostics facilities as well.

One of the things I was specifically concerned about, just for that
question, is we have asked the Department of Defense this year to
review our test readiness programs to give us an independent look
at just how well we are doing on those. We feel comfortable, but
we would like to have a broader look at that, and they will be look-
ing at that specific area in detail over the next year.

ATTRACT AND MAINTAIN SKILLED WORKERS

Senator REID. You refer to the task, and in my opening state-
ment I talked about the Chiles Commission, and Senator Domenici
talked about the Chiles Commission, and their report is that the
skills at the Nevada Test Site are in serious jeopardy because the
workforce there is nearing retirement, and similar problems at the
weapons labs to make sure that we attract and maintain the high-
est caliber of scientist, which we have had for the last 40-plus
years.

What is your plan to attract and retain the skills necessary to
maintain these capabilities at the laboratories and the Nevada Test
Site?

Dr. REIS. The Chiles Commission also made some significant rec-
ommendations on how to do that, and again, I concur with those
recommendations. They start off by suggesting that both the Ad-
ministration and Congress must maintain a national commitment.

The type of people who go to work at the Test Site, who go to
work at the laboratories, who go to work at these plants, these are
not people who are necessarily interested in just making a buck for
their day. They are really interested in supporting their country’s
efforts. They are interested in working on technical challenges, and
that means that we have to demonstrate to them that we have that
commitment, and we have the budgets, and we have the support
that continue to go along with that over time.

So the first thing is to again maintain that commitment, and
part of that, if you will, is to say that we support the programs that
basically make that happen.

They are also attracted not just by the challenge of the job, but
by the ability of having the facilities available to work on, and that
also means that we have to support those. We have to support the
facilities themselves.

In addition to which, certainly for the laboratories, and again for
many of the other establishments is, we have to make the connec-
tions. Through the alliance program and through other things with-
in the universities we get those people in the universities familiar
with what we are doing, working on similar programs, so one could
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recruit the right sorts of people. Some of those programs are in
place and are working very, very well.

I think what the commission said, we ought to be doing more of
that, and I certainly concur that we will have to be doing more of
that.

Senator REID. Spread throughout the laboratories and the Ne-
vada Test Site, there are some of the finest scientists in the world,
Ph.D’s in all kinds of scientific backgrounds. That is what we are
talking about, maintaining these people in our defense capabilities,
as compared to them going off and working in the private sector
some place, is that not right?

Dr. RE1s. That is correct.

NUCLEAR EMERGENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM

Senator REID. The nuclear emergency response program has un-
dergone major revisions over the past few years. I continue to hear
concerns that these changes may have diminished our response ca-
pabilities. These concerns need to be specifically and effectively al-
layed. How does the Department organize its lines of responsibility
and funding for the emergency response program and, second, do
you think this is the right organizational structure?

Dr. REis. I believe we have a very good organizational structure
right now. I believe the nuclear emergency support teams that we
support within the Defense Programs continues to get high marks.
I believe in terms of their ability to respond to emergencies it is
integrated with the emergency response, the communications, the
day-to-day emergency response work that Ms. Gottemoeller dis-
cussed.

These are always complex issues in terms of how one organizes
it, because the broader emergency response of the Department has
to do with a lot more than just the nuclear responses. As well,
there is chemical, biological responses. There is just all sorts of dif-
ferent types of things which, as Ms. Gottemoeller said, they are
duty 365 days a year, 24 hours a day.

I think the specifics of the nuclear emergency response teams
that we are dealing with is embedded within that overall organiza-
tional structure.

EMERGENCY RESPONSE CAPABILITY

Senator REID. Do you think we need to undertake a study to es-
tablish our ability to respond to the variety of emergency situations
that could occur, or do you think we are okay as is?

Dr. REI1S. Do you want to try on that one?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, with regard to the emergency response
capability in the Department, it is quite broad-ranging. I agree
with Dr. Reis on that.

The complex is a very complicated structure with many different
kinds of missions being undertaken, clearly, and it is, I think, very
important to ensure that whatever approach we take to the organi-
zation of emergency response that it be highly integrated through-
out the Department, and that the major operational programs, De-
fense Programs and our other major operational programs be inti-
mately involved in the implementation of emergency response.
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So I think that there is room for improvement in the way emer-
gency response is organized in the Department. I speak with my
hat on as the person responsible, as I said earlier, for overall emer-
gency management in the Department. I think it is worth a look,
but I would like to underscore very firmly that emergency re-
sponse, wherever and however the necessity for it arises, must be
very, very well-integrated with the other programs.

INITIATIVES FOR PROLIFERATION PREVENTION

Senator REID. As I indicated when I was complimenting Dr. Reis,
you also have a knowledge of Russian language, is that true?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir.

Senator REID. I think that is worth a comment. That is one of
your main responsibilities, and I am sure it makes it a lot easier
with your having the Russian language capabilities, and I am sure
that is an understatement.

One last line of questioning, Mr. Chairman, then I will stop.

In your opinion, how effectively can you prevent our proliferation
and prevention vessels from delivering dual use benefits to the
Russian military programs?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, this is an issue which we take ex-
tremely seriously inside the initiatives for proliferation prevention
program and, in fact, since 1997, when a new management team
took over the IPP program, we have redoubled our efforts to ensure
that project proposals that come in do not have a dual use aspect
to them. They are reviewed by multiple layers in the interagency,
including the intelligence community here in Washington. They are
reviewed by our scientists at the labs, who are also tied into the
overall interagency governmental review process.

We are extraordinarily serious about this aspect. We want to en-
sure that the work that is done is valuable in its scientific impor-
tance but also, of course, keeps scientists at work at their lab
benches and not wandering off to Iran or North Korea, but equally
important is the necessity that these projects and this program do
n(gc serve the development of military capability on the Russian
side.

NUCLEAR SMUGGLING

Senator REID. I applaud your efforts to interdict nuclear smug-
gling at important border crossings, but I have to acknowledge that
we have not been very successful as a country in preventing illegal
entry into the United States, and so I am really a little concerned
about what efforts, based on how unsuccessful we have been, what
efforts have the Russians mounted to provide border security
against the smuggling of nuclear materials at points other than for-
mal border crossings and at formal border crossings?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. I will say a few words to begin with, Sen-
ator, about our second line of defense program.

Our material protection control and our accounting program is
the first line of defense, and I would like to underscore that that
is I think really the first way that we prevent smuggling of nuclear
materials by ensuring that the facilities themselves are under the
best possible safety and security, that we have good fences, that we
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have effective guard forces and good locks on the doors. That is the
first way that we prevent nuclear smuggling from taking place.

We have also, through a very effective working relationship with
the Russian customs service, just in the last year begun our second
line of defense program where we work with the Russian customs
service to put up nuclear detection devices at the most vulnerable
and high volume border crossing points.

Senator Domenici was with us this past summer when we
opened up the first of such border crossing protection points at
Sheryemetyevo-1 Airport. They are extremely, I think, effective
where they operate. They are at very high intensity sites. For ex-
ample, the other point we opened up this summer was at Astra-
khan seaport on the Caspian Sea, where there is a very high level
of shipping traffic to Iran, so we are choosing very high priority
places to put these nuclear detection devices, in addition to which,
though, we have found that we have to layer basically these pro-
grams, and there are programs across the U.S. Government.

I do not want to say that the DOE is doing all the work in that
regard. For example, there is a great deal of work that the Depart-
ment of Defense is doing in working with the non-Russian Newly
Independent States in order to improve their border patrols and
border controls overall, and so we work very closely and pay atten-
tion to integrating the work that we do with the work in other U.S.
Government agencies and in other agencies of the Russian Govern-
ment as well.

Senator REID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you. Senator Reid, I failed to mention
in response to your opening remarks, when you spoke of the ex-
treme age of the scientists at the test site, and some of your other
thoughts with reference to maintaining it, that I am going to work
with you to see what we can do, and talk generally about it. We
are now looking with your staff and with others at some specific
things.

Senator Craig.

Senator CRAIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and panel-
ists, we appreciate your being here this morning. I will make a
brief comment before I ask questions specific to the interest in my
State at the INEEL and Argonne Laboratory West, because often-
times when you think of them, I will tell you that DOE weapons
and defense labs do not necessarily jump to your mind compared
to New Mexico and Nevada and other places.

We have had a proud history at the site dealing with the coun-
try’s naval nuclear propulsion program, and Idaho and the Navy
have effectively and safely managed Navy spent fuel for decades.

Unfortunately, as we know, in Russia naval fuel has not been
managed as carefully. The Defense Department’s cooperative threat
reduction program is beginning to address Russia’s spent naval
fuel. The INEEL and Argonne West have the experience to provide
valuable technical assistance on this problem, and I would like to
see a commitment from all of you to bring DOE’s experiences into
the project rather than to have DOD reinvent the wheel.

We are all squeezing budgets at this time and squeezing them
hard, and my guess is there is a wealth of experience and knowl-
edge already out there that could be of great assistance, as an ex-
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ample, and we mentioned the Caspian Sea just a moment ago, and
the shipping traffic there.

As an example of this experience base, Argonne West is working
in Kazakhstan on storage of spent nuclear fuel at a breeder reactor
on the shores of the Caspian Sea. The Kazakhstan Government has
decided to shut the reactor down permanently, but some safety up-
grades will be required first to fire protection systems, et cetera.
Argonne has experienced people and a proven track record in
Kazakhstan to see that this work is done quickly and efficiently.

Another issue we need to address is the continued production of
plutonium in Russia at its BN-600 fast breeder reactor. Some peo-
ple may not realize that at the same time we are trying to enter
into agreements with Russia to dispose of its surplus stocks of plu-
tonium, Russia is continuing to make plutonium.

Argonne West again has the experience to convert fast breeder
reactors, because they did it in EBR-2 in Idaho. We need to use
this expertise that we already have at our national labs to assist
the Russians, who face similar problems.

The budget for nuclear energy work at Argonne is cut by $20
million in the President’s request, and that would mean the laying
off of about 250 workers. It really does not make sense to me that
we lay off skilled workforce when their skills could be applied to
pressing global nuclear safety issues, so it is with that in mind, Mr.
Chairman that I will only ask a couple of questions, and then I will
come back for more so that we can share equitably in this time.

ENVIRONMENTAL SURETY PROGRAM

Dr. Reis, as DOE facilities are retired from use and become part
of DOFE’s cleanup program, I think it is important that we leave the
facilities in a condition which minimizes the amount of waste we
will have to clean up later. The INEEL has been assisting the de-
fense sites in meeting this challenge for the last 2 years through
the defense environmental surety program.

By all accounts, and from letters of endorsement received from
defense production sites, DOE’s environmental surety program was
a very successful and cost-effective program. My question to you,
why was this program zeroed out in the fiscal year 2000 budget?

Dr. REIS. Senator Craig, while we did zero it out from a head-
quarters perspective effective with the implementation of the fiscal
year 1999 budget, what we have done is turned the responsibility
over to the folks at the Los Alamos National Laboratory. I agree
with you that it has been a successful and cost-effective program,
but on any budget you basically have to make decisions. If the folks
who are on the ground who have to do that environmental cleanup,
which are the people at Los Alamos, feel that it continues to be a
successful program, I have no doubt that it will continue to get
funded.

Senator CRAIG. But it is not in the budget now.

Dr. REIs. It is not in the budget right now, that is correct.

Senator CRAIG. So for fiscal year 2000, if the President’s budget
came into place, we would assume this program would not exist.

Dr. REIS. No, I do not think that is true at all. If the folks at
Los Alamos, who again are the people on the ground, decide this
still is the best way to handle the job, it will get funded.
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Senator CRAIG. Do we know the status of that at this moment?
Dr. RE1S. We are still working on that, Senator Craig.

ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY CENTER

Senator CrAIG. Well, we will still work on it with you, then.

Ms. Gottemoeller, at your confirmation hearing last fall you
talked about DOE’s plans to establish the joint U.S.-Russian inter-
national center for environmental safety to work on international
nuclear cleanup issues. Some of this work was to be administered
by the INEEL and Argonne West. Can you tell us where DOE is
with respect to getting a signed agreement with the Russians and
initiating this program?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir. I am actually very happy to be able
to report progress to you since we last spoke on this matter last
fall. The establishment of the Environmental Safety Center will be
a centerpiece of the upcoming Gore-Primakov Commission meeting
in 2 weeks time, and the statement establishing the center we ac-
tually expect to be signed by the Vice President and the prime min-
ister, so it is a go, sir.

Senator CRAIG. Excellent. Congratulations.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Thank you, sir. We are looking forward to
having INEEL closely involved in it.

RUSSIAN NAVAL FUEL ASSISTANCE

Senator CRAIG. My next question in on Russian naval fuel assist-
ance, and this may be for any witness here. Much of Russia’s naval
spent fuel is sitting in their idled submarines, we are told, and
they do not really have the resources to deal with it.

In Idaho, the Navy has been safely managing U.S. naval spent
fuel for decades, as we all know. Idaho’s personnel have a lot of ex-
perience on this issue. Would any of the witnesses care to respond
with ways we might more cooperatively work on the Russian sub-
marine fuel issue to get it into a safer storage condition?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Senator, if I may take a crack at that, we
at DOE already have a very fast-moving material protection control
and accounting program to deal with fresh fuel from the Russian
submarine program, and that is in both the northern fleet area and
the Far East.

It has been very fast-moving. The Russian Navy has really put
a number of intense schedules on us, because particularly in the
far north, of course, we have a very short construction period to
work with, but we have been able to work very quickly to get that
fresh fuel under better, safer, and more secure conditions.

We are currently on both the U.S. interagency basis and in dis-
cussions with the Russians considering how to move on to the
broader range of problems that you address. DOD already has its
successful efforts underway under the cooperative threat reduction
program to dispose of the Russian strategic strike submarines, the
SSBN’s, and now we are considering what steps we should take
and what priorities we should set in dealing with the broader ques-
tion of naval spent fuel and submarine disposition.

So this, too, will be a subject for the Gore-Primakov Commission
meeting coming up in several weeks time, but I wanted to assure
you that not only are we engaged very actively in interagency dis-
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cussions on this, but also we are beginning to engage with the Rus-
sians on this.

Senator CRAIG. So you mentioned a type of submarine. I assume
that will be decommissioned and ultimately cut up, and therefore
those are some of the subs that have that spent fuel in them. You
will obviously have to deal with the fuel at that time.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Exactly, sir. The program that the CTR pro-
gram has undertaken to cut up the SSBN’s, they already have em-
braced in that an entire complex of activities to address the spent
fuel problem. The same kind of program would have to be worked
out with regard to the attack submarines, the so-called SSN’s and
the cruise missile submarines, the SSGN’s.

I would like to point out, however, that in examining this issue
we do believe that it will be a very large task to undertake and
quite expensive, and so we believe that this particular set of
projects will be ripe for the involvement of the international com-
munity, and that is an explicit part of what we have been planning
under the expanded threat reduction initiative, President Clinton’s
new initiative in this regard.

Senator CRAIG. I was just going to say, surely we were going to
seek a shared burden there.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir, indeed, and I think that there will
be other countries who are interested in participating.

RUSSIAN BREEDER REACTORS

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, let me do one more question, if
I could, and then I would turn to our other colleagues here.

Even as we work cooperatively with the Russians on disposing of
excessive weapons plutonium, Russia’s fast breeder reactors are
producing plutonium. That is an accurate statement, is it not?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir.

Senator CRAIG. In Idaho

Senator DOMENICI. What was that, sir?

Senator CRAIG. As we are working with the Russians to get rid
of weapons plutonium, we still have Russian reactors producing
plutonium. That seems to be a bit of a contradiction, but it appears
to be the case.

In Idaho we have experience in converting the breeding blanket
on the EBR-2 reactor to stainless steel and making other fuel al-
terations to reduce plutonium production. Would any witnesses
care to respond to how DOE could use the EBR-2 experience in col-
laboration with the Russians and Kazakhstan to alter their breeder
reactors? Is there any thought in mind there?

Ms. HOLGATE. Yes, sir. I had the pleasure of meeting with some
of the scientists from Argonne West to discuss this very issue with-
in the last couple of weeks. We have an active R&D program un-
derway in Russia to work on converting that BN—600 reactor to use
MOX fuel, and a key element of that will be removing the breeder
blankets that actually create the plutonium, and I am convinced
that there is a cooperative role for Argonne West’s experience as
we move forward with the Russians on that project.

Senator CRAIG. These reactors I assume would be converted to
energy production. Is that the intent with the MOX fuel?

Ms. HOLGATE. Yes, sir. There is only one of them.
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Senator CRAIG. There is only one?
Ms. HOLGATE. Only one BN-600.
Senator CRAIG. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.
Senator Cochran.

SUFFICIENCY OF BUDGET REQUEST

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, Thank you.

Dr. Reis, you responded to the chairman’s question about wheth-
er or not the amount requested in this budget is going to be suffi-
cient to ensure the safety and reliability of the U.S. nuclear weap-
ons stockpile, and you answered in the affirmative.

I tried to remember our hearing last year when we talked about
this program that was being put in place and using simulation and
other processes as substitutes for testing of our nuclear weapons,
and I thought I remembered at that hearing that you said, or some
other witness said that it would require $5 billion a year to fund
this stockpile stewardship program, and I am curious what has
changed to make the request of $4.5 billion, $500 million less, suffi-
cient.

Dr. REIS. Senator, I do not recall saying $5 billion. We could look
back at the record. As long as I am the administration witness, I
would support the President’s budget, or I basically would not be
here, and I have been through three administrations now.

Another witness might have said $5 billion, and I think there is
no question it is a question of relative confidence. If the Senate, or
if the Congress suggests that we could use more in certain areas,
I would certainly not object to that one bit. Last year we asked
for—$4.5 billion, and the Congress only gave us $4.3 billion, so
there is clearly different adjustments in terms of how much money
you can spend on this.

It is a matter (a) of confidence, and (b) getting through—dealing
with other priorities within the Administration. You have heard
some of these other priorities which are very important today, and
again the Congress also has other priorities.

So I believe that the budget we have put forward to you is suffi-
cient to answer the question, are we confident in our ability to sup-
port the stockpile now and support the stockpile in the future.

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY

Senator COCHRAN. Will the ratification of the comprehensive test
ban treaty change any of the plans that you have underway for this
program?

Dr. REIs. No, sir. In fact, the whole idea of Stockpile Stewardship
was to project ahead toward that time when the Comprehensive
Test Ban treaty was ratified and was in place, and so we are build-
ing as a basic assumption that it will occur.

I will add that in order for us to maintain confidence after that
treaty is ratified, we would have to maintain the support for this
program for the indefinite future.
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AGING NUCLEAR SCIENTISTS OF CONCERN

Senator COCHRAN. There was something in your prepared re-
marks that got my attention, that the age of our nuclear weapons
scientists, those who are familiar with the weapons and are capa-
ble of building a weapon, is such that by the year 2014 most of
them are going to be gone. We will not have anybody around who
knows how to build a nuclear weapon if we had to, or if we wanted
to. Why is that a concern?

Dr. REis. Clearly that is a concern because we may have to build
again. The pace of the program, the reason we are moving ahead
on the simulations, the reason we are moving ahead on the experi-
ments is to get those new people in place to certify the stockpile
while the people who have actually had the testing experience are
there to help us. Let me tell you and tell the American people that
those weapons are safe and the program we have in place is the
right program. So far, so good, but we have to stay the course and
keep moving in that direction.

Senator COCHRAN. On the question of proliferation, I was pleased
to hear the work that is being done in Russia to try to improve the
capacity there for controlling exports of weapons-grade material
and other devices.

Do you get involved at all in missile proliferation issues as well,
because that is so closely connected with nuclear weapons.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Senator, actually the Department as you
know focuses really on the warheads and on the fissile material
and so no, I do not become directly involved in matters to do with
missile proliferation.

CONCERN ABOUT RUSSIAN ASSISTANCE TO IRAN

Senator COCHRAN. There has been some concern about Russian
assistance to Iran in building a nuclear reactor down there. Why
does Iran need a nuclear reactor, with all of its oil reserves and
other energy resources? What is the purpose of building a nuclear
reactor, other than to produce weapons-grade material?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, that is a question we ask ourselves
every day, and it is a very good question I think.

We have, as you know, imposed sanctions on three Russian enti-
ties just since January this year, two of which we are concerned
are engaged in nuclear cooperation with Iran, and so we have been
very much focused on that question and very concerned about it,
and have been very direct with the Russian Government in ex-
pressing our concerns, and in conveying the necessity that they
move rapidly to resolve these concerns and ensure that there is not
cooperation going forward with the Iranian reactor program outside
that which was agreed bilaterally with the Russian side regarding
the Bushier reactor.

Senator COCHRAN. To your knowledge, have these sanctions had
any effect on Russian business or institute activity?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, I know the Russian Government is pay-
ing close attention. I was in Moscow 2 weeks ago with Deputy Sec-
retary of State Strobe Talbott. We have gotten their attention,
there is no question about it, but there is a team in Moscow even
today talking again with them about these issues, so there is no
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question in my mind that the Russian Government is very focused
on trying to resolve our concerns. We are just going to have to see
what happens.

But again, this is an issue that has consistently been raised at
the highest level in our Government, and I know it will be an issue
in 2 weeks time at the Gore-Primakov Commission meeting.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator, would you yield on that?

Senator COCHRAN. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. Let me just say to you, and for the record I
indicated in my opening remarks about the only thing that Russia
has going with America that is yielding any resources to Russia are
energy programs. We do not have an economic program of assist-
ance. We would be kind of foolish to be putting money into that,
and they know from this Senator that we have to appropriate most
of that in this committee.

They know that the Iranian situation could cause any of these
programs to be canceled just because the United States Congress
could feel, as you have expressed to me, a grave concern that while
we are doing this they are having their games with Iran, and I
think in the last 4 or 5 months there is evidence that has been
raised to higher and higher levels, and they now know it, and they
have made some statements which would indicate they cannot fool
us any more, that something is really happening. They still ques-
tion the scope of what they are doing, but nonetheless I think your
line of questions is very, very important.

START II

Senator COCHRAN. In your visit recently to Russia, were you able
to get a sense for what the intention of the duma might be toward
ratification of START II, and do you continue to feel that that is
an important initiative for our Government to continue to press
with the Russians?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, Senator, I think it is absolutely an im-
portant initiative for us to press with the Russians, because START
IT will be an important aspect, I think, not only of further strategic
arms reductions with the Russians but it also—you know, frankly,
the Russians I think realize, particularly those professionals in the
ministry of defense, that they have a tremendous budget burden to
bear if they are expected to keep their force levels up to START
I numbers, so within the ministry of defense, and I am convinced
within the Government as a whole, there is a recognition of the im-
portance of getting START II ratified.

Now, in the last couple of weeks we have seen, particularly in
the media, but we have seen reference to the fact that there are
those in the duma who also realize that it is time to begin to move
to get this agreement ratified. Even, I noticed in the press last
week, Mr. Zhirinovsky has spoken up now and said that it is time
to move forward and get the START II treaty ratified, so we con-
tinue to be hopeful that in fact they will move and get it ratified,
and then we can move forward and begin with a negotiation of the
START III agreement.
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STATUS OF NUCLEAR POWER PLANT IN CUBA

Senator COCHRAN. In connection with the nuclear power program
in Russia, we know that because of the Chernobyl incident there
are causes for concern about the integrity of the reactors. At one
point it was a worry here that in Cuba they were going to build
some Chernobyl-type reactors. What is the status of that situation
in Cuba, and do we have any threat to safety and security of people
in Florida or elsewhere in the United States because of their nu-
clear power program in Cuba?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Senator, indeed the Russians, the Soviets
before them and the Russians have been cooperating to build a nu-
clear power plant in Cuba. That project is currently dormant, how-
ever, because the Russians, as you know, are suffering severe eco-
nomic problems and so are the Cubans, and so in terms of that pro-
gram being an active project, it simply is not so at the present time
according to our observations.

However, I would like to assure you that we keep a very close
eye on that project in case it becomes active again.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. I am sorry it has taken so long, Senator Dor-
gan. Now you can have as long as you like.

TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Senator DORGAN. I will be brief, Mr. Chairman. Let me thank all
of you. This is frankly an area that I have not spent much time
thinking about or discussing or studying.

Dr. Reis, your testimony is very interesting in giving us, at least
giving me a description of what stockpile stewardship means. One
part of your testimony, I would like to just ask a brief question
about, is the production of tritium. I understand its role with re-
spect to a nuclear weapon. What I do not understand is where this
comes from.

I understand the decay requires it to be refreshed from time-to-
time, and you are suggesting in your statement that we have not
produced tritium since 1988, or whatever, and we, therefore, must
begin going back into production. What is tritium?

Dr. REIS. Tritium is an isotope of hydrogen, and when you get—
I will not get into the physics of it, but it has two neutrons in addi-
tion to the proton and the electron going around, and so it is a spe-
cial isotope of hydrogen, and it is not found in nature. You have
to make it, and the fact that it has those extra neutrons, that gets
involved in the fusion process and also helps particularly in the fis-
sion process itself.

I would say it is like STP for your car, or something like that.
It is a product that really is designed to make this whole nuclear
weapon go. It is key to the whole hydrogen bomb approach, and is
found in all our nuclear weapons, and as far as we know found in
all the current modern nuclear weapons of all the nuclear weapons
states.

COOPERATIVE EFFORTS WITH RUSSIA

Senator DORGAN. Thank you very much. Let me ask a question
about the issues that Ms. Holgate and Ms. Gottemoeller discussed.
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I have not been to Russia, regrettably, but I understand, their
economy is in decay; in collapse. They have chaos virtually every-
where you look because they do not have the resources to do the
things that they really need to be doing.

We are encouraging them under our arms control agreements to
destroy weapons and destroy delivery systems, with some success.
I think the Nunn-Lugar expenditures and other approaches have
been remarkably successful.

We are also involved in the disposition of fissile material, ours
and theirs, hopefully, and then also working very hard on non-
proliferation issues. Included in that is the closed cities initiative.

One of the things that I have been interested in is the role of
food in all of this. I want to ask just a general question. As you
know, we produce an enormous amount of food in North Dakota,
and Idaho, and some in New Mexico, and we produce grains far in
excess of what we can use. My understanding is there is a des-
perate need for that, overseas even in Russia, and I am wondering
if in the context of what we are doing with nonproliferation, with
the destructions of weapons systems and delivery systems, whether
there is a role either with respect to incentives or barter using food.

