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INTERIOR, ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2016 

TUESDAY, MARCH 3, 2015. 

U.S. FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE

WITNESSES

TOM TIDWELL, CHIEF, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE

TONY DIXON, DIRECTOR-BUDGET, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. The committee will come to order. 
Chief Tidwell, Mr. Dixon, I would like to welcome you to today’s 

hearing on the fiscal year 2016 budget request for the U.S. Forest 
Service.

Overall, the President requests a total of $4.9 billion in discre-
tionary funding for the Forest Service in fiscal year 2016. This is 
$100 million less than the fiscal year 2015 enacted level. A total 
of $794 million is requested for wildland fire management. This 
represents more than 47 percent of the entire Forest Service budg-
et. In addition, a budget cap adjustment of $854 million is re-
quested.

The subcommittee continues to be concerned about the cost of 
fighting wildfire and the effects of it on the Forest Service budgets, 
programs, and management. We were fortunate that the 2014 fire 
season was below normal, with just 87 percent of the 10-year aver-
age of wildfires. There were more than 63,000 wildfires reported, 
with about 3.6 million acres burned. This is just 53 percent of the 
10-year average. 

As we look at the 2015 season, we have reason to be concerned. 
Since January 1st, there has been more than 5,700 fires that have 
burned more than 91,000 acres of land. In comparison, about 
68,000 acres burned over the same period last year. The 10-year 
average is 138,000 acres burned. These figures, combined with the 
fact that California continues to suffer through an exceptional 
drought, parts of the country, including Minnesota, have the poten-
tial for above-normal wildfire activity in the next few months are 
worrisome. We may be headed toward a fire-funding shortfall 
again.

I want to thank you, Chief Tidwell, for the administration’s ef-
forts to change the way we budget for wildfires. 
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I also would like to express my appreciation for Congressman 
Simpson’s efforts to educate our colleagues and keep the pressure 
on Congress to address the issue. Eight members of this sub-
committee are co-sponsors of his bill. We continue to work on this. 

As I have mentioned in the subcommittee’s previous hearings, we 
are operating in a very constrained funding environment. We are 
bound by the spending caps under existing law. Of course, we will 
do our best to address the highest priority needs, but any increases 
most likely will have to be offset against other accounts and pro-
grams in this bill. 

Let me mention a few of the increases and decreases that the 
subcommittee will be closely reviewing and discussing today. The 
major increases include $5 million for trails, $8 million for the For-
est Legacy Program, $16 million for land acquisition, $20 million 
for collaborative forest landscape restoration, and $30 million for 
deferred maintenance. 

Some notable reductions include $4 million for research and de-
velopment; $4 million for international forestry—and I know Ms. 
McCollum—this is an important issue for her—$4 million for 
Urban and Community Forestry; $6 million for grazing manage-
ment, which will be offset by a new fee; and $14 million for roads. 

The budget request also proposes again to consolidate a number 
of accounts into the Integrated Resource Restoration Account and 
the Land Management Planning Assessment and Monitoring Ac-
count. I look forward to hearing about how the IRR project has 
worked.

Chief, I want to thank you for your work on behalf of the Amer-
ican people and the Nation’s forests. We also thank you for the as-
sistance your staff provides to the subcommittee. They are a won-
derful, helpful resource to us. 

Now I yield to the gentlelady from Minnesota, Ms. McCollum, for 
any opening remarks she would like to make. 

OPENING REMARKS OF MS. MCCOLLUM

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 
Chief Tidwell, Mr. Dixon, it is good to see you again. 
With 193 million acres of national forest system lands and a rich 

history in forestry management, the Forest Service has established 
itself as one of the national and international leaders in natural re-
source conservation and recreation management. To carry out these 
important responsibilities, the Forest Service has requested $4.982 
billion, which is actually $130 million less than what was appro-
priated in 2015. 

As I look over the 2016 budget request, I see a lot of familiarity 
with the 2015 request. And, frankly, this presents this sub-
committee with a rather mixed bag. While there are proposed 
budget increases to address certain pressing needs, there are also 
proposed cuts to other programs of interest to members on this 
subcommittee.

I support the efforts to reform the way we fund wildfire costs, as 
many members on this subcommittee do, and I am proud I am one 
of the people who is a co-sponsor of Representative Simpson’s bill. 
We have seen wildland fire costs rise from 13 percent of the Forest 
Service budget in the 1990s to 50 percent of the budget today. 
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Given the unpredictable nature of fire, we need a more predictable 
way of funding fires that does not continually threaten our other 
important Forest Service programs. 

I also appreciate the land acquisition funding requests this year, 
especially projects in the Chippewa and Superior National Forests. 
These projects are important to providing hunting and other rec-
reational opportunities and to preserve important fish and wildlife 
habitat in my State and others. 

I am concerned, however, about proposed cuts to such areas as 
forest, rangeland research, international forests, and urban and 
community forests. Mr. Chair, we could have written our speech to-
gether. What signal is the Forest Service sending us when year 
after year we see proposed cuts in these important aspects of For-
est Service operations? 

We need to do more, not less, on such programs as invasive spe-
cies and to stop illegal logging that threatens the United States 
markets. I, for one, want to see the Forest Service have the fiscal 
resources it needs to carry out all aspects of its mission and not 
just certain parts. 

I have noted in our previous hearings that the fiscal year 2016 
budget requests for programs and agencies under the Interior and 
Environmental Subcommittees have not been extravagant. This is 
specially true for the Forest Service. When adjusted for inflation, 
the year 2016 request is well below the appropriated Forest Service 
level a decade ago in 2005. 

Chief Tidwell, the Forest Service has its work cut out to meet its 
restoration goals and maintain its leadership on forest manage-
ment in a period of limited financial resources. So I look forward 
to your testimony and how the agency is going to meet these chal-
lenges. And I thank you for being here today. 

Mr. Chair, thank you for the courtesy of an opening statement. 
Mr. CALVERT. I thank you. 
And, with that, Chief Tidwell, you are welcome to begin your 

statement.

OPENING REMARKS OF CHIEF TIDWELL

Mr. TIDWELL. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member McCollum, Con-
gressman Stewart, Congressman Kilmer, thank you for giving me 
the opportunity to be here today to present the President’s request 
for our 2016 budget for the Forest Service. 

FY 2016 FOREST SERVICE BUDGET PROPOSAL

I appreciate your remarks. You captured some of the key points 
I want to stress today and, also, captured the concerns. We under-
stand the budget constraints that we are having to deal with. So 
this budget request does reflect some very difficult decisions that 
we have to make in our budget request. There are some key items, 
key elements, of this request that I just wanted to address. 

First of all, it does allow us to continue increasing the pace and 
scale of restoring the Nation’s forests and grasslands. We will be 
able to treat another 2.9 million acres with this budget, restore 
over 3,200 miles of stream, restore 2,000 miles of road, improve the 
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ecological function on over 20 watersheds, and produce one of our 
key outputs of board feet, 3.2 billion board feet. 

This budget request asks for an expansion to be able to add addi-
tional Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration projects. These 
projects—we now have 23 spread across the country—have proven 
that, when we make a commitment for a multi-year level of fund-
ing to large landscapes and work under a collaborative effort, we 
can make a significant difference over time. It provides a certainty 
for industry to be able to invest because they understand this is a 
multi-year commitment. We would like to be able to expand this 
program with this budget request. 

I also want to build on the success of this idea into areas in the 
country that we are not dealing with a fire-dependent ecosystem. 
In some places, like in Minnesota, there may be some areas, even 
though we do have active fire in there from time to time. 

But if you look at the CFLR projects spread across the country, 
there are parts of the country where we do not have fire-dependent 
ecosystems where we also need to be able to demonstrate a long- 
term commitment to be able to address forest health. So it is one 
of the things that, under this budget request, I would like to be 
able to pursue about five or six pilot projects across the country. 

This budget request also allows us to continue our work in haz-
ardous fields, and we will be able to treat another 1.7 million acres 
in the wildland-urban interface. We have list after list of where we 
have made the difference, when we have been able to thin out our 
forests, reduce the hazardous fields, before we have a wildfire. Not 
only does it make it safer for our firefighters, it allows us to in-
crease our suppression effectiveness and it reduces the overall se-
verity of the fire. 

This budget request will also allow us to continue to suppress 98 
percent of the fires where we take initial attack, to have the re-
sources, the aviation resources, the firefighters, and the engines, to 
be able to continue to have that level of success when we are work-
ing with our partners. It also requests a different way to fund fire 
suppression.

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member McCollum, thank you for your 
support and for all of the committee folks that are co-sponsors on 
this bill. I appreciate the work that went into it last year. But it 
is just essential that we find a way to solve this. 

The proposal basically continues to have—70 percent of the cost 
of dealing with fire suppression would continue to be in our budget, 
and then 30 percent would come out of the Disaster Relief Fund. 
Now, that 70 percent allows us to cover the costs of 99 percent of 
our fires. So we are talking about 1 percent of our fires that we 
feel should be considered a natural disaster and to be able to have 
the costs of dealing with those fires come out of the Disaster Relief 
Fund.

Last year the 10 largest fires cost $329 million. That was like 
29.4 percent of our total cost last year. That was just 10 fires out 
of over 5,000 fires that we had last year. So this request will once 
and for all allow us to stop this disruptive practice of having to 
shut down operations in August, start pulling back funds, telling 
people to stop working, to be able to be positioned to transfer 
money to cover the cost of fighting fires. 
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So I appreciate your support on this. We want to continue to do 
everything we can to help you to build additional support so we 
hopefully can get this passed this year. 

A couple other things in this budget request. It does ask for in-
creases in our Land and Water Conservation Fund and our Forest 
Legacy funding. It has been my experience that, with our land ac-
quisition, not only does it allow us to be able to improve the overall 
conditions of the landscape, it allows us to guarantee that there 
will be public access into the future in these areas. It reduces our 
costs for management. The Forest Legacy work also allows us to 
be able to keep private lands in a working condition versus having 
those lands go into some form of development. 

We also want to increase our efforts to restore some of our key 
recreation facilities and trails with this request for some additional 
deferred maintenance funding. We are also going to continue our 
work to be able to expand wood markets through the Secretary’s 
Green Building Initiative, through our continued work with bio-
mass utilization, and also to increase funding for our Forest Inven-
tory and Analysis. This is the data that all of us use, whether it 
is the Federal agencies, the States, or industry. It is the essential 
information that allows us to be able to track the changes in our 
forest resources in this country. 

We also include a framework in this budget to re-authorize Se-
cure Rural Schools. This is a program that has proven to be very 
successful for over the last 14 years, and it is something that, once 
again, we have included in our budget request. We stand ready to 
work with the committee to be able to find a solution to re-author-
ize this key authority. 

These are some of the key items I wanted to share with you. 
Once again, thank you for your time. And I look forward to your 
questions.

[The statement of Mr. Tidwell follows:] 
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Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Chief. And thank you for beginning to 
explain the wildland fire management and the budget cap proposal. 

As you know, your budget, once again, proposes to establish a 
new budget framework for the wildland fire management program. 
A total of $794 million in discretionary funds is requested for fire 
suppression. An additional $854 million is requested for fire sup-
pression through a budget cap adjustment. 

As you made aware in your opening statement, eight members 
of this subcommittee are co-sponsors of Congressman Simpson’s 
cap adjustment bill. I believe it will not be long before every mem-
ber of this subcommittee signs on to it. We need to get this done. 
I remain hopeful we can get this legislation passed this year. 

Given the drought situation in California and, really, throughout 
the west, several of our national forests in my region are already 
preparing for the worst. 

For the sake of the new subcommittee members and the audi-
ence, can you explain the proposal and how the budget cap adjust-
ment works. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, once again, 70 percent of the 10-year average 
is reflected in our budget request today, and that will cover the 
costs of dealing with 99 percent of the wildland fires that the For-
est Service deals with. 

Once those funds are exhausted or if we get a large, catastrophic 
fire early in the year, then we can access the Disaster Relief Funds 
that are available each year to be able to cover the costs for these 
large catastrophic fires or, if we run out of funds late in the fire 
reason, then any fire cost could then be paid for out of the Disaster 
Relief Fund. 

The concept here is to be looking at these large, catastrophic 
fires—and, like I mentioned, just 10 last year—10 out of 5,000 
equaled 30 percent of our costs—really should be considered a nat-
ural disaster, not unlike the way that we address the hurricanes, 
tornadoes, major flooding in this country. That is basically how it 
would work. 

And we would continue our focus on risk management to ensure 
that we are making the right decisions, the best decisions, to be 
able to suppress fires and to maintain, you know, our cost-effective-
ness when it comes to suppression. We have a great track record. 
I think it was 2 years ago we showed that, because of our approach 
with risk management, we avoided costs around $377 million of 
suppression costs. 

So I think it is important for everyone to understand that, even 
with this different approach, we are going to continue to have the 
rigor to be able to manage our suppression efforts so that we will 
continue to be cost-effective in our approach. But 8 out of the last 
10, 8 out of the 10, last years we have exceeded the 10-year aver-
age.

FIRE TRANSFER: SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING

Mr. CALVERT. Of the years that we have exceeded your budget 
request, is it true we have always done a supplemental to pay back 
those accounts? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes. Sometimes it is a year later. But yes. 



17

Mr. CALVERT. The reason I bring that up is that we are going 
to pay for this one way or the other. But the problem is how do 
you manage your department if you do not know what your biggest 
cost number is. 

Imagine running a business—When I was in the restaurant busi-
ness, if I could not estimate what my costs were going to be I would 
not have a successful restaurant. 

In your case, your largest cost item is wildfire, and you can’t 
guess what that is going to be. And so that is one of the reasons 
why this bill is important, that you can be able to better manage 
your department and be able to budget accordingly. 

WILDLAND FIRE SUPPRESSION CAP PROPOSAL

One of the questions that I know that Mr. Simpson wanted me 
to ask and then I will turn it over to Betty is: Will the proposal 
amend the Stafford Act? And maybe how does the Stafford Act re-
late to the Budget Control Act and the Disaster Relief Fund? 

Mr. TIDWELL. It does not amend the Stafford Act. It just allows 
us to access the funding that is provided for every year to deal with 
disasters in this country. It is our understanding that we have 
never used all of the funds that are available. 

I think it is important that folks understand this would not have 
any impact on FEMA’s ability to be able to carry out their respon-
sibilities and to be able to request funding to come out of the Dis-
aster Relief Fund. So it will not have any impact on FEMA oper-
ations.

The Congressional Budget Office, last Congress they scored this 
as neutral, which makes your point, Mr. Chairman, that we pay 
the cost of fire suppression. The difference is just to be able to have 
the funds available so that we do not stop work, often preventive 
work, late in the year and then have Congress just to appropriate 
the funds a few months later. 

Mr. CALVERT. I would hope that you are visiting with the House 
Budget Committee chairman, Tom Price, and the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee, Mike Enzi, to press the case for this be-
cause we are going to need their assistance. 

Ms. McCollum, you are recognized. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
I am going to submit for the record a question on the Forest 

Service and mining. There are mining projects going all across the 
United States, and I want to understand that you have the tools 
that you need to help with, restoration, resiliency, and protection. 

INTERNATIONAL FORESTRY

But I want to ask about the International Forestry Program in 
particular because it helps with sustainable forest development 
overseas. It is one of our biggest soft power assets—very, very im-
portant in the Middle East, as well as in Africa and other parts of 
the word. But, most importantly, it helps combat illegal logging 
and so it protects the United States’ forests from invasive species. 
We have a direct economic benefit here at home with the work that 
they do. 
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Now, last year the budget request eliminated the funding en-
tirely. Congress wisely rejected that and put $8 million in. The For-
est Service now is seeking to cut that in half, to $4 million. 

So what happens under a 50 percent cut to the Forest Service 
efforts to stop illegal logging, to stop invasive species from impact-
ing the forests? Do we tell the insects at the port only 50 percent 
of you come in because we have cut our budget? More importantly, 
what kind of message are we sending our international partners 
with the 50 percent cut? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Congresswoman, you laid out all the benefits of the 
International Programs, and I appreciate that. 

There is no question this reduction would result in a change in 
our permanent staffing. These are the people that we are able to 
attract to these jobs that not only have the forestry, the conserva-
tion, skills, but they also have the language skills. They also are 
the folks who are able to develop relationships with their counter-
parts around the world so that we have the effective delivery of 
these programs to prevent illegal logging, to be able to prevent im-
pacts to migratory species that make all the difference in this coun-
try and, also, to be able to promote sustainable forestry, sustain-
able conservation, across the country. 

This is another example of the consequences we are dealing with 
a constrained budget. In this budget request, even though we are 
only asking for 70 percent of the 10-year average, the 10-year aver-
age has gone up $115 million between fiscal year 2015 and fiscal 
year 2016. So even 70 percent of that is, what, $80-some million 
that we have to put into our budget. 

So until we get this fixed some way to be able to recognize the 
cost of dealing with fire suppression, we are going to be faced with 
making these very, very difficult situations. They are very hard 
trade-offs, but these are the things that we just have to deal with. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Tidwell, do you know the complement of 
staff that you have in the International Forestry Division? 

Mr. TIDWELL. I think we have around 65 folks that work in that 
staff group. The staff is funded not only out of the appropriations, 
but, because of the expertise that we have, we do a lot of work with 
USAID funding. But, there is no question that this budget request 
will have an impact on our ability to be able to retain permanent 
staff.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Would you go from 65 maybe down to 60 people? 
Maybe fewer? 

Mr. TIDWELL. It would probably be something like that. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Pretty hard to do the job with that amount. 
Mr. Chair, I yield back. 
Mr. CALVERT. That is why we need a secure border, to stop these 

illegal insects from coming into the United States. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. I am with you. That is why we are going to pass 

it today. Right? 
Mr. CALVERT. That is right. 
Mr. Stewart, you are recognized. 

CHIEF TIDWELL’S CAREER

Mr. STEWART. I was going to say something really sarcastic, and 
I am glad I didn’t. 
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Chief, we are glad you are here. I know of your career. We appre-
ciate your many years of service. The only fault I can see in your 
bio is that you haven’t served in the beautiful forests in Utah, that 
I can see, although in that region. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Actually, I have. I was the Forest Supervisor on 
the Wasatch-Cache National Forest and, also, a district ranger on 
the Uinta National Forest. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, see, that is what I thought, but I did not see 
it in here. And so that is kind of why I wanted to mention it. I had 
been remembering incorrectly. So thank you. 

FOREST PLAN REVISION: GRAZING PLANNING IN UTAH

So, then, I am going to ask a local question, if I could, which 
many times these hearings kind of gravitate towards local issues. 
Because I think it is important for us to have this opportunity to 
ask for our constituents back in the State and the district. 

And I know—or at least I suppose you are familiar. There is this 
three-forest initiative that dealt with actually the Manti-La Sal, 
Dixie, and, also, Fishlake. And you were trying to put together a 
new forest plan, but it emphasized primarily grazing. And that has 
great concerns with members among the delegation, but also with 
those who would be most impacted, such as small ranchers who 
rely upon those grazing opportunities. 

We have been told by Kathleen Clarke, who I think you know, 
and others that you have pulled back on those plans. Is that true? 
Is that something that we are not going to go forward with right 
now?

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes. The Regional Forester took a look at that situ-
ation and things that have kind of progressed and decided that it 
is actually better to stop with this current assessment and to look 
at grazing along with all the other multiple use when we revise the 
forest plans for those forests. 

Mr. STEWART. And thank you for doing that. And I couldn’t agree 
with you more, that this should be something of a broad, overall 
plan, not something that is pulled out specifically. 

And I think you can understand, Chief, why that would be such 
a great concern for ranchers in that area, because they felt like 
they were being targeted and without much opportunity to influ-
ence that. So thank you. Thank you for that. 

RESTORATION: HEALTHY, RESILIENT FORESTS

The other thing is, as I read through your biography again, 
which I am familiar with, I am reading here that, under your lead-
ership, the Forest Service is restoring healthy, resilient forest and 
grassland ecosystems that can sustain all the benefits Americans 
can get from their wildlands, including renewable supplies of wood 
and energy. And I appreciate that. 

I think one of the key words there is ‘‘renew’’ because we did not 
have healthy forests for a number of years. I do not know if you 
would agree with that. And I am not saying all forests. But I think 
an initiative to make them more healthy than they have been is 
greatly appreciated by many of us. 
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SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS: INCREASING TIMBER REVENUE

I would ask kind of a broad question, and it ties with something 
in your testimony. And that is SRS. You know, we are well into the 
fiscal year. We do not know how that is going to be funded. That 
probably frustrates you as well as it does many of us. We have 
been told by leadership the House will move something the first 
quarter, but I do not know the answer to that. 

And, Chairman, maybe you do. And if you do, we would look to 
hear it. 

But it seems to me a better answer, other than SRS and relying 
on the Government to fund these schools—and I have a high 
school, for example, in my district that will absolutely shut down 
if they do not get that funding. I think a better answer is, you 
know, let’s maybe increase the availability of logging that is taking 
place or used to take place there for many generations. It is no 
longer happening like it was. So they are dependent on this SRS. 

Could you respond to that. And I would be interested in your 
thoughts.

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, Congressman, the Secure Rural Schools pro-
vides a safety net to the counties. Today, especially with the mar-
kets that we have, even though the markets have started to recover 
from the recession. The base rates that we charge for timber across 
the country are still close to what they were in the late 1970s. So 
that has had a significant impact in different parts of the country. 

The other part of it is that, to be able to provide the level of 
funding that the Secure Rural Schools authority has, I mean, we 
would have to increase the harvest to around 16 billion board feet, 
which is not sustainable. It is not realistic, even though today the 
fees that we collect through our recreation operations actually ex-
ceed the fees that are generated for timber harvest. So it is more 
of a mix. 

There is no question we want to increase our forest restoration. 
There is a need to increase timber harvest. We have been very 
clear for the last few years about the need to address the fact 
that—somewhere between 65 to 83 million acres of our national 
forests need some level of restoration. And about 12 to 15 million 
of that is going to require some form of a timber sale because we 
just can’t put fire into those areas. 

So we want to be able to increase that activity, increase the jobs. 
There is a need to provide a safety net for counties to be able to 
deal with, when we hit recessions and see drastic reductions in the 
market and the price of this material. 

And so I feel that is why I want to work with the committee any 
way we can to be able to re-authorize this. We have included it in 
the President’s budget request every year that I have been in this 
job to be able to continue this. 

I actually worked on the very first legislation of this and under-
stand the importance of this. So I understand the need to be able 
to increase the amount of work we are doing. But, at the same 
time, we need this safety net for our counties. 

Mr. STEWART. And I understand that. And, believe me, I am not 
suggesting that we could replace SRS with logging royalties com-
pletely. Because I agree with you. That is probably not likely. 
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But, in conclusion, I guess—I am guessing my time is up—but 
everything that we have talked about here are all so interrelated. 
A healthy forest drives everything else. A healthy forest drives tim-
ber, and that helps with SRS. It helps us with fire suppression, ob-
viously. And it helps us with grazing, all of these issues. 

And I will maybe just conclude with this thought. When I was 
in the Air Force, I flew helicopters at a station in Spokane. We 
would fly all through this area, doing rescues and picking people 
up.

And although I did not realize it at the time, I remember flying 
over forests and looking and seeing beautiful green forests and 
then there was a boundary and then it became this dark, kind of 
dead, forest where there was so much more dead timber. And I did 
not know why. But, at the time, it was that one was a State forest 
and the other was a Federal forest. 

As I started out saying, we did not manage our forests very well 
for a number of years. I think we are doing a better job at it. At 
least that is my impression. I think it is important to thank you 
for being willing to help in that. And let’s continue to move forward 
on that. 

Thank you, sir. 

LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS: SRS, LWCF, AND PILT

Mr. CALVERT. Just a quick issue that the gentleman brought up 
on Secure Rural Schools. That is kind of associated with Land and 
Water Conservation Fund and PILT. And we all need to work with 
Mr. Bishop to get authorizing language on all of these issues and 
a funding source before we can work together to help resolve these 
issues that are very important in the west especially. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, let’s go to his office right after this hearing, 
then.

Mr. CALVERT. Okay. Mr. Kilmer. 
Mr. KILMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you to Mr. Stewart for raising the issue around Se-

cure Rural Schools. It is a big deal for a lot of our districts. 

RESTORATION: COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS

I have two areas I want to talk about.One is sustainable harvest. 
I think the Forest Service has been focused on supporting restora-
tion particularly in dry and fire-prone areas. And I certainly get 
that prioritization, given the threat of wildfires. 

But I am concerned that we have not dedicated adequate re-
sources to maintaining sustainable harvest in all of our national 
forests. The Olympic National Forest is in my district, is a wet for-
est, supports multiple uses, including timber harvest. It also has a 
need for management to promote resiliency and diversity in the for-
est.

So I want to get a sense from you what actions are the Forest 
Service taking to ensure that all of our forests, including those that 
aren’t necessarily fire-prone, are being supported by sustainable 
harvest levels? 

And then, on top of that, we have worked in our neck of the 
woods to stand up a timber collaborative where folks on the ground 
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are working together to increase timber harvest, but funding con-
tinues to remain a very significant impediment to seeing progress. 

So how can the agency, whether being more efficient or using the 
dollars it has more effectively, allocate resources so that we are ac-
tually rewarding those efforts where we have got folks on the 
ground trying to look at how we can manage our forests in a re-
sponsible way? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, Congressman, the first key is what you men-
tioned, these collaborative efforts, to be able to bring people to-
gether with diverse interests to be able to really understand what 
needs to be done on the landscape. Whether it is a dry, fire-prone 
forest or a wetter forest, there are still forest health issues that 
need to be addressed. That is the thing that we are striving for. 

So even there on the Olympic National Forest, there are needs 
for us to be able to do active forest management, to provide for di-
verse habitats and not just late-seral habitats. 

The solution here is through these collaborative efforts where we 
have—we have had tremendous success across the country where, 
in the past, we were at loggerheads, could not get anything 
through. There was always a high level of concern about any active 
management. We are moving past that. 

But there are places, like in your part of the country, where we 
can actually—if we need more old growth, we can get in there and 
be able to do thinnings in some of the plantations and actually ac-
celerate old growth and be able to remove quite a bit of biomass, 
but, at the same time, be able to promote that. 

It is really to look at the landscape, what needs to be done on 
that landscape. The key is to bring people together so that they un-
derstand that this is work that is going to benefit not only, local 
industry, but it is going to benefit wildlife. It is going to benefit the 
watershed. It benefits all the ecological services that come off of 
these landscapes. 

Mr. KILMER. So I agree with the value of the collaboratives. And 
I would certainly like to work with you to see how do we actually 
reward those communities that are doing that hard work of identi-
fying ways to sustainably manage and to increase harvest levels. 

WOOD INNOVATION TECHNOLOGY

The other thing I wanted to ask about was wood in commercial 
buildings. We have seen that engineered wood products can have 
a lot of potential for creating a new market for building materials. 
They can turn low-value wood products into strong and durable 
products and even support commercial high-rise buildings. They 
are strong, and they are fire-resistant. They conserve energy. So a 
lot of wins there. 