We use food in PL—480, we use it in GSP credits and so on, but
is there an additional role that we might evaluate here in the con-
text of all the things we are trying to do to encourage the Russians
to move in the right direction at a time when they do not have
enough food? Food, of course, is one of the requisites for living and
stability.

So let me ask Ms. Gottemoeller if you would respond to that.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Thank you, Senator. As you know, food as-
sistance is in general a very important part of our cooperative ef-
forts with Russia and has played a vital role in the crisis that has
emerged since the August crash of the ruble, and so both histori-
cally and at the current stage it is an important, very important
part of our overall relationship with Russia.

With regard to the very interesting idea that you have raised, we
have already begun working together with your staff to evaluate
the idea. My staff met with yours last week once, and I understand
they will be meeting again today, and so I think it is an idea well
worth exploring, and we really look forward to working with you
on it.

Senator DORGAN. I appreciate that. This is one of the ideas that
I have shared with Senator Craig, who I think also may have some
interest in it.

I ask the question not to do anything other than enhance the
kinds of subjects we are talking about. I happen to think that of
all the issues we deal with in the world today, the proliferation of
nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction and their deliv-
ery systems represent the one area that has the potential of seri-
ously threatening us, our children, and our grandchildren, and the
future of this world.

The work that you are doing and the work we are doing as a
country to establish a priority in these areas is absolutely essential
for our survival, and my hope is that we are able to see a START
IIT and see continued reductions in nuclear weapons and delivery
systems.
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I hope all of that can be remarkably successful, but the discus-
sion about Iran and North Korea and missile tests, the efforts in
the black market to achieve materials to produce nuclear weapons,
all of these things are very frightening and very scary, and that is
why the work that you all are doing is very important, and that
is why funding for that work is so important as well.

Mr. Chairman, I have more, but I will be meeting with the wit-
nesses as I become more familiar with these areas. You have had
the advantage of spending a lot of time in this area and have done
wonderful work. I thank the representatives from the agency.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, Senator, the 5 years since the beginning
of the Stockpile Stewardship as an alternative to underground test-
ing, I have been the chairman of the committee for those 5 years,
and I am very fortunate in that I have become acquainted with and
am kind of proud of this program, and I do my best not only here
but with the administration to keep their budget up.

I was part of getting them to go up to the $4.5 billion level with-
out any question, and those who are familiar with it know that.

Dr. RE1s. Without any question, Senator.

RUSSIAN PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

Senator DOMENICI. And also with reference to the plutonium dis-
position, which I think you quickly caught on to, it is very, very im-
portant in terms of the disarmament, a major international disar-
mament approach, but it is difficult. I mean, there is no question
they have different motives, different goals, et cetera, than we do.

I want to ask Ms. Holgate, Senator Craig raised the issue of—
what he said, it is kind of ironic that in the fast breeder reactors
they are producing plutonium and we are trying to get rid of 50
tons of their weapons-grade pit-formed plutonium. I know that
some of these reactors do produce plutonium, but are they proc-
essing plutonium so that it can be used in weapons?

Ms. HOLGATE. Not that I am aware of, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. So there is a difference. That plutonium that
is coming out of those reactors, something has to happen to that.

Ms. HOLGATE. That is correct.

Senator DOMENICI. And what we are talking about is pure pluto-
nium for weapons that has already been processed and is in the
kind of forms that were part of the nuclear weapons.

Ms. HOLGATE. That is correct, sir.

Senator CRAIG. Mr. Chairman, you are absolutely right. My in-
tent was not to do that. My intent was to suggest that we could
assist them in converting these reactors to breed less plutonium
and we have the talent and the skill to do that.

PROGRESS WITH RUSSIA ON PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION

Senator DOMENICI. Senator, one of the anomalies that exists
right now that makes it very difficult for this agreement with the
Russians with reference to the disposition of plutonium to occur is
that they actually believe this pure plutonium is a very, very valu-
able legacy, not a legacy for military use, but a legacy for civilian
use in breeder reactors, because it is a great fuel for breeder reac-
tors, and they have dreams of building the second and third gen-
eration of breeder reactors.
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In fact, we are either fortunate or unfortunate, depending on how
you look at it, to have the head of the Russian nuclear agency and
an expert in this idea of coming forth with another generation that
would use this plutonium, which caused them not to want to de-
stroy it. On the other hand, I think we are struggling here with
the concept of just keeping some kind of improved light water reac-
tor, the next generation of that alive, and not a third and fourth
generation breeder reactor, and that is causing some very difficult
times in terms of the negotiating. It is a difficult concept, bridging.

Let me say to you, Ms. Holgate, I do not want to overstate the
case of the urgency of getting an agreement signed and putting
some of this money to actual use, but you know that I was instru-
mental in pushing to put a time limit in that communique you
spoke of. In fact, it says we will be on the way in 6 months.

I do not know the exact words, but it has a 6-month time frame
in there, and now I am telling you from a practical standpoint how
important it is, because there it sits, and it has only been there
since the supplemental of when, September, when did we do it, or
October, and the House in trying to find money to cover a new sup-
plemental is already contemplating using $125 million of it. I
thought $100 million yesterday when I spoke to your negotiators.
It is $125 million, or, I am sorry, $150 million. It is going up every
day. They will have some more supplementals and they will use
the entire $200 million as an offset.

So I think it is vitally important that we show some progress and
that the Russians understand this is not going to sit around there
for very long, and they have got to respond to money, because they
desperately need it.

Ms. HOLGATE. I could not agree more, sir, and believe me, I am
reminding our State Department colleagues of the importance of
that on virtually an hourly basis.

PRODUCTION OF NEW WEAPONS

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I do want to say, since the Department
of Energy has all the expertise, in my opinion, and talent, it is with
great reluctance that I have sat by and watched the State Depart-
ment of the United States take over these negotiations, but that is
a bigger issue than me. I mean, that is an executive issue that I
(giue%s I could fix it by saying they cannot in a bill, but I would not

o that.

But they have now guaranteed me that they have the best nego-
tiator that they have ever had on these kinds of matters. I have
met him. I just hope he is not a typical State Department nego-
tiator, because they deal in eons in terms of relationships, and this
one will not last that long.

Let me ask a question regarding the production of new weapons.
In my State and in various parts of the country where we have
groups that are against stockpile stewardship and our laboratories
spending the money they are spending, which you were just asked,
is it enough. They are saying it is too much, but they are also say-
ing we are making new nuclear weapons, new nuclear bombs.

Now, are we currently producing or planning to produce any new
nuclear weapons, and when did we last produce a new nuclear
weapon?
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Dr. REI1s. There are no current plans whatsoever to produce new
nuclear weapons. The last one produced was in 1989.

Senator DOMENICI. Now, I am certain that those very same peo-
ple and groups do not believe you, and do not believe me.

Dr. RE1s. I am under oath. [Laughter.]

Senator DOMENICI. Well, frankly, I just want to repeat that ev-
erything I can determine the Department is not engaged in any
clandestine efforts to produce nuclear weapons, they are not being
produced, and we have not produced them in quite some time.

Dr. RE1s. That is correct, Senator.

REESTABLISHING PIT PRODUCTION

Senator DOMENICI. Now, sometimes the opponents say, well, you
are producing, you are getting ready to produce pits, which are an
integral part of the American, as we name it, the pits of an Amer-
ican nuclear weapon, and you are getting ready to have a facility
in Los Alamos that could produce 20 pits by the year 2007, and
they construe that to be making bombs, new bombs.

Now, the truth of the matter is, the Stockpile Stewardship Pro-
gram is aimed, as you indicated, at determining each and every
part of the nuclear weapon, and whether it still has integrity in it,
and whether it still has life and can do its job, and the pit produc-
tion, when we get there, it is to have some spare pits for replace-
ment purposes. Is that correct?

Dr. REIs. That is correct. As you know, every year we take apart
weapons in the stockpile. We take apart approximately 11 of each
weapon type, bring them back from the stockpile, take them apart,
and one of those from each type are, if you will, destructively test-
ed, where we take the pit, and we look at its characteristics. We
look at it under microscopes, electron microscopes. We go through
all the forensics that we need to.

That pit is no longer useful, so when we have to replace those
and put those back in the stockpile, we have to put a new pit in
the weapon. We did make some spares when we made those pro-
duction pits. Those spares will be running out in a relatively short
period of time, and so we need a new system, a new factory, if you
will, to put those pits together.

We have closed the Rocky Flats, where we made those pits in the
past. It is completely closed, and no intention of opening it, so we
have to replace the pits we are currently using for those surveil-
lance programs.

GAO REPORT ON IPP

Senator DOMENICI. Let me move to Ms. Gottemoeller. The GAO
has issued a report on one of the programs that is aimed at trying
to keep Russian scientists with the kind of expertise that we are
talking about here in Russia, rather than having them as a com-
modity for barter or sale in the world.

That report indicates that scientists who receive support from
the IPP program may work on dual use technologies, or may even
continue to work on weapons technology when they are not work-
ing in the IPP projects. How do you respond to that complaint?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Well, Senator, if I may, I would like to di-
vide my answer into two parts. First of all, as I indicated earlier,
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we are very, very serious about ensuring that projects that are un-
dertaken in the IPP program do not in fact contribute in a dual use
mode or in a nuclear mode to the development of new capability
in the Russian military establishment, and we are very serious
about that.

We make every effort through our review processes, including
through very serious review processes involving the intelligence
community, to bring all information to bear in order to ensure that
there is no such aspect to any of our IPP projects.

I would like to point out, though, that with regard to the nuclear
weapons scientists, Russia is still a very important nuclear weap-
ons State under the NPT, and they have the same stockpile stew-
ardship concerns that we have. In other words, they need to con-
tinue to maintain the safety and the security of their very large nu-
clear arsenal, so essentially it is important for their nuclear sci-
entists to continue to work in their stockpile stewardship program,
and that is a very important aspect that we support for our own
national security, because we want to ensure that their nuclear
stockpile remains safe and secure.

However, with regard to the chemical and biological scientists,
the problem is easier because chemical and biological weapons have
been outlawed by international law, and so we really have an easi-
er problem there in terms of delineating exactly what those sci-
entists may and may not work on.

With regard to the nuclear programs it is a little bit more com-
plex, but I am confident that we can ensure that the scientists are
not contributing to new Russian nuclear capability.

RUSSIA’S PRODUCTION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Senator DOMENICI. I would say, and you correct me if I am
wrong, that the Russians could not honestly answer that they are
not producing new nuclear weapons, because they do that, right?
They still are producing them, is that correct?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Sir, their approach to stockpile stewardship
is—

Senator DOMENICI. I am going to get to that in a minute. Just
answer my question.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. They are producing, yes.

Senator DOMENICI. The point of that, however, is that we chose
a path at a juncture in our nuclear weapons history to go with very
complicated weapons that we thought were far superior, difficult to
put together, and we try to maintain them and keep them for long
periods of time, which is what we are preserving, that kind of
weapon.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. They made a decision to go with a much easi-
er design that does not have as long lasting qualities and is—in
some cases the parts are more robust. They replenish those fre-
quently, as compared to us doing it rather infrequently, and us in-
dicating now we are not going to replenish them as a weapon at
all, and so they must do that to keep their stockpile up even if they
were engaged in a stewardship program, is that correct?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. That is correct, sir. They employ a remanu-
facturing approach.
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Senator DOMENICI. Remanufacturing of the weapon?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Yes.

Senator DOMENICI. And we are engaged in pieces that we are
going to replace to keep it solid. We need a huge inventory of new
things to make sure we are doing that right. We need big com-
puters. They may not. They might like to have them, but they may
not need them to keep theirs going in a remanufactured mode.

I do want to say that I am very pleased with the work you are
doing, and I did all I could to get your rank moved up. I think
when you are over there negotiating with the Russians in the ca-
pacity that you are, you ought to have the right title, and I hope
we can work on that again and get it working in the committee and
see what we can do to raise your title to what it ought to be.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Thank you very much, Senator. I very much
appreciated your support throughout. You have been a great help.

NEW CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Senator DOMENICI. With reference to the construction of new
buildings, Dr. Reis, there are three new construction starts in your
stockpile stewardship program. The evidence before you and before
us from the independent project review submitted to Congress
gives a mixed picture of DOE’s readiness to initiate new construc-
tion projects.

What actions have you taken to ensure that projects are thor-
oughly reviewed for mission needs, the scope, costs, and schedules
are firm and clearly established, and that quality project manage-
ment personnel are in place at the labs within DOE?

Dr. REIS. Well, Senator, I think I agree with you that our record
in terms of new construction projects is mixed. Some we do very
well, and some we have done less than very well, to say the least.

The Department has put together a detailed review by external
reviewers. We have initiated our own processes as well, working
particularly with John Browne, the Director out at Los Alamos
where we have a particular concern. In addition, Dr. Bishop, Bill
Bishop, our program manager for the accelerated production of trit-
ium, which is one program that was on time and on budget and
Dr. Bishop has gotten a special assignment, if you will, to go
through and assure ourselves that we are moving in the right di-
rection on construction projects.

There are others—the National Ignition Facility, which is prob-
ably the largest, most complex program being done in the Nation
is on time, on schedule, and has put in place right from the start
some of the very best program management that we know avail-
able.

So we are trying to, if you will, use a lessons learned approach
as well. Those things that are doing well are going to help those
things that are not doing so well.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.

Senator Craig.

NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVE

Senator CRAIG. Just one last question, and I guess it is really
more of a comment than a question. Senator Dorgan referenced the
nuclear cities initiative that Secretary Richardson has developed
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with the closed weapon cities of the Soviet Union, and I see that
in]iotially the teams are between Russian cities and DOE weapons
abs.

I guess my comment would be that it would be my hope that
after the initial teams have been in place for a while, that maybe
DOE would consider opening this initiative to nonweapons labs.

Once again, I think we have an opportunity to contribute here,
and would like to do that, and I know certainly folks at my lab
would very much like to.

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. If I may comment, Senator, we already have
that door open, and very much want to have the participation not
only of the weapons labs but of the nonweapons labs as well, and
frankly I think one of the very important areas that we can work
on that will involve INEEL is with reference to the Environmental
Safety Center.

The Russians have some interesting technologies that we have
seen coming out of their nuclear complex, out of their nuclear cities
which can provide some important help for them in their cleanup
arena, and I expect that the Environmental Safety Center will be
able to work with them to help to develop some of those tech-
nologies and perhaps commercialize them beyond Russia, so I real-
ly see an important role for INEEL in that regard.

Senator CRAIG. Great. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Cochran.

DOMESTIC SECURITY

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I feel constrained to ask about
the so-called lapse in security that we have been reading about in
the press, the fact that we have had secrets or classified informa-
tion about our nuclear weapons program fall into the hands of
other countries, particularly China in this situation, that we have
had reported.

Have there been changes implemented now to fully protect the
security of our classified information with respect to our nuclear
weapons program?

Dr. RE1s. Let me take that one, and perhaps Ms. Gottemoeller
would like to comment.

We have had significant changes, and we have had those changes
occurring over some years. I think Secretary Richardson has been
particularly aggressive in that regard, but when this program, or
this issue first came up some years ago both the Department and
the other parts of the national security establishment were made
aware, and we have begun compensatory actions right from the
start.

Senator COCHRAN. Can you assure us that the information that
we have classified and restricted is being safeguarded by new pro-
cedures that are being monitored carefully and enforced to protect
the Nation’s security interest?

Dr. RE1s. We are doing everything we can in that regard, Senator
Cochran.

Do you want to add to that?

Ms. GOTTEMOELLER. Senator Cochran, perhaps I would just add
a few details. Secretary Pena, and after Secretary Richardson, and
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Dr. Reis referred to the very energetic way in which Secretary
Richardson has tackled this problem, but the implementation of
Presidential Decision Directive 61 has been taken very seriously
over the last 6 months by now two Secretaries, it has resulted in
a senior FBI individual, Mr. Ed Curran, coming over and taking
over the counterintelligence operations at DOE, working very close-
ly with the labs. He has helped to bring in some very experienced
FBI specialists to work with the laboratories and with the lab di-
rectors to improve their counterintelligence performance.

We have also doubled and then redoubled the budget for counter-
intelligence, beginning with $7 million and now up to $31 million
over the past year, so we are moving in that regard, and you were
referring to some of the security procedures. That has been an area
that has received an enormous amount of attention, and we are
really strengthening security procedures, including incorporating
the use of polygraphs in certain circumstances.

So, I think that there is a great deal of attention to this set of
problems now, and I think that we have a path forward. We have
to continue working it very hard, but we do have a path forward.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you very much.

CHINESE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Senator DOMENICI. Dr. Reis, I want to join in a way with Senator
Cochran, who expressed concerns. Obviously, we will all be hearing
more about what has happened over the last years with reference
to China.

I wonder, Dr. Reis, from another vantage point, you know, we
know so much about the Russian nuclear stockpile, and the SALT
negotiations have yielded a great deal in terms of where we ought
to be and where we are moving, and what has dawned on me of
late is that I have not heard anything about relationships between
the United States and China regarding their nuclear stockpile, nor
have I heard any assessment in any committees about how serious
it is, and I think we ought to look at that, too.

We are so busy now worrying about Russia, and Russia is in an
economic doldrum from which they may not spring forth with any
economic vitality for a long time. But China is not in that condi-
tion, and China seems to be producing a lot of nuclear weapons,
and they are not even loath, Senator Cochran, to putting them in
parades. They just run their nuclear weapons down the streets and
roads in parades.

So there is a lot know about them, but I think maybe we ought
to consider asking somebody to brief us, or some committee, maybe
yours, on the status of the Chinese nuclear weapons situation, be-
cause it is getting more and more serious, and we do not seem to
be—other than now we are worried about how they got it, we do
not seem to be talking about how serious it is.

Maybe you have in your subcommittee, when you are talking
a}li)oq?t antimissiles. Has there been some assessment of China in
that?

Dr. REIs. Senator, I would encourage you to do so. I think we ob-
viously cannot discuss this here. I think there are people in the
laboratories who have, I think, as fine a knowledge as there is on
that subject.
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As you point out, we certainly do not know the same amount
that we know about other nations’ weapons, but I think we have
the ability to give you, or to answer those questions about what we
know and what we do not know. There are certainly experts at the
laboratories who I am sure would be available to give you their
candid views on what the status is in China.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator DOMENICI. Could you answer our submitted questions
within 2 weeks?

Dr. REIs. Absolutely.

[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 DOMENICI
CONDITION OF THE NUCLEAR WEAPONS STOCKPILE

Question. Dr. Reis, is the nuclear weapons stockpile safe, reliable and secure?

Answer. Yes. The Secretaries of Energy and Defense have completed the third an-
nual certification and transmitted it to the President. It states that the nuclear
weapons stockpile is safe and reliable and no underground nuclear testing is re-
quired at this time.

Question. Do you have confidence that the weapons in the stockpile can and will
perform as designed?

Answer. Yes. Based on the detailed analysis conducted during the annual certifi-
cation process, I am confident that the stockpile will perform as designed.

Question. Are there any critical needs not addressed in the budget request be-
cause of lack of budgetary resources? If so, please explain.

Answer. No. The budget request for Defense Programs is sufficient to address all
critical needs. We have considered carefully both the long-term and short-term
needs of the Stockpile Stewardship program, and believe that we have presented a
balanced program within the $4.5 billion funding envelope.

FUNDING FOR WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

Question. Will the budget request before the committee allow DOE to meet all the
DOD annual weapon alterations, modifications, and surveillance schedules? If not,
explain what they are and why they are not of sufficient priority that they are not
included in the Department’s budget request?

Answer. The budget request does not allow DOE to meet DOD’s targets for annual
weapon alterations, modifications, and surveillance schedules. Although the highest
priority requirements are met in our budget request, some workload related to alter-
ations, modifications, and surveillance has been stretched out. This includes: Pantex
workload to support full stockpile surveillance efforts on the W80, W62, B83 and
W88; Y-12 plant workload activities for surveillance test assemblies for the W87,
W88, and B61; Kansas City Plant workload for the B61-7 common radar alteration;
and Sandia workload for surveillance test assemblies for the B61 alterations, and
for Gas Transfer Systems for the W62, B83, and W87. The changes were necessary
to balance near-term stockpile requirements with long-term stockpile stewardship
needs. While these deferred activities are important, they will not have a direct im-
pact on the safety or reliability of the stockpile for fiscal year 2000.

CHILES COMMISSION REPORT

Question. In response to a provision in the National Defense Authorization of
1997, the Commission on Maintaining United States Nuclear Weapon Expertise (the
so called Chiles Commission) has submitted their final report and recommendations
on recruiting and retaining the critical technical and scientific workforce needed to
support and maintain over the long term a safe and reliable nuclear weapons stock-
pile in the absence of underground nuclear testing. First, are you familiar with the
reporr;c, and if so, can you review briefly the Commission’s findings and recommenda-
tions?

Answer. Yes, I am familiar with the report. The Commission’s report contains 12
findings and 12 specific recommendations for action to be taken by the DOE, the
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Congress, the Administration, DOE national laboratories, and production plants.
These recommendations emphasize competitive recruiting and retention practices,
management and structural reforms, and long-term stability and oversight issues.

Question. Does DOE agree with the findings and recommendations? Does this
cause you alarm or concern?

Answer. The Commission was comprised of individuals with knowledge of the
Stockpile Stewardship Program. Their findings and recommendations are sound and
I find no reason to be either alarmed or concerned. The Commission “found a great
deal that was healthy in the nuclear weapons complex with many trends moving
in the right direction” and that “the nuclear weapons program is not in crisis, but
additional steps are needed now.” I commend the Commission for its thoroughness
and willingness to report their findings and recommendations in an objective man-
ner.

Question. How does DOE plan to respond to the Commission’s recommendations?

Answer. The Commission’s recommendations call for actions not only by DOE but
by the Congress, the Administration, and the DOE laboratories and production
plants. The Department’s response to the Chiles Commission report will encompass
a number of actions beginning with a request to DOE Defense Program lab and
plant directors for data regarding critical skills and newly hired employees. This in-
formation will help us to corporately assess whether current hiring trends will
maintain critical technical positions.

Question. Now, one of the Commission’s recommendations was that the DOE es-
tablish and implement, on a priority basis, plans for replenishing essential technical
workforce needs in critical skills which will erode significantly over the next few
years. How does the Department plan to proceed with this recommendation?

Answer. To proceed with the Commission’s recommendation to replenish the es-
sential technical workforce, we have requested a listing of critical skills from all
DOE Defense Program laboratory and plant directors to include: the number of peo-
ple to be hired in these critical skill areas during fiscal year 1999; the number hired
as of April 1, 1999; the projected number to be hired for the remainder of fiscal year
1999 and for fiscal year 2000 consistent with current budgets; and, an assessment
of the number of new hires on the demographics in the critical skill areas. The data
from the labs and plants will enable us to assess whether current and projected hir-
ing is sufficient to ensure that critical skill areas are not eroding over time. By the
end of fiscal year 2000, new hires in critical skill areas should begin to lower the
average age of the technical and scientific workforce in the nuclear weapons pro-

gram.
STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

Question. Overall, the budget request for Stockpile Stewardship increases by $160
million or 7.5 percent over the fiscal year 1999 appropriation of $2.126 billion for
a total of $2.286 billion requested for fiscal year 2000. Major increases are being
requested for the core stockpile stewardship program, construction of new facilities
to support the stockpile stewardship effort, and the Accelerated Strategic Com-
puting Initiative (ASCI).

I note that the budget request projects a 7.5 percent increase for Stockpile Stew-
ardship and at the same time includes a 4 percent reduction for Stockpile Manage-
ment. Does this cause any problems in carrying out an integrated program with the
Labs and the production plants?

Answer. This does not cause any significant problems in carrying out an inte-
grated program with the labs and production plants. The budget must balance many
legitimate but competing requirements within a finite resource envelope. I believe
that the budget request submitted to Congress reflects the appropriate balancing of
priorities.

Question. Why has Defense Programs allocated such significant increases in the
Stockpile Stewardship program and apparently reduced the Stockpile Management
program?

Answer. The increases in the Stockpile Stewardship program are primarily driven
by the planned growth in the Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative program
itself, and increases to support its integration into the ongoing science and engineer-
ing programs. This integration will allow these programs to more effectively support
the long-term needs of the stockpile, both at the labs and at the plants, particularly
through support to the Stockpile Life Extension Program, the Enhanced Surveil-
lance Program, and the Advanced Manufacturing Design and Production Tech-
nologies initiatives.

The reduction in the Stockpile Management program reflects reduced dismantle-
ment requirements; completion of one time costs associated with the restart of en-
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riched uranium operations at Y-12; and completion of congressionally directed infra-
structure improvements at the plants.

Question. The approach in the past has been to have an integrated program be-
tween the weapon labs stockpile stewardship and the production plants stockpile
management effort. How does this budget unify and integrate the laboratories and
the production complex?

Answer. We continue to have a closely integrated program that balances near and
longer term needs of the stockpile. Ongoing maintenance and evaluation of the cur-
rent stockpile ensures the near-term viability of the stockpile, while investments in
science today will provide the technologies and tools necessary to conduct mainte-
nance and evaluation of the enduring, long term stockpile. Examples of this integra-
tion are found in the Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative, the Enhanced Sur-
veillance Program, the Advanced Design and Production Technologies initiative, and
Stockpile Life Extension Programs.

Question. Dr. Reis, the Department has been spending over $2.0 billion annually
to develop the scientific base, the Stockpile Stewardship effort, to replace the capa-
bilities lost when the United States made the decision to stop underground nuclear
weapons testing. How much has been spent to date in developing this scientific and
analytical capability?

Answer. We have invested about $2 billion annually, on average, in these sci-
entific and analytical capabilities since the initiation of the Stockpile Stewardship
Program in 1996, for a total of about $10 billion through fiscal year 2000. This rep-
resents roughly half of Defense Programs’ funding for this period.

Question. When will the Department be able to say with confidence that the
Stockpile Stewardship program is capable of replacing the underground testing pro-
gram? Can you give the committee any examples of how the scientific capability of
Stockpile Stewardship program has already contributed to solving real problems in
the current stockpile?