But it seems to me that the U.S. is behind in this. There are in-
novations happening all over the place: U.K., Canada, elsewhere. 
But we seem to be lagging, particularly when it comes to tall wood 
buildings.

How do we get past that? How do we foster some opportunity in 
the U.S. so that same kind of innovation that we are seeing in 
other countries is happening here in the United States? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, we need to be able to demonstrate that wood 
is a good building material besides for single-family homes and 
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small commercial buildings. We are thinking up to eight to ten sto-
ries.

So Secretary Vilsack initiated a competition to be able to put, ba-
sically, funding available for folks to be able to compete, to design 
a multi-story building so that we would then be able to move for-
ward and get it constructed. We think this is the best way to be 
able to demonstrate that this is another green building material. 

As you mentioned, there are many countries in Europe that al-
ready build above four stories. Canada is also interested in this. 
But the United States—we are somewhat held with our building 
codes to this four stories. 

Especially with the engineered wood products like these cross- 
laminated timbers that our Forest Products Lab has developed, we 
can show without any question that we can build eight, ten stories 
with wood. It has the strength. It passes all the tests as far as 
being heat- and fire-resistant. 

So that is the key element, I think, to being able to demonstrate 
this. This will show the engineers, it will show the architects, that, 
hey, here is another way to build multi-story buildings. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you. I appreciate that. And, again, that is 
another thing I would love to be able to work with you and the rest 
of the team on. 

I have got other questions. But out of deference to the rest of the 
committee, I will yield. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Mr. Cole. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, every time I raise questions about forests I get skeptical 

looks around here, like, ‘‘Are there trees in Oklahoma?’’ But there 
really are. And we really do have forests. I know I am going to 
have to bring back visual proof at some point. 

But I actually have a series of questions. And they relate to a 
very specific institution in my district, and so you might not be 
able to answer these. And they are not gotcha questions. It may be 
best to submit them for the record. But I want to go through it, 
if I may. 

TREASURE LAKE JOB CORPS CENTER

Again, much to the surprise of, I think, probably a number of 
people on this committee, Forest Service operates a number of Job 
Corps centers, essentially as a contractor working for the Depart-
ment of Labor. And I am sure you are aware DOL is in the process 
of closing Treasure Lake Job Corps Center, which is run by the 
Forest Service and actually located in Wichita Mountains Wildlife 
Refuge in my district. 

And it strikes me as unusual because it is the only Job Corps 
center any place in America out of the 165 that are being closed. 
So I will have a series of questions for my friends at the Depart-
ment of Labor. 

But has the Department of Labor been open and transparent 
with the Forest Service during the closure process? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes, they have. We have worked very closely with 
the Department of Labor on this. And with reduced budgets for the 
Job Corps centers, we had to work together to identify which ones 
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should be considered for closing. And so, through the negotiations, 
we got down to, closing the one that happened to have the lowest 
level of performance. 

We have worked there at that Job Corps center to try and im-
prove performance. But there is always going to be one that is 
going to be the lowest. When you look at having to make a tough 
decision about closing a center, it just kind of comes out to be the 
math, that this one has the lowest score. 

Mr. COLE. Again, please do not misunderstand me. I am not 
skeptical, and I know these are tough decisions for all of you to 
make. But I just want to take a long, hard look when there is only 
one.

Second question: Did the Department of Labor provide the em-
ployees at Treasure Lake with adequate notice and due process as 
part of the closing? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Those are Forest Service employees. And so we 
have worked to be able to notify our employees and try to find an-
other opportunity for them, and, hopefully, most of our employees 
will be able to move to another Job Corps center. 

We have enough vacancies in the system to take care of them. 
However, there will be some that for a variety of reasons cannot 
move, and we expect that those folks will need to leave our employ-
ment.

Mr. COLE. Now that the students have actually been transferred 
up from the site, as I understand it, how many employees remain? 
And I assume you are responsible for the salaries or is Department 
of Labor? I mean, how does that work? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, we are working that out. The Department of 
Labor funding for the Job Corps program—as long as the center is 
open and has students, then their appropriations cover that. As 
soon as the students are gone, then it is a question. 

We are trying to get it closed down just as quickly as we can and 
have a few employees there to take care of just the maintenance 
of the facility. 

We are working very closely with the Department of Labor so 
that we can move our employees to another center as quickly as 
we can and just avoid this problem. 

Mr. COLE. With the facility being closed down, what are the 
costs, if any? Do you raze the site? Do you task the site for other 
purposes? What are the opportunities of using it? Or do we literally 
restore the land to its original condition? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, I will have to get back to you on that one. 
This site is actually under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. So when we move our employees off of it, we need to hand 
it back to them. We will have to get back to you on that next step. 

Mr. COLE [presiding]. I would appreciate that. 
And if there are, you know, any considerations for use for an-

other capacity—there is obviously a military post in the immediate 
vicinity. There is a large veteran population. It just would be a 
shame to lose the facility itself, again, if there is any other appro-
priate use for it. So I would appreciate a response back. 

With that, let me turn next to my good friend from Maine, Ms. 
Pingree.

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you very much. 
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FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM

Thank you for your work and your department’s work on behalf 
of our forests. I guess, unlike Oklahoma, Maine is a State where 
we are very attached to our forests. Eighty-six percent of the State 
is forested land. I think that might be the highest percentage of 
any State in the country. And we have different issues, obviously, 
than many of the States out west. 

But I want to talk to you a little bit about the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram. I see there is $61 million of funding in there. So thank you 
to the chair and ranking member and everyone who has supported 
this in the past. 

For us in Maine, we are beneficiaries of, about 700,000 acres of 
protected land through that program and some others that haven’t 
even been accounted for. So that is really important to us and the 
ability to have these private-public partnerships and work with 
some of the conservation partners who care deeply about keeping 
our forestland in Maine. 

In particular, with being the most forested area on the east coast 
and having so many population centers having access to Maine, it 
is critically important for the natural habitats it protects. Obvi-
ously, our forests have been a big part of the Maine economy over 
time, and we are very anxious to make sure this program con-
tinues.

So I wanted to let you talk a little bit about it. I am glad to see, 
as I said, that there is $61 million in the President’s budget to fund 
it, that there are 30 States on the list for their worthy programs, 
including Maine. And I want to hear you talk a little bit about the 
role it plays and how you see its critical nature into the future. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, thank you. 
It has been a very successful program. And part of it is that each 

State submits their recommendations for their projects, and these 
all come from willing landowners that have tremendous local sup-
port.

Through this effort, we are able to acquire a conservation ease-
ment that allows the landowners to stay on the land. It allows 
them to be able to continue to practice forestry versus having to 
sell out probably to some other form of development where we 
would lose all the benefits from that forested ecosystem. So that is 
really the key benefit. 

There are families that get in situations through inheritance or 
whatever that, if they do not have another out, they are forced to 
sell. You are fortunate in Maine that you haven’t seen all the level 
of development that has occurred in other parts of the country. 
But, all indications, it is headed that way. 

So this is just another excellent program to be able to keep these 
working landscapes working, keep forested landscapes working. 
Then the public receives all the benefits, areas to go hunting and 
go fishing, and the clean water that comes off of well-managed for-
ests. So the public gets a lot of extra benefits out of this that some-
times we take for granted. 

Ms. PINGREE. Yes, and I want to concur. You are right. Maine 
has a lot of concerns about the potential for development. And I 



26

think this downturn in the economy actually slowed a little bit of 
that down. 

But as we see the economy improving and, again, our proximity 
to population centers, it makes that land very vulnerable to that. 
We really appreciate having this opportunity. 

I know, when you see aerial photos of flying over the east coast 
of the country, it is one of the few black, dark areas that are actu-
ally left. And that is critically important for so many reasons. 

So thank you. And I yield back. 
Mr. COLE. Thank you. 
I will now recognize the gentleman from New York, Mr. Israel. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you very much. I know we are up against 

some votes; so, I will be very brief. 

URBAN FIELD STATIONS AND URBAN FORESTS

Chief, Mr. Cole talks about no trees in Oklahoma. People assume 
there are no forests on Long Island, that it is all Starbucks and 
malls.

But, actually, in Fort Totten, in Queens, we have an Urban Field 
Station, which is a research facility that is a wonderful partnership 
between the Forest Service, New York City Department of Parks 
and Recreation, and, recently, the National Areas Conservancy. 

Can you speak to the importance of those kinds of Urban Field 
Stations, and do you have the resources necessary to continue 
those partnerships? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, Congressman, I have had the pleasure of ac-
tually going up there and meeting with our scientists and, also, 
with the folks from New York City Parks to be able to firsthand 
see the difference that we are making by having our scientists be 
able to work in large city like that, but to be able to look at the 
benefits of urban forests in this country. 

Actually, I think New York City has something like over 20,000 
acres of forests just in that city. Around the country, we have way 
over 100 million acres of urban forests. So that provides us kind 
of a lab to be able to understand: What do we need to do to be able 
to not only maintain urban forests, but to be able to justify and 
quantify the benefits, and not just the hard economics of it, but 
also the intrinsic values of having green spots, forested areas, espe-
cially in our cities. 

We have the data that shows it produces not only clean air, it 
reduces the amount of infrastructure. We need to deal with storm 
water. There is no question it increases the value of homes. We 
have studies now that show that it actually increases retail oppor-
tunities. People like to shop on tree-lined streets. 

But the real benefit is to be able to understand how to be able 
to do it in large communities like that. So that is why it is essen-
tial that our research station is there, and that these folks get to 
work in that environment, especially with such a great partnership 
we have with the city. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you. And I hope you will come back to Fort 
Totten. I would love to visit with you. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Thank you. 
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Mr. COLE. If we can, we are going to take a brief recess until the 
chairman returns. And, that way, Mr. Israel and I can both get 
down and—here he is. 

HAZARDOUS FUELS MANAGEMENT

Mr. CALVERT [presiding]. I wouldn’t let you down. 
Okay. Last week in my home area, since we had some home 

questions here, a risk assessment and modeling firm from Irvine, 
California, released a report, estimating that nearly 900,000 homes 
in the west are at high or very high risk of being damaged or de-
stroyed by wildfires. 

California tops the list with more than 50,000 homes that are in 
a very high-risk category. Overall, the estimates are it would cost 
more than $237 billion to rebuild these homes. 

Reports like this can help the Forest Service and other Federal 
and State agencies to focus on specific areas where mitigation re-
sources should be spent. They can also help individual homeowners 
and communities take action. 

The question is: Have you had an opportunity to review that re-
port?

Mr. TIDWELL. I have not had the opportunity to see that report. 
I am not surprised with the information you are sharing. It tracks 
with what we know and what we continue to see. 

It also provides support for our budget request, to be able to con-
tinue the level of hazardous fuels funding that we have had in the 
past, to be able to address those conditions. 

We lose on average, 3,000 homes a year, to wildland fire. So 
when we talk about these being natural disasters—3,000 homes— 
we can make a difference. And we have plenty of examples, some 
in your State, where, by doing the treatments ahead of time, we 
can save those homes. 

We still have large fires. The King fire was an example in your 
State last summer, a large fire. But because of the work that we 
did ahead of time to reduce the fuels, we significantly reduced the 
threat to the communities. 

Mr. CALVERT. Well, I can tell you through my own experience 
that your fuel reduction program around Lake Arrowhead, Big 
Bear, up in the San Bernardino National Forest, had an effect of 
not having a potential fire. And the same thing applies up around 
the Idyllwild area, that we had these fuel reduction programs. 

So they do work and they certainly reduce risk and it certainly 
informs the communities that they need to work with you to do 
that.

Does the Forest Service work with private-sector assessment 
companies or the insurance industry to identify and mitigate risk? 

Mr. TIDWELL. We work with everyone to look at how to really 
mitigate the risk. Our key partners are the States. Ideally, we 
want to be able to not only do the treatments on the national for-
ests, but, at the same time, to be doing the treatment on the adja-
cent private ground. 

And we find that is the best solution. So we work very closely 
through the States using some of the hazardous fuels funding that 
we provide and, also, the grants we provide to the States, to be 
able to look at how we can really make a difference across the 
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landscape and not just on the national forests or just on private 
land.

So we work with insurance companies, anyone that provides the 
information that we need to be able to really focus where we need 
to put these treatments. 

AVIATION ASSETS

Mr. CALVERT. Moving over to the aviation assets—and, obviously, 
there is many parts to your aviation program. The National De-
fense Authorization Act transferred seven C–130s and 15 C–23s, 
the little Sherpas—I used to see those in Iraq quite a bit from the 
Coast Guard and the Forest Service—and provided $130 million for 
planes to be retrofitted. 

The fiscal year 2015 omnibus provided $65 million for you to ac-
quire next-generation air tankers. The budget request for fiscal 
year 2016 includes funding to support all firefighting aircraft, in-
cluding the contracts and management costs, for up to 21 air tank-
ers. This includes legacy, next-generation, and one-agency-owned 
C–130 aircraft. 

What is the status of your aircraft fleet? 
Mr. TIDWELL. Well, we will have 6 of the legacy large air tankers 

available this year, and we will have up to 14 of the next-genera-
tion contract aircraft. 

We also hope to have one of the C–130Hs that is available later 
this year that we will put a MASS unit into that to be able to start 
to use that aircraft, even though we will not see probably any more 
of the C–130Hs except for maybe another one in 2016, but in 2017 
is when we will expect to have those come onboard. 

We also have the arrangements we have had in the past to bring 
aircraft down from Canada and Alaska. Plus, we also have the 
MASS units from the Air Force and Air Force Reserve. So we will 
have adequate large air tankers again this year, and we will be 
moving forward, as we acquire the C–130Hs, to have that part of 
our base. 

We are moving forward to do a business case analysis on what 
is the best approach to use the $65 million that was provided last 
year to acquire another aircraft. 