Answer. Stockpile Stewardship is working now. While it has been more than six
years since the last nuclear test, we have successfully addressed several problems
with existing warheads by using a combination of computer analysis, archived test
and manufacturing data, and most importantly, the collective judgment of the two
weapon design laboratories. This success, using the experimental and testing tools
available today, provides confidence that even more powerful computing and testing
tools being developed will allow us to solve future stockpile problems without nu-
clear testing. By annually certifying the safety and reliability of the stockpile, the
DOE confirms that Stockpile Stewardship can be relied on now and in the future.
We have successfully completed the process three times, and the fourth annual cer-
tification process is underway. The third certification was provided to the President
by the Secretaries of Energy and Defense on December 22, 1998.

The scientific capability of the Stockpile Stewardship Program is solving real
problems in the current stockpile. Observations from our surveillance program have
led to questions which have been resolved through the combined application of our
advanced computational codes and laboratory experiments. The success in providing
B61-11 certification relied heavily on the scientific capability of the Stockpile Stew-
ardship program. New capabilities developed since the start of the Stewardship pro-
gram, such as proton radiography, have provided scientific contributions to certifi-
cation. Complex chemistry models of high-explosive binder materials, benchmarked
by proton radiography experiments, have provided us estimates of the service life-
time of our high explosives enabling us to make some decisions regarding stockpile
refurbishment schedules.

Question. Is the Department of Defense confident that the Stockpile Stewardship
program is capable of addressing the nuclear weapons stockpile security, safety and
reliability needs and issues?

Answer. I cannot speak for the Department of Defense, however, the Department
of Energy has maintained an active dialog with the Department of Defense regard-
ing our Stockpile Stewardship Program since the program was established at the
direction of the President as part of his decision to extend the moratorium on under-
ground nuclear testing. Our Stockpile Stewardship Program Plan which outlines the
steps necessary to ensure that the enduring U.S. nuclear stockpile continues to re-
main safe and reliable for the foreseeable future in the absence of underground nu-
clear testing has been reviewed and approved each year by the Department of De-
fense. The Secretaries of Defense and Energy have recently concluded their third
annual stockpile certification to the President affirming that there is no need to con-
duct an underground nuclear test to resolve any safety or reliability problem in the
stockpile.
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NATIONAL IGNITION FACILITY

Question. The budget request for fiscal year 2000 includes $248 million for the
National Ignition Facility (NIF) which is a major element of the Stockpile Steward-
ship effort fiscal year 1999 was the peak year for construction funding, and the
budget request for fiscal year 2000 maintains the fiscal year 2003 completion sched-
ule. The project remains within the estimated $1.1 billion cost estimate.

Dr. Reis, how important is the NIF to the success of Stockpile Stewardship and
maintaining the nuclear deterrent?

Answer. The National Ignition Facility (NIF) is essential for the success of the
science-based Stockpile Stewardship program. It will enable us to conduct weapon
physics experiments and measurements important to primaries and secondaries at
temperatures and densities close to those occurring in nuclear weapons detonation.
The NIF will examine the effects of specific age-related changes and other nuclear
component modifications on weapon performance. The fusion ignition mission will
test many of the same skills used in analyzing nuclear weapon performance and
NIF will test simulation codes developed under the Accelerated Strategic Computing
Initiative (ASCI).

As the world’s premier laser facility, NIF will attract the highest quality scientists
for work in high energy density science and weapons physics. It will provide an ex-
cellent tool for recruiting and training the next generation of scientists for the
Stockpile Stewardship Program.

Question. Now, I understand that DOE plans to use the first several beam lines
of NIF to address nuclear weapons stockpile issues prior to actual completion of the
entire facility in fiscal year 2003, is that correct? Explain the importance in using
NIF as early as possible and how this will contribute to the overall success of not
only the NIF project, but also to the Stockpile Stewardship Program as well.

Answer. The size and complexity of NIF and the scientific precision needed to
achieve ignition, make it important to gain detailed understanding of the laser per-
formance at NIF as soon as possible. For non-ignition weapons science, we would
like to get the results of selected higher energy experiments as soon as possible. In
particular there are a number of important tests that could significantly aid devel-
opment and testing of the computer simulations in ASCI. Therefore, the NIF project
plans to provide the infrastructure on a schedule that allows for experiments to be
done before the completion of the construction in 2003.

NIF will be about fifty times more energetic than present facilities, such as the
Omega laser at the University of Rochester. Even the first several beam lines of
NIF will have significantly more power and energy than present facilities. This
higher power and energy of these beam lines will allow experiments on stockpile
specific issues, hydrodynamics, radiation physics, and material properties to expand
into new parameter regimes not presently attainable. The NIF Weapons and Igni-
tion planning groups have developed proposed campaigns, which exploit partial NIF
operation during the startup and testing process and better prepare NIF scientists
for full-power NIF operations. Early experimental utilization of NIF will also im-
prove NIF maintenance, startup and operating procedures.

Question. Now, the budget justification implies that there is a shortfall in funding
for NIF which puts the ignition at risk, delays the initiation of the cryogenic han-
dling system, and provides only minimal development of target diagnostics and ex-
perimental equipment. If NIF is as important to the national security as you say
and setting aside budget constraints, how do you explain the lack of budget support
to these elements of NIF? What impact does this shortfall have on DOE’s fiscal year
2001 initial use of NIF and the fiscal year 2003 project completion schedule?

Answer. The fiscal year 2003 project completion schedule is not at risk, nor is the
ultimate technical objective of achieving ignition. However, there is a potential delay
from the schedule established in 1996 in the start of new program activities on the
cryogenic target system that is required for ignition experiments as well as a poten-
tial delay in development of selected NIF diagnostics. The delays have no impact
on completion of the NIF construction project, but could delay achieving ignition by
as much as one year. Experiments using the first eight laser beams are still ex-
pected to begin in fiscal year 2001 and will result in obtaining significant data for
ignition, weapons physics, and laser startup, but collection of some specific experi-
mental data may be delayed due to the potential diagnostic delays. We are working
to improve the integration of our experimental, computational and stockpile work-
load to better meet stockpile certification needs. In that process, we are developing
options that could mitigate or eliminate the potential delays in the diagnostics and
cryogenic target system for NIF should that prove to be a higher priority than other
activities within the ICF or Core Stockpile Stewardship lines of the budget.
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Question. The budget request includes $5.9 million in operating funds to support
the NIF Project. Is this sufficient to support the hiring and training of scientists
needed to meet DOE Program goals once initial operation of NIF begins and the
project is fully operational in fiscal year 20037

Answer. The $5.9 million budget request in operating funds for NIF is contained
within the Other Project Cost (OPC) portion of the Total Project Cost (TPC) for the
NIF Project and is not used for the purposes of funding the operations or staffing
of NIF. The OPC funding request is to provide for project funded activities such as
required environmental and safety documentation and startup planning. The hiring
and training of scientists needed to achieve the NIF mission is funded by the na-
tional ICF and weapon science programs. In the present plan, the staffing require-
ments for first use of NIF are adequately funded in the program operations budget.

Question. What impact does the budget request have on the schedule for proving
ignition from laser fusion?

Answer. We plan to prove ignition with the indirect drive approach as expedi-
tiously as possible. When we submitted last year’s budget, we projected that ignition
experiments would begin in early fiscal year 2006. At the time this year’s budget
was submitted, we projected a delay of up to one year in the start of ignition experi-
ments due to unavailability of the cryogenic target handling system and some
diagnostics. We have been studying options that may mitigate or eliminate these po-
tential delays.

ADVANCED DRIVER DEVELOPMENT

Question. Over the past several years, scientists at Sandia Lab have made major
advances in pulsed power accelerators using the Z facility. Yet, the fiscal year 2000
budget before the committee requests no funding to continue important advanced
driver development. Other than budget constraints, what is the rationale for this
drastic action?

Answer. Development of pulsed power accelerator technology such as that used
at the Z-facility, is funded in fiscal year 1999 and fiscal year 2000 within the Iner-
tial Confinement Fusion budget. The Sandia pulsed power program has achieved
outstanding success at the Z facility and continues to set performance records in x-
ray output, and in power level and temperature. The Department’s fiscal year 2000
budget request at Sandia also reflects the completion of the installation of the im-
portant Z/Beamlet backlighter Z facility. The Z facility will be used for experiments
contributing to stockpile evaluations and for research to understand the potential
of reaching fusion conditions with z-pinches. A review by the National Academy of
Sciences will begin within a few months to evaluate the scientific and technical
credibility of obtaining fusion with the z-pinch approach.

Consistent with Congressional direction, the Advanced Driver Development budg-
et category under the ICF Program supports only the development of high average
power lasers and should not be confused with funding for advanced pulsed power.
No funding is requested for the Advanced Driver Development budget category in
fiscal year 2000.

Question. Does DOE plan to accomplish this work in other parts of the Inertial
Fusion program?

Answer. The Department’s strategy in the near-term is to fully exploit the Z facil-
ity for Stockpile Stewardship needs. Development of advanced pulsed power accel-
erator technology depends on continued progress in Z-pinch physics, validation of fu-
sion ignition on the National Ignition Facility, as well as a consensus on mission
need. Any decision to proceed with another fusion facility within the Stewardship
program would have to consider the value of additional fusion capability balanced
against other program needs.

Question. What impact will this action have on the goals of inertial fusion energy
and future defense program needs?

Answer. The continuance of the Defense Programs pulsed power program enables
the United States to retain world leadership in this rapidly advancing technology.
The Z accelerator at Sandia has already been used for some Stockpile Stewardship
program applications. Pursuing inertial fusion for defense applications advances in-
ertial fusion energy because the two applications have many areas in common. How-
ever, substantial additional technology development is required for inertial fusion
energy, including a reliable high-repetition rate driver and a target-driver standoff
concepts. The Department intends to use laser, pulsed-power, and other facilities to
advance its capability in inertial fusion for defense and energy applications. The
great challenge of obtaining inertial fusion and the complexity of applying this capa-
bility for defense and energy interests dictates the need for expert judgments in
evaluating development paths. The Department needs both steady technical
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progress and scientific reviews to guide its fusion development decisions. The
present programs are balancing these factors.

Question. How important is the work undertaken in the Advanced Driver Program
to attracting and retaining scientists in DOE’s stewardship program?

Answer. The Z-pinch drivers are being applied to DOE’s stewardship program
today and this work is a factor in attracting and retaining scientists. These experi-
ments are attracting experimentalists and theorists throughout the nuclear weapons
community, including Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories.
These scientists are using and advancing their skills to design and field experiments
at the Z facility that validate large simulation codes—skills which are required for
a successful stewardship program. The excitement and satisfaction level of these sci-
entists is high. As a result, the laboratories are attracting some of the best new sci-
entists in the field to participate in these experiments, particularly in the disciplines
of shock physics and radiation transport—both key areas of expertise in nuclear
weapons science. Other areas of Stewardship activity are similarly vibrant and im-
portant. The Z-pinch success is a useful, but not a dominant factor in attracting and
retaining scientists for Stewardship.

FUNDING FOR STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT

Question. The stockpile management program supports the enduring stockpile by
assuring the availability of adequate supplies of tritium; provides safe and secure
storage of nuclear materials and components to prevent proliferation; provides the
ability to respond to potential or real weapons incidents or accidents, and the capa-
bility to respond to evolving nuclear terrorist threats; and provides a flexible infra-
structure capable of supporting changing stockpile size.

The goals of the program are to: provide high confidence in the safety, reliability
and performance of the enduring stockpile without nuclear testing; ensure the effec-
tiveness of the U.S. nuclear deterrent; and provide the ability to resume under-
ground nuclear testing and reconstitute nuclear weapons production capacities
should national security demand them in the future.

The total budget request for Stockpile Management is $1.998 billion, a reduction
of $48 million below the current year funding level. However, the details reflect a
significant reduction in the dismantlement of retired nuclear weapons (down 36 per-
cent or $23 million); and the core stockpile management program (down 4 percent
or $68 million).

Dr. Reis, does the reduction in the Stockpile Management program concern you?

Answer. I would be concerned with the safety and reliability of the stockpile at
any funding level. It is my job to be concerned. That said, the budget request for
Stockpile Management is sufficient to address all critical needs.

Question. What will be the adverse impacts resulting from the reductions in var-
ious elements of the Stockpile Management Program?

Answer. To manage within the Stockpile Management Program budget, we have
reduced funding for the dismantlement program which may be reflected in a re-
duced workforce. Our goal is to manage employment level reductions through attri-
tion as much as possible.

Question. Which elements have been reduced to the point to give you major con-
cern? Please explain why.

Answer. Again, as I have said, I would be concerned with the safety and reli-
ability of the stockpile at any funding level. Among my current concerns are that
we renegotiated several of the workload commitments to the Air Force and Navy.
None of these adjustments will reduce the safety or reliability of the stockpile.
These renegotiations will, however, continue to push out work into later years. Sec-
ondly, we must work to develop a multi-year budgeted modernization program at
the plants. We do not have all of the manufacturing capabilities that are critical
to extending the life of the nuclear weapons stockpile. We plan to start to reestab-
lish these capabilities as part of an integrated plant modernization program in the
fiscal year 2001 budget. Lastly, we are concerned with maintaining plant critical
skills as we continue to experience manpower reductions. A large majority of the
current workforce will be of retirement age within the next few years. This is the
labor force that has the experience of building nuclear weapons. It is critical that
we undertake our Stockpile Life Extension Program while this labor force who
knows how to build weapons is still available. This problem is exacerbated by the
fact that manpower reductions have made it difficult to retain junior level people
to gain these skills for future requirements and to attract new personnel. The Com-
mission on Maintaining United States Nuclear Weapons Expertise recognizes the
problem and made various suggestions including incentives to retain personnel at
retirement and attract new personnel.
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REESTABLISHMENT OF PIT PRODUCTION

Question. Over the past several years, DOE has been working to reestablish pluto-
nium pit manufacturing at Los Alamos to replace pits destructively tested in the
surveillance program and to replace pits in the future should surveillance indicate
a problem with a pit. This is a critical element of DOE’s production complex reorga-
nization.

Could you update the committee on DOFE’s efforts to reestablish pit production at
Los Alamos? Are you still on schedule to achieve an annual production capacity of
20 pits by 2007?

Answer. The DOE is on schedule to deliver a certified W88 warhead to the stock-
pile in fiscal year 2001 which is required to achieve a manufacturing capacity of 20
pits per year by fiscal year 2007.

Currently, we are manufacturing development units to refine the processes to be
used in production. Two development units have been completed and a third is
scheduled for assembly in the near future. Manufacture of development units will
continue into the beginning of fiscal year 2000. Once the processes, tooling, and
qualification infrastructure are fully in place (much of which is being accomplished
in fiscal year 1999), manufacture of qualification units will begin in fiscal year 2000.
Qualification testing (to insure processes, procedures, and tooling can meet the con-
sistency and product reliability of manufacturing and design specifications) will then
be initiated. Achieving the capacity of manufacturing 20 pits per year in a reliable
and sustained manner will require additional manufacturing equipment and facility
improvements to both the plutonium facility and supporting facilities.

Question. Have you been able to produce a certifiable pit? What problems or
issues remain to be resolved in order to achieve certification?

Answer. We are scheduled to produce a certifiable W88 pit in fiscal year 2001.
Currently, there are no specific problems or issues with regard to certification, but
much remains to be done. A number of qualification, engineering, and physics tests
must be conducted to achieve certification.

Currently, we are manufacturing development units to refine the processes to be
used in production. Manufacture of development units will continue into the begin-
ning of fiscal year 2000. Once the processes, tooling, and qualification infrastructure
are fully in place (much of which is being accomplished in fiscal year 1999), manu-
facture of qualification units will begin in fiscal year 2000. At this time qualification
testing (to insure processes, procedures, and tooling can meet the consistency and
product reliability of manufacturing and design specifications) will be initiated. En-
gineering and physics testing will continue to confirm that performance of the newly
manufactured pits are equivalent to those currently in the stockpile.

Question. How does the budget request for fiscal year 2000 advance your efforts
to reestablish this capability, and does the budget request maintain the 2007 date
for producing DOE’s goal of 20 pits per year?

Answer. The budget request for fiscal year 2000 enables DOE to continue to rees-
tablish a pit manufacturing capability and to conduct qualification, engineering, and
physics tests required to certify newly manufactured pits for entry into the nuclear
weapons stockpile and to establish a 20 pits per year capacity by 2007.

On the manufacturing side, the budget request allows continued development of
processes, tooling, and procedures necessary to manufacture the pits, and actual
manufacture of W88 qualification pits. The budget also supports replacement of
older laboratory equipment with new equipment required to manufacture twenty
pits per year.

For certification, the budget request provides funds for qualification, engineering,
and physics tests to continue. In fiscal year 2000, qualification testing (to insure
processes, procedures, and tooling can meet the consistency and product reliability
of manufacturing and design specifications) will be initiated. Engineering and phys-
ics testing begun in fiscal year 1999 will continue.

TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Question. In December of last year, the Secretary of Energy selected the commer-
cial light water reactors for tritium production, and designated the linear accel-
erator as “backup” technology if needed sometime in the future. What was the basis
of the Secretary’s decision to select the commercial light water reactor? What major
hurdles remain that could slow down or derail the use of commercial light water
reactors as a tritium source?

Answer. After spending a great deal of time considering the alternatives, the Sec-
retary determined that the use of Tennessee Valley Authority reactors offers the
lowest technical and schedule risk, and the lowest cost of the options under consid-
eration. At the same time, the Secretary designated TVA’s existing Watts Bar and
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Sequoyah reactors as the preferred facilities for tritium production rather than in-
vesting in the completion of TVA’s unfinished Bellefonte Unit 1 reactor. The use of
existing reactors offers unique advantages over any other tritium supply option in-
cluding significantly lower investment costs and potentially the lowest life cycle cost.
It is the only option that avoids a large capital expenditure on a major new weapons
facility at a time when we are pursuing further arms reductions. It is the only op-
tion that allows us to proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis, allowing the Department
to buy only what it needs. Because TVA has agreed to a cost-based Economy Act
transaction, the annual costs will be low, particularly so if the options are not exer-
cised and the reactors remain in a stand-by mode.

Assuming that adequate funding is provided and Congress places no additional
restrictions on the project, there are no “major hurdles” that would slow or derail
the project.

Question. Now, I understand that the NRC must provide regulatory approval in
order to use a commercial reactor for tritium production, is that correct? What is
the date that you must have NRC approval in order to meet the 2005 availability
date of tritium? Have the DOE and NRC established firm schedules and major mile-
stones to meet DOE’s need date?

Answer. The NRC must approve amendments to the facility operating licenses for
Watts Bar and the Sequoyah reactors in order for them to use the burnable ab-
sorber rods designed by DOE, rather than the standard burnable absorbers used.
TVA must obtain NRC approval for these license amendments in time to insert the
tritium-producing burnable absorber rods into the Watts Bar reactor core in early
{iscal year 2004 and into the core of one of the Sequoyah reactors a few months
ater.

DOE and TVA estimate that the application for license amendments for Watts
Bar and Sequoyah will be completed and submitted to the NRC about 14 months
from now, about the middle of calendar year 2000. The NRC Chairman has com-
mitted that the agency will expeditiously review these license amendment applica-
tions. DOE and TVA expect, conservatively, that by the middle of 2002 the NRC
will be in a position to act favorably upon the amendment requests. That expecta-
tion is based upon an assessment of the activities that are involved in the review
and approval of license amendments by the NRC including the confirmatory dem-
onstration just completed at the Watts Bar facility.

Question. 1 believe the Secretary stated that the commercial light water reactor
was the most consistent with U.S. arms reduction goals. Can you explain why the
Department believes this to be the case? Does the Administration believe that the
commercial light water reactor option is also best suited to meet U.S. nonprolifera-
tion goals, and if so, why?

Answer. On balance the Administration believes that the commercial light water
reactor (CLWR) option is best suited to meet U.S. nonproliferation goals. The CLWR
option entails the use of a civilian reactor to produce material for use in nuclear
weapons, departing from the long-standing principle of maintaining a distinction be-
tween U.S. civil and military activities. Such distinction, however, is not mandated
by law with respect to tritium production or by treaty; there have been many past
exceptions involving dual-use facilities; and a number of factors will mitigate the
impact on U.S. nonproliferation efforts.

These mitigating factors include the fact that the reactor to be used for tritium
production belongs to TVA, a U.S. government instrumentality with a long history
of supporting U.S. defense needs; the fact that the reactor could remain eligible for
(and be compliant with) International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections;
and the fact that implementation of this option could be delayed until necessitated
by tritium demand, which could be reduced through additional arms control treaties.

The accelerator option does not transgress the civil/military dichotomy, but it
could not follow possible future reductions in tritium requirements as efficiently.
The substantial early investment in an accelerator specifically built for military pur-
poses, moreover, could be seen as building up U.S. nuclear weapon production capa-
bilities at a time when the U.S. is seeking to reassure non-nuclear weapon states
that it is committed to nuclear arms reductions. This could weaken U.S. bargaining
positions in such fora as the 2000 Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference.

Question. What are the Department’s plans for an orderly close out of the accel-
erator, including associated target design, tritium separation and balance of plant
design? What is DOE’s funding profile to complete this work?

Answer. In accordance with Presidential guidance and in keeping with the De-
partment’s commitment to have a backup technology, DOE will complete the devel-
opment and demonstration work and the preliminary design of the APT plant. All
of the components mentioned are included in that work. The project will provide a
final report to the Department with all of the technical information and the prelimi-
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nary design that will allow the Department to finish the design and build a plant
should that ever be required.

This effort will require $88 million in fiscal year 2000 and a total of $172 million
between fiscal year 2000 and fiscal year 2002, at which time the project will be com-
pleted. The current profile (pending completion of a detailed re-planning), with fiscal
year 1999 as a reference, is shown in the table below.

ACCELERATOR PRODUCTION OF TRITIUM FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999 THRU FISCAL YEAR
2002

[Escalated dollars in millions]

Fiscal year
2000-2002
1999 2000 2001 2002 Total
OPErating ...oooeveeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e seeeerseenees $85 $57 $35 $23 $115
Capital oo 20 31 26 57
Total APT oo 105 88 61 23 172

INDEPENDENT PROJECT REVIEW

Question. Over the past few years, the committee has been working with the
House Energy and Water Subcommittee and the Department to establish an inde-
pendent project review process for capital acquisitions by DOE. The committees felt
that this was necessary because of major cost overruns and changes in a project
scopes which have resulted to significant schedule delays and increased projects
costs. Over the past several months, DOE has been completing and transmitting to
the Congress independent project reviews which assess the readiness of particular
projects to proceed to construction. These reports have indicated varying states of
readiness at the Labs to begin construction of projects funded in prior years.

The budget request for fiscal year 2000 includes 3 new construction starts for the
Stockpile Stewardship program and 1 new start under Non-proliferation and
Verification R&D.

Dr. Reis, the fiscal year 2000 budget includes funding for 3 new construction
starts under Stockpile Stewardship. The evidence from the independent project re-
views submitted to the Congress gives a mixed picture of DOE readiness to initiate
project construction. What actions have you taken to insure that projects are thor-
oughly reviewed for missions needs; that scope, costs and schedules are firm and
clearly established; and that quality project management personnel are in place at
the Labs and within DOE?

Answer. We have instituted measures to ensure that the three new construction
starts for Stockpile Stewardship are thoroughly reviewed to confirm that they are
ready to proceed. External Independent Reviews on site have already been sched-
uled for the three new projects in the fiscal year 2000 budget request. These reviews
will focus on mission need and project cost, schedule and scope baselines.

We are planning preparatory readiness reviews for each project that will be led
by DP staff with project management expertise who are independent of line man-
agers, and include members from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, other agencies,
and contractors with cost and management expertise. These reviews identify areas
needing improvement, and ensure that the projects are ready for the external as-
sessments, including mission need and scope, cost and schedule baselines.

We are in the process of placing experienced project management personnel in
place at the labs and within DP for these and other projects. A survey of the quali-
fications of all project management personnel is under way to support that process.
In addition, DP will work with the Department on its recently proposed certification
program and related training for project managers.

Question. Now there have been significant problems at Los Alamos in the past re-
lated to establishing firm project scopes, and keeping projects on schedule. Specifi-
cally, what has or is being done at Los Alamos to strengthen their construction over-
sight and project management practices?

Answer. Defense Programs has made significant efforts to strengthen construction
oversight and project management at Los Alamos. The Department and the Los Ala-
mos National Laboratory (LANL) conducted a construction projects management as-
sessment in 1997 and concluded that there was a need for better project baselines,
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management, and control systems. Bases on this assessment, the Department and
LANL developed an Action Plan to management construction projects. In July 1997,
the Nuclear Construction Project Office was established at the Albuquerque Oper-
ations Office to provide a single field line management organization to provide man-
agement and oversight of stockpile management projects at LANL.

Formal agreements between the Department and LANL are completed on each
project to define their respective roles, responsibilities and accountability; the
project baselines and management systems that will be employed during project exe-
cution; and the specific programmatic objectives that must be met by each project.
A more rigorous and formal project authorization system has also been put into
place providing improved funds control, definition of project deliverables, and sup-
porting documentation. This enables management to ensure that appropriate re-
sources are in place to support construction project activities

An integrated review process has been developed which ensures program, project,
and safety objectives are quantified and achieved through technical review and deci-
sion processes. Integration between program and construction project activities is
supported by plans that integrate programmatic work with equipment installations
and construction activities.

Question. One of the new construction starts is a new $106 million Strategic Com-
puting Complex at Los Alamos. When will the Independent Project Review be com-
pleted for this project? What specific actions will you take to ensure this project is
managed to critical schedules, and that cost management is critically reviewed?

Answer. The independent assessment for the Strategic Computing Complex is
scheduled to begin on April 12, 1999, with a final report to Congress by the end
of May, 1999, although some slippage may occur due to other ongoing reviews. Addi-
tionally, a readiness review for the Strategic Computing Complex will begin on
March 29, 1999, and will be completed before the independent assessment begins.

In terms of project management, Defense Programs has revised the way construc-
tion projects are managed. These revisions are based upon critical analysis of the
program and utilize many of the attributes that have been successfully employed
in projects such as the National Ignition Facility. Key changes include the creation
of small project teams with clear, unambiguous roles, responsibilities, and appro-
priate authority to execute the projects; organizational changes to ensure senior
management monitoring of the baselines; and an interim qualification of all project
management team members.