Mr. CALVERT. The C–23s, have they been transferred yet? Are 
they in use? 

Mr. TIDWELL. They have been transferred. We will be going 
through those to make some minor modifications on those and be 
able to start to move forward with those. That will be our 
smokejumper aircraft across the board. 

We feel, by using the same aircraft at all of our smokejumper 
bases, that it is not only more efficient, it is a more safe platform 
to be able to use versus a variety of aircraft that we have. 

So we will be moving forward with—beginning to put those into 
place—probably a couple of them—maybe this year. But then next 
year we will be using them. 

Mr. CALVERT. How many people can you put in them? 
Mr. TIDWELL. There is room for eight in those planes. You might 

be able to get ten in there. 
Mr. CALVERT. Yeah. Pretty tight. 
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How are you managing these aircraft? Is there an office that you 
have dedicated to manage that? How do you manage that? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, as far as the maintenance for those planes, 
we are going to use a contract to be able to cover the maintenance 
on those planes. We will have our staff to ensure that they meet 
all of the safety inspections, et cetera. We will be using a contract 
to be able to maintain those and probably fly them, too. 

Mr. CALVERT. Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

URBAN AND COMMUNITY FORESTRY

I understand that Mr. Israel and you started talking about urban 
and community forests. So I just want to go back and touch on that 
again.

You had made a comment that there is a new study saying that 
tree-lined urban streets increase retail shopping. Being a former 
person in retail and retail management in the private sector that 
can be a really good thing. 

But I also know that, when there is green space in urban areas, 
it reflects in calmness for communities. There is less bad activity 
in them. Home values stabilize. There is a lot of economic benefit. 

So when the Forest Service is proposing a 15 percent cut, a $4.3 
million cut, to the Urban and Community Forestry Program—you 
can see why some of us become a little alarmed. 

LANDSCAPE SCALE RESTORATION PROPOSALS

Last year you said that there would be no reduction in Urban 
and Community Forestry. You stated that you believed that these 
programs would be taken care of as part of a proposed increase to 
the Landscape Scale Restoration. 

So why would we be taking money from the Urban and Commu-
nity Forestry Program and putting it in another program? Why not 
just fund the Urban and Community Forestry Program where there 
is clear accountability, there is great transparency, and there is no 
question about where the biggest populations of our country are, 
that are youth who still having a chance to be engaged in forests? 
83 percent of the population is living in urban areas. 

But when you start cutting pests and invasive species, just as 
you are forced to do in this budget there are pages and pages of 
lists of the little pests. Right? There are proposed budget cuts in 
there. So gypsy moth and emerald ash borer are something that a 
lot of our urban areas are very, very concerned about or have had 
to go in and do reforestation. 

So why does the Forest Service keep putting this cut forward 
when you pretty much know, with the days of earmarks being 
gone, it is the only way many of us in urban areas can make sure 
that we have urban forestry and community forestry programs 
moving forward. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, the concept with the Landscape Scale Res-
toration Program was to take, you know, funds from a variety of 
our State and Private Forestry programs and put it into one res-
toration account that would allow States to be able to propose 
projects that go beyond just one concept. 
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Because you could have an urban situation, also a forest health 
situation, where, by having a larger pot of funds, it allows them to 
accomplish multiple objectives with just one fund. 

It does increase the competition, which we feel actually brings 
more effectiveness to our program. It also lines up very well with 
the States’ action plans that each State has completed and are im-
plementing.

This concept tracks with our Integrated Resources Restoration, 
but on a much smaller scale, to provide a set of funds for the 
States, give them a little more flexibility about what is the best 
way to accomplish the work that needs to be done on a broader 
landscape and, at the same time, to be able to maintain the major-
ity of our urban community funding programs. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. So the National Council of State Legislators 
might think this is a great idea. But does the League of Cities 
think this is a great idea? 

Mr. TIDWELL. I do not know. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Because I go down to my lowest denominator. 

I work for the people in the cities. Having been both a State legis-
lator and a city council member, I can tell you how hard it is for 
small and suburban communities to be going in and competing for 
some of these grants at a State level. 

So, I am going to contact the League of Cities and the mayors 
and see if they feel confident that the States are going to really 
make sure in this competition, one, that urban and community 
areas are going to be able to compete and, two, that they think 
even in the State system that they are going to be able to compete. 

It might be a very noble idea to have all of these grants out here, 
but these grants cost communities and cities a lot of money to start 
competing with larger groups and larger counties that maybe have 
a forest industry. They may have great noble project to be done, 
but all of a sudden that is what they are up against competing, and 
then they do not have the economic focus in there. 

While what you pointed out is great, it is not tangible. It is anec-
dotal, and it is something that we are not allowed to do dynamic 
scoring on. 

So I am very concerned. To move away from this with the best 
of intentions—and I truly believe it is with the best of intentions— 
could have some harm to it that would prove itself irreversible in 
future years as budgets continue to get tighter. So I am not a real 
fan.

Mr. TIDWELL. Okay. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. But I think you figured that out, so—Mr. Chair. 

FIRE FIGHTING TECHNOLOGY PCADS

Mr. CALVERT. We discussed this just prior to the hearing start-
ing. I have a friend, a Member, that is very interested in PCADS 
technology. So I better ask the question because he will ask me. 

It seems on the face of it the technology that would be more cost- 
effective would benefit the Forest Service. We understand that 
there are technical problems that need to be worked out. 

You responded that your staff reviewed PCADS in 2011. You had 
concerns about its accuracy, its safety, the personnel on the 
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ground. However, you offered to take another look. And so I guess 
I have to question it. 

Did you conduct another review on PCADS? 
Mr. TIDWELL. You know, I am not aware that we have conducted 

another review, but we are always open to new technology. It is my 
understanding that, my past concerns still exist. And so it is— 
whether with PCADS or other ideas that are out there, I mean, we 
are always interested in that. 

But, at the same time, the proponents are going to have to be 
able to show that their ideas are something that would not only be 
effective as far as retarding fire, but, at the same time address our 
safety concerns. 

Mr. CALVERT. Right. As you know, if we can use existing inven-
tory of aircrafts as small as our smallest aircraft and as large as 
a C–17 in terms of larger fires, if the technology existed to do that, 
that certainly could provide you more operational flexibility in case 
of fire. So that is the intent behind this. 

And so I hear that they are making progress on that technology. 
So it would not hurt, maybe, to take another look at it. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Okay. Thank you. 

ILLEGAL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION ON NATIONAL FOREST

Mr. CALVERT. The other issue, getting away from fire for a sec-
ond, is some farming activity that is taking place in the national 
forest which has nothing to do with normal farm activity, as you 
can probably guess. 

I have been getting reports about the growth of illegal marijuana 
cultivation in public lands and how it affects the environment and 
employee public safety, tourism. Maybe it helps tourism. I do not 
know. But it certainly has an effect on law enforcement. There has 
apparently been a report. 

Have you been able to review any of these reports about some 
of this illegal activity taking place in the Forest Service? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Well, I get briefed on that activity. 
Mr. CALVERT. I guess we asked for a report, also. 
Mr. TIDWELL. I will get back on the status of the latest report. 

But there is no question this is an ongoing problem. We see it pop 
up almost anywhere across the country, depending on the year. 

It is something that—you mentioned all the impacts. It not only 
affects the safety of the public—because sometimes we have to ac-
tually close areas of the forest where we have this activity until we 
can get in there and get it cleaned out—it also impacts the environ-
ment as far as with water quality. Also, in your State, it has had 
a significant impact on some sensitive species, such as fisher. 

When UC Davis saw the fatalities in fisher, they were able to 
trace it back, to the pesticides that the folks working these mari-
juana grows were spreading around to deal with rodents and stuff 
and, actually, it was killing the fishers. 

So a species that we go to great lengths to be able to provide 
habitat for sometimes we have to change our management to be 
able to provide fisher habitat and then we are finding out here that 
probably having the biggest impact is from this marijuana-growing 
activity.
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Mr. CALVERT. When you are doing your planning, do you bring 
law enforcement in to talk to you about how you are planning and 
how you are operating some of these national forests? 

Mr. TIDWELL. Yes. I mean, our law enforcement folks are spread 
across the country and provide that insight and working, of course, 
with the other Federal agencies and, also, with county law enforce-
ment to be able to address these issues. Our intent is to eradicate 
this activity whenever we find out that it is going on. 

Mr. CALVERT. As you know, there is violence because people are 
protecting these grows and people can unsuspectingly just walk in 
on it and get themselves in a fix. We have had that happen in Cali-
fornia on a number of occasions. It is a serious issue. And it is cer-
tainly something that we need to look into. 

Okay. Any additional questions? 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Well, Mr. Chair, I was going to ask a question 

for the record. But the fact that I have time, I want to just ask it 
now. And if you need to, please get back to me. 

MINING PROPOSALS: ADMINISTRATION

The budget request notes that the Forest Service is estimating 
in fiscal year 2015 that your agency will be administering at least 
8,000 new and ongoing mineral operations to ensure compliance 
with operating plants and environmental standards for the protec-
tion of surface resources. 

There are a number of controversial mining proposals on or adja-
cent to national forest lands, including Rosemont Copper Mine in 
the Coronado National Forest in Arizona; Resolution Copper Mine 
in the Tonto National Forest in Arizona; PolyMet Mine in the Su-
perior National Forest in Minnesota. So they are all over. 

These are new things that are coming up that you have to react 
to. In fact, in Minnesota’s Superior National Forest, where the 
mine leases are being managed through BLM adjacent to Boundary 
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness that the Forest Service manages, 
that is the most visited wilderness in the country. If the copper- 
nickel mining is allowed in the Superior National Forest, the po-
tential for water pollution is very real and it would be devastating 
to the Boundary Waters Canoe area. 

So is the mining and potential related water pollution in the 
Boundary Waters Canoes Area a concern to the Forest Service? Do 
you really have the tools in your budget in the Forest Service avail-
able to mitigate, to eliminate, or to look into these negative impacts 
on our national forest lands and waters? I mean, your budget has 
not gone up, but these requests are going up. 

Mr. TIDWELL. Yeah. Congresswoman, these are just the ongoing, 
issues that we deal with across the board with all of the activities 
that occur on the national forests. The demand for more activity, 
more things from the public, continues to go up. 

When it comes to minerals, we have to set our priorities. We con-
tinue to work very closely with the Bureau of Land Management. 
They have the responsibility for the subsurface. We deal with the 
surface.

So we are responsible to analyze what are going to be the im-
pacts to surface disturbance and how to mitigate those. Especially 
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when it comes to water and groundwater, they are usually some of 
the key issues when it comes to any of these large mines. 

We do a lot of this work across the country. We always have. So 
we just have to set priorities. Sometimes we are not able to be as 
responsive to the proponents as much as they would like but it is 
just a matter of setting priorities. 

We do have concerns about water quality, whether it is in Ari-
zona or whether it is in Minnesota. They are concerned with the 
boundary waters. I was able to visit that part of your State last 
year, and without any question, it just seems like everyone in Min-
nesota—they either have a cabin up there or they would like to 
have a cabin up there. 

But it is a key part of that State. It is something the State is 
very proud of, and it is essential that we take the necessary steps 
to protect the water quality of that area as much as we can of 
every area in the United States. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Well, one of the things in that watershed 
basin—and I know there is different topography in different parts 
of the United States—is we are a very water-rich State up in that 
part. And water moves around. It is above the ground. It is under 
the ground. Streams, rivers, lakes, wetlands, all filtering through 
and around. 

So one of the things I think we need to be very cognizant of is 
not just that area immediately adjacent to wilderness lands, but as 
other areas look to do mining development in that water basin, the 
accumulation effect of what is going to happen. 

One of the things I conveyed to the EPA Administrator about 
this is that we can’t start lowering standards because of the accu-
mulated effects of this. I look forward to working with you to un-
derstand better how we are making sure that, for the next genera-
tions, we are protecting these fragile waters. 

Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. And if you have too much water there 

in Minnesota, you can always send some out to California. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Sir, I respect you a lot, but we are keeping our 

water. We have to share it with Canada. 
Mr. CALVERT. There you go. 
Mr. Jenkins. 
Mr. JENKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chief, good to see you. Welcome. 
Mr. Chairman, I know that we have run a little late with votes. 

I would be happy to submit my questions for the record and try to 
keep us on time. 

Chief, I look forward to working with you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you very much. 
Are there any additional questions? 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. No, thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. CALVERT. I am sure there will be some additional questions 

for the record. We will keep the record open for a few days for that. 
And, with that, thank you. We appreciate both of you coming 

today.
We are adjourned. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 17, 2015. 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE FISCAL YEAR 2016 
BUDGET REQUEST 

WITNESSES
DAN ASHE, DIRECTOR 
CHRIS NOLIN, BUDGET OFFICER 

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. Good morning. The committee will come to order. 
Good morning and welcome to the subcommittee’s hearing on the 

President’s fiscal year 2016 budget for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. I am pleased to welcome Dan Ashe, Director of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service; and Chris Nolin, the Service’s Budget Direc-
tor.

The President’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for Fish and 
Wildlife Service is roughly $1.6 billion in current appropriations, 
which is $136 million or 9 percent above the fiscal year 2015 en-
acted level. Included are proposals that the majority of Congress 
would likely support, such as a proposal to reduce the backlog of 
species that are recovered but not yet delisted. But current law re-
quires discretionary spending to stay roughly in the level of fiscal 
year 2016, which makes a 9 percent increase for Fish and Wildlife 
Service simply unrealistic as present circumstances continue. 