Los Alamos National Laboratory has taken additional steps to improve the man-
agement of this project by hiring a professional construction project management
firm to assist them in the oversight of the “design and build” contractor. They have
also hired a professional engineering firm to assist them in their reviews of mechan-
ical systems. The addition of these two external groups will significantly enhance
the strength of the Laboratory’s management team on this project.

CHEMISTRY AND METALLURGICAL RESEARCH (CMR) BUILDING UPGRADE

Question. The Department has been struggling with upgrades to the CMR build-
ing at Los Alamos for many years. This facility, built in the 1950s, undertakes im-
portant analytical work related to plutonium, uranium, and other alloys and mate-
rials in support of the weapons program. The project has been plagued with con-
stant scope changes, cost increases and significant schedule delays. The Department
has had a difficult time determining how to proceed with the project which has been
suspended for the past few years in an effort to determine firm baselines of scope
and costs for the CMR facility upgrade project.

Explain the Department’s decision and plans for the CMR building at Los Alamos.
Why was the decision made to proceed with upgrades of the existing facility, which
was constructed in the 1950s and sits on an earthquake fault, instead of con-
structing a new facility?

Answer. In 1988, the Special Nuclear Materials Laboratory (SNML) project (88—
D-105) was authorized to replace the CMR Building to support continued weapons
production and certification. In 1991, the long term mission of the SNML became
uncertain as weapons production ceased and there was uncertainty relative to the
amount of work involving plutonium material which CMR would be required to sup-
port in the coming years. Therefore the Department decided not to proceed with con-
struction of the SNML, but provide interim upgrades to the CMR. These upgrades
were initiated in 1992 and later designated as Phase 1. In addition, studies were
conducted to determine further upgrades required for continued long-term oper-
ations (later designated Phase 2). In 1995, the Department opted to initiate Phase
2 of the CMR Upgrades, bringing the Total Estimated Cost for the entire project
to $174.1M, and cancel the SNML project.
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It has only been in the past year that ongoing geologic studies have revealed the
presence of a seismic fault running under the North side of the CMR facility. Be-
cause of the geologic information, the project has been refocused on completing only
those upgrades necessary to maintain safe and reliable operations in the facility
through fiscal year 2010. The Department is examining the activities at CMR to de-
termine where these activities should be conducted in the future.

Question. How important is the CMR facility to the defense mission of DOE?
What role will this facility play in carrying out the defense mission of DOE?

Answer. The capabilities of CMR are essential to DOE’s defense mission. The
CMR facility is the only laboratory facility with full capability for performing analyt-
ical chemistry and materials science for special nuclear materials. The CMR is crit-
ical to the Stockpile Stewardship Program in pit surveillance, pit manufacturing,
stockpile lifetime extension, and nuclear weapons certification. Analyses performed
at CMR assure that specifications for plutonium are met in pit production and pit
surveillance.

Question. How do you plan to use the $18 million requested for fiscal year 2000?

Answer. The fiscal year 2000 budget request provides $18 million for completion
of facility upgrades necessary to meet the safety and regulatory requirements for
continued CMR operations. These requirements, and their scheduled implementa-
tion, have been formally defined and prescribed by the approved CMR safety author-
ization basis—the Basis for Interim Operations. These high priority safety upgrades
are necessary to reduce CMR operational risks to the public and workers in the
near-term, and to operate the CMR facility safely through fiscal year 2010. To meet
the safety and regulatory requirements, the majority of the safety upgrades have
been initiated in fiscal year 1999, and fiscal year 2000 funding will allow the design
and construction of these upgrades to continue. If these upgrades are not completed
as scheduled, the CMR facility operations will be severely curtailed or suspended.

Question. What steps and actions has the Department taken at the field and
headquarters level to ensure that the project does not experience further scope
changes and costs increase once work proceeds?

Answer. In the spring of 1997 the Department initiated an in-depth review of
project management issues at the Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) as they
related to the stand down of the CMR Upgrades Project. The review identified root
causes, contributing factors, and, when put into place, corrective actions that will
address systemic institutional performance problems and as well as construction
project deficiencies. An external independent assessment was also conducted in Au-
gust 1998 and a number of findings and recommendations were made, which again
reflected the issues previously identified in 1997.

While corrective actions have been initiated on the basis of both institutional and
project-specific issues, both the DOE and LANL have taken other actions to assure
control over project scope, schedule, and cost. Significant organizational changes
have occurred to put senior management focus on corrective measures and to assure
project accountability. Technical expertise has been expanded both within the
project and within engineering support offices. Procedures and other management
tools have also been improved to increase project control. All findings and rec-
ommendations from previous assessments/reviews, including the two mentioned
above, have been captured as part of an Action Plan (AP). The AP details both the
institutional and project-specific correction actions to be taken to address the find-
ings and recommendations. The AP is being used to establish baselines for several
stockpile management construction projects and to strengthen project management
oversight of milestones and cost. Project baselines and stronger oversight will enable
management to ensure that appropriate resources are in place to support construc-
tion project activities. In addition, the Stockpile Management program established
the Nuclear Construction Projects Office (NCPO) at Albuquerque to integrate and
strengthen oversight of all the program projects at Los Alamos. Staffing was in-
creased and roles and responsibilities were clarified between the NCPO, Los Alamos
Area Office, and LANL.

IDAHO OPERATIONS OFFICE

Question. 1 notice that funding for the Idaho Operations Office is being reduced
significantly below the fiscal year 1999 funding level? Why is this?

Answer. In fiscal year 2000, support will continue for the Radiological Assistance
Program of approximately $400 thousand per year. The DP tasks supported by the
Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory under the umbrella of
the Idaho Surety Program will either be completed in fiscal year 1999 or have been
refocused into areas outside of Idaho’s expertise. This is the case with the task sup-
porting the Advanced Design and Production Technologies initiative, the program
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has refocused its priorities from modeling efforts to the development of processes
and tools specifically required to support the Stockpile Life Extension Program.

USE OF PRIOR YEAR BALANCES

Question. Last year there was sizeable controversy regarding the expected level
of unobligated balances within the Weapons Activities budget. If I recall correctly,
the House reduced the program by several hundred million dollars based on infor-
mation developed by GAO on projected levels of unobligated funding.

Could you review for the committee last year’s situation and update us on where
the program ended up as it relates to unobligated balances? How did the balances
carried over into fiscal year 1999 actually compare to GAO’s estimate and Defense
Programs’ estimates?

Answer. Last year, reports from the authorizing and appropriations committees
specified that Defense Programs should use prior year balances, ranging from a low
of $50 million to a high of $341 million, to offset the need for new budget authority
to fund the fiscal year 1999 program. The final appropriation directed that the fiscal
year 1999 program be financed using $4.4 billion in new budget authority and $82.5
million in prior year balances.

The controversy arose because the information developed by the GAO and pro-
vided to the committees differed significantly from DP’s analysis. GAO reported to
the committees that DP would have up to $340.7 million in “excess” balances at the
end of fiscal year 1998, while DP’s estimates indicated that little or no excess
uncosted balances were expected, and $49.4 million for unobligated balances. The
actual end-of-year unobligated balances for direct programs in the Weapons Activi-
ties account were $46.6 million.

Question. Now, the final appropriations bill used some $82.5 million of prior year
balances to finance the fiscal year 1999 budget. Were these balances available? If
the balances were not available, what adjustments were you forced to make?

Answer. No. There was not $82.5 million in excess prior year balances available
to finance the fiscal year 1999 budget. We plan to obligate $4.447 billion in fiscal
year 1999, which includes $28.6 million for program scope justified and approved
in prior years but delayed until fiscal year 1999. The balance, $4.418 billion, rep-
resents obligations for new workscope composed of $4.4 billion in new appropria-
tions, and $18 million in prior year balances.

In an effort to implement the guidance in the appropriation, which directed that
fiscal year 1999 activities be funded using $4.4 billion in new budget authority and
$82.5 million in prior year balances, Defense Programs undertook a rigorous process
to examine all prior year balances reported at the end of fiscal year 1998. Since
overall ending fiscal year 1998 uncosted balances for Defense Programs were well
below the Department’s goal for operations and maintenance activities, there was
little flexibility to use these funds against fiscal year 1999 requirements. Only about
$18 million was available from unobligated and uncosted balances to be redirected
without unacceptable impact to ongoing program activities. Therefore, we will only
execute program level that falls $64 million below the level outlined in the con-
ference report accompanying the 1999 appropriation.

Question. If I understand your budget, you were forced to make some $64 million
in program reductions because there was only a little over $18 million of prior year
balances available. How was the $64 million reduction allocated by specific activity,
and did this result in any adverse impacts?

Answer. To arrive at the current program and site allocations, we accommodated
first all congressional direction contained in the appropriation and authorization
bills and reports on fiscal year 1999 programmatic and site funding, and then as-
sessed the reduction proportionally to each Defense Programs decision unit. Much
of the reduction has been accommodated by small slips to work schedules, procure-
ments and maintenance with no significant adverse impacts.

OFFICE OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST

Question. The fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Office of Counterintelligence
requests funding of $18.6 million with another $12.6 million in additional funding
to come from the national laboratories from other Defense programs to be spent by
the Office of Counterintelligence. Why did you find it necessary to “tax” other pro-
grams for additional funds?

Answer. The Counterintelligence (CN) program for fiscal year 2000 is a $31.2 mil-
lion program. All of the $31.2 million will be under the management purview of the
Office of Counterintelligence. However, it is composed of two pieces. The first is di-
rect funding of $18.6 million which is for costs primarily related to central counter-
intelligence activities. The second portion, $12.6 million, is not a tax rather it is an
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estimate of the activities the laboratories will need to fund to better cover their
counterintelligence responsibilities under the direction of the Office of Counterintel-
ligence.

Question. Specifically, where will the $12.6 million come from? Provide for the
record a list by site of how the $12.6 million will be assessed.

Answer. The funds will come from the laboratories that need to make additional
expenditures to cover their counterintelligence responsibilities. This includes pri-
marily the three weapons laboratories, but some additional expenditures will be re-
quired at other laboratories as needs for enhancements in counterintelligence are
identified. The character of the improvements necessary will dictate whether these
costs to be borne by the laboratory are from direct program funding or from over-
head. The counterintelligence program is sending a team out to the laboratories in
April and one of their responsibilities will be to get an estimate by site and activity
of the expenditures necessary. When the information is complete, we will provide
it to the Committee.

PRESIDENTIAL INITIATIVE

Question. Ms. Gottemoeller, three years ago, I considered the programs you over-
see to be critical to U.S. national security. What I have come to realize since the
collapse of the Russian economy, since the IMF and the World Bank have pulled
out, and now that Yelsin’s power is in serious question, is that your programs are
the centerpiece of U.S.-Russian relations. I've met with the President’s national se-
curity staff to discuss the President’s Russia initiative, and I agree something has
to be done since Russia cannot fulfill its obligations under many of our bilateral
agreements. But I only see a few very small increases in your programs. Can you
tell me how the President’s initiative affects the programs you oversee?

Answer. The President’s initiative is a positive step for the programs I oversee.
His five year plan provides additional resources to what I consider to be one of the
United States’ top national security threats: nuclear proliferation.

In the area of nuclear security in Russia and the Newly Independent States, the
President’s Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative will keep the Materials Protec-
tion, Control, and Accounting (MPC&A) Program’s budget at a more sustained level
than previously planned and will help to provide a more vigorous level of effort dur-
ing the next five years of the program’s implementation. The President’s Russia ini-
tiative provides the MPC&A program with funds to address the expanding mission,
including work at additional Russian navy and civilian sites with weapons usable
nuclear material; emergency measures and long term operations efforts; and nuclear
material consolidation. The President’s initiative will provide top level support for
these measures and enable the MPC&A program to undertake these new, key
projects to improve nuclear materials security and simplify the nuclear materials
problem in Russia.

Other key programs affected by the President’s initiative are the Initiatives for
Proliferation Prevention (IPP) and the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI) programs. The
President’s initiative foresees providing funding support at the $30 million level an-
nually for each program through 2004. Each is integral to the initiative and pro-
motes the initiative’s objectives. The two programs, while both addressing non-
proliferation in the former Soviet Union, are complementary, but different. Let me
explain the two programs in more detail.

IPP addresses chemical, biological, and nuclear nonproliferation issues in Russia,
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus. It seeks to prevent the drain of expertise from
former Soviet weapons of mass destruction institutes to countries of proliferation
concern by engaging scientists and engineers working at those institutes in coopera-
tive projects with DOE National Laboratories. The purpose of these projects is to
verify technical feasibility and identify Newly Independent States (NIS) technologies
for commercialization in partnership with U.S. companies. The hallmark of the IPP
program in the NIS is the scientist-to-scientist interface, which is enabled through
firm, fixed-price contracts between the NIS laboratories and the DOE National Lab-
oratories. These contracts assure stringent oversight of the projects at the NIS insti-
tutes. In addition, the project proposals themselves are reviewed by the U.S. Gov-
ernment interagency community for dual-use and policy concerns. For projects
where technical feasibility is verified and demonstrated, the project is moved to a
second stage, a three-way partnership involving a U.S. industry partner, a DOE Na-
tional Laboratory, and an NIS institute. Finally, through the development of free-
standing businesses or product lines, long-term economic outcomes, in terms of roy-
alties and jobs, are created for the NIS scientists and engineers involved. IPP has
funded over 400 projects in total, of which 84 are cost-shared with U.S. industry.
Several of the IPP projects have reached the point of full commercialization.
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The NCI focuses on job creation for scientists and technicians who are being shed
from the Russian nuclear weapons complex as a result of downsizing. It is taking
place in the ten closed nuclear cities of Russia, starting with just three—Snezhinsk,
Zheleznogorsk, and Sarov. Extension to other closed cities, planned for the second
year, will be guided by lessons learned during the first year of engagement at the
first three cities. These were chosen because IPP, and before that, the DOE lab-to-
lab program, had engaged extensively with these cities and developed contacts.
While IPP operates in the institutes of the closed cities, NCI operates in the more
open municipal areas, engaging the new, post-Soviet political and civic leadership
and encouraging the development of the non-weapons economy. In these areas, its
efforts include such measures as infrastructure development, creation of low capital
requirement businesses, and business/entrepreneurship training. NCI has only re-
cently been authorized to obligate funding, and so the first NCI activities are now
being funded in the three closed cities.

MATERIALS PROTECTION CONTROL AND ACCOUNTING (MPC&A)

Question. You know that I have had some very serious concerns about the man-
agement of some of your programs; Materials Protection and IPP in particular. I
know you have made changes, and those programs now report directly to you. I un-
derstand that the number of sites that need to be secured is much higher than the
original estimate. How long do you think this program will need to continue?

Answer. The Materials Protection, Control and Accounting program based its
original completion date on data contained in the 1995 Joint Atomic Energy and In-
telligence Committee (JAEIC) Report. The report identified 80-100 buildings in the
Former Soviet with weapons grade nuclear material which required rapid upgrades.
The program determined that upgrading these 80-100 buildings would require a
sustained effort through 2002. However, since the 1995 JAEIC Report, the program
has greatly expanded due to improved knowledge of and access to sites and build-
ings containing weapons usable nuclear materials. To date, the program has identi-
fied approximately 400 buildings requiring upgrades at 55 sites. We also have ex-
panded the work with the Russian Federation Navy to include all sites with fresh
nuclear fuel and naval spent fuel of proliferation concern. Our initial planning did
not project such excellent cooperation with or access to so much of the Russian
Naval complex. Also, economic and political uncertainties in Russia during 1998
made security of the nuclear material more difficult and have slowed some work.

While the harsh Russian economic conditions have increased the risk of theft of
nuclear materials, it also has created new opportunities to address proliferation
risks. For example, the program is initiating a material consolidation program to
simplify the nuclear security problem by moving material into fewer buildings at
fewer sites. Prior to this crisis, this innovative approach would have been less likely
to be supported by the Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM). The recent violent
acts at MINATOM and Russian Naval nuclear installations have promoted a more
proactive approach by the Russian Federation to reduce the size of the problem. We
are now actively working with the Russian Federation to develop a strategy to con-
solidate nuclear material into fewer buildings at fewer sites.

Today, the program is still on track to complete rapid upgrades at 100 of the most
vulnerable buildings by the 2002 targeted date. However, in light of the expanded
work, we are currently updating the plan. Our new estimate of 400 buildings requir-
ing upgrades will likely be adjusted downward if we are able to undertake a vig-
orous consolidation effort with the Russians, which we fully expect at this time.
Thus, as we develop our new work plan, we are necessarily factoring in some uncer-
tainties. The President’s Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative shows the program
extending through fiscal year 2004, but work may be required beyond that time. We
will keep you informed as our new work plan develops.

Question. Russia has now offered to work with us to consolidate the nuclear mate-
rial in Russia. Have we reached an agreement on that proposal?

Answer. Material consolidation is a new element to the Material Protection, Con-
trol, and Accounting Program and is under discussion currently. We are exploring
opportunities with the Russian Federation to consolidate nuclear material into fewer
buildings at fewer sites to simplify the nuclear security task and also possible blend
down of some of the excess highly enriched uranium to low enriched uranium. At
this time, we have not finalized the proposal, but we are working with the Russian
Federation Ministry of Atomic Energy to develop a strategy and a proposal that will
work towards consolidating nuclear material in the near future.

Question. Do we know how much material the Materials Protection program has
secured?
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Answer. The Materials Protection, Control, and Accounting Program is improving
the security on approximately 400 metric tons of weapons usable nuclear material
by installing initial rapid upgrades, such as delay barriers, access control and portal
monitors. Of this amount, we have completed the installation of fully integrated ma-
terial protection, control and accounting systems for approximately 30 metric tons.

Question. I also am aware of the conflict between some of your managers and the
leadership of the labs over the Materials Protection program. Both sides make good
points, but are you aware of that problem and are you taking steps to resolve it?

Answer. Our MPC&A program was originally established as a temporary task
force, but work in Russia has proven to be much bigger, tougher and longer-term
than anyone would have expected when we began in 1994. The Russian economy
has not improved, and in fact has gotten worse. The size and geographic span of
the Russian nuclear material storage complex is greater than anyone in the United
States knew. I took steps, as Director of our Office of Nonproliferation and National
Security, to establish a more permanent management structure for our nuclear se-
curity operations in Russia and the MPC&A Task Force. Now the MPC&A Task
Force is reporting to me directly, and I have brought on board a senior State De-
partment official to advise me and the Department on new approaches to manage
the MPC&A program and other Russian programs. I expect these changes will dra-
matically improve the oversight and implementation of this extremely important
program and provide for a more efficiently and effectively managed effort. Our goal
is to further increase the successes and effectiveness of the MPC&A program in
Russia through this change.

GAO REPORT ON INITIATIVES FOR PROLIFERATION PREVENTION (IPP)

Question. Ms. Gottemoeller, the GAO has issued a report critical of the IPP pro-
gram. How do you respond to the complaint that Russian scientists who receive sup-
port from the IPP program may work on dual-use technologies or may even continue
to work on weapons technologies when they are not working on IPP projects?

Answer. The Department and General Accounting Office (GAO) do not agree on
this issue. GAO claims that some Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP)
projects support the development of “dual-use” technology that may enhance Rus-
sian military capabilities. The cases cited by GAO provided no direct aid to Russia’s
military or weapons of mass destruction programs. Moreover, DOE has been ex-
tremely concerned about this issue and reinforced the existing review process in the
mid-1997 time frame. This reinforcement enhanced interagency participation in the
review process, to screen out potential “dual-use” projects—especially in the areas
of chemical and biological weapons. Nevertheless, we have implemented GAQ’s rec-
ommendations to further strengthen the review process.

IPP is not subsidizing Russian weapons activities, as GAO contends, because each
project is designed to produce non- defense products and results in one or more spe-
cific deliverable. The deliverables are reviewed by a U.S. laboratory principal inves-
tigator who verifies that these meet the original terms of contract requirements. We
take this oversight very seriously. DOE scientists spent the equivalent of ten man-
years in the NIS in fiscal year 1998 alone, ensuring that IPP projects were being
properly conducted, according to firm, fixed-price contracts. Time spent by Russian
scientists on these non- defense IPP contracts is time that they cannot spend work-
ing on Russian weapons projects—or on weapons of mass destruction programs for
third parties.

We know that senior Russian weapons scientists are devoting time to their IPP
projects, because we are receiving work products, reports, equipment prototypes,
and other deliverables that reflect their project work. Moreover, in many cases IPP
program money is the only actual payment scientists are receiving, thus making IPP
work more attractive to Russian participants than non-paid defense-related assign-
ments.

The involvement of DOE laboratory personnel with that of NIS scientists and en-
gineers provides assurance that old reports and data from archives are not sent in
as new deliverables. The direct interface with DOE personnel also helps ensure that
IPP funds are being spent on IPP projects and are not diverted to other purposes
at the recipient institutes.

The fundamental goal of the IPP program is to keep NIS weapons specialists
working in their home countries, rather than selling their services to foreign states
or organizations of proliferation concern. At virtually all Russian weapons institutes,
salaries are going unpaid for months. These scientists and those formerly employed
at the institutes are the proper targets of the IPP program, because these are the
individuals who are most likely to be tempted to sell their services abroad.
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GAO also raised the possibility that 19 chemical and biological projects had not
received necessary interagency review. It has recently been verified by review of IPP
documents and records that these 19 projects had received necessary interagency re-
view before their approval. In addition to this, the remaining IPP chemical and bio-
logical projects (for a total of 30) have been rechecked to assure that necessary
interagency reviews are underway and should be completed by April 15, 1999.

INITIATIVES FOR PROLIFERATION PREVENTION (IPP)

Question. I am interested in the GAO’s finding that most of the IPP funds are
spent at our labs and not in Russia. Would you provide to the Committee a break-
down of the how much of the funds appropriated for Materials Protection and IPP
is spent in the U.S. and how is spent in Russia?

Answer. IPP expenditures in the United States have been high because of the in-
volvement of the DOE National Laboratories—an involvement that is one of the core
strengths of the IPP program and one that is mandated in the legislation founding
the initiative. It is the close involvement of DOE National Laboratory scientists and
engineers in the IPP projects that assures that the work done and the deliverables
received, under firm, fixed-price contracts, are receiving stringent oversight. The
principal investigators monitor each contract, collaborate with the NIS scientists
and engineers, working jointly on a given project, participate in selecting an indus-
try partner in the U.S., arrange the Cooperative Research and Development Agree-
ments (CRADA) with the industrial partner, and then monitor the CRADAs. Often,
joint publications and joint inventions result from these collaborative efforts.

This crucial involvement of DOE laboratory personnel provides confidence that
NIS scientists and engineers are not submitting old reports and data from their files
as new deliverables. The hands-on involvement of DOE personnel also helps to safe-
guard that IPP funds are being spent on IPP projects and are not sidetracked for
other activities at the recipient institutes. In fiscal year 1998 alone, IPP principal
investigators from the laboratories spent the equivalent of nearly 10 man-years at
facilities in the NIS ensuring that IPP projects were being done properly and in
compliance with contract requirements. (It should be noted that although these days
were worked in the NIS, the travel funds were counted as being spent in the United
States, an accounting artifact that does not provide a full picture of resources de-
voted to work in the NIS).

Another factor affecting the proportion of IPP funds expended in the United
States is that IPP provides important support for other U.S. government programs.
For example, since International Science and Technology Center (ISTC) funds can-
not be spent in the United States, IPP funds are used for work at U.S. National
Laboratories in support of ISTC work in Russia. Over the life of the Program, six
IPP projects worth approximately $950,000 were funded in direct support to ISTC
projects. In addition, IPP has been funding nearly $500,000 in ISTC salaries on an
annual basis. IPP has also provided continued indirect support to ISTC from Na-
tional Laboratory overheads and other related sources. DOE lab scientists are listed
as ‘collaborators’ on 238 ISTC projects and perform a number of activities which can
include proposal review, review of reports and performance of hands-on research. In-
direct support duties also include performance as program ‘coordinators’ for ISTC
projects for which at least partial compensation is received.

Despite these factors, however, the IPP program is implementing changes to in-
crease the commercial emphasis of IPP projects and to raise the overall proportion
of project funds sent to the NIS to well above 50 percent. Our goal is 60 percent.
This will be accomplished by requiring that each laboratory place more of its IPP
project dollars on U.S. industry cost-shared projects, to which U.S. industry is con-
tributing resources, as opposed to technology demonstration and feasibility projects
not involving U.S. industry. For these U.S.-industry cost-share projects, an in-
creased share of funding will go to the NIS. In addition, on-going technology dem-
onstration projects that are not meeting project milestones or have only a slight
chance of commercialization will be canceled and the funds made available for more
commercially promising projects. As an aggregate, these measures will result in an
increasing commercial emphasis, more U.S. industry cost-share and participation,
and a greater percentage of overall IPP funds going to the NIS.

For fiscal year 1997 Initiatives for Proliferation Prevention (IPP) appropriated
funds, the DOE National Laboratories allocated $12.4 million to the Newly Inde-
pendent States (NIS). They allocated $15.5 million to laboratory-related activities.
This amounts to 44.4 percent of IPP project dollars allocated to NIS contracts in fis-
cal year 1997.

For fiscal year 1998 appropriated funds, the allocation percentage to NIS con-
tracts is projected to be 48 percent as new contracts are finalized. The current dis-
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tribution reflects that the DOE National Laboratories have allocated $6.7 million or
28.2 percent to the NIS and $17.0 million or 81.8 percent of funds is committed to
laboratory-related activities. As contract negotiations with NIS institutes are com-
pleted and costing of funds under the new contracts can begin, the NIS expenditures
are anticipated to rise to as high as 48 percent, allocating a 52 percent portion in
the National Laboratories.

It is also the IPP program goal to increase the number of Thrust Two projects,
which involve a cost-sharing with U.S. industry, as a percentage of overall projects
underway. This will contribute, in a positive way, to increasing the flow of funds
to the NIS partners.

For the Materials Protection, Control and Accounting (MPC&A) Program, during
fiscal year 1996 and fiscal year 1997, as the program was getting established and
U.S. coordination costs were higher, the MPC&A program spent %107.7 million on
U.S. laboratory labor and travel and $56.3 million on upgrades at FSU facilities, in-
cluding FSU labor and MPC&A equipment installed at FSU facilities (this equip-
ment was from FSU and Western commercial vendors). This broke down to about
66 percent and 34 percent, respectively.