A level budget generally leaves little room for the types of change 
that the Service is proposing. However, proposals highlighting a 
delisting backlog are an opportunity for us to pause and consider 
whether existing funds are being spent on the highest priorities. 
For example, the issue last year with the longhorn beetle species 
in California has highlighted the fact that, while the Service may 
recommend that a species be delisted, years can go by before the 
Service can do the work necessary to propose a delisting, and even 
then only if a lawsuit forces them to do so. Furthermore, ESA man-
dates that such recommendations and proposals be based on out-
comes of 5–year status reviews, which must be conducted for every 
listed species. The Service fails to meet this 5–year deadline for too 
many species. 

Compounding the issue is the fact that some species get a status 
review and get recommended for delisting. Then 5 years goes by, 
and instead of proposing to delist, the Service conducts another sta-
tus review. In their defense, the Service budget is currently struc-
tured to force the endangered species program to have to choose, 
for example, between spending limited funds to save a species from 
extinction or to delist one that has recovered. 

Meanwhile, the majority of the Service budget is immune from 
such difficult ESA choices but hamstrung by competing mandates, 
as well as Administration priorities that are broadly authorized but 
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not mandated. But is it right to forgo what the law requires in 
order to pursue that which the law merely says is allowable? Is 
there room enough in the Service budget for both? 

In light of the 2011 court settlement agreements and the recent 
surge of ESA listing considerations, and in light of the Service’s 
proposal to consolidate its budget and do away with a specific line 
item for ESA recovery, I believe this subcommittee has an obliga-
tion to look more closely at the Service’s ESA budget and to deter-
mine whether the Service is really equipped to handle the ESA’s 
many mandates. If the Federal Government is not prepared to take 
on all of the responsibilities that come with an ESA listing deci-
sion, perhaps it should not be listing those species in the first 
place.

Director Ashe, from the ESA to sage grouse to the National Fish 
Hatchery System to wildlife trafficking, we have much to discuss. 
I look forward to your testimony and working with you in the days 
ahead to enact a responsible, though likely smaller, budget that 
balances so many competing priorities. 

Now, before turning to my colleagues for their opening state-
ments, I want to thank the Service for allowing Ms. Jackie Kilroy 
to detail to the subcommittee for a second consecutive year, thereby 
continuing the subcommittee’s long tradition of Fish and Wildlife 
Service detailees that are second to none. 

I think I know who wrote that. 
Lastly, though he is not here, anybody named David Joyce, you 

know where his family comes from but it is his birthday today, 
both St. Patrick’s Day and his birthday, so we will have to wish 
him a happy birthday when he walks in, to our colleague David 
Joyce.

Mr. CALVERT. And I am pleased to yield to our distinguished 
ranking member today. Ms. Pingree is going to fill in for Betty 
McCollum for her opening remarks. 

OPENING REMARKS OF MS. PINGREE

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And the ranking member 
has got a scheduling conflict but expects to be here soon so I am 
happy to deliver the opening remarks on behalf of her. And since 
I was born in Minnesota, I feel like I have a little entitlement to 
say, ‘‘yeah, sure, you betcha’’ or whatever. 

So I want to welcome Director Ashe to the subcommittee this 
morning as we review the Fish and Wildlife Service budget request, 
which totals $1.576 billion, an increase of $136 million over the fis-
cal year 2015–enacted level. Adjusted for inflation, this request 
proposes to spend nearly the same amount on Fish and Wildlife 
programs that we were spending a decade ago. While the budget 
has stayed flat, clearly the Service’s workload has increased dra-
matically.

Since 2011, the Fish and Wildlife Service has completed 167 list-
ing determinations, but as of December, it still has a backlog of 609 
petition findings. With this enormous workload, the Service will 
need additional fiscal resources to address the backlog. 

The budget request aims to rebuild capacity and makes targeted 
increases to address some of the Service’s most pressing challenges. 
One such challenge that the ranking member wanted me to men-
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tion is the wildlife trafficking crisis. The United States is, as you 
know, one of the largest markets in the world for illegal wildlife 
products. The Fish and Wildlife Service is the country’s dedicated 
law enforcement agency for fish and wildlife crime. However, there 
are currently less than 200 special agents in the service. That is 
the same level as the 1970s. 

So I am happy to see that the budget includes a $9 million in-
vestment for law enforcement and wildlife tracking activities. 
These funds will allow the Service to hire additional special agents 
and intelligence analysts to pursue traffickers and protect our nat-
ural resources. 

The budget request also includes investments for combating of 
invasive species, supporting the National Wildlife Refuge System, 
and rebuilding the Service’s Science program, which are all critical 
as well to the State of Maine. Each is important to helping the 
Service achieve its conservation mandate. I think overall this budg-
et request is reasonable and will move the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice towards meeting its commitment to preserve and protect our 
living natural resources. 

With the House and Senate Budget Committees marking up 
their respective budget resolution this week, it is my hope that a 
spending deal can be reached that moves the nation forward and 
spares the American people another round of harmful sequestra-
tion cuts. 

Director Ashe, thank you for the work you do and employees of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service do. We all look forward to your testi-
mony.

Thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield back. 
Mr. CALVERT. The chairman of the full committee will be here 

shortly but for time let’s just go ahead and invite Director Ashe to 
provide his oral testimony and then we will recognize the chairman 
after your testimony. 

With that, Mr. Ashe, you are recognized. 

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR ASHE

Mr. ASHE. Thank you, Chairman Calvert, Ms. Pingree, and mem-
bers of the subcommittee. It is great to be here with you today. I 
think the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service budget this year really is 
about priorities, and reflects our important priorities. I will share 
some of those with you. 

I think, first of all, everything that we do in the Fish and Wild-
life Service is underpinned by science. We are making important 
priority investments in scientific capacity. Across the Service, we 
are making investments in priority landscapes and species. And we 
are putting priority behind important and powerful partnerships 
for conservation on an epic scale. 

In part of the American West, what people are calling the Sage-
brush Sea, we talk a lot about the sage grouse but the discussion 
is really about the dominant ecological type in the West, that is the 
sagebrush steppe ecosystem. We have an epic partnership between 
the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Forest Service, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Department of Agriculture, and 11 
range states. That partnership has produced additional partners 
down to the individual landowner, people like rancher Tom Strong 
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in Harney County, Oregon, who signed a Candidate Conservation 
Agreement with Assurances with the Fish and Wildlife Service. He 
said, ‘‘What is good for the bird is good for the herd.’’ 

Those partnership did not just happen. They happened because 
we have field strength, people like Angela Sitz, a field biologist who 
went out and built a relationship with a rancher like Tom Strong. 
We built an epic partnership with the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service in the Department of Agriculture that has delivered 
over $400 million of investment to American agricultural producers 
to help them make their living and conserve the sage grouse at the 
same time. Are these results worth an additional investment of $4 
million which we are proposing in our budget? I think that it is, 
to have staff who can grow those kinds of partnerships. 

In the Great Lakes, our partnership with the Corps of Engineers, 
the EPA, and the U.S. Department of Agriculture is keeping Asian 
carp out of the Great Lakes, and the Mississippi, Minnesota and 
Ohio Rivers. Is that worth an additional investment of $2.4 million 
to protect that Great Lakes fishery resource? I think that it is. 

In the Great Plains, we have a ground-breaking partnership with 
five range states that allowed us to list a species, the lesser prairie- 
chicken, but to fashion a plan that defers to the management of 
those five range states. Is it worth an additional investment in our 
field capacity to make those kind of partnerships happen and to en-
sure they are successful? I think that it is. 

We have a partnership with the U.S. Department of Defense and 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture to identify and grow sentinel 
landscapes on military bases. The first one was joint base Lewis- 
McChord in Washington State. We will see two additional sentinel 
landscapes announced this year. We are growing that partnership, 
helping the Defense Department meet their mission needs and the 
needs of our men and women in the armed forces while also con-
serving species. Is that effort worth an additional investment in 
our field capacity? I think that it is. 

We are looking at the possibility that some of the world’s most 
iconic species: elephant, rhinoceros, and tiger, will be extinct in our 
lifetimes, certainly our children’s lifetimes. Is combating that de-
cline worth an additional $12 million investment in Fish and Wild-
life Service law enforcement capacity? I think that it is, to prevent 
that tragedy from unfolding. 

In the aftermath of the deepwater we will be investing between 
$10 billion Horizon Oil Spill, and $20 billion in the restoration of 
the Gulf of Mexico. Is it worth a $4 million investment for field ca-
pacity for the Fish and Wildlife Service so we can ensure that $10 
to $20 billion is invested in a way that will produce broad benefits 
across America’s great sea? I think that it is. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, in California’s Bay Delta and Central 
Valley we proved last year the power of smart scientific capacity. 
We had probably the worst drought that we have endured in a dec-
ade and yet we saw no pumping restrictions due to Delta smelt. 
That was largely due to an investment in science capacity that al-
lowed us to understand better where the smelt are on any day and 
adjust pumping in a way to keep the smelt away from the pumps. 
If we can improve management with good science in that situation, 
we can do it just about anywhere. Is that investment in science 
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worth it when we are talking about millions of acre-feet of water 
moving to some of America’s most important agricultural re-
sources? I think that it is. 

As you look at our budget proposal for this year, $136 million, 
a 9 percent increase, I realize that is significant. I know the pres-
sures you are under here. But, I think you understand the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service touches every part of the nation’s $16 
trillion economy. And is it worth an investment of $136 million to 
make sure that development projects move forward on time, and 
that we can deliver innovative, energetic thinking to some of the 
nation’s most intractable environmental problems? I really think 
that it is. 

And thank you for your time today. 
[The statement of Dan Ashe follows:] 
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Mr. CALVERT. Well, I thank the gentleman for his testimony. 
While we wait for—the full committee chairman will be here 

shortly, I am going to recognize Mr. Simpson first because he has 
an Energy and Water Committee hearing starting in a little while, 
so with that—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I am sorry I 
missed the first of your testimony. I am sorry I was a little bit late. 

But, Director Ashe, welcome to the committee. It is good to see 
you again. 

Mr. ASHE. Good to see you. 

GRAY WOLVES

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask you a couple questions. I am going to 
submit for the record some questions on that pesky sage grouse 
and I suspect there will be other questions around the table and 
Mr. Amodei probably will have a few dealing with the sage chicken. 
Is that right? So I will submit mine relative to sage grouse for the 
record. Let me ask you, based upon the best scientific information 
available to the Fish and Wildlife Service, have wolves in Wyoming 
and the Great Lakes met their recovery goals and do the states 
have responsible management plans and should these wolves be 
delisted?

Mr. ASHE. Yes on all three points. The wolves in both Wyoming 
and the Great Lakes, are fully recovered. They have met their re-
covery objectives for many years. The states have been responsibly 
managing those wolves while delisted. We were very disappointed 
that courts saw it a different way. But, yes, wolves are recovered 
and we believe they no longer warrant protection under the Endan-
gered Species Act. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If the Appropriations Committee were to include 
language in the fiscal year 2016 appropriation bill to delist wolves 
in Wyoming and the Great Lakes, similar to what we did in 2011 
for Idaho and Montana, would you oppose the language? 

Mr. ASHE. I am not in the position to give you an administration 
position with regard to that type of legislation. I can just reiterate 
that I believe wolves are recovered. I believe they no longer war-
rant the protections of the Endangered Species Act. We have much 
higher priorities for our people and other species for which Endan-
gered Species Act protection is necessary. 

MONARCH BUTTERFLY

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Well, onto something else. Ms. Pingree 
brought up the monarch butterfly last time we had a hearing with 
the secretary I believe it was, and I do not know if you know it, 
but the monarch butterfly is the state insect in Idaho. On February 
9, Fish and Wildlife Service held a press conference to announce 
two initiatives: One, they are entering into an MOU with the Na-
tional Wildlife Federation on restoring monarch populations; the 
other was the announcement of a funding initiative with the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation aimed at conservation projects. 
You were very complimentary of efforts in agriculture to be a part 
of the solution and also said multiple times that ‘‘effective weed 
control and agriculture is a good thing and that agriculture should 
not be made to be the enemy in this effort.’’ Do you still believe 
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that modern agriculture can be compatible with broad-based col-
laborative efforts in monarch habitat restoration, especially given 
the efforts already being announced in states like Iowa with the in-
volvement of the agriculture stakeholders? 

Mr. ASHE. I do, Congressman. I think it is pretty clear the plight 
of the monarch butterfly has been driven by the fact that we have 
become very good at controlling weeds. The singular life history re-
quirement for the monarch butterfly is milkweed, which is largely 
absent from the Great Plains and the Midwest due to our efficiency 
in weed control. 

But if we are going to grow corn and we are going to grow wheat 
and we are going to grow soybeans, we should do that as efficiently 
as possible so that we are using land to the best available purpose. 
We don’t need to disrupt agriculture to make habitat for the mon-
arch butterfly. We know how to make habitat and we know that 
the monarch butterfly will respond. We are trying to build a na-
tional and international effort to make that habitat. We can make 
habitat on national wildlife refuges, national parks, national for-
ests, on state parks, on city parks, in backyards, and in school-
yards. Monarchs do not need big patches of habitat. They need lots 
of patches of habitat spread across the landscape. 

And so our opportunity I think is to work with the agricultural 
community to put that habitat on the ground using utility cor-
ridors, using highway corridors, using every opportunity. What we 
are working for is to produce that kind of nationwide effort, and 
it is definitely worth it. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And thank you for the job you do. And 
thank you, Mr. Chairman, for yielding me the time. 

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Ms. Pingree. 
Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you for remind-

ing us that Idaho has a vested interest in the monarch and I appre-
ciate your concern about that and certainly it is a topic of great in-
terest to me. 

I would love to take up all my time discussing that but I have 
a more pressing issue to the State of Maine and so I hope the chair 
will indulge me to talk a little bit about a Maine-specific problem, 
and it is kind of a long question so bear with me. 

SEA URCHINS AND CUCUMBERS

This is about a particular issue that you may well understand 
more about than I do, about the urchins and sea cucumbers that 
are harvested in Maine. I heard from the association last year 
which includes eight processors and shippers of these species that 
come from the Gulf of Maine. I am sure most of you do not know 
that urchins are imported from Canada to processors in Maine but 
they are also harvested in the Gulf of Maine. Once processed, vir-
tually all of them go overseas, mainly to a very large consumer 
market in Asia. 

So the industry has voiced their concerns to me and I have 
talked to them at length regarding the fact that their members are 
being required to give inspection agents 48 hours of notice of their 
shipment coming into port, obtain a federal import-export license, 
and pay fees. Just as great of a concern for them is that these 
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paper requirements are onerous but also the inspectors are gen-
erally causing delays in the shipment of what is a very perishable 
product which has about a 10-day shelf life from harvest out of the 
water to reaching someone’s dinner table across the globe. 

I am sure you know our office has reached out to the folks at 
your headquarters in the North Seas Regional FWS office, includ-
ing Wendi Weber, who has just been great for us to work on a 
whole variety of issues, so thank you very much for her, that office 
and all of you. 

But the problem our shippers are having seems to be centered 
in the New York inspection offices around a certain amount of inat-
tentiveness and delays, so I have a few specific questions. I realize 
they probably will not all be resolved at this hearing but, for the 
sake of our fishermen and our processors, really want to get it out 
there.

Mr. ASHE. Okay. 
Ms. PINGREE. First off, to me when I learned about the situation, 

the regulation itself seems a little arbitrary, so I want to know 
what the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service is for these in-
spections, what is that you are actually looking for in the process 
of the inspections. Given that all of these products go through the 
customs process as well, what additional information are you trying 
to seek from the processors and the inspection? And believe me, I 
do understand the really important role you play in wildlife traf-
ficking and so many other things and I do understand your main 
mission; I am just not quite sure how urchins have gotten caught 
in this. 

There is a shellfish exemption that dates back to the 1970s so 
I am not sure what the particular risk of sea urchins are posing 
that makes them require an inspection before export where other 
edible marine species such as lobsters, clam, mussels, scallops, 
hagfish, and other species do not. They are treated differently from 
a lot of other shellfish. 

There is a 48-hour-notice rule that requires the processors and 
distributors give the inspection agent at least 48 hours before they 
expect the shipment to arrive in New York. This is typical I guess 
for all live and perishable products inspected by Fish and Wildlife 
Service, not just urchins, but again, given the nature of how this 
happened, it is very difficult for the fishermen and other suppliers. 
The processors often do not know when the fishermen are going to 
have a harvest of urchins. They might have a good day. They go 
out independently. They are not all working at the same thing, so 
48 hours sometimes means an arbitrary 2 days that cuts into the 
2 days that they have. 

We have heard from your agency again, which is very forth-
coming and helpful to our office and willing to talk about this, that 
these live and perishable shipments were their first priority. We 
are told that such shipments are expedited and officers do overtime 
to ensure they are inspected and shipped out, but the actions do 
not seem to be matching that goal. We have heard stories from the 
processors of the product sitting in hot warehouses in New York for 
over 48 hours waiting for inspection. That is just unacceptable with 
a perishable seafood, so if part of the problem is delayed inspec-
tions, if that is something about resources, I would like to hear as 
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a subcommittee member what resources are missing from your 
ability to do this on a timely basis. 

Another question I have is why is it the Fish and Wildlife Service 
only started inspecting the exports of these products in the past 2 
years when the industry has existed for decades? If you are already 
severely short-staffed, how did this get added back in? 

Here is my last part of the question: Your agency has now stated 
that the suppliers are accountable for fees based on when the in-
spector has sent a compliance letter to the processors and business. 
I understand that the suppliers need some accountability to make 
the inspection process work correctly. My problem is with the fact 
that the New York office has sent requests to a number of proc-
essors seeking their records back to 2012 or earlier and has indi-
cated that there will be a requirement of retroactive payment and 
fees and penalties. I am curious about whether this investigation 
has been continued, and if not, what is the purpose of pursuing it 
if the processors are currently in compliance? 

So as I said, it is a long and involved and engaged question, but 
it is very concerning to our fishermen, our processors, and the com-
munities I represent. So there you go. 

Mr. ASHE. I got that message. 
Thank you. What I will do is offer to come up with my Chief of 

Law Enforcement, Bill Woody, and we can sit down and have a 
more detailed walk-through of this. 

The bottom line is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife service is respon-
sible for inspection of all wildlife products that enter the United 
States. It is a fee-based system so this subcommittee does not ap-
propriate funding for our wildlife inspectors at ports. It is a com-
pletely fee-based budgetary item. 

I think oftentimes there is an obligation for people to comply, but 
they have not complied in the past because they are unaware of the 
regulations. Then they learn of their requirements and concerns 
come up. We have a very good track record of sitting down with 
industry, and being sympathetic to their needs. We work with fish 
shippers and coral shippers, so we are able to work with shippers 
who need a quick turn-around. 

I have been in the Port of Los Angeles, for example and have 
seen coral shipments. Our people are inspecting them and the ship-
per is waiting right there. As soon as we are done, the shipper 
moves their product. These shipments are very perishable. Our 
people are very good at working with industries to make sure that 
things work for them. I think we can probably do that in this case. 

We can sit down in your office with or without the industry and 
then work on the best way forward. 

Ms. PINGREE. Well, I appreciate your assistance in that. I would 
be very happy to sit down with you. 

I will just make one other point. I would love to talk with your 
law enforcement people and I think that would be very helpful but 
I would also like to be able to have a conversation with you about 
the exact understanding of why these shipments have to be in-
spected. Like I said, other shellfish are not and so it is curious to 
me that they have been somewhat singled out. 

And secondly, I do understand your mandate on illegal traf-
ficking and a whole variety of other things, but since these are also 
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inspected by the customs service, I am just not clear about the ra-
tionale for this extra stop. That is sort of more of a policy question 
or maybe a science question. And as they say in Maine, I have been 
a little bit ‘‘on a tear’’ on this and so I want to have a better under-
standing of exactly why we are doing it. You have got plenty of 
work on your plate; this is not an invasive species, it is not illegal 
trafficking. And, really, I do not want to indulge the—— 

Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Ms. PINGREE [continuing]. Committee anymore. When I speak 

with you, I want to not just talk about law enforcement. 
Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Ms. PINGREE. I want to talk about rationale. 
Mr. ASHE. Absolutely. 
Ms. PINGREE. So thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. I want to change the line of ques-

tioning here. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES

As I mentioned in my opening statement about the delisting, 
down-listing, up-listing backlog, the Service is requesting a $7.7 
million increase for conservation restoration activities to address a 
backlog of species that have been identified for potential delisting 
and down-listing based upon 5-year reviews. How does the Service 
define the backlog of delistings and down-listings? For example, 
how much time has to pass before potential delisting or down-list-
ing is considered backlog? 

Mr. ASHE. We do not keep a register of the backlog of delisting 
or down-listing actions. The Endangered Species Act requires us to 
follow very strict deadlines for listing. So it is very clear what is 
on our list of candidate and petition species, because there is a 
public petition process. 

Mr. CALVERT. How large is that list of backlogged species? 
Mr. ASHE. We are currently working through our backlog of 251 

candidate species. We have made decisions on 169 I think, and 
then we have petitions that come in on a regular basis. I will pro-
vide a response in the questions for the record, including a status 
of where we are on our listing and delisting. 

I will say, Mr. Calvert, again, the law does not give us deadlines 
when it comes to the delisting of species and it would be difficult 
to do that because delisting depends on recovery so you have to 
first get to recovery. It is not like a petition on the listing side 
where we are petitioned and then we respond to the petition. The 
law gives us very specific timelines within which to deal with a 
listing petition. But we have been putting an emphasis on 
delisting. For example, we have a Cooperative Recovery Initiative, 
which has been very successful and recently produced the first 
delisting of a fish species due to recovery. By the end of this Ad-
ministration, if we continue on this course, we will have delisted 
more species during this administration than all previous Adminis-
trations combined. And so we are making a—— 

Mr. CALVERT. Well, obviously that process has taken a number 
of years but—— 

Mr. ASHE. That is right. I am not—— 
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Mr. CALVERT. In fiscal year 2016 in the budget we are talking 
about today, how many delistings or down-listings are we talking 
about here for this increase? 

Mr. ASHE. In this budget? 
Mr. CALVERT. In this budget. 
Mr. ASHE. Well, we are working on 18 delisting actions in 2015 

and expect we will be working on an additional 8 in 2016. Those 
are species like the Louisiana black bear, and Delmarva fox squir-
rel. Hopefully we will be proposing a delisting of the grizzly bear 
in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem. We are actively working on 
those proposals, and it is our objective to have those done—— 

Mr. CALVERT. Well, how much of the $7.7 million increase is 
going toward that backlog? All of it? 

Mr. ASHE. All of it. 
Mr. CALVERT. Okay. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for just a second? 
Mr. CALVERT. Certainly. 
Mr. ASHE. Gary Frazer, our Assistant Director for Ecological 

Services says that the $7 million increase will support the work on 
these delisting proposals, plus it will allow us to do a better job of 
fulfilling our responsibilities with regard to 5-year status reviews. 
We will be investing in additional capacity to do 5-year status re-
views, which are the foundation for additional delistings. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Have we ever done a delisting in which there has 
not been a lawsuit filed against the delisting? 

Mr. ASHE. Oh, sure. I will have to think about a recent example 
but I am not aware of any kind of lawsuits challenging the 
delisting of the American alligator. I do not believe we were subject 
to litigation on the bald eagle delisting. But delistings are some-
times controversial, but mostly not. We have not received any no-
tice of intent to sue on the recent proposal for Oregon chub. I doubt 
that we will. Certainly higher profile species like wolves or grizzly 
bear tend to be more controversial. 

Mr. CALVERT. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. Kilmer. 
Mr. KILMER. Thanks, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for being 

with us. 
I wanted to ask about the Partners for Fish and Wildlife Pro-

gram, which is a voluntary citizen- and community-based steward-
ship program for fish and wildlife conservation specifically on pri-
vate land. Working with private landowners and with other stake-
holders, the Fish and Wildlife Service has been able to support suc-
cessful management of federal trust species and support habitat 
restoration projects. In Washington State, it has been very useful 
for the regional fisheries enhancement groups that are very, very 
important for salmon restoration, which is obviously of great im-
portance to our area economically, culturally, and environmentally. 

PARTNERS FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE AND THE BUDGET RESTRUCTURE

The President’s budget proposed restructuring the budget for 
habitat conservation. I just wanted to get a better understanding 
of how that restructuring will affect the Partners for Fish and 
Wildlife program and the activities that it currently supports. And 
any thoughts on how we can ensure the success of that program? 
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Mr. ASHE. Yes, thank you. The Partners for Fish and Wildlife 
program is one of our most significant advancements we have made 
in the last 20 years, a notion that we should be out working with 
private landowners on a voluntary, cooperative basis. The budget 
restructuring is not going to have any effect on the budget support 
for Partners. In fact, I would suspect that it will be a benefit to 
Partners because the budget restructuring is designed to provide us 
with more flexibility to use dollars where the priorities are. Part-
ners for Fish and Wildlife projects just take a little bit of money. 
A $5,000 investment to make available to the private landowner a 
refuge or a fish hatchery expert. I think the budget restructuring 
will give us the kind of flexibility we need to provide better support 
to our partners for Fish and Wildlife program. 

Mr. KILMER. And any thoughts on how we can better support the 
success of that program? 

Mr. ASHE. The Partners program has been important in encour-
aging partnership between the Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, for instance. We started what we 
call the Working Lands for Wildlife Initiative between us and the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture to work with farmers and ranchers 
on conservation on private lands. Encouragement from Congress 
and the committees will help make those efforts work and make 
them lasting. I think that support will be helpful because they are 
shared efforts between us and Agriculture. 

The Sentinel Landscapes program I mentioned previously at 
Joint Base Lewis-McChord has involved our Partners for Fish and 
Wildlife program as well. We would appreciate your support of that 
program also. 

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM

Mr. KILMER. You mentioned before we started that I met you at 
our wildlife refuge out at the Nisqually. I have heard some con-
cerns about the length of time it takes for refuges to hire manage-
ment and biologists and outreach personnel. Can you talk about 
any challenges the Service is facing in terms of filling out key posi-
tions in the workforce? 

Mr. ASHE. Well, the big challenge for us is the funding to pay 
for positions. In the National Wildlife Refuge System we have lost 
over 500 positions since 2010. I have one refuge law enforcement 
officer, for the entire State of New Mexico. I have no public-use 
professionals at refuges in the entire State of Arizona. 

We have critical staff shortages. The time required to fill posi-
tions is a function of the resources available to support those posi-
tions. Our budget request this year is for a $34 million increase in 
the National Wildlife Refuge System. That will allow us to fill some 
key vacancies. The limiting factor in our hiring is just the dollars. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Mr. Stewart. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And, Director, it is good to see you. 
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Before I begin, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate you mentioned it was 
our friend David Joyce’s birthday today but I am hurt that you for-
got it was my anniversary today. 