Since fiscal year 1998 through January 1999, the MPC&A program costs were
$100.7 million for U.S. laboratory labor and travel and $90 million for FSU labor
and MPC&A equipment. These costs amount to around 53 percent and 47 percent,
respectively. This trend is heading toward lower U.S. laboratory costs as the
MPC&A program engages in more efficient management.

It must be stressed that much of the laboratory travel associated with both the
MPC&A and IPP programs is carried out in Russia and the NIS, overseeing or per-
forming project work in inhospitable or even hazardous environments. Without the
travel of laboratory specialists to these difficult and remote locations, MPC&A and
IPP project work would not be possible.

NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVES (NCI)

Question. This year’s Defense Authorization Act required a report on the Nuclear
Cities Initiative which we have received—but it is very vague. Will you submit to
the Committee a more detailed report so we can understand basic issues about the
Nuclear Cities Initiative such as; who will serve as the United States executive
agent for this program, where the money will be spent, or what the money will be
spent on?

Answer. The Department will be happy to provide ongoing status reports of
progress under the Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI) to the Committee. The Nuclear
Cities Initiative has progressed considerably since the December report that DOE
submitted to the Congress.

DOE serves as the U.S. Executive Agent for Nuclear Cities Initiative on behalf
of the U.S. Government.

As reported to the Gore-Primakov Commission in March 1999, important initial
projects are being launched in each of the three initial target cities, Sarov,
Snezhinsk and Zheleznogorsk. Highlights of the current status and plans are:

Working groups have visited each of these three cities and identified promising
projects. One of the primary aims of the mutual effort will be to establish a business
friendly infrastructure within the cities. As a start, in 1999, almost $2 million in
funding will be devoted to upgrading the telecommunications systems and to estab-
lishing business development centers to promote market-based economic activity
within each community.

In Snezhinsk (Chelyabinsk—70), a pharmaceutical packaging project has been
identified for joint work, leveraging resources to support this important activity to
benefit public health and welfare. In Zheleznogorsk (Krasnoyarsk-26), the U.S.
working group team has just completed its evaluation. The Silicon of Siberia project,
which alone could result in the creation of 500 jobs over four years, will be one tar-
get of joint development, with other smaller projects currently being identified.

Progress in the six short months since the NCI Agreement was signed has been
impressive and both U.S. and Russian participants look forward to building a foun-
dation of cooperation that will lead to sustainable job creation in the closed nuclear
cities.

STATUS OF RUSSIAN TALKS

Question. Ms. Holgate, Deputy Secretary Moniz, Deputy Secretary Holum, and
you briefed me in some detail on this yesterday but, for the record, would you sum-
marize the status of the talks with Russia?

Answer. The negotiations are underway. Initial conversations with Russian coun-
terparts, particularly in February, reveal substantial common ground on a number
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of substantive elements as well as on the structure and urgency of this agreement.
The U.S. delegation is led by the Department of State with key support being pro-
vided by the Department of Energy. The Russian delegation is led by the Ministry
of Atomic Energy (MINATOM), supported by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. I be-
lieve that an agreement can be concluded this year to enable plutonium disposition
to proceed in both countries.

PARALLEL U.S. AND RUSSIA PROGRAMS

Question. Congress directed in last year’s Act that “the United States should not
proceed unilaterally to dispose of excess plutonium without parallel progress on the
Russian side.” The budget request states that the Administration will not construct
new facilities for disposition of U.S. plutonium unless there is significant progress
on plans for plutonium disposition in Russia. When the Administration says “signifi-
cant progress,” is that consistent with the Congressional requirement for an agree-
ment to be in place?

Answer. Yes. The United States will not unilaterally dispose of its surplus pluto-
nium without parallel progress on the Russian side. The Department’s fiscal year
2000 budget request for fissile materials disposition seeks funding to proceed with
the up-front research, design, licensing and fuel qualification activities. Proceeding
with these long lead-time activities is necessary to maintain momentum and pres-
sure on Russia for a plutonium disposition agreement, and serves as a sign to pri-
vate industry, the public and the world community that the U.S. is serious about
disposing of stockpiles of surplus weapons plutonium. The United States will not
begin construction of new facilities for the disposition of U.S. plutonium unless there
is significant progress with Russia on plans for the disposition of surplus Russian
plutonium. A comprehensive bilateral agreement would certainly represent “signifi-
cant progress.”

Question. Your budget request for fiscal year 2000 includes funds to complete
Title I and Title II design of the pit disassembly and conversion facility and to pro-
cure some long-lead equipment. You are also on the verge of issuing a contract this
year with a fuel fabricator and utility team to fabricate and burn MOX fuel. It
seems to me that Russia is years behind in that regard. Are you getting in front
of Russia, and how do you plan to deal with a slow-down if the Russian program
does not proceed quickly?

Answer. I do not believe the United States is getting out in front of the Russians
on this matter. Russia is currently conducting feasibility studies on various tech-
nical alternatives for converting plutonium metal to plutonium oxide, suitable for
fabrication into mixed oxide (MOX) fuel. Following a decision by Russia, we can pro-
ceed with design of a full-scale Russian plutonium conversion facility. On the U.S.
side, once we have a contract in place, we too can proceed with the design of the
full-scale plutonium conversion facility. The contract for MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services is written so as to allow changing the output of the MOX plant
to allow for parallel progress with Russia.

The U.S. contract for MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services was awarded
on March 22, 1999. We needed to award this contract in order to select and obtain
commitments on which reactors would be used. Among other things, the first phase
of this contract will include design of the fuel fabrication facility. Without the facil-
ity design and the identification of reactors, we would be unable to move forward
with the licensing requirements for the fabrication facility and the reactors. Russia,
on the other hand, already knows which reactors will be used for plutonium disposi-
tion and they have begun work on fuel qualification. Russia is working on a concep-
tual design of a MOX fuel fabrication facility with the French. Our Technical Co-
operation Agreement gives us a key mechanism to keep Russian research and devel-
opment moving ahead during the process of negotiating a comprehensive bilateral
agreement.

Question. Is the procurement of that long-lead equipment consistent with the com-
mitment to proceed in parallel with Russia?

Answer. Yes. In order to obtain the necessary equipment design information for
review and use, the architect-engineer must procure the long-lead equipment early
in the design phase, before the facility design is complete. However, no equipment
manufacturing would begin unless there is significant progress with Russia on plans
for plutonium disposition. Should significant progress be delayed, equipment ven-
dors would not be authorized to fabricate hardware.

DEFINITION OF 50 TONS

Question. Russian Minister Adamov has complained to me that the 50 tons of plu-
tonium the United States plans to disposition of is not all weapons grade. I under-
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stand that initially we will work with Russia to dispose of equal amounts of each
country’s plutonium, but, over the long run, Russia has a great deal more plutonium
that the U.S. How are we going to achieve parity over the long run?

Answer. You are correct in your understanding that under the bilateral agree-
ment currently envisioned, the United States and Russia will likely dispose of equal
amounts of plutonium and that Russia is believed to have a great deal more pluto-
nium than does the United States. Parity in remaining plutonium stockpiles is in-
tended to be addressed as part of the broader strategic arms reduction process
(START).

Question. Would you provide for the record a list of what plutonium each country
possesses—in the case of Russia it will be our best estimate—and a list of what plu-
tonium each side has proposed to dispose of?

Answer. As specified in the DOE publication, Plutonium: The First 50 Years
(DOE/DP-0137, February 1996), the current U.S. plutonium inventory is 99.5 metric
tons (MT). The U.S. inventory is composed of 85.0 MT of weapons grade (less than
7 percent Pu240), 13.2 MT of fuel grade (more than 7 percent and less than 19 per-
cent Pu240), and 1.3 MT of reactor grade (more than 19 percent Pu240). Of the 85
MT of weapons grade plutonium, 38.2 MT have been declared excess to national se-
curity needs. In addition, the Department of Energy considers 14.3 metric tons of
non-weapons-grade plutonium to be surplus.

The DOE publication, Materials Protection, Control, and Accounting (MPC&A)
Program Strategic Plan (January 1998), states that experts believe that the former
Soviet Union produced more than 150 MT of plutonium. In September 1997, Rus-
sian President Yeltsin announced a decision to remove gradually from military nu-
clear programs, up to 50 metric tons of plutonium which has become available
through the nuclear disarmament process. Thus far, Russia has provided no further
breakout of this material.

MOX VS. VITRIFICATION

Question. Ms. Holgate, your program proposes to dispose of excess U.S. plutonium
in two ways: burn it in reactors as MOX fuel or mix it with a ceramic, place that
material in a steel can and surround the steel can with vitrified high-level waste.
It seems to me that it will be relatively easy to recover the plutonium stored in steel
cans, especially as the radioactivity of the waste around it decreases—something
that will occur fairly rapidly. Have you determined that the steel can storage tech-
nique meets the spent fuel standard?

Answer. The Department is focusing on this “can-in-canister” approach for pluto-
nium immobilization. Under this approach, plutonium feed materials would be con-
verted to oxide which would be mixed with material to form ceramic disks. The
disks would be stacked and sealed into steel cans which would be arrayed within
large canisters into which vitrified high-level waste would be poured. The radio-
active waste barrier increases the proliferation resistance of the immobilized pluto-
nium. Subsequently, the canisters would be disposed of in a geologic repository. The
Department believes that this “can-in-canister” immobilization approach meets the
spent fuel standard in which the surplus plutonium is made as inaccessible and un-
attractive for retrieval and weapons use as the plutonium remaining in spent fuel
from commercial reactors. Nonetheless, DOE has asked the National Academy of
Sciences to examine the degree to which both U.S. disposition technologies meet the
spent fuel standard. The National Academy of Sciences assessment is expected to
be completed this summer.

Question. Would you be comfortable with China or North Korea disposing of pluto-
nium using the steel can approach?

Answer. As a practical matter, a nuclear weapons state such as the United States,
Russia or China has the technology to recover separated plutonium from either
spent MOX fuel or the immobilized waste form. The real question that needs to be
asked, however, is whether it is practical for a nuclear weapons state to do so in
light of more readily available alternatives, which are cheaper and easier. Given
this fact, the United States would be comfortable with Russia or China disposing
of their surplus plutonium through immobilization and subsequent disposal in a
geologic repository. North Korea, however, is not a recognized nuclear weapons state
and is believed to lack key technology and readily available stockpiles of plutonium
with which to readily fabricate nuclear weapons. As a result, under no cir-
cumstances would the U.S. be comfortable with North Korea disposing of surplus
plutonium in this manner, should such material be available.
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SCHEDULE

Question. Ms. Holgate, your program proposes to actually begin burning up U.S.
plutonium in 2007. When do you plan to complete the disposition of all 50 tons of
excess U.S. plutonium?

Answer. Assuming the U.S. and Russia complete a plutonium disposition agree-
ment later this year, the United States could dispose of its 50 metric tons of pluto-
nium by 2022. This assumes a peak disposition rate of 5 metric tons of plutonium
per year, with the ability to accelerate this rate should parallel progress be achiev-
able in Russia.

Question. How did you decide what an acceptable schedule would be?

Answer. The schedule is an aggressive one based on a number of factors including
technical considerations, cost, infrastructure and Russian considerations. However,
given the current political instability and worsening economic conditions prevailing
in Russia and the very real threat that surplus plutonium could be stolen or di-
verted into the hands of terrorists or non-nuclear nations, I feel that the aggressive
schedule is warranted.

CANADIAN REACTORS

Question. I've been intrigued by the idea proposed a number of years ago to burn
U.S. and Russian weapons-derived plutonium in reactors in Canada. Do you still
plan to fabricate fuel for Canadian reactors, and when might we ship that fuel to
Canada?

Answer. Yes. A joint U.S.-Russian non-proliferation experiment is planned to be
conducted this summer in Canada to demonstrate the feasibility of disposing of ex-
cess weapons plutonium by using it in mixed oxide (MOX) fuel in CANDU reactors.
The Los Alamos National Laboratory has fabricated eight small fuel pins containing
119 grams of plutonium from dismantled U.S. weapons for the United States part
of the experiment. The Russian Federation’s Bochvar Institute is preparing to fab-
ricate a similar amount of fuel from Russian plutonium. In the experiment, a Cana-
dial} telst reactor will simultaneously irradiate these small quantities of MOX reac-
tor fuel.

DOE believes there is adequate interest and reactor capacity available within the
United States to dispose of all excess U.S. plutonium. There may, however, be a
need for additional reactor capacity to augment Russia’s capability to dispose of its
plutonium in reactors.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CRAIG
NONPROLIFERATION TECHNOLOGY

Question. Secretary Richardson recently challenged all DOE national laboratories
to “identify technical breakthroughs which will revolutionize our proliferation detec-
tion capabilities.” Do you plan to increase your support of research and development
at non-defense laboratories so that the full capabilities of the DOE laboratories can
get to work on meeting this important challenge?

Answer. The Nonproliferation and Verification Research and Development (R&D)
Program will continue to support R&D at both defense and non-defense laboratories
to utilize the full capabilities of the DOE laboratories. In fiscal year 2000, Chemical
and Biological Nonproliferation has been identified as the highest priority growth
area with a budget request for this program of $31.2M, an increase of almost 70
percent over the fiscal year 1999 budget of $18.5M.

In preparation for an expanded fiscal year 2000 budget the Chemical and Biologi-
cal Nonproliferation Program invited all DOE National Laboratories to participate
in a call for proposals. Technology gaps in our current program as well as on-going
projects that could be accelerated into fielded capabilities through the infusion of ad-
ditional R&D funding were the targets of this solicitation. Laboratories were encour-
aged to team with both academia and industry where technical expertise was need-
ed and where systems were maturing towards implementation.

Both new proposals and ongoing research and development projects will undergo
a rigorous two-step peer review which will be conducted this Spring. The peer re-
view panel will consist of technical experts and end-users from other government
agencies, industry and academia.

Funding decisions will be made on the basis of this peer review process which will
focus upon the work’s potential impact and advancement over current state of the
art capabilities, the scientific and technical quality of the work, and finally the pro-
gram management and technology implementation plan. It is expected that some of
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this important work will be conducted at the DOE’s non-defense laboratories to
meet our proliferation detection challenges.

RUSSIAN NAVY FLEET

Question. I understand that the current U.S. program to dismantle Russian bal-
listic missile submarines is only addressing a fraction of the total number of inactive
Russian submarines. The fuel for these submarines could present an environmental
threat if not dealt with. Do you agree that these submarines pose a threat? Would
you support an accelerated program to defuel all of the Russian submarines?

Answer. Yes, I agree that the possibility of an environmental threat is present if
dismantlement is not handled properly; we are also concerned about possible nu-
clear safety and security threats. We are coordinating through an interagency proc-
ess to develop a strategy to deal with this very important issue. We will keep you
informed of our progress.

KAZAKHSTAN BN—350 ACTIVITIES

Question. I understood Argonne-West is conducting a very successful program to
secure the spent fuel and blanket assemblies from the BN-350 reactor in
Kazakhstan. I also understand that Kazakstan has decided to shut down the BN—
350 permanently. Experience in Idaho with the Experimental Breeder Reactor-II
could be used to assist Kazakhstan in fire protection and handling of the radioactive
sodium. Do you have plans for helping to resolve these concerns and assist the shut-
down of the BN-350 reactor?

Answer. The Department of Energy intends to assist Kazakhstan with the safe
shutdown of the BN-350 reactor. In this effort, we plan to work closely with the
International Atomic Energy Agency, the Government of Kazakhstan, and other
countries with experience in sodium cooled reactor technology. We plan to place par-
ticular emphasis on safety issues, including sodium fire protection and sodium
draining. Due to its experience with the operation and shutdown of the experi-
mental Breeder Reactor-II, Argonne National Laboratory-West is playing and will
continue to play a large role in our work to improve safety and to assist in the shut-
down of the BN-350.

NUCLEAR CITIES INITIATIVE

Question. The Mayor of Idaho Falls has expressed interest in establishing a sister
cities arrangement with the Russian city of Ozersk and supporting the work of ANL
and INEEL in that city. What is your position on the mayor’s proposal and on open-
ing up the Nuclear Cities Initiative to DOE’s non-weapons labs?

Answer. The NCI Program has already been cooperating with Idaho Falls.
Through the Energy Communities Alliance Annual Conference, NCI brought to-
gether the Mayor of Idaho Falls, Linda Milan, and the Mayor of Ozersk, Sergey
Cherishov, to discuss economic development strategies. Additionally, NCI staff intro-
duced the Russian and American mayors to the Director of Sister Cities Inter-
national, Alexander Gorev, to promote their cooperation. And finally, NCI program
staff has requested Sister Cities International to permit both Idaho Falls, ID, and
Richland, WA, to pair with Ozersk in a new “Sister Cities” relationship.

The Department supports the participation of the non-weapons laboratories in the
Nuclear Cities Initiative (NCI). Currently, the Savannah River Site and the Pacific
Northwest National Laboratory have significant roles assigned under the NCI. For
example, the Savannah River Site teams with Los Alamos National Laboratory in
heading the Sarov City Working Group. Pacific Northwest National Laboratory is
teamed with Lawrence Livermore National laboratory in the program efforts at
Snezhinsk. The Oak Ridge Site and Sandia National Laboratories are teamed in the
Zheleznogorsk Working Group. Argonne National Laboratory was recently tasked
ﬁl(t:}Il the development of a new medical isotopes functional working group under

BN-600 REACTOR

Question. Russia’s BN-600 reactor still incorporates a breeding blanket that pro-
duces about 450 kilograms of weapons-grade plutonium per year. Does the Adminis-
tration plan to propose the conversion of the BN-600 blanket and the use of MOX
fuel in the BN—600 as part of its plan to spend the $200 million emergency appro-
priation for Russian plutonium disposition provided by Congress?

Answer. The government of Japan recently announced its intention to provide
funding for the conversion of the Russian BN-600 breeder reactor for operation as
a plutonium burner. The Department of Energy intends to cooperate with the Rus-
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sian Ministry of Atomic Energy (MINATOM) and the Japanese government on
issues associated with the conversion and the related funding.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator DOMENICI. Okay. We look forward to that. We stand in
recess.

[Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., Thursday, March 11, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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OPENING STATEMENT

Senator DOMENICI. The hearing will please come to order. I know
Senator Reid is not here, but he will arrive shortly. I apologize, but
I can only be here until 10:15, because I am finishing the budget
markup upstairs in another room. So I would like to get started
and keep my remarks to a minimum, in order to get on with testi-
mony of our witnesses.

We welcome the presence of Senator Campbell, who, while not
being on the subcommittee, has asked, as he did last year, if he
could come here and ask some questions about Rocky Flats. We
will be glad to let you do that, Senator.

This morning we review the budget request of the Department
of Energy’s Environmental Management Program, and the Civilian
Radioactive Waste Management Program, otherwise known as the
Yucca Mountain program.

I want to welcome the witnesses here today, Mr. James
Owendoff, Acting Assistant Secretary, Office of Environmental
Management; and Mr. Lake Barrett, Acting Director of the Office
of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management.

Gentlemen, we have a busy schedule today in the Senate, and I
ask that you be as brief as possible in summarizing your prepared

(269)



270

statements, as you know they will be thoroughly read by the sub-
committee. Without objection, right at the offset, your full prepared
statements are going to be made part of the hearing record.

Before I turn to Senator Reid, who will be along shortly, I want
to mention one item of particular interest to Senator Reid and me,
and that is the accelerator transmutation of waste. We included in
last year’s act $4 million to develop a road map for accelerated
transportation of waste technology.

The Department has made a great deal of progress in developing
that road map, and I hope to come back to that issue at a hearing
in April specifically for that purpose.

Having said that, I wonder if, Senator Campbell, would you like

to
Senator CAMPBELL. Perhaps just a brief comment.
Senator DOMENICI. Please.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL

Senator CAMPBELL. Thanks for letting me sit with this sub-
committee. I am a member of the full committee as well. Because
of Rocky Flats, I have a very, very keen interest in this, and I am
very pleased to see the administration has requested $657 million
to continue the cleanup. I might tell you, Mr. Chairman, the sooner
we get that cleaned up, we will be able to perhaps supply more
money to WIPP, which is in your state.

One thing I am concerned about is a proposal by the administra-
tion that we build some temporary tent structures to house it until
this lawsuit is handled in New Mexico. I think I should tell my
friends here that are going to be testifying, that is absolutely unac-
ceptable. Our communities will go nuts if we tell them we are going
to store any kind of waste in temporary tents, because their feeling,
of course, is that once it is stored there in tents, it is just going
to stay there, and we will not really make a concentrated effort to
get it cleaned up.

Last year, as you probably know, we did get an additional $30
million through the budget here in the Senate to accelerate that
cleanup, but it has not been going as fast as some of us would like
it. I am sure you are aware of that, and I would hope, as I am
going to ask Secretary Richardson this afternoon, at Interior appro-
priations, to try and prioritize that. He has said that he will come
out and take a look at that himself, as Hazel O’Leary has done,
and a few others have done.

Unfortunately, in the past, they come out for the photo ops, and
then they don’t make a concentrated effort to get the cleanup done.
I think Secretary Richardson, since he is from New Mexico, and is
very keenly aware of the problem in New Mexico and Colorado, will
prioritize it, and I would hope that you would, too. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. I will ask some questions at the appropriate time.

Senator DOMENICI. Senator Reid, since I have to leave at 10:15
to finish the budget markup, I started

Senator REID. I am glad you did.

Senator DOMENICI [continuing]. In your absence.

I think both of you know that we are involved in activities in the
Department of Energy that are vitally important and can have sig-
nificant impacts on the budget of the Department of Energy, be-
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cause of very expensive programs. I might say in the presence of
Senator Campbell that the one object of cleanup that is going along
with some sense of urgency, and some real goals that are being ac-
complished, is the Rocky Flats. It is a shining star and we hope it
will stay on track.

We want to fund it and get it done. It seems like at the other
cleanup sites, we are no further ahead today than we were 10
years ago, that is just my editorial comment, but Rocky Flats is
doing very well.

So let us proceed. If you would proceed at this point, we would
be delighted to hear your testimony, Mr. Owendoff.

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. OWENDOFF

Mr. OWENDOFF. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee,
thank you for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the
Department of Energy’s Environmental Management program and
our fiscal year 2000 budget request. I would like to cover several
subjects in my brief oral statement.

First, I will mention some significant progress we have made, as
well as some of the challenges we face. Second, I will describe our
budget request for fiscal year 2000.

PROGRAM GOALS AND PROGRESS

As you know, the Environmental Management program is re-
sponsible for managing and cleaning up the environmental legacy
of over 50 years of production of nuclear weapons and government
nuclear energy projects. Cleaning up environmental contamination
is just one part of our program. In addition, we are responsible for
the safety and security of more than 25 metric tons of weapons-use-
able plutonium, over 2,000 tons of intensively radioactive spent nu-
clear fuel, and for storing, treating, and disposing millions of cubic
meters of radioactive waste.

Clearly, this is a big job. To bring some closure to this program
we have set a goal of cleaning up as many sites as possible by the
end of 2006. By closing sites early, we reduce the hazards facing
the public and our workers, concentrate our resources on cleaning
up sites, rather than overhead costs necessary to keep a site open,
and thereby lowering the long-term cost to the taxpayers.

We have set very ambitious goals for closing, by the end of 2006,
the Rocky Flats site in Colorado, and the Mound and Fernald sites
in Ohio. Our plans for closing these sites assume a stable funding
stream, but a stable funding stream is not enough. Our ability to
reach these goals will also require the creative use of the facilities
and technical personnel at other sites.

A cooperative strategy of integration across the complex is imper-
ative. Such a strategy requires dedicated efforts by DOE, contrac-
tors, regulators, Native Americans, local governments, and other
stakeholders to succeed.

We are making progress toward our goal, as evidenced by some
of the recent accomplishments. When we came before you at this
time last year we had 53 sites requiring active cleanup. During this
past year we reduced that number to 48, and we planned to com-
plete cleanup at six more sites by the end of fiscal year 2000.
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With the completion of the remaining last two sites last year we
completed surface cleanup at all 22 uranium mill tailings sites, as
well as more than 5,300 contaminated properties in the vicinity of
those sites. We have made real progress in reducing risks and
mortgages at our large sites, where cleanup will continue past
2006.

HANFORD ACTIVITIES

For example, in fiscal year 1998 we completed deactivation of the
N-reactor complex, the last of nine reactors, at the Hanford site,
and the B-plant, a plutonium processing facility at Hanford. In
both cases we reduced annual surveillance and maintenance costs
from $20 million to less than $1 million.

Our past investments in technology development are now making
significant demonstrable contributions. In the past year alone we
demonstrated 40 technologies to reduce risks and/or costs of clean-
up projects, and our sites used new technologies in 108 instances.

WASTE ISOLATION PILOT PROJECT

We have made significant steps toward beginning the operations
at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico, where we intend
to dispose of our transuranic waste. In May 1998, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency certified that WIPP met disposal stand-
ards, and in June 1998, the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board concluded that WIPP could be operated safely.

We expect to begin shipments of non-mixed transuranic waste to
WIPP, assuming pending litigation is favorably resolved. We are
also working with the state to obtain a permit that will allow us
to ship mixed waste.

FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST

Turning to our request for fiscal year 2000, we are requesting
$5.7 billion in traditional budget authority, $100 million more than
was appropriated for the current fiscal year. We are also requesting
$228 million in budget authority to support privatization projects.
This budget will support accelerated cleanup and closure, the de-
ployment of new technologies, and progress in treating and dis-
posing of nuclear waste, including shipments to WIPP.

The request also supports closure of Rocky Flats. We have devel-
oped a baseline defining the critical path for closing in 2010, and
have identified opportunities to accelerate closure to achieve the
goal of closing the site by the end of 2006.

In the fiscal year 2000 budget request, we have given priority to
our high-risk problems, such as stabilizing and ensuring the secu-
rity of plutonium, stabilizing high-level waste tanks, and ensuring
the safe storage of spent nuclear fuel, including the foreign re-
search reactor spent nuclear fuel, with highly enriched uranium,
that we are bringing back to the United States to reduce worldwide
nuclear proliferation risks. We intend to meet our statutory and
regulatory requirements, as well as our obligations under compli-
ance agreements, with state and federal agencies.

We will continue to ensure that our cleanup projects are well
managed and use the taxpayers dollars most efficiently. All of our
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cleanup work is organized into projects. You can see the projects
and the associated performance measures in our budget request,
which is organized by project, as requested in last year’s appropria-
tions bill.

We are also taking a number of actions to improve our project
management performance. We are conducting external independent
project assessments and enhancing our federal staff capability to
independently review our projects, and we continue to improve our
contracting methods to provide our contractors with the right in-
centives and penalties for good or poor performance.

In conclusion, our fiscal year 2000 request will enable us to re-
duce our risks, meet legal obligations, and continue to work toward
our goal of completing as much cleanup as possible by 2006. We
would like to continue to work cooperatively with Congress to meet
these goals.

I also ask for the committee’s consideration of the $53 million re-
programming request that we have submitted for the operation of
the high-level waste tanks for the fiscal year 1999 budget. I want
to apologize for the untimely submission of that request. It was in
no way intended to preclude an appropriate review by the Congress
of that request.

PREPARED STATEMENT

As we indicated to the committee staff, we are also finalizing a
reprogramming request for the Savannah River site in South Caro-
lina and expect to submit that request in the next several weeks.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to answer any questions
asked.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES M. OWENDOFF

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity
to appear before you to discuss the Department of Energy’s Environmental Manage-
ment (EM) program and its fiscal year 2000 budget request.

During this past year, the Department has made a significant amount of progress
both in cleaning up sites and in operating a truly performance-based management
system. Our budget request for fiscal year 2000 provides $5.7 billion in traditional
budget authority, allowing us to continue progress towards our cleanup goals. The
request also includes $228 million in budget authority to support privatization
projects.

The commitments based on this budget will be accelerated cleanup and closure,
deployment of new technologies, and progress in treating and disposing of legacy nu-
clear waste. We have set very ambitious goals for closing several sites by the year
2006, including the Rocky Flats Site in Colorado, and the Mound and Fernald Sites
in Ohio. We also plan to complete cleanup at the Weldon Spring Site in Missouri,
our sites in California and various other locations by that date. Consequently, we
are eager to continue working with Congress to focus funding on cleaning up and
closing sites.

The EM budget also reflects our expectation that we will begin shipments of
transuranic waste to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) this year and our in-
tent to support and increase shipments in fiscal year 2000. The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) certified WIPP for disposal of radioactive waste in May of
1998. We hope to make our first shipments this year if pending litigation is resolved
favorably, a crucial step forward in providing for the permanent disposal of a por-
tion of the Department’s long-lived radioactive waste and the accelerated closure of
sites like Rocky Flats.
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INTRODUCTION

Before discussing our fiscal year 2000 budget request, I would like to provide an
overview of our program and some of our accomplishments in the past year. We con-
tinue to work towards the goal we have established to clean up as many of the re-
maining contaminated sites as possible by 2006, safely and cost-effectively. Indeed,
when we came before you at this time last year, we had 53 sites requiring active
cleanup. Having completed cleanup at three sites, with transfer of another two sites
to the State of North Dakota at its request, that number is now reduced to 48, and
will decrease by six more sites by the end of fiscal year 2000. By working towards
our goal for accelerated cleanup, we not only reduce the hazards presently facing
our workforce and the public, but also reduce the long-term financial burden on the
taxpayer. For every year that a site remains open because cleanup has not been
completed, we are paying a “mortgage” of overhead costs for activities such as site
security, facility operations, personnel, and safety. The fiscal year 2000 budget re-
quest is now fully structured to emphasize site closure and project completion.

A. MEETING THE CHALLENGE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL LEGACY

The EM program is responsible for managing and cleaning up the environmental
legacy of the nation’s nuclear weapons and government nuclear energy projects. Be-
ginning with World War II, DOE and its predecessor agencies developed the largest
government-owned industry in the United States, responsible for nuclear weapons
research, development, testing, and production as well as a variety of other nuclear-
related research projects. When most nuclear weapons production operations ceased
in 1989, DOE established the Office of Environmental Management to address the
environmental legacy of nuclear weapons production and other nuclear-related pro-
grams. Our responsibilities include facilities and sites in 30 states and one territory
which encompass about 2.1 million acres—an area equal to that of Rhode Island and
Delaware combined.

Although EM is often referred to as the “cleanup program,” this term can be mis-
leading if it is interpreted to compare EM’s program to EPA’s Superfund program
or the environmental restoration program at the Department of Defense. In addition
to these “standard” cleanup duties at DOE sites, EM is also responsible for the
world’s largest nuclear stewardship program, which maintains the safety and secu-
rity of more than 25 metric tons of weapons-usable plutonium and over two thou-
sand tons of intensely radioactive spent nuclear fuel, and for carrying out critical
nuclear non-proliferation programs.

Completing the cleanup of the legacy from nuclear weapons production will allow
the Department to focus on its science, security, and energy missions and will fulfill
commitments to communities and, where appropriate, return lands and facilities to
the communities for reuse.

Finally, it is important to note that the nature of much of the waste handled by
DOE is fundamentally different from most chemical waste cleanup programs, since
radioactive waste cannot be broken down into constituent elements, but instead re-
quires isolation from the environment through treatment and/or disposal while it
decays. Because of the frequently long-lived radioactive nature of the 36 million
cubic meters of waste (containing about one billion curies of radioactivity), we can
treat it, stabilize it, contain it, isolate it and monitor it, but we cannot destroy it
with currently available technology.

B. ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND PROGRESS—CLEANING UP AND CLOSING SITES

I am pleased to report that our program has produced substantial cleanup results
at contaminated nuclear facilities around the country. For example:

Since 1989, we have completed necessary cleanup actions at nearly half (about
4,100) of individual waste sites (known as “release sites”) out of a total inventory
of 9,700 release sites.

We completed surface cleanups of all 22 large uranium mill tailings sites as well
as more than 5,300 “vicinity properties,” including elementary schools and homes.
This project included remediation of over 40 million cubic yards of contaminated soil
and material, a volume that would cover a football field with a mound of dirt four
miles high. We are now monitoring low-level ground water contamination at some
mill tailings sites, with active remediation planned at three sites.

We have made significant steps toward beginning transuranic waste disposal op-
erations at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico—we received cer-
tification from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in May 1998 that WIPP
met disposal standards and notification in June 1998 from the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board that WIPP can be operated safely.
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We successfully operated two high-level waste vitrification facilities in South
Carolina and New York, where last year we converted nearly 2,500 cubic meters of
waste into 331 canisters of “glass logs” ready for disposal. The first phase of the
high-level waste vitrification campaign at the West Valley, New York facility was
completed in fiscal year 1998, under budget and ahead of schedule, and we are now
vitrifying the tank heels.

The Department awarded the second part of “Phase 1” of a “privatization” con-
tract, covering the extended design of new facilities for the treatment of a portion
of the high-level waste in the tanks at the Hanford Site in Washington.

We finished connecting community drinking water hookups surrounding
Brookhaven National Laboratory in New York. We have sponsored more than 1,500
hookups for off-site residences from fiscal year 1996 through fiscal year 1998 to en-
sure that residents’ drinking water supply remains unaffected during long-term
ground water cleanup.

In support of non-proliferation goals, we have now completed a total of eight ship-
ments of spent nuclear fuel from foreign research reactors from fifteen countries, in-
cluding Chile, South Korea, and Columbia. Seven shipments have been received at
the Savannah River Site in South Carolina and, in fiscal year 1998, the first ship-
ment to the Idaho National Engineering and Environment Laboratory was com-
pleted.

We completed “closure” of a second high-level waste tank at the Savannah River
Site in South Carolina. After removing waste, the tank was backfilled using an in-
novative grout to immobilize residual radionuclides.

We disposed of 30,000 cubic meters of low-level waste and 10,000 cubic meters
of mixed low-level waste in fiscal year 1998 alone.

At Rocky Flats, we stabilized or repackaged about 5,000 kilograms of plutonium-
bearing residues in fiscal year 1998. In addition, Rocky Flats staff drained acid plu-
tonium liquids from two 2 liquid-piping systems in Building 771 and then removed
the pipes.

We demonstrated 40 alternative technology systems and made 42 systems ready
for implementation with cost and engineering performance information.

Field operations’ use of new technologies that can reduce cleanup cost and sched-
ules is gaining momentum. EM has verified the first-time use of alternative tech-
nologies at a site in 108 instances at cleanup projects throughout the DOE complex
in fiscal year 1998.

We continue to use pollution prevention techniques to reduce our overall costs. In
fiscal year 1998 alone, DOE sites completed over 700 pollution prevention projects,
f\voiding the generation of 45,000 cubic meters and saving an estimated $155 mil-
ion.

We continued our financial management improvements: at the end of fiscal year
1998, our uncosted balances were lower than the established benchmark for the
third year in a row.

We are proud of our accomplishments, but also realize that completing our
daunting task will require accelerated cleanup and greater efficiency if we are to
succeed at the level of funding requested in the year fiscal year 2000.

THE FISCAL YEAR 2000 REQUEST REFLECTS THE EVOLUTION OF THE EM PROGRAM

We have been giving priority to high risk problems such as stabilizing and ensur-
ing the security of plutonium, stabilizing tanks containing high-level radioactive
waste, and ensuring the safe storage of spent nuclear fuel, including foreign re-
search reactor fuel in support of non-proliferation goals. We are working to accel-
erate cleanup and reduce “mortgages,” and have aligned our budgeting and manage-
ment systems to support this goal. We are integrating waste and materials manage-
ment across the DOE complex to support closure of sites like Rocky Flats and to
improve the efficiency of our operations. We also know that successful cleanup re-
quires investing in developing and deploying more effective technologies; without
successful investments in innovative technologies, the cost and technical challenges
would make long-term success impossible. Finally, we have found that performing
good technical work is not enough. Getting the job done requires cooperation with
regulators and other stakeholders. We have supported effective public participation
through continued relationships with states and site-specific and national advisory
boards, as well as funding for Indian tribes potentially affected by our activities.

The fiscal year 2000 request of $5.7 billion, $100 million more than the level ap-
propriated in fiscal year 1999, reflects our effort to maintain a stable program that
provides sufficient resources to meet our multiple demands of risk reduction, compli-
ance and mortgage reduction.
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A. MANAGEMENT REFORMS

In last year’s presentation to you, we described a number of changes in the way
EM manages its work to better reflect our focus on completion and closure and to
provide better accountability to program managers, Congress, and our stakeholders.
The reforms begun in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 have now been institu-
tionalized and are more fully integrated across the different components of the pro-

gram.
1. Taking a Project-Based Approach to Cleanup

The EM program has made great strides over the last several years in organizing
the work that must be accomplished to complete the cleanup of the weapons com-
plex into “projects.” These projects have end-state goals and contain schedules and
life cycle costs for achieving those goals. This “projectizing” of the work has resulted
in increased site ownership and accountability and improved cost-effectiveness in
planning and conducting our work. We recognize, however, that improvements are
needed, for example, in the way the projects are structured and in the underlying
baseline data defining schedules and life-cycle cost to complete each project. We are
actively working to improve the quality of data by implementing a more formal sys-
tem to control and document changes to the project baselines, and are also pursuing
various strategies to validate the baselines. To determine if these efforts have been
effective, the Secretary has requested that the Office of the Inspector General re-
view some representative projects in July, and report back on additional improve-
ments that may be needed. Through such efforts, we expect to see data quality im-
prove with each subsequent update.

With more than 350 projects of the scope and complexity of those facing EM, it
is critical that we clearly define what we are trying to accomplish, how and when
we are going to accomplish it, and at what cost; and that we are applying sound
project management practices. To improve our project management performance,
EM is developing the capability to conduct in-house independent reviews of projects
to examine their cost, schedule, and technical baseline, as well as other parameters
of good project management. Our reviews use experts within DOE and in external
organizations with nationally-recognized expertise in project management. EM has
conducted independent reviews of three privatization projects—the Hanford Tank
Waste Remediation System, the Oak Ridge Transuranic Waste Treatment project,
and the Carlsbad Transuranic Waste Transportation Project—and a review of alter-
natives to the In-Tank Precipitation process at the Savannah River Site. In addi-
tion, the Office of Field Management has conducted a number of baseline reviews,
as directed by report language accompanying the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act of fiscal year 1998. We are using the recommendations from
these reviews to improve the management of our projects.

2. Restructuring the Budget

In fiscal year 1999, we established a new budget structure to align with our goals
of accelerated cleanup and to support project-based management of our work, allow-
ing us to more closely track costs and performance at a project level. The fiscal year
2000 budget request continues that structure, but is now built from the ground up,
one project at a time, with costs, schedules and expectations for performance identi-
fied for each project. Congress supported this change to “projectizing” our work in
last year’s budget request and directed EM to prepare its fiscal year 2000 budget
request based on individual projects, an approach we fully support.

The budget and management structure is based on our vision of completing clean-
up at as many sites as possible by the year 2006. These accounts—in both the de-
fense and non-defense portions of the budget—are:

—Site Closure Account.—Includes funding for sites for which the EM program has
established a goal of completing its cleanup mission by the end of fiscal year
2006. After EM’s cleanup mission is complete at these sites, no further Depart-
mental mission is envisioned, except for limited long-term surveillance and
maintenance, and the sites will be available for some alternative use;

—Site/Project Completion Account.—Funds cleanup projects anticipated to be
completed by fiscal year 2006 that are located at sites or facilities where a DOE
mission (e.g., weapons research/production or scientific research) will continue
beyond 2006;

—Post 2006 Completion Account.—Funds projects and site cleanup that are too
technically complicated and expensive to be completed by 2006 and includes
treatment of high-level wastes and cleanup of large intensely contaminated
“canyon” buildings.
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3. Measuring—and Managing—Performance

In accordance with the Government Performance and Results Act, EM has moved
aggressively to develop and implement a performance-based budget that measures
tangible, on-the-ground accomplishments to demonstrate results for the resources
provided. EM has established Corporate Performance Measures that demonstrate
environmental cleanup progress and provide a balanced approach to assessing effec-
tiveness and efficiency. The fiscal year 2000 budget request provides quantitative
performance goals at the project level for these Corporate Measures. By combining
this project data at the Operations/Field Office level, we have established Manage-
ment Commitments that are being used to review and evaluate quantitatively per-
formance in the field.

We began developing the current performance measurement system in fiscal year
1994 when EM became a pilot program under the Government Performance and Re-
sults Act. We have continually refined the system and have made significant
progress in incorporating the requirements and spirit of the Act into our manage-
ment system. The measures we have established—quantities of waste disposed, re-
lease sites completed, nuclear materials stabilized, facilities deactivated and decom-
missioned—represent tangible progress, not just paper progress, that link to our
cleanup goals. The performance measurement system is increasingly integrated
from top to bottom—from the EM Program level across the complex to the project
level in the field. The accuracy and consistency of the data have improved from year
to year and, as reliability improves, the determination of the field and the Program
to meet their performance commitments increases as well. We are now working to
improve our life-cycle quantity estimates so that they can be used to set near-term
performance goals.

B. PROGRESS TOWARD COMPLETING CLEANUP

By focusing on completing cleanup at most of our sites by 2006, we expect to sub-
stantially reduce life-cycle costs. We have made substantial progress towards this
vision. We are completing site cleanups: in fiscal year 1998, EM completed surface
cleanups at all uranium mill tailings sites with the completion of the last two of
the 22 originally designated sites. EM is scheduled to complete its work at another
three sites in fiscal year 1999, specifically Sandia National Laboratory in California,
Ames Laboratory in Iowa, and Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory in New Jersey;
and this fiscal year 2000 budget request provides funds for completion of another
three sites—Argonne National Laboratory-West in Idaho, the General Atomics site
in California, and the Battelle Columbus-King Avenue site, in Ohio.

We are making progress toward reaching our closure goals at Rocky Flats and
other closure sites. Rocky Flats has defined the critical path for closing in fiscal year
2010 and is now revising this “baseline” to reflect a closure goal of 2006. This fiscal
year 2010 baseline identifies a number of opportunities to accelerate closure and
achieve the fiscal year 2006 goal, such as accelerating off-site shipments of pluto-
nium residues and metals and oxides by two years and decommissioning facilities
more efficiently. The accelerated closure goal is obviously aggressive, and we have
a lot of challenges ahead—including beginning operations at WIPP to allow for the
disposal of Rocky Flats transuranic waste. However, we are committed to making
our best efforts, and the fiscal year 2000 budget request supports the current base-
line and activities already identified as necessary to meet the fiscal year 2006 goal.
For example, the fiscal year 2000 request provides for shipments of plutonium-bear-
ing materials to Savannah River Site for temporary storage. It also includes decom-
missioning of the Building 779 cluster, a former plutonium production facility, by
June 2000, constituting not only an acceleration of the schedule for this specific
project, but also providing an opportunity to examine technologies to accelerate the
overall schedule for decommissioning, useful for other projects at Rocky Flats and
throughout the DOE complex.

We continue on track at the Mound and Fernald sites in Ohio, with a goal of turn-
ing over as many of the facilities at the sites as possible to the communities for pri-
vate use. In fiscal year 1998, for example, the Department executed a sales agree-
ment with the Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation for trans-
fer of facilities and structures at the Mound Site, documenting our commitment to
completing work at the site. We are seeing progress at our sites funded from the
Non-Defense account as well: in fiscal year 1998, we completed the primary vitrifica-
tion campaign of the high-level waste at the West Valley Demonstration Project
ahead of schedule, and have begun the vitrification of high-level waste tank heels
which will continue through fiscal year 2001.

We are also making progress at our larger sites, where cleanup will continue be-
yond 2006, in completing projects and reducing the mortgage and the “footprint” of
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the cleanup task. For example, we completed deactivation of N-Reactor in fiscal year
1998, the last of nine production reactors at the Hanford Site in Washington. This
involved the deactivation of 86 facilities and the removal of 33 grouted “monoliths”
containing most of N-Reactor’s high-dose materials. Completing the deactivation at
N-Reactor reduced overhead costs of safely maintaining the facility from about $20
million to $500,000 a year. In addition, C-Reactor was placed in safe storage, with
the result that inspection requirements can be reduced from every one to every five
years, and with an annual surveillance and maintenance savings of $190,000.

After completing active cleanup, the Federal Government will be obligated to
maintain some controls at many sites to monitor, maintain, and provide information
on the stabilized and contained residual contamination. These activities are nec-
essary to ensure the continuing integrity of the cleanup and the protection of public
health and safety. Such long-term stewardship will include passive or active controls
and, often, treatment of groundwater over a long period of time. The extent of long-
term stewardship required at a particular site will depend on the remedy and re-
sulting end-state developed in consultation among DOE and other representatives
of the Administration, Congress, Tribal Nations, representatives of regulatory agen-
cies including state and local authorities, representatives of non-governmental orga-
nizations, and interested members of the public. The Department is committed to
meeting its obligations to provide long-term stewardship of these sites.

Funding for long-term stewardship is managed through various organizations, in-
cluding (1) the Grand Junction Office, which funds long-term surveillance and main-
tenance at closed uranium mill tailings sites and several former nuclear weapons
sites, such as the Pinellas Site, as well as closed experimental reactors; (2) the Ne-
vada Operations Office, which funds long-term surveillance and maintenance for
former nuclear explosion sites, located in Alaska, Colorado, Mississippi, New Mexico
and Nevada; and (3) individual DOE Operations Offices, where cleanup of some
areas has been completed but other activities continue. We are currently preparing
a study on long-term stewardship, pursuant to the settlement of a lawsuit on the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (NRDC v. Richardson). We expect
to complete the study by December 2000.

C. SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The EM Program has made significant changes in the way our science and tech-
nology program conducts its business of providing new or improved cleanup solu-
tions. No longer solely a developer of cleanup technologies, this program has ex-
tended its role to provide the full range of science and technology resources and ca-
pabilities that are needed to deliver and support fully developed, deployable solu-
tions to DOE’s cleanup and long-term environmental stewardship problems—from
basic research through development, demonstration, deployment and technical as-
sistance. We are also enhancing the membership of our Focus Areas—the teams
that address DOE’s five major environmental problems—to include a lead national
laboratory for each team to complement talent already on the teams. It is our intent
that these teams of the Nation’s best available environmental scientists will serve
as “centers of expertise” to provide the broadened services assumed by this program.

More than 500 site-identified environmental problems need new technological so-
lutions if we are to meet EM cleanup goals. Over 80 percent of these problems are
categorized as high and medium priority. To provide sound advanced planning and
a well executed strategy to ensure we are making the best possible science and tech-
nology investments to meet these needs, we have recently developed three com-
plementary products: an EM R&D Program Plan that “maps” investments in solu-
tions to our cleanup needs, a Strategic Plan for the Office of Science and Technology
(OST) to administer these investment plans, and an OST Management Plan that
delineates improved business processes. These new plans provide a fully integrated
approach that ensures our science and technology activities are planned and man-
aged in an interactive, coordinated and participatory relationship with EM cleanup
project managers and stakeholders.

The request of $230.5 million in fiscal year 2000 support science and technology
activities that:

—meet the highest priority cleanup project needs

—reduce the cost of EM’s costliest cleanup projects

—reduce technology risk

—accelerate and increase technology deployment by bridging the gap between de-

velopment and use

EM’s past investments in science and technology are already making important
cleanup contributions. Let me offer some examples:
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During fiscal year 1998, innovative technologies made an increasingly important
contribution in cleanup actions at the sites. For instance:

—The Savannah River Site used an improved in-tank grouting process to seal the
second of 24 high-level waste tanks that must be emptied and sealed with grout
to trap the residual waste and strengthen tank integrity.

—The Borehole Miner, which was adapted from the mining industry and uses a
water jet to mobilize waste for pumping, was used at Oak Ridge to remove
sludge and saltcake from underground storage, successfully transferring 95 per-
cent of the waste from five hydrofracture tanks. This technology provides access
to previously inaccessible areas.

We now have several technologies to treat mixed waste, including polymer
macroencapsulation. Waste from over 20 sites has been treated using this process,
where solid waste is encased in a non-leaching plastic monolith suitable for disposal.

We are now able to safely perform tasks in extremely hazardous environments
using remotely operated robotic equipment, such as the “Houdini vehicle.” The Hou-
dini can be inserted through 24-inch openings into radioactive tanks and then
opened into a four-by-five foot mini-bulldozer, complete with a plow blade, manipu-
lator and remote cameras to perform various tasks. The Houdini provides access to
the interior of the tank, which was previously inaccessible.

During fiscal year 1998, 40 technologies that meet needs identified by site per-
sonnel were demonstrated. All of these technologies reduce risk and/or costs associ-
ated with cleanup or provide technical solutions that did not previously exist. An-
other 42 alternative technologies were made available for implementation in clean-
up projects during fiscal year 1998. Valuable cost and engineering performance data
are available for all of our technologies as they are made available for implementa-
tion. Many other new technologies are currently in late stages of development and
will be ready for use in time to contribute to our accelerated cleanup goals.

We are also seeing significant success in moving beneficial technologies out into
the field through the Technology Deployment Initiative (now known as Accelerated
Site Technology Deployment), begun in fiscal year 1998. In fiscal year 1998, we ini-
tiated 14 competitively-selected projects, resulting in 13 deployments by the year’s
end, and another 42 projects were selected for possible funding in fiscal year 1999.
In our fiscal year 2000 budget request, deployment assistance activities are an inte-
gral part of the work performed by the Focus Areas, rather than a separately budg-
eted activity.

Our Environmental Management Science Program (EMSP), which is managed in
partnership with DOE’s Office of Science and operates in tandem with the Focus
Areas, is EM’s assurance that basic scientific knowledge is advanced to support the
development of cutting-edge environmental technologies. This program is proving to
be a programmatic and management success for DOE’s cleanup effort. The National
Academy of Sciences has given EMSP high marks, and it was recognized with the
Vice President’s “Hammer Award” in 1998 for the innovative management ap-
proaches it is using. Research sponsored by EMSP is providing some significant
technical results. For example, researchers at the University of Washington are ge-
netically engineering a natural soil bacterium with high resistance to radiation into
a natural detoxifier for complex mixed wastes. The efforts may yield an inexpensive,
effective bioremediation of contaminated sites.

In fiscal year 1998, we awarded 33 3-year EMSP grants in two areas to respond
to EM technology needs: decontamination and decommissioning, and high-level ra-
dioactive waste. During fiscal year 1999, we have issued Request for Proposals so-
licitations for vadose zone, subsurface contamination research, and research on the
biological effects of exposure to low doses of ionizing radiation.

D. COMPLEX-WIDE INTEGRATION TO SUPPORT CLEANUP

Critical to our success in closing sites and accelerating our work is integrating the
way the Department manages its waste and materials by making the best use of
the unique capabilities at DOE sites to address cleanup problems. This means tak-
ing a corporate view of EM’s work and sharing information and resources across
sites. Our integration initiative is seeking to consolidate treatment, storage and dis-
posal facilities where it makes good sense; apply innovative technologies at multiple
sites; eliminate redundant facilities and use available capacity rather than construct
new facilities; and apply lessons-learned and site successes complex-wide.

We have made significant progress in the past year in building the information
base and the institutional structure to support and encourage integration. For ex-
ample, we now have complex-wide data on waste and material inventories, both cur-
rent and projected, and on their disposition pathways. Cross-site teams are identi-
fying and evaluating integration opportunities, such as the consolidation of small
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quantities of transuranic waste currently being stored at small sites such as Battelle
Columbus in Ohio and Energy Technology Engineering Center in California. These
efforts will provide the technical basis and focal point for working with local commu-
nities and regulators, as well as within the Department, on integration proposals.

We have several key initiatives to facilitate closure by moving materials to other
sites for interim storage, with requested funds supporting the necessary activities
in both the receiving and the sending sites. For example, the Department has been
consolidating storage of certain special nuclear materials, such as plutonium. Pluto-
nium weapons components from the Rocky Flats Site for example, have been
shipped to the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico or to the Pantex
Plant in Texas, an action that is now complete. This consolidation has allowed the
Department to greatly reduce the cost of maintaining security for the remaining plu-
tonium materials at the Rocky Flats Site.