Mr. CALVERT. Happy anniversary. 
Mr. STEWART. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. That is worth celebrating. 
Mr. AMODEI. It does not sound like he means it to you. 
Mr. STEWART. Dan, it is good to see you. Thank you for the time 

we have spent together. 
I was noticing on your resume your father served 37 years in the 

Service.
Mr. ASHE. He did. 
Mr. STEWART. Is he still alive? 
Mr. ASHE. He is. 
Mr. STEWART. I am sure he is very proud to see you in the re-

sponsibilities that you have. 
Mr. ASHE. I think he is. Thank you. 
Mr. STEWART. So congratulations to both of you on that. 
Mr. ASHE. Although he does tell me when I am doing things 

wrong.
Mr. STEWART. After 37 years I suppose you gather an opinion 

about certain things. 
Mr. ASHE. Right. Yes. 
Mr. STEWART. I will bet you can guess two things that I want to 

talk about. 
Mr. ASHE. I can imagine. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Mr. STEWART. I am sure. I will just mention briefly the sage 
grouse because it is something I mentioned so often. 

We had a meeting that I appreciated with you and Neil Kornze 
in my office a couple weeks ago regarding that and some very spe-
cific concerns we have with some coal production that is going to 
be devastating if we cannot work out an area of compromise and 
protect 350 jobs in a part of my district. Three hundred and fifty 
jobs is like, you know, the equivalent of probably 10,000 jobs here 
in Washington, D.C. It is very important for us to find progress on 
that.

The second thing is, as I am sure you are aware—and I do not 
know how you maintain your awareness on all of these local issues, 
by the way, that all of us want to talk about, not so much big pic-
ture on budget but the things that matter to us in our district in 
our states. 

But last November the U.S. District Court in Utah declared the 
Federal Government cannot extend ESA protections to the Utah 
prairie dog onto non-federal lands. We thought that was a victory 
for efforts that we had been working on for probably 20 years, and 
this has enormous economic impacts. And again, a rural part of my 
state, tens of millions of dollars had been spent already in trying 
to protect this Utah prairie dog at the same time while trying to 
open up economic development in a part of the country that does 
not have a lot of that and it is challenging for them. 

It has already been announced that the Federal Government is 
in the process of appealing that decision. I do not know and I do 
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not know what the 10th Circuit will determine but it might end up 
at the Supreme Court even. But as you know, since then the state 
has been aggressive in working with local authorities and working 
with you and others in implementing a state plan that would pro-
tect the prairie dogs. I wonder if you would just comment on your 
reaction to the appealing of that decision and how we can protect 
the progress we have made while that decision is being appealed. 

Mr. ASHE. Yes, I think there were some aspects of that decision 
that were certainly troubling to us, but it would be my hope that 
that will not get in the way of a solution. I think you have been 
very helpful. I hope you have found the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to be helpful—— 

Mr. STEWART. And we have. 
Mr. ASHE. [continuing]. In that regard, and I think that with 

your help and support we can make progress. I met last week with 
Greg Sheehan in Omaha. I think the State of Utah is being very 
helpful. I think there are solutions available to us on Utah prairie 
dog. Everybody seems to be moving towards those solutions, so I 
am optimistic. 

Mr. Chairman, that is a good example of what we can do when 
resources are available. If we get the funding we are asking for, 
particularly for recovery, I think we can make a difference. I am 
optimistic that we can get there with the Utah prairie dog. Wheth-
er we appeal or do not appeal, we are continuing to work with the 
state, and it appears the state is continuing to work with us. 

Mr. STEWART. Yes, and I think both of us have the same objec-
tives and that is to make the appellate process irrelevant. 

Mr. ASHE. Exactly. 
Mr. STEWART. Let’s find success regardless of what the courts 

may find, and I think both of us would be satisfied if we were able 
to do that. 

And by the way, you have been helpful and we are grateful for 
that. I tell people all the time back home we have made more 
progress working with you in the last year than we made in 20 
years previous, and I do not think that is an exaggeration. 

Mr. ASHE. Credit should be given on both sides because I think 
your presence and involvement has made a difference at the local 
level. You obviously have the trust of those local governments and 
I think that has made all the difference in the world. 

Mr. STEWART. Well, thank you. And I will be brief. There is one 
other issue I wanted to bring up. I will maybe save it for another 
time, but let me just end by saying we look forward to working 
with you on those issues. We hope we can find the same type of 
a consensus and the same type of a compromise on the sage grouse 
as well and I speak for many western, you know, political officials 
when I say that. It is deeply concerning for many of us. 

And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. I thank the gentleman. 
Next, Mr. Amodei. 
Mr. AMODEI. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Dan, thanks. First, I would like to get your dad’s phone number. 

If you can give that to me off the record. 
Mr. ASHE. He will be happy to talk to you. 
Mr. AMODEI. Okay, good. Maybe he will be. 



100

SAGE-STEPPE HABITAT

I want to start by saying, you know, one of your regional south-
west directors has called Nevada this ancient crossroads of the 
West. I think he is right. I think there is work to be done in the 
Great Basin when you look at the last 20 or 30 years. When people 
say we have lost habitat and it has been fragmented, I think that 
is true. So the objective here, at least from my perspective, is we 
need to fix some things that need fixing and so the objective is just 
to get the strongest possible and a broad factual foundation and 
then go forward to reverse the trend of losing between 6 and 7 mil-
lion acres in my state to catastrophic wildland fire and replacing 
that with seas of not sage but cheatgrass and stuff like that. 

So I want to make that clear that I do not think we are at cross 
purposes here and I want to thank you for the openness that your 
staff has extended to our office in basically trying to bore down to 
get to some of this. 

So with that in mind, when the Secretary of Interior came out 
with her Secretarial Directive, it uses words like ‘‘unprecedented’’ 
and for the first time actually asks for budget resources to put on 
the ground regarding fuels management, restoration, stuff like that 
in the sagebrush steppe ecosystem. I agree with her. Do you agree? 

Mr. ASHE. I do. 
Mr. AMODEI. And I think that is important because when you 

talk about what are we doing to address this issue in the Great 
Basin and in this ancient country, well, those 11 states, I would 
think that would be a pretty significant factor for consideration 
when ultimately the decision on how are we going to go forward 
with this is made. 

And when I look back at USGS’s commitment of almost 3/4 of $1 
billion over the last X number of years that everybody is touting 
as, you know, working with private landowners, stuff like that, it 
is like, you know, there are resources floating around in one form 
or another or proposed for floating around which I think would go 
to answer a big question when we started this, which is where are 
the resources to the plans going? Do you think we have made good 
progress? I mean obviously it has got to be put in the budget for 
the secretarial order. 

Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. AMODEI. But you look at those resources, that is a pretty sig-

nificant amount when you talk about the West where we are not 
having to rebuild towns and things like that. It is all wildland-re-
lated, most of it, so I mean this is a big step in the right direction 
I think. Would you agree with that? 

Mr. ASHE. It is an enormous step. Like you said, I use the word 
epic partnership. I do not mean that rhetorically. It is unprece-
dented. When you are in my profession you read people like Aldo 
Leopold and Rachel Carson. Even then, they talked about cheat-
grass and the fire invasive cycle. Aldo Leopold wrote about it in 
1949. This is not something that has snuck up on us. It has been 
a perennial, long-standing problem. For the first time we are start-
ing to see the outlines of a solution because this un-gamey little 
bird has made us focus. 
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The fire invasive cycle is the major threat in the Great Basin 
portion of the range. The secretary has been an exemplary leader, 
and Janice Schneider, the Assistant Secretary for Land and Min-
erals, also has been an exemplary leader. For the first time, we can 
begin to be optimistic that we are looking at solutions. 

Mr. AMODEI. Great. And while we are talking about that science 
stuff, I was visited by the folks from the university system in Ne-
vada, the agriculture department, who have a fairly extensive his-
tory in terms of rangeland health, biology, the range agriculture in-
dustry, all that stuff, and they indicated to me—and these are my 
words and I am shortening it up—but basically nobody has asked 
them for their thoughts on the health of the sagebrush, so all I 
would say is I would appreciate it if you would look at that. 

Mr. ASHE. Sure. 
Mr. AMODEI. Has anybody asked the folks who have been in the 

business for a heck of a long time, what their thoughts are on a 
cheatgrass, fire, and all that other sort of stuff? I do not know if 
that is true or not and I am not indicating I do not believe them, 
but it is like I would think when we talk about underpinned by 
science for your conclusions, it is like I would assume you would 
talk to the folks who have been doing that for quite a while. 

Mr. ASHE. We have. I would take the occasion to again say that 
with this subcommittee’s help, we have built science capacity with-
in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and—— 

Mr. AMODEI. And I get that. 
Mr. ASHE [continuing]. That has been helpful. We used some of 

that science capacity to contract with the Western Association of 
Fish and Wildlife Agencies—— 

Mr. AMODEI. No, I understand that. 
Mr. ASHE [continuing]. And they have produced—— 
Mr. AMODEI. I am not saying you should not have talked to any-

body you talked to. 
Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. AMODEI. I am just saying one of the preeminent folks who 

have been in the business for a long time probably ought to be at 
the table when you talk about that. 

Let me switch real quick. Mining transparency, it is my under-
standing that there are presently discussions with Barrick and 
Newmont—we are not going to beat around the bush—— 

Mr. ASHE. Yes. 
Mr. AMODEI [continuing]. Who happen to be major mining com-

panies who own some pretty nice sage hen habitat ranges in Ne-
vada, about potential takeover agreements or whatever the right 
phrase is, which is fine; I am okay with that. I mean that is your 
job, but I find it curious that those are going on and everybody ac-
knowledges them and at the same time there is pushback to the 
Nevada sagebrush system eco-council in terms of a mitigation plan 
for the state. 

And so I say that to say this, which is if it is okay to talk mitiga-
tion with certain private landowners, why would there be pushback 
to the state’s mitigation plan in general? Because that is what I 
have been led to believe is that one of the problems with Nevada 
is you have got to make a mitigation plan there and that is prob-
lematic, which kind of gets us into, you know that 3 million acre 
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map that you said is not the map from your October letter, we are 
still working on Coates in Nevada, right? 

Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. AMODEI. Coates is the map. 
Mr. ASHE. Yes. 
Mr. AMODEI. Okay, good. The record should reflect that that was 

an affirmative answer, Mr. Chairman. 
So anyhow, I am glad you are talking to Barrick and Newmont. 
Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. AMODEI. Is it your understanding that the discussion with 

the state for their mitigation plans is in good shape or is in bad 
shape? I know that Ren has been fairly critical at some public con-
ferences about it and does not like the state plan for mitigation. 
Where are we at on that as far as you know presently? 

Mr. ASHE. The discussions that we have had with Barrick per-
tain to a specific mitigation agreement. When a company like a 
Barrick asks for our endorsement of a mitigation agreement, they 
need to provide very specific terms and conditions related to that 
agreement. We have been involved in discussions for close to 2 
years with Barrick on the formation of a mitigation agreement. We 
are pretty close to the endpoint there. 

Mr. AMODEI. Why did you not want the ability to do that with 
somebody 2 years down the road maybe? 

Mr. ASHE. We have been working with the State of Nevada on 
their plan. We do endorse the notion of education as a vital ele-
ment of the sage grouse conservation strategy. Where we disagreed 
with the State of Nevada is whether that strategy could be a re-
placement for resource allocations in the BLM plan. If we are going 
to avoid the need to list the greater sage-grouse, we have to be able 
to see a specific, predictable outcome. We were not able to get to 
a place with the State of Nevada where we could say that your 
mitigation strategy is going to provide certain outcomes with re-
gard to the sage-grouse to replace the need for resource allocations 
in the BLM plans. We are continuing to work with the state on 
their mitigation strategy. 

Mr. AMODEI. And finally if I might, Mr. Chairman—and I will 
get with you offline on the other stuff—but when you talk about 
mitigation and restoration and whether the birds will come back in, 
that sort of stuff, I know there has been a differentiation recently, 
low altitude versus high altitude. And it is I guess curious to me. 
We asked USGS to make us a map up of Nevada that says, hey, 
where is Pinyon-Juniper, where are the major fires in the last 20 
years, and where is cheatgrass? And they did it for us. 

It bothers me that when we talk about low altitude or other con-
cepts like that, when I go to staff and say how many acres in Ne-
vada are low altitude, I mean if that is not restorable—although 
that is subject to argument, if that is not restorable, can we quan-
tify that? And the answer is kind of no. And I say, well, would you 
not want to know? Because if you cannot quantify low altitude, 
then I assume multiple use is okey dokey, which I am not sure you 
want to go that far and I am not sure I would have if I was in your 
position. Can you tell me how many acres are low altitude that the 
Service thinks are not subject to restoration based on past prior 
history of that 6 to 7 million? 
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Mr. CALVERT. I will have to direct you to answer that and then 
we will move on to the next question. Thank you. 

Mr. ASHE. I would have to respond to that in writing. 
Mr. AMODEI. Okay. We will talk offline. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man.
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. Mr. Joyce, by the way, happy birthday 

and happy St. Patrick’s Day, and obviously with a name like Joyce 
we discussed you must be 100 percent Irish. 

Mr. JOYCE. Yes, I am and Patrick is my middle name because 
there were already enough Patrick Joyces in our family. My mother 
did not want people to be confused. 

Mr. CALVERT. Right. 
Mr. JOYCE. Thank you. 
Director, thank you very much for being here today. 
Mr. ASHE. Thank you. 

MASS MARKING

Mr. JOYCE. I know you are familiar with the fish marking proc-
ess. You certainly have been utilizing it in the Pacific Northwest. 
The goal in the Great Lakes, as I understand it, is also to clip and 
tag all trout and salmon stocked to better track federal and state 
investments in stocking programs. This project has received some 
funding, primarily through the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative 
program. Has the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service budgeted for mass 
marking in the Pacific Northwest and the Great Lakes? 

Mr. ASHE. We are budgeted at current levels in both the Great 
Lakes and the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. JOYCE. Could you tell us what ‘‘current levels’’ means? 
Mr. ASHE. Let me get back to you. We have an ongoing effort in 

the Great Lakes that is an integral part of our effort to restore the 
native lake trout. We are using that technology in our mobile labs 
in the Great Lakes but I cannot tell you exactly the exact nature 
of that effort. But our funding is at current levels in the 2016 pro-
posal.