Second, the Department has proposed shipping certain plutonium metals and ox-
ides (non-pit plutonium) from the Rocky Flats Site to the Savannah River Site in
South Carolina. The Savannah River Site is in the process of modifying the K Area
facilities to store this excess plutonium, consistent with a recently issued decision
made in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Third, the Department is seeking to share facilities with comparable capabilities
to avoid duplication in treating and disposing of similar wastes. We have been con-
ducting extensive technical analyses and working with state representatives and
with other stakeholders to address both technical and non-technical issues. In fiscal
year 1999 we expect to make decisions based on the Waste Management Pro-
grammatic Environmental Impact Statement that will further clarify the number of
low-level and mixed low-level waste treatment and disposal facilities that will be
needed for DOE’s wastes. These decisions are likely to result in some consolidation
of waste disposal as well as development of capabilities that do not currently exist,
capabilities that are needed to support closure of sites.

Finally, the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico provides one of the
most compelling examples of shipping nuclear waste to greatly reduce costs and
risks. Currently a large amount of transuranic waste is being stored at about two
dozen sites around the United States. In many cases, this waste has been stored
for decades with no place to go for disposal. Beginning disposal operations at WIPP
will allow the Department to reduce the number of sites where this type of waste
is stored and is critical to the closure of sites such as Rocky Flats, where the site
cannot be cleaned up and closed unless the transuranic waste is disposed of. We
have made significant steps toward beginning disposal operations, but still need to
resolve outstanding litigation and permitting issues so that disposal operations can
begin. Our ability to meet waste management commitments in other states—most
notably in Idaho and Colorado—is dependent on beginning operations.

CONCLUSION

The EM program has a vision for completing cleanup at most sites by 2006. Fo-
cusing on this goal will not only accelerate risk reduction, but will result in substan-
tial cost reductions that can be applied to cleanup at other sites. Realizing this vi-
sion will require a sustained national commitment. We understand that this is at-
tainable only with an enormous amount of work and with the Department working
cooperatively with Congress.

APPENDIX A
SUMMARY OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET

The total fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Department of Energy’s Environ-
mental Management Program is $5.7 billion in traditional budget authority and
$228 million of privatization funding. The fiscal year 2000 appropriation will fund
cleanup at sites in twenty-two states across the Nation. Five sites receive two-thirds
of Environmental Management funding—Savannah River Site in South Carolina,
Hanford Site in Washington, Rocky Flats in Colorado, Idaho National Engineering
and Environment Laboratory in Idaho, and Oak Ridge Reservation in Tennessee.
This section describes progress and highlights from the fiscal year 2000 budget re-
quest for the major Environmental Management sites and other selected sites.

Tables 1 and 2 summarize our fiscal year 2000 request, organized by the five pri-
mary appropriation accounts and by Operations/Field Office and Site, respectively.

Our fiscal year 2000 budget proposal provides details on each project, including
performance measures, which we use to hold managers accountable, and expect to
be held accountable by Congress. We would like to summarize the budget request
and some major activities for several sites:
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. Savannah River Site, South Carolina;

. Hanford, Washington;

. Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Colorado;

Idaho National Engineering and Environmental Laboratory, Idaho;
. Oak Ridge Reservation, Tennessee;

. Fernald Environmental Management Project, Ohio;

. Waste Isolation Pilot Project, New Mexico;

. Los Alamos, New Mexico;

. West Valley Demonstration Project, New York;

10. Wiamisburg Environmental Management Project (Mound Site);
11. Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project, Missouri;

12. Nevada Test Site, Nevada;

13. Brookhaven National Laboratory, New York;

14. California Sites.

TABLE 1.—ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST!

[Dollars in thousands]

© 00 =TI TR 0D =

Defense Def. EM

Program Account Facilities Defense EM Privatiza- ~ Non-Def EM UE DZé(D Total
Closure tion un

Site ClOSUME ...vveeeeceirerircereeieceeeieeeis $1,058,892 oo e $211,146 oo $1,265,638

Site/Project Completion $980,919 100,866 1,081,785

Post 2006 Completion 2,513,548 18,922 2,532,470

UE D&D Fund $240,198 240,198

Program Direction 349,409 349,409

Science & Technology 230,500 230,500
Subtotal, Traditional Budget Au-

ThOMLY oo 1,054,492 4074376 s 330,934 240,198 5,700,000

Privatization $228,000 oo e 228,000

Total EM request .......cccoeoveven. 1,054,492 4,074,376 228,000 330,934 240,198 5,928,000

1Does not include $420,000 payment to the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and D issioning Fund, requested in the Defense

appropriation, Post-2006 Completion account.

TABLE 2.—ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST—FUNDING BY
SITE

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year
1998 1999 2000 con-
appropriation  appropriation gressional
total total request total
Albuquerque operations office:

Albuquerque Operations Office 18,120 8,080 5,550
Grand Junction 14,015 7,163 8,500
Kansas City Plant 3,513 1,756 1,100
Los Alamos Nat. Lab. ......... 131,315 81,574 110,834
Lovelace-BERI ......... 789 478 481
Maxey Flats ..... 8,000 1,200 1,200
Monticello ....... 25,558 34,250 22,000
Pantex Plant ... 23,243 11,299 15,000
Pinellas ....cccoevevveevevinenes 2,318 2,797 5,500

Sandia National Laboratory 48,368 27,260

UMTRA Ground Water Sites 5,559 5,902

UMTRA Surface Sites ...... 35,936 20,782
SUDTOLAL oo 316,734 202,541 202,600
Carlshad area office: Waste Isolation Pilot Plant ...........cccccccovunen. 173,700 185,404 186,404

Chicago operations office:
Ames Laboratory .........ccooeveeveeveeeeeeeceeeee e 363 306 260
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TABLE 2.—ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST—FUNDING BY

SITE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year

1998 1999 2000 con-
appropriation  appropriation gressional
total total request total
Argonne Nat. Lab.—East ..o 15,921 18,170 19,761
Argonne Nat. Lab.—WeSt ......ccooovvimeieeeeeeeeeeeee e 3,630 1,142 809
Brookhaven National Lab. ..o 26,137 30,001 29,553
Chicago Operations ................. 435 1,101 644
Princeton Plasma Physics Lah. 3,290 3,343 3,073
Subtotal 49,776 54,063 54,100
Idaho operations office: INEE| 415,556 435,642 409,422
Nevada operations office:
AMCRITKA .o s 848 765 592
Central NTS/Project Shoal .......cccoooeeveruerecieeeeeeeeeeeiane 1,858 4,160 4,969
Gashuggy/Gnome G0ach ..........cccoevvevvcveueeereeieseeeeceeseeeines 235 66 278
Nevada Test Site .......cccoeirveeiieieiieiseesee e 64,985 73,045 76,673
Rio BIANCO/RUIISON ... eeere e 160 75 2,669
SAIMON SItE oottt seeneees 832 1,970 126
SUDTOTAL oeeeeee e 68,918 80,081 85,307
Ohio field office:
ASHEADUIA oo 14,637 15,405 15,405
COIUMDBUS oot 12,567 12,125 16,134
FEIMAIA oot 258,700 274,002 280,589
MIAMISBUIE et 86,622 88,949 93,353
ONi0 Field OFfICE ..ovvveeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeee et seniees eevteesaensrsanes 9 9
WESE ValIBY .ot 113,746 107,353 107,353
SUDTOTAL eeeee et 486,272 497,928 512,928
Oakland operations office:
Energy Technology Engineering Center .........ococoveevvvveenenne 17,625 16,494 17,398
General AOMICS .....cveeeveeeveeeeveeee ettt eneenes 4,280 2,030 1,100
GENEIal EIBCHTIC ovoveveieiceeeeeee e eeeeieenee v s 313 500
Lab. for Energy-Related Health ..o 6,802 4,389 3,863
Lawrence Berkeley Nat. Lab. .......ccccoooeeivivviiiecceccceceeae 9,265 10,668 11,098
Lawrence Livermore Lab. ......c.coooeveeueeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeee e 54,210 49,214 49,891
Oakland Operations OffiCe ........cccooorrerreererereeiieieeieseeieeians 2,279 2,700 1,100
Separations Process Res. UNit ..........coooeeeveiecieiiieiecieiieis ceeeteeviriieiiee eeevveesessinians 500
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center ..........ccooovvvvevvcvreveeeennnee 1,006 1,000 1,400
Subtotal 95,467 86,808 86,850
Oak Ridge operations office:
Oak Ridge National Lab. ..o 49,439 59,677 57,805
0Oak Ridge Offsites 53,131 22,516 23,839
0ak Ridge Operations Office .......ccccoeveeereemeeierierecersesenenne 5,027 8,809 10,930
0ak Ridge ReServation ........ccoeoeveeveererermireererecreeesseeseennnns 290,340 275,957 310,987
Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant .. 39,582 35,983 37,500
Portsmouth Gaseous Diffusion Plant 43,053 35,119 37,500
Weldon SPring L ...t 66,686 63,500 52,000
SUDEOAL <oveeee e 547,258 501,561 530,561
Rocky Flats field office:
Rocky Flats Environmental Tech Site .......ccccccoevevevieierernnnae 611,303 638,397 637,132
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TABLE 2.—ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FISCAL YEAR 2000 BUDGET REQUEST—FUNDING BY
SITE—Continued

[In thousands of dollars]

Fiscal year

1998 1999 2000 con-

appropriation  appropriation gressional

total total request total

Rocky Flats Field Office .......cocoeoeieeieeeecceee e 20,797 18,803 20,078
Subtotal 632,100 657,200 657,210

Richland operations office:

HANTOMd ..o 906,861 953,001 1,028,280
Richland Operations Office ........ccocooeeceiveeeieeeeceeeceeae 44 536 45,491 36,831
Subtotal 951,397 998,492 1,065,111

Savannah River operations office:
Savannah River 0ps Office .......cccoeoeveiverecceecccceeeeeeian 28,117 33,157 30,280
Savannah RIiVEr Site .....cccevevverieereieevesees s 1,099,806 1,181,789 1,192,220
SUDTOTAL oveeeeeeeee et 1,127,923 1,214,946 1,222,500
Other:
Multi-Site Programs ..........cccoceevverververeeieeieeeesse e 113,053 85,542 77,098

Program Direction .......
Science & Technology .

345,000 337,073 349,409
269,213 243,156 230,500

Ur/Th ReIMbBUrSEMENt ... 40,000 30,000 30,000
SUDEOAL oeeeee e 767,266 695,771 687,007
EM Subtotal: 5,632,367 5,610,437 5,700,000

FFTF (trans to NE in fiscal year 1999) .......cccc..c..... A1,727
Y2K Supplemental Appropriation .........cccoccecvminices woevverieniinnenns 13,840
Use of Uncosted Balances ..........cccccovvveevereerreennnnee (11,253) (20,658)
Total, traditional budget authority ..........ccccccoeoveveriirncnae 5,662,841 5,603,619 5,700,000
Privatization ..o 200,000 228,357 228,000

EM 0tal oo 5,862,841 5831,976 5,928,000

L1t is the intent of the Environmental Management Program to fund the Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project at
a program level of $63.5 million. The Program will work to identify sources for this important activity.

Savannah River Site, South Carolina Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Defense, Site/Project Completion .......cccccceeeeiieviiieeeniieeeiieeeeieeeeeeeesveee s $397,636
Defense, Post-2006 ........c..ccocviiieiiieeeiiieeciieeecieeeeeeeesrreeesveeeeaveeesraeeeesseeeenes 824,864
TOLAL ettt ettt ettt ettt e et beete e b e beesa e be et ebeeraenbeeanennas 1,222,500

The Savannah River Site continues its work to stabilize legacy nuclear materials
and spent fuel from both the Savannah River Site and other sites across the com-
plex, including plutonium residues and other plutonium-bearing materials from the
Rocky Flats Site in Colorado. This work is critical both in resolving health and safe-
ty concerns about these radioactive materials, now in liquid or unstable forms un-
suitable for long-term storage, and in supporting closure goals at Rocky Flats. In
July 1997, the Secretary approved the operation of both the F-Canyon and H-Can-
yon, for the stabilization of “at-risk” nuclear materials. By the end of fiscal year
1998, these canyons had stabilized 3,500 gallon of Pu-242 solutions, 80,000 gallons
of Pu-239 solutions, 16,000 corroding targets, and 144 canisters of failed or declad
spent nuclear fuel. We expect to complete activities in the F-Canyon by fiscal year
2002 and in the H-Canyon in fiscal year 2005.

We are not requesting funding for the Actinide Packaging and Storage Facility
(APSF) in fiscal year 2000. In light of the recent decision by the Department identi-
fying Savannah River Site as the preferred location for new missions related to ex-
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cess plutonium disposition, we have decided to temporarily suspend work on this fa-
cility until we can reevaluate the facility’s overall requirements to ensure, for exam-
ple, that the facility is properly sized and integrated with other facilities, given
these new missions. We are, however, continuing modification of facilities in the K-
Area and, pending completion of the appropriate NEPA analysis, will be ready to
receive surplus plutonium-bearing materials from Rocky Flats in January 2000, sup-
porting the accelerated closure of that site.

Much of the EM work at the Savannah River Site that will be completed after
fiscal year 2006 involves management of approximately 34 million gallons of high-
level waste in tanks, including vitrifying waste for final disposal and removing
waste from storage tanks so the tanks can be closed. While this is a long-term
project, we have made significant progress. In fiscal year 1998, the Savannah River
Site workers closed another storage tank in the tank farm, removing waste and
backfilling with grout, and produced 250 canisters of vitrified waste in the Defense
Waste Processing Facility (DWPF), 50 canisters above their fiscal year 1998 target
goal. As of first of March, we had a total of 588 canisters of vitrified waste in stor-
age, or 11 percent of the total amount that needs to be produced.

Our goal for production of canisters in fiscal year 2000, however, is lower. The
budget request supports production of only 100 canisters at DWPF, primarily be-
cause of the need to devote resources to developing an alternative to the In-Tank
Precipitation (ITP) facility that was to pre-treat certain wastes. ITP operations were
terminated in January 1998 because we were unable to successfully pre-treat the
waste and limit the levels of benzene generation in the tanks to a safe and manage-
able levels. We undertook a systems engineering analysis to evaluate all possible
alternatives, which was reviewed by a panel of independent experts. Based on the
review, we are pursuing three options, with a final selection of a technical approach
expected in late fiscal year 2000.

The fiscal year 2000 budget request continues support for receipt and storage at
the Savannah River Site of spent nuclear fuel from domestic and foreign research
reactors in support of national and international non-proliferation goals. In fiscal
year 2000, we expected to receive 67 casks of spent nuclear fuel from foreign and
domestic sources and safely store them at the Savannah River Site’s basins. We will
also continue to treat and reduce our legacy of mixed and low-level waste at the
site through continued operation of the Consolidated Incinerator Facility.

We will also continue the cleanup of contaminated release sites and contaminated
ground water plumes at the Savannah River Site. In fiscal year 2000, we will com-
plete remediation of six release sites and operate eight ground water remediation
systems.

Finally, scientists and engineers at the Savannah River Site have been collabo-
rating to develop a cost-effective path forward for some of the spent fuel through
research and development of new technologies. This work is helping to address one
of our most daunting problems: how to manage spent nuclear fuel and other nuclear
materials without chemical separations. Our investments in the Alternative Tech-
nology Program has shown progress. An Environmental Impact Statement identi-
fying the “melt-and-dilute” process as the preferred alternative to prepare alu-
minum-based spent nuclear fuel for geologic disposal was issued in December 1998,
and a final decision is expected in April 1999. The fiscal year 2000 budget contains
funds for the design of a new facility to implement this treatment process. As other
countries begin to address similar problems, these new U.S.-born technologies will
be available to help.

Hanford Site, Washington Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Defense, Site/Project Completion ........cccccceeeeeieeiiiiiieiniieeeiiee e eeeee e $376,296

Defense, Post-2006 ........cccccovveeeeeeeennnnnns 687,397
Non-defense, Site/Project Completion . . 1,418
Defense, Privatization ..........cccccoeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e eaneree e 106,000

TOLAL .ottt ettt ettt ettt e e abeebeeeebeenaaeenneas 1,171,111

The Hanford Site in Washington remains perhaps our greatest cleanup challenge.
Originally carved out of 560-square mile site in a broad curve in the Columbia River
during World War II, the Hanford site is home to the largest variety of environ-
mental hazards in the former nuclear weapons complex, including large amounts of
spent nuclear fuel, unstable weapons-grade plutonium, 177 underground high level
radioactive waste tanks, and more than a hundred square miles of contaminated
ground water. It is important not to lose site of the successes and accomplishments
that have occurred despite the serious remaining challenges. We believe that our
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fiscal year 2000 budget request for Hanford addresses the requirements for contin-
ued cleanup progress. The Hanford budget is requested largely (65 percent) through
the E’ost-ZOOG Completion Account and the Project/Site Completion Account (35 per-
cent).

One of the extraordinary success stories at Hanford during the past year was the
success deactivation of the N-reactor complex, resulting in an annual mortgage cost
reduction from $20 million to $500,000. This required:

—deactivation of 86 facilities in the N-reactor area;

—removal and treatment of more than a million gallons of contaminated water;

—removal of nearly 5,000 cubic feet of contaminated sediment; and

—retrieval and repackaging of 350 pounds of fuel fragments.

The reactor complex is now in a low-cost “surveillance and maintenance” mode,
pending final disposition, perhaps decades from now.

In fiscal year 1998, we also completed the deactivation of the B Plant, one of Han-
ford’s original World War II plutonium processing facilities, 4 years ahead of sched-
ule and $100 million under budget. The deactivation reduced surveillance and main-
tenance costs at the Plant from $20 million to less than $1 million a year. Deactiva-
tion involved the disposal of 45,000 gallons of bulk hazardous chemicals, the trans-
fer of 23,000 gallon of neutralized acid waste to the tank farms, and the removal
and disposal of 10,000 ft3 of radioactive waste and equipment. The B plant deactiva-
tion also required the successful decoupling of the adjoining Waste Encapsulation
and Storage Facility (WESF), which shared operating systems with B Plant. WESF
stores highly radioactive cesium and strontium capsules and must continue to oper-
ate until the capsules can be dispositioned.

The 177 underground tanks storing over 54 million gallons of highly radioactive
waste remains one of the biggest challenges at the Hanford site. We have made sig-
nificant progress in reducing the hazard of leaks from single-shelled tanks: to date,
we have stabilized 64 tanks that have or are suspected of leaking by transferring
free liquids to non-leaking double shelled tanks. Only three “potential leakers” re-
main to be stabilized, which will be completed following a mutually-agreed upon
schedule negotiated with the State in fiscal year 1999.

The Department is pursuing a privatization approach for obtaining treatment for
the tank waste which, in Phase I, would provide treatment for at least 10 percent
of the waste and 20 to 25 percent of the radioactivity in the tanks. In August 1998,
we signed a contract with BNFL, Inc. that allowed for an initial 24-month period
to enable the contractor to develop more of the design for the treatment facility and
to obtain financing and submit a fixed price bid. In fiscal year 2000, the Department
will decide whether to authorize BNFL to proceed to construction and operation,
based on an evaluation of whether the proposal represents the best value for the
taxpayer.

Following Congressional direction in the Strom Thurmond National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999, the Department has established the Office of
River Protection which will manage all aspects of our efforts to store, retrieve, treat,
immobilize, and dispose of the high level waste from the tank farms. The Depart-
ment has prepared an Integrated Management Plan, provided to Congress in Janu-
ary 1999, which includes 27 new positions out of total of 109 positions that will staff
the Office. The 27 positions have been advertised. In addition, we are proceeding
expeditiously with the appointment of a manager for the Office of River Protection.

We are continuing to dispose of contaminated soil and debris from environmental
restoration operations at Hanford in the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facil-
ity (ERDF). Since opening two year ago, the Department has disposed of more than
a million cubic meters of waste in the ERDF.

We recently restarted stabilization operations for surplus plutonium stored in the
Plutonium Finishing Plant. This is a critical step in the deactivation of the Pluto-
%iurr% F(‘iinishing Plant, which will substantially reduce risk and mortgage costs at

anford.

The Department also completed “cocooning” the C-reactor, one of the eight origi-
nal reactor along the Columbia River. By deactivating and stabilizing the reactors
in this manner, the department will be able to maintain the reactor in a safe and
low cost status until final disposition is performed in 75 years.

Despite some setbacks, we are moving forward with the long-term goal of cleaning
up the Hanford site and making it available for community reuse or conservation
based on a community involvement process appropriate to the large scale of the op-
eration. For example, we are now evaluating issues associated with transferring the
Wahluke Slope along the Columbia River in a manner that is protective of the river
and responsive to community needs.

_ Our fiscal year 2000 budget request supports a number of commitments, includ-
ing:
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—A total of 14 waste site remediations are scheduled for completion in the 100
Area, and 2 more in the 300 Area, with 228,252 m3 (302,366 tons) of soil re-
moved, in addition to the completion of backfill of 10 waste sites.

—Complete closure of cells 1 and 2 in Environmental Restoration Disposal Facil-
ity. Additionally 142,181 m3 (314,400 tons) of soil will be disposed.

—Implement Integrated Groundwater/Vadose Zone science and technology road-
map to support site assessment and remediation and system assessment capa-
bility development.

—Waste Management activities include preparing about 130 m3 of transuranic
waste for shipment to WIPP; initiating disposal of about 2,500 m3 of mixed low-
level waste; disposing of 3,800 m3 of low-level waste; and reducing about one
million gallons of liquids in the high level waste tanks through the Evaporator.

—Complete fuel retrieval, drying, transport and storage system testing to support
commencement of fuel removal from the K-West basin in early fiscal year 2001.

—Continue stabilization of 160 liters of plutonium bearing solutions, and about
238 containers of plutonium metals and oxides. Commence stabilization of about
600 kil(igrams of plutonium bearing residues and plutonium bearing polycube
materials.

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site, Colorado Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Defense SIte CLOSUTE ..uuvveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesanneeenans $657,210

Almost two-thirds (62 percent) of the Defense Closure Account request supports
accelerated cleanup at the Rocky Flats Site, a facility located 16 miles northwest
of Denver, Colorado. The site was used to shape plutonium and uranium weapons
components and for other defense-related production work. The cleanup poses sig-
nificant challenges because of the large amounts of plutonium and other compounds
remaining in tanks and production lines in facilities, the significant volumes of haz-
ardous and radioactive wastes stored throughout the site, and widespread contami-
nation of soils, sediments, and groundwater.

The Rocky Flats Site is one of the featured prototypes, and certainly the largest
site, for our goal of accelerating site cleanup and closure by 2006. There are many
challenges facing this project, but we are confident that by remaining focused on our
goal we can produce substantial savings and provide dramatic risk reduction sooner
then previously expected. Our current baseline is to complete cleanup and closure
by 2010. The General Accounting Office is now assessing the status and obstacles
to accelerated closure and is expected to report its results this Spring. The site con-
tractor is still developing its baseline for accelerated closure. The accelerated closure
baseline will be submitted to DOE in May 1999, and DOE is expected to complete
its validation of the baseline in December 1999. Based on that revised and validated
baseline, we expect to be able to describe in detail what is required to close the site
by 2006 and provide our level of confidence in our ability to close by 2006. Whatever
the result, we have clearly come a long way since the previous contractor estimated
a few years ago that it would take $30 billion and 30 years to complete cleanup at
Rocky Flats.

The key ingredient for closing Rocky Flats is being able to move nuclear materials
and waste off of the site. Making progress in this critical area requires not only pre-
paring the materials and waste for shipment, but also making sure that the receiv-
ing sites are ready. For example, there are approximately 40,000 kilograms of pluto-
nium residues that need to be packaged and sent to WIPP. We are currently modi-
fying a facility to provide temporary storage. However, unless WIPP opens soon, we
will need to provide further alternative storage for those residues; the fiscal year
2000 budget request for Rocky Flats does not include funds to construct such a stor-
age facility. In sum, there are six sites in six states to which we need to ship waste
and materials from Rocky Flats. In some cases we have already begun shipments,
such as the dozens of truckloads of waste that have been already been shipped to
Envirocare in Utah.

The Department has clearly made enormous progress both in reducing risks at
the site, and in greatly improving our management plans for cleanup and closure.
Approximately 5 metric tons of plutonium residues were stabilized and/or repack-
aged in fiscal year 1998, and we expect to stabilize or repackage 32 metric tons in
fiscal year 1999. By the end of fiscal year 1999, all pits and weapons-grade uranium
will be shipped from Rocky Flats to other receiver sites, and about 99 percent of
the residues are projected to be ready for shipment to WIPP or to Savannah River
Site. We are making progress on demolishing buildings at Rocky Flats, not only re-
ducing risks but also reducing mortgage costs required to maintain those excess
buildings: all remaining glove boxes will be removed from Building 779 by the end
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of fiscal year 1999, and Building 729—part of the Building 779 cluster—will be com-
pletely demolished.

The fiscal year 1999 appropriation and fiscal year 2000 budget request for Rocky
Flats ($657 million each year) fund the activities we have already identified as nec-
essary for accelerated closure. If our fiscal year 2000 request for Rocky Flats is fully
funded, we are committed to producing the following results:

—Demolishing the B-779 cluster of buildings, the first plutonium operations

buildings in the world decontaminated and turned to rubble.

—Ship more than 14,000 cubic meters of radioactive waste off site for disposal.

—Process more than 60 metric tons of plutonium residues preparing for safe dis-

position.

—Bring on-line a new plutonium packaging system and package 500 cans of plu-

tonium.

—Ship plutonium metals and oxides to the K-Area at the Savannah River Site

beginning in January 2000, pending completion of NEPA requirements.

The progress at Rocky Flats is also demonstrating the success of the Department’s
performance-based, integrating contractor strategy. Because award fees are based
on meeting specific performance and safety goals, the contractor has a strong incen-
tive to make progress on cleanup.

We understand the importance of continuing to seek ways to accelerate cleanup
at Rocky Flats to reduce risk and long-term costs. We also understand the vital role
of accelerated site closure to the community where commercial and residential de-
velopment along the Denver-Boulder corridor has reached nearly to the fence line
of Rocky Flats.

Idaho National Engineering and Environment Laboratory, Idaho Fiscal Year 2000
Request

[In thousands]
Defense, Site/Project Completion ........cccceeeeiieeeiiieeiiieeeciee e e eeveee s $108,961

Defense, Post-2006 ...........cccovveeevireennes 291,253
Non-defense, Site/Project Completion . . 9,208
Defense, Privatization ..........cccccoeeiivviiiiiiiieiiieeee et eearar e 115,000

TOLAL ittt ettt et et beete b e be e b e be s e beeasebeeanennas 524,422

The fiscal year 2000 budget request for the Idaho National Engineering and Envi-
ronmental Laboratory (INEEL) supports the receipt and safe interim storage of
spent nuclear fuel, including Navy fuel and domestic and foreign research fuel; the
storage and treatment of high level waste in 11 underground tanks; the cleanup of
43 “release sites”, or contaminated areas, and 11 surplus facilities; and the manage-
ment of legacy waste, including transuranic waste to be shipped to WIPP. Many of
the critical activities at the site are subject to the Settlement Agreement signed
with the Governor of Idaho in 1995, which would result in the suspension of ship-
ments of spent nuclear fuel to INEEL if milestones are not met.

One of the most complex challenges at INEEL is the remediation of buried
wastes, such as remediation of the Radioactive Waste Management Complex, of
which the Pit 9 site, a burial pit containing about 250,000 cubic feet of radioactive
waste, is a part. The Pit 9 project is now being conducted by the Management and
Operating (M&O) contractor under an alternative approach supported by the state
and EPA regulators following termination of the previous subcontractor. We began
stage 1, the subsurface investigation, in October 1998, and have met all regulatory
milestones to date. The Pit 9 cleanup was one of our first attempts at fixed-price
contracting for a large and technically complex project, and both the Department
and the contractor learned hard lessons from the experience. We are applying those
lessons in other projects at the site and across the DOE complex.

INEEL plays a key role in providing safe storage and management of spent nu-
clear fuel, in support of the Administration’s non-proliferation goals. INEEL re-
ceived its first shipment of foreign research reactor fuel in fiscal year 1998 and will
continue to receive shipments in fiscal year 1999 and 2000. INEEL is actively im-
proving storage conditions at the site, transferring fuel from wet to dry storage, or
from aging facilities to modern, state-of-the-art facilities. For example, we are stor-
ing spent nuclear fuel and core debris from the Three Mile Island incident at the
INEEL Test Area North and will begin moving the fuel from wet storage into dry
storage at the end of this month. The Department has issued a request-for-proposal
in a privatization initiative to procure a new facility for dry storage of other fuel,
which will be licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. The fiscal year 2000
budget request includes $5 million for this project in the privatization account.
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A significant portion of the INEEL budget request supports the management of
high level waste. INEEL has about 1.4 million gallons of liquid sodium-bearing
waste stored in 11 underground tanks, and about 135,000 cubic feet of calcined
waste in temporary storage. In the near-term, we will continue to calcine the liquid,
a process that converts the liquid waste into dry, granular material resembling
laundry detergent; calcined waste is easier to store and is greatly reduced in vol-
ume. However, the calcining facility will be placed in standby mode on April 30,
1999, as required by the State, until an environmentally safe and economic path for-
ward for the liquid and calcined waste can be identified. Development of an Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement for the high-level waste alternatives is underway and
expected to be finalized in fiscal year 2000.

We continue our efforts to characterize and prepare transuranic waste for ship-
ment to WIPP and to develop the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project, a pri-
vatization project that will provide treatment for transuranic and alpha mixed low-
level waste (waste that contains long-lived radionuclides at levels below those of
transuranic waste). We are, however, in jeopardy of missing a milestone in the Set-
tlement Agreement that requires that we initiate shipment of INEEL transuranic
waste out of Idaho by April 30, 1999, because of the delay in opening WIPP. The
Department considers compliance with the Agreement a top priority and is working
to resolve this issue.

INEEL now operates under the sponsorship of the EM program. As part of the
long-range effort both to further the development of and capitalize on INEEL’s core
competencies, INEEL leads a major integration effort that uses a systems engineer-
ing approach to refine EM waste, spent nuclear fuel, and nuclear disposition base-
lines. The EM integration initiative evaluates cross-site and cross-program opportu-
nities for efficiencies and cost reductions to streamline cleanup.

Finally, the M&O contract for INEEL expires at the end of September of this
year. Contract proposals are due in this month and the contract will be awarded
in June 1999, providing for a three-month transition period. The current contractor,
Lockheed Martin Idaho Technologies Company, has decided not to compete for the
contract, so there will be a new contractor at the site in October. We will work to
ensure a smooth transition that maintains continuity of the projects and schedules.

Oak Ridge Reservation, Tennessee Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Defense, POSt-2006 ...........ccooeeeeiieieeeieeeeeeeeeee et see st eae et sa e eaesas e $264,561
Non-defense, Post-2006 3,802
UE D&D Fund ............. 135,198
Defense, Privatization 32,000

7 Y TP 435,561

The Oak Ridge Reservation is comprised of three facilities—the Y-12 Plant, the
East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) (formerly the K—25 uranium enrichment
facility), and the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). Funding for almost all en-
vironmental management activities at Oak Ridge is included in the Defense, Post-
2006 Completion Account, with funding for the cleanup of ETTP coming from both
this account and the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning
Fund. In the fiscal year 2000, we are requesting that funding for some projects pre-
viously funded in the Non-Defense Account be provided in the Defense Account. We
believe that consolidating funding under one account will provide more managerial
integrity and may reduce indirect and overhead charges compared to funding these
projects from multiple accounts.

The Department continues its efforts to reindustrialize facilities in Oak Ridge,
particularly at ETTP. The primary goal is to clean up ETTP as quickly and as safely
as possible so that the presence of DOE and its contractors can essentially end, and
the site can be reborn as an industrial park. As of November 1998, about 790,000
cubic feet of space has been leased to 43 private companies. In some cases, the De-
partment has conducted cleanup of the building and, in other cases, the private
company is undertaking the cleanup. Overall, we estimate $179 million in savings
in life-cycle costs the Department would otherwise have to spend cleaning up or
maintaining these surplus facilities. The Department is now in the process of devel-
oping a consistent DOE-wide policy for assuring that the health and safety of pri-
vate industry workers at ETTP and other leased facilities are protected. In this way
we will be better able to move ahead with more confidence in our path forward for
this important program.

The fiscal year 2000 request continues support for the decommissioning of the
Molten Salt Reactor Experiment at ORNL. This experimental nuclear reactor was
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designed to use a fuel of highly-reactive uranium-233 blended with a molten salt
coolant. After 4% years of operation, the reactor was shut down in December 1969.
The EM program has begun to make substantial progress, with input from the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, in stabilizing this reactor. For example, the EM pro-
gram has installed and continues operation of a system to remove reactive gases
from the reactor tanks until the fuel salt can be removed. In fiscal year 2000, we
plan to complete fabrication and testing of the uranium conversion equipment and
complete planning and design of the fuel salt removal process.

We have completed cleanup of the fourth of eight highly radioactive waste storage
tanks, called the “Gunite Tanks,” at ORNL and have started work on the next tank,
expected to be completed six months ahead of schedule. The tanks were built in
1943 and were used for waste from chemical separations (reprocessing) operations
until the late 1970’s. The tanks vary in size, with some having a capacity of 170,000
gallons (approximately the size of a 4-bedroom house). The estimated cost of the
project is now $80 million, less than half the original estimate of $200 million. A
key factor in the accelerated schedule has been the development of a variety of re-
mote technologies, such as the “Houdini” vehicle and a robotic arm that provide ac-
cess to the tank interior, which have allowed work to proceed on two tanks simulta-
neously, rather than sequentially as initially planned.

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) incinerator at Oak Ridge, permitted by
the State to treat mixed radioactive and hazardous wastes regulated by the Re-
source Conservation and Recovery Act and by EPA to treat PCB-contaminated
wastes regulated under TSCA, offers unique capability within the DOE system. In
addition to treating wastes generated by Oak Ridge facilities, the TSCA incinerator
has also been used to treat wastes from other sites in the DOE complex, providing
a cost-effective and integrated approach to managing these wastes. However, in Feb-
ruary 1998 and again in February 1999, the Governor of Tennessee rejected the an-
nual burn plans for the incinerator proposed by the Department, shutting off use
of the incinerator for wastes generated at DOE sites other than those managed by
the Oak Ridge Operations Office. The Governor cited equity concerns, including the
lack of DOE sites available for disposal of waste from Oak Ridge and the adequacy
of funding levels for environmental management at Oak Ridge, as well as the over-
all commitment of the Federal Government to the Oak Ridge site. The Department
has assured the State leaders of our firm commitment to the site and is working
to resolve State concerns.

Fernald Environmental Management Project, Ohio Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]
DefEnSE St CLOSUTE coounveeeeeeeeeeeeee et ee e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeseeesaseeeesaas $280,589

The cleanup activities at Fernald Environmental Management Project account for
more than $280 million, or 27 percent of the funding in the Defense Site Closure
Account. The Fernald te, encompassing approximately 1,050 acres near Cincinnati,
produced uranium for nuclear weapons from 1951 to the end of Cold War in 1989.
Nearly forty years of uranium production for nuclear weapons left the Fernald Site
with soil and groundwater contamination, a large backlog of wastes, including some
unstable liquids, as well as stored nuclear materials such as depleted and enriched
uranium. Several years of cleanup progress have included stabilization of liquid ura-
nium solutions, off-site shipment of low-level waste, and deactivation, decontamina-
tion and demolition of several large industrial buildings at Fernald. The current
baseline calls for cleanup to be completed by fiscal year 2008, but the Department
is seeking enhanced efficiencies to complete work by fiscal year 2006. Groundwater
remediation and long-term institutional controls will be necessary after active clean-
up is completed.

Last year we reported to you that we were beginning to dispose of waste in an
on-site disposal cell. Site personnel realized that such a disposal cell would be re-
quired for some waste to keep disposal costs attainable, and the community realized
constructing it at the Fernald site would be more equitable than demanding that
all wastes be disposed of off-site in other states. I am pleased to report that we are
successfully filling the first and second section of this disposal cell. We are now con-
structing a liner for section three. The availability of this on-site disposal cell is ena-
bling us to accelerate disposal of contaminated soil and debris resulting from clean-
up and building demolition.

We also reported last year that we were expecting to begin excavating, treating,
and shipping radioactive residue from the Waste Pits to an off-site disposal facility.
We began excavation and loading of that material into railcars in February of this
year and expect to begin shipments by rail for disposal in the April/May time frame.
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Finally, Fernald personnel have continued the process of razing deactivated and
decontaminated industrial buildings. They completed demolition of 5 of the 11 major
facility complexes (Plants 1, 4, 7, 9 and the Boiler Plant), resulting in outyear reduc-
tions in mortgage and landlord costs.

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, New Mexico Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Defense, Post 2006 Completion ..........cccccveeeeieeeiiieeeiieeeecieeeeeieeeeveeeeeeveee s $186,404

The Department is requesting funding at essentially the same funding level as ap-
K/}“Op}“iated in fiscal year 1999 for the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New

exico.

Opening and operating WIPP is a key element of the Department’s strategy to
provide for the permanent disposal of a portion of the Department’s stored long-
lived radioactive waste. Currently a large amount of transuranic waste (more than
100,000 cubic meters) is being stored at more than two dozen sites around the
United States. In many cases, this waste has been stored for decades. By shipping
this waste to WIPP for disposal, the Department will be able to reduce the number
of sites where this type of waste is stored, reducing the costs of storing this waste
and the long-term risks to the public and the environment. Opening WIPP for dis-
posal is critical to the closure of sites such as Rocky Flats, where the site cleanup
plan relies on disposal of the transuranic waste.

Many of the schedules and requirements in the Federal Facility Compliance Act
orders between the States or EPA, and DOE at the transuranic waste sites (e.g.,
INEEL and Rocky Flats) are based on the assumption that WIPP will open and
begin accepting waste in the immediate future. In May of 1998, EPA certified WIPP
for disposal of radioactive waste, and the Department declared WIPP ready to begin
operations. We hope to make our first shipments this year, if pending litigation is
resolved favorably. The Department is developing the necessary transportation ca-
pacity to move transuranic waste from sites where it is stored to WIPP to meet com-
pliance agreement requirements. The Department continues to do everything pos-
sible to open WIPP and meet its legal obligations. The fiscal year 2000 budget will
allow WIPP to continue disposal operations. The Department expects to ramp up the
receipt rate of contact-handled transuranic waste shipments to 14 shipments per
week by the end of fiscal year 2000 and to 17 shipments by December 31, 2000.

The WIPP program also funds a variety of institutional programs that provide
economic assistance and operational oversight for affected governments and stake-
holder groups. The funding request for fiscal year 2000 includes $20.9 million for
New Mexico Impact Assistance, as required by the WIPP Land Withdrawal Act
Amendments of 1996, and additional funds for cooperative agreements with New
Mﬁxico Emergency Response, Indian Tribes, Southern States Energy Board, and
others.

The Department is relying on privatization to obtain the capital equipment for
transuranic waste transportation to reduce costs. The fiscal year 1999 budget in-
cluded $19,605,000 in the Defense Privatization account to transport remote-han-
dled transuranic waste from generator sites to WIPP. Because this contract is not
expected to be awarded until late fiscal year 1999 or early fiscal year 2000, the De-
partment is not requesting additional funding in fiscal year 2000.

Los Alamos National Laboratory, New Mexico Fiscal Year 2000 Request
[In thousands]

Defense, Post-2006 Completion ..........ccocceeeeriieiiiieeiniieeeieeeeieeeeieeeeeveee e $104,834
Non-Defense, Post-2006 Completion ..........ccccceceeriieiieenieeniienrieenieereenneennee 6,000
TOLAL .ot ettt ettt e e te e et eeaeeeareas 110, 834

Our goal at Los Alamos National Laboratory is to complete cleanup work by 2006
except for a few complex contaminated sites and disposition of legacy transuranic
waste, and to complete all EM cleanup projects at Los Alamos by 2015. Through
fiscal year 1998, the Department completed remediation of 1,395 release sites and
decommissioning of 41 facilities, out of a total of more than 2,000 release sites and
130 facilities. We plan to complete 9 additional release sites and one facility in fiscal
year 1999, and 28 release sites and two facilities in fiscal year 2000.

The fiscal year 2000 EM budget request for Los Alamos of $110 million is nearly
$30 million more than our fiscal year 1999 budget. Much of this increase (86 per-
cent) is devoted to environmental restoration work, such as drilling new regional
ground water wells to characterize the hydrogeology and work required to complete
cleanup in anticipation transferring land to the community. Pursuant to the require-
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ments of Public Laws 105-119 and 105-245, DOE has identified ten parcels totaling
about 4600 acres for potential transfer to the County of Los Alamos and the Pueb-
los, has published a draft Environmental Impact Statement on the land transfers
and supporting Environmental Restoration Report, and will submit a detailed
project plan for cleanup of a land parcel, referred to as “TA-21", to Congress by late
March 1999. DOE intends to follow a phased approach in accomplishing the land
transfers, starting with the transfer of the relatively simple, uncontaminated parcels
in 2000 and continuing with the transfer of the more complex sites in the outyears.

Another significant increase in the Los Alamos budget is attributable to the need
to manage wastes recently-retrieved buried transuranic waste and to characterize,
certify, and ship the waste to WIPP for disposal. Los Alamos was the first site to
have waste certified by DOE for disposal at WIPP. In fact, the WIPP certification
rule that EPA promulgated in fiscal year 1998 specifically includes EPA approval
of the characterization program at Los Alamos for certain transuranic wastes.

The fiscal year 2000 request for EM does not include funds for management of
on-going waste generation; the Department transferred this waste management re-
sponsibility at Los Alamos, along with funding responsibility, from EM to the Office
of Defense Programs in fiscal year 1999.

The Department recently designated Los Alamos as the lead laboratory for re-
search and development efforts to support the Department’s response to Defense
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation 94-1 on nuclear materials safety.
In this capacity, Los Alamos provides solutions to complex-wide technical and oper-
ational issues associated with stabilization and storage of plutonium and other nu-
clear materials.

West Valley Demonstration Plant, New York Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]
Non-Defense, Site Closure ACCOUNT .......cc.eeeeeuveieeirieeeiiiieeeiieeeeireeeereeeeearee e $107,353

Cleanup of the West Valley Demonstration Project (WVDP), located in upstate
New York less than 40 miles from Buffalo, is being conducted at the site of the only
nuclear fuel reprocessing facility to operate in the U.S. The private company proc-
essed commercial spent nuclear fuel to extract plutonium and uranium from 1966
to 1972, generating 2,200 cubic meters of liquid high-level waste.

The principal operation at West Valley is the solidification of the liquid high-level
waste into borosilicate glass using a process called vitrification. The primary vitri-
fication campaign began in June 1996 and was completed ahead of schedule in June
1998. Vitrification of the high-level waste tank heels is currently underway and will
continue through fiscal year 2001.

Following the vitrification of the high-level waste, the equipment and facilities
used in carrying out the project will be decontaminated and decommissioned, based
on the results of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Record of Decision
(ROD) for the completion of the project. This phase of the cleanup project is ex-
pected to begin in late fiscal year 2000.

The New York State Energy Research and Development Authority and DOE are
working together and with stakeholders, including a Citizens’ Task Force, to formu-
late a preferred alternative for closure or long-term management of the site. Selec-
tion of a preferred alternative and subsequent ROD will determine the outyear
scope of work for the project and final disposition of the waste. The EIS and ROD
process is scheduled to be completed in May 2000. The estimated completion date
forSW\(/')DP may extend through 2015, reflecting the uncertainty related to the future
EIS ROD.

Another critical element of the EM program at West Valley is the safe manage-
ment of 125 spent nuclear fuel elements stored at the site. EM will continue surveil-
lance and maintenance of the spent fuel facility to ensure safe storage until the
spent fuel can be shipped to the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory (currently planned for 2001).

In fiscal year 1999, major activities include continuation of vitrification of the
HLW tank heels (producing approximately 15 canisters of solidified HLW), develop-
ment of an EIS Preferred Alternative for project completion, progress towards reso-
lution of responsibility issues with the State of New York, and continuation of prep-
arations for shipment of spent nuclear fuel.

In fiscal year 2000, major activities include continuation of vitrification of the
HLW tank heels (producing approximately 5 canisters of solidified HLW), issuance
of a Final EIS and ROD for project completion, and continuation of preparations for
shipment of spent nuclear fuel.
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Miamisburg Environmental Management Project (Mound Site) Fiscal Year 2000

Request
[In thousands]
DefenSe St CLOSUTE coonveeeeeeeeeeeeeee et e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeseeeeseeesareeeesaas $92,353
Non-Defense, Site ClOSUTE ........ccceeeviieriieeiiienieeiienieeieesteenieeeteeseeeeseeseneennees 1,000
TOLAL et e e e et e e e arr e e e e e e e eranraees 93,353

The Miamisburg Environmental Management Project, a 306-acre facility near
Dayton Ohio used for tritium and plutonium—238 operations, consists of 416 release
sites and 111 facilities. We have a goal of completing cleanup of the site by 2005
or earlier. We are making good progress—all legacy bulk tritium has been shipped
off-site, and a consolidated treatment processing facility and a radioactive waste-
water treatment facility have been constructed and are in use. In fiscal year 1998,
we completed remediation of the Miami-Erie Canal, allowing re-establishment of a
park for the local community. In fiscal year 1998, we demolished or removed 25
buildings out of an initial inventory of 106 buildings scheduled for demolition or re-
moval and will complete another 5 in fiscal year 1999, adding to the 17 buildings
that had been demolished or removed before fiscal year 1998.

We have negotiated an agreement to transfer the ownership of the site to the
Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation as cleanup is completed.
Currently 28 private businesses employing more than 250 workers are leasing facili-
ties at the Mound Site. Within the next few months, we plan to transfer ownership
to the community of the first parcel of land, consisting of two buildings currently
occupied by private businesses. This transition process will allow the Department
to eventually leave the site without creating an economic void in the community.

Nevada Test Site and Operations Office, Nevada Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]
Defense, Post 2006 COmPIetion ........c..cceeeeieeieieeriereeceeereeeee e e eseeseeeve s $85,307

The Post—2006 Completion Account includes $85 million for cleanup and waste
management activities at the Nevada Test Site, as well as funds to remediate eight
other inactive sites contaminated by past DOE nuclear testing in five other states
(Alaska, Colorado, Mississippi, Nevada, and New Mexico). The Nevada Test Site
(NTS) is located 65 miles from Las Vegas and encompasses 1,350 square miles, an
area roughly the size of Rhode Island. In addition to the cleanup of radioactive con-
tamination resulting from above- and below-ground testing of nuclear weapons and
management of its on-site waste, the Nevada Test Site plays a crucial role for other
DOE sites as one of the major low-level waste disposal facilities in the DOE com-
plex. By fiscal year 2006, the Department expects to complete restoration of the sur-
face area of off-site locations and complete shipments of transuranic waste to WIPP,
while continuing to operate low-level disposal facilities at NTS for the DOE complex.
institutional controls and to maintain groundwater monitoring.

In fiscal year 1999, the Department expects to meet its commitment to dispose
of more than 37,000 cubic meters of low-level waste, more than half of which is from
other DOE sites, and to complete cleanup of 446, or 32 percent of the contaminated
release sites. In fiscal year 2000, the Department is committing to disposing of
64,000 cubic meters of low level radioactive waste at NTS—a 70 percent increase
over fiscal year 1999. Based on new scientific findings about transport of plutonium
and other actinides in ground water, the Department is increasing it efforts to mon-
itor ground water at NT'S to improve our understanding of this complex issue. We
also plan to continue treating transuranic waste in fiscal year 2000 for shipment
and disposal WIPP.

Weldon Spring Remedial Action Project, Missouri Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Non-Defense, Site Closure ACCOUNL .........cccuvveeeeeeeiiiiveeeeeeeeeiiieeeeeeeeerreeee e $52,000

The Weldon Spring Site Remedial Action Project (WSSRAP) in Missouri includes
a decommissioned uranium processing plant, an abandoned quarry used as a dump
site, as well as numerous vicinity properties that were contaminated by uranium
processing operations conducted for nuclear weapons support in the 1950’s and
1960’s, similar to the Fernald Site in Ohio. The Oak Ridge Operations Office in Ten-
nessee is managing the cleanup, which includes about one million cubic yards of
waste at the 229-acre site.
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Cleanup of the Weldon Spring Site is expected to be completed as early as 2002.
All contaminated material will be placed in an on-site, above-grade cell for perma-
nent disposal. Long-term surveillance and monitoring for the disposal facility will
be conducted after project completion, and the remaining land will be released for
unrestricted use.

Our progress in fiscal year 1998 and fiscal year 1999 puts us on track for com-
pleting cleanup in 2002. Fiscal year 1998 marked the start of the waste placement
in the 1.4 million cubic yard capacity disposal facility, with about 640,000 cubic
yards of material being placed in the facility in fiscal year 1998. The construction
of the Chemical Stabilization and Solidification Facility was completed and treat-
ment of waste pit sludge begun in fiscal year 1998, with treatment of sludge com-
pleted in fiscal year 1999. Cleanup of all vicinity properties but one were completed.
The site Groundwater Record of Decision will be signed, and Quarry restoration ac-
tivities will begin in fiscal year 1999.

In fiscal year 2000, the waste placement activity will be nearly completed, and
the construction of the disposal facility cap will begin. Quarry restoration will con-
tinue, and the chemical plant site restoration and waste pit remediation will begin.
Although the fiscal year 2000 budget targets $52 million for Weldon Spring, it is
the intent of the Department to fund this program at a level of $63.5 million, the
level (?f funding of fiscal year 1999, to ensure the 2002 completion date can be at-
tained.

Brookhaven National Laboratory, New York Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]

Non-Defense, Site/Project Completion Account ..........cccceevvvercvieniencieeninennnen. $29,553

At the Brookhaven National Laboratory, we are treating contaminated ground-
water at several on-site locations and will start the first off-site groundwater treat-
ment system by the end of this fiscal year. Over 1,500 homes have been hooked up
to the municipal water supply to ensure that the residents’ drinking water supply
remains unaffected during long-term ground-water cleanup. To eliminate sources of
potential future contamination, we have removed buried waste as well as a number
of underground storage tanks and cesspools, and have capped on-site landfills. In
fiscal year 1999, the Department expects the regulatory and stakeholder review
process for proposed cleanup remedies to be completed, and the final remedies to
be identified for contaminated soils, sediments and groundwater. We will begin im-
plementing the final remedies in fiscal year 2000.

A site-wide review in fiscal year 1997 highlighted concerns with the Brookhaven
Graphite Research Reactor, due in part to the radioactively contaminated water col-
lecting in underground air ducts associated with the facility. I am pleased to report
substantial progress in addressing this concern through the combined efforts of this
office and the Office of Science. The contaminated water has been removed, and
sources of potential further water intrusion have been sealed off. Moreover, the Of-
fices of Science and Environmental Management have reached agreement on man-
aging the remaining characterization, stabilization, and decommissioning of the Re-
search Reactor, and both offices have committed funding in fiscal year 1999 and fis-
cal year 2000 to maintain the momentum on this project. Final decommissioning of
this facility is scheduled to begin in fiscal year 2001.

The EM Program will continue its activities in fiscal year 2000 to dispose of leg-
acy wastes and will also continue to compliantly store, treat, and dispose of wastes
generated by on-going Brookhaven operations, with the transfer of waste manage-
ment responsibilities to the generating program expected in fiscal year 2001.

Sites in the State of California Fiscal Year 2000 Request

[In thousands]
Defense, Site/Project Completion Account:

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory ...........ccccceeveievciieeeccveeennnenn. $49,891

Oakland Operations OffiCe ........cccoceeviieriiiiiiiinieeiieie et 800
Non-Defense, Site/Project Completion Account:

Energy Engineering Technology Center ...........ccccccvveeeiveeecciieeecveeennnnn. 17,398

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory ..... . 11,098
General AtOMICS .....cocvverieeiiieniieiieeieeiee e . 1,100
Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research . 3,863

Stanford Linear Accelerator Center ...................... 1,400
General Electric ....c..cccccoveeveneennene . 500
Oakland Operations Office ........cccccecviieeriiieeiciieeeiee et eeeee e e eeeeee e 300
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A total fiscal year 2000 request of $86,350,000 supports activities at the seven
sites in Calif