Mr. JOYCE. The fishing has been wonderful; do not get me wrong. 
I am a one-trick pony. I am all Great Lakes. He is all sage grouse. 

Mr. CALVERT. We allow mule deer, too. 

INVASIVE SPECIES STATE PLANS

Mr. JOYCE. In the 2016 budget you are requesting an increase of 
$42,000 for the implementation of Aquatic Invasive Species State 
Plans, a key coordination aspect between the states and the Service 
in connection with your invasive species efforts. Given the impor-
tance of coordination with the states, will the noted increase sup-
port the regional panels, state implementation of approved Aquatic 
Invasive Species Management Plans, or other efforts? 

Mr. ASHE. That is a very detailed question. What I will do is I 
will get you an answer for that for the record. 

[The information follows:] 

STATE INVASIVE SPECIES PLANS AND REGIONAL PANELS

The 2016 budget includes an increase of $42,000 for implantation of State 
Invasive Species Plans and Regional Panels. The Nonindigenous Aquatic Nuisance 
Species Prevention and Control Act (NANPCA) of 1990 as amended by the National 
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Invasive Species Act of 1996 authorized $300,000 for the Aquatic Nuisance Species 
Task Force (ANSTF) Regional Panels. Regional Panel funding was reduced by 
$60,000 due to sequestration cuts in FY2013, and the ANSTF has identified the res-
toration of these cuts as essential for both its work and its Regional Panels. Accord-
ingly, the entire increase will be directed towards Regional Panels to partially re-
store these cuts. 

Mr. JOYCE. Well, I would have a second question if Ms. McCol-
lum was here. 

Mr. ASHE. I think overall I would say the premier investment we 
are making in our state partners is the $11.3 million increase re-
quest for the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants. That is key capacity 
for our state partners to do what they call non-game management. 
I would point the committee in that direction. The key capacity for 
our state partners is in that $11.3 million increase for State and 
Tribal Wildlife Grants. 

The invasive species grants tend to be more project-focused. 
What are we going to do with zebra or quagga mussel? How are 
we going to make very targeted, specific investments in Asian carp? 

Mr. JOYCE. My apologies to Congresswoman McCollum. I did not 
see you sitting there as I looked down the aisle. I apologize. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. I will just speak briefly because I will have Mr. 
Israel go before me. 

I think it would be beneficial for us to have a briefing about what 
is going on with Asian carp because there is a lot going on in my 
region. Fish and Wildlife are taking the lead on it, and touching 
bases and working with the Park Service, the University of Min-
nesota, the Army Corps, and everybody. There is a lot going on and 
I think it would be beneficial for us to get a briefing on this be-
cause this might be something that we model not only for invasive 
species but for endangered species in the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

ASIAN CARP

Mr. JOYCE. Lastly, and I am glad you brought that up, invasive 
species include Asian carp which pose a significant threat to the 
Great Lakes ecosystem. While the Army Corps of Engineers wants 
to say that we are supposed to be happy that Asian carp are some 
50 miles away allegedly, we are finding Asian carp eDNA through-
out the basin. I noticed you requested a $2.4 million increase for 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services Asian carp efforts. This would bring 
the level of your base appropriating for Asian carp management to 
a total of $7.9 million? 

Mr. ASHE. Correct. 
Mr. JOYCE. Can you provide specific examples of what this re-

quested funding increase would be used for? 
Mr. ASHE. In short, field capacity. Those funds are going to go 

on the ground to do more survey work, using eDNA technology so 
that we can do the best job possible for early detection and that 
rapid response. That really is the key capacity for us if we are 
going to keep the Great Lakes safe, if we are going to keep Asian 
carp from spreading further in the Ohio River, Minnesota River 
Valley systems. And so in short that is field capacity. 

Mr. JOYCE. Could you supply that information to the Army Corps 
of Engineers? 

Mr. ASHE. Sure. Yes. 
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Mr. JOYCE. They came out with the GLMRIS report that in-
cluded eight options to deal with the issue; one being do nothing, 
and it took them 7 years to do that, which is just not acceptable. 

Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. JOYCE. The information that they are spewing out there now 

is, oh, they have got this issue in check is not acceptable either. 
Mr. ASHE. I think it is remarkable how long we have kept Asian 

carp out of the Great Lakes. I will give credit to the Corps of Engi-
neers and the whole partnership. U.S. EPA, and our state partners. 
Their work has been really remarkably successful. 

Continuing success is going to require field capacity and in-
creased investment in scientific capacity. eDNA is a bit of a revolu-
tion. We need to learn how to use it smarter and know, when we 
find evidence, what that evidence means. We need to invest more 
in early detection capacities so that if we do have an incident 
where we find carp in or near the Great Lakes, we can respond in 
real time. The incremental investment in this budget is going to 
provide some of that key capacity. 

Mr. JOYCE. I appreciate the fact that you are a team player. That 
is what we are trying to get going with the GLRI. 

Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Mr. JOYCE. One part of the team needs to be brought up to speed 

with the rest of us. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I send you back what little or no time 

I have left. 
Mr. CALVERT. That is correct. Thank you. 
Mr. Israel. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Director Ashe, thank you 

for joining us. 

WILDLIFE TRAFFICKING

I have two questions, the first on wildlife trafficking. This is real-
ly a global threat and I think that there is agreement on both sides 
of the aisle as to the threat, though there may be some differences 
of opinion as to how we respond to that threat. We know that wild-
life trafficking is generating revenues for the most nefarious activi-
ties and now could be a not insignificant source of revenues for ter-
rorist organizations. The Office of Law Enforcement received $66.7 
million in fiscal year 2015. The President’s request adds $8.7 mil-
lion. At the same time, you are actually cutting hours at John F. 
Kennedy International Airport for permitting. My question is what 
do you need in order to engage in a robust and effective response 
to wildlife trafficking? 

Mr. ASHE. Well, you hit two of the key elements. We need more 
law enforcement officers. And this year for the first time since I 
have been Director, we are hiring a new class of special agent in 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. We have now put special agents 
in four embassies. We will soon have a fifth. We will have special 
agents in Bangkok; in Lima, Peru; in Tanzania; and in Botswana. 
Before the end of the year we will have a special agent in our em-
bassy in Beijing. With the money that we are requesting in 2016 
we will be able to do five or ten more. We will be able to put a spe-
cial agent in a place like Indonesia, where Ambassador Robert 
Blake is desperate to have that law enforcement expertise. 
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And we certainly need more inspectors in our ports. As I said to 
Ms. Pingree before, that is a fee-based system. All of our wildlife 
inspectors are supported by fees. The solution there is to increase 
fees, which nobody likes either, so we have to manage that capacity 
as best we can. We have to work with the regulated industry to try 
to find a balance in terms of increased capacity without increasing 
the fee structure exponentially. We are having those discussions as 
well. But our request to you is for capacity and our increase re-
quest will support more agents. 

It is also going to support a whole new generation of forensics ca-
pacity. We are building an intelligence-related computer forensics 
capacity located in Jacksonville, Florida. 

Our increase will allow us to do the investigations that it takes 
to beat these traffickers. Right now, it is a low-risk, high-profit 
venture. We have to make it a higher-risk venture, which means 
we have to start going after the people who are making the money. 
We are pretty good at catching poachers but that is not going to 
do the job. We have to go after the people who are making the 
money, and to do that we have to have better intelligence capacity 
in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and our budget request sup-
ports that. 

We have also just signed an agreement with Customs and Border 
Patrol that for the first time gives us access to their trade data-
base. That will allow us to better target our law enforcement effort. 

I think we are making important changes and we are enhancing 
our ability to enforce the laws and to do that in a way that does 
not disrupt important trade. We have to be able to enforce these 
laws but also allow trade to move. International trade is moving 
volumes that we have never seen before. It is going to move faster 
all the time so we have to be nimble as well. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Well, I would appreciate—because I do not want to 
gobble up the time and I have one more question for you—— 

Mr. ASHE. All right. 
Mr. ISRAEL [continuing]. A briefing from you or some of your 

team so that we can delve into some of the details of this, particu-
larly what your capacity is and where it could grow, where your 
intel capabilities lie, and what kind of interagency coordination you 
have. Wildlife trafficking involves the Department of Treasury, it 
involves money laundering, it probably involves elements in the 
intel community, et cetera. So if you would come on up and—— 

Mr. ASHE. I would love to. 
Mr. ISRAEL [continuing]. Brief me. 

CIVILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS

Okay. Quick other question. I love visiting our national parks. I 
always tell people I may not be the smartest Member of Congress, 
though the competition is not that stiff, but I love the history of 
our parks. And I was at the Grand Canyon, one of my favorite 
places on Earth, learning about the Civilian Conservation Corps, 
whose first project was Bright Angel Trail at the Grand Canyon, 
which was primarily an initiative to put World War I veterans back 
to work. 

And I had suggested when I came back to the Administration 
that we need to modernize the Civilian Conservation Corps. We 
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have so many veterans, and this is the perfect kind of work for 
them to do: reclamation, building trails. They did nation-building 
in Iraq and Afghanistan. They should be doing park-building in 
this country. And I learned that there is actually 21st Century Ci-
vilian Conservation Corps. So if you could just very briefly tell us 
about that and what we can do to support it. 

Mr. ASHE. Yes. Secretary Jewell has been a fierce advocate for 
the 21st Century Conservation Service Corps, 21st Century CSC, 
which is built on the same principle as the CCC. We have great 
need in our national parks, our national wildlife refuges, and our 
national forests. We all have an extensive deferred maintenance 
backlog. We have the opportunity to achieve many objectives in the 
employment of veterans, employment of young people, and the en-
gagement of a new generation. Our budget contains $18.5 million 
for targeting the next generation of conservationists. That is reflec-
tive of the Secretary’s priority on the 21st Century Conservation 
Service Corps. We are all, like you, fully invested in that idea. 

The other request in our budget is $5 million for what we are 
calling Urban Refuge Partnerships. We spend a lot of effort to try 
to get young people out into the outdoors but there is a whole seg-
ment of society that will likely never have that opportunity. We are 
bringing the outdoors to some of our great urban centers—places 
like Philadelphia, New Haven and New York. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Thanks for throwing that in. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. And St. Paul. 
Mr. ASHE. And St. Paul, yes. So we can bring the outdoors to 

these great urban centers and not just to the generation of young 
Americans who have the opportunity to get out into these great 
places but also we need to make sure we are reaching who would 
not have had that opportunity otherwise. 

Mr. ISRAEL. So when you come up or somebody comes up to talk 
to me about wildlife trafficking, can you also have somebody come 
up and teach me more about this? 

Mr. ASHE. Absolutely. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Ms. McCol-

lum.
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. On that issue of wildlife trafficking, 

obviously ivory is probably at the top of the list and we need to 
come up with a solution that respects the legitimate antiques that 
are out there, musicians and their musical instruments that they 
have had for some time, and stopping obviously illegal trafficking 
of ivory, which as the gentleman was pointing out, Boko Haram 
and other terrorist organizations are using to fund their activities 
so it is something we need to tackle. 

With that, Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

LAW ENFORCEMENT

Steve, I might join you when you have them up because I have 
a couple of follow-up questions on this. One of them is in regards 
to your international program. You request a bit of a bump-up and 
then 25 new hires for law enforcement activity. Are the 25 new 
hires including the embassy personnel you were just talking about? 

Mr. ASHE. Yes. 
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Ms. MCCOLLUM. So are they funded out of the international por-
tion of Fish and Wildlife or is that out of law enforcement? 

Mr. ASHE. That is law enforcement. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. That is law enforcement. 
Mr. ASHE. Yes. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Did you want to add something? 
Mr. ASHE. We are going to hire 10 new intelligent analyst posi-

tions—that is the intelligence capacity that I referred to earlier— 
and 10 new special agents, and five new special agents for digital 
evidence and recovery, so that is computer forensics. So that is the 
detail.

Mr. CALVERT. Would the gentlelady yield? 
That would be all appropriated funds, none of the—fee based 

funds?
Mr. ASHE. That is all appropriated funds. 
Mr. CALVERT. All appropriated funds—— 
Mr. ASHE. Right. Yes. 
Mr. CALVERT [continuing]. Not fee-based funds? 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Okay. So five are computer? 
Mr. ASHE. Right. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. So they are stationed here in the U.S.? 
Mr. ASHE. The digital evidence, they will be in the Jacksonville, 

Florida.
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Okay. 
Mr. ASHE. We are creating a digital evidence lab. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. And then the other 10 and 10, where are they 

located at? 
Mr. ASHE. The 10 intelligence analyst positions are going to be 

spread between service regions and headquarters. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. So they are stateside? 
Mr. ASHE. Right. And then the 10 new agents assigned to the 

service region will be both here in the U.S. and embassy-based. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Okay. I want to see how the breakdown on that 

works.
Mr. ASHE. Okay. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. But we can do that later. 
What would be the rotation in the embassy? 
Mr. ASHE. Good question. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Are you thinking a year, 2 years? Because it 

takes a while to develop relationships and contacts. 
Mr. ASHE. Well, let me just say it would be several years. As you 

said, one of the big benefits is to put somebody on location so they 
can build those trust relationships with foreign governments in 
their law enforcement capacity. It definitely would be a multiyear 
assignment but let me find out if we have a specific term. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Do you currently charge any fees for inspection? 
Mr. ASHE. Our inspection capacity is completely fee-based. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. So it is all fee-based? 
Mr. ASHE. Yes. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. When is the last time you raised those? 
Mr. ASHE. I will have to get back to you for the record but it 

probably would have been 2 years ago. 
[The information follows:] 
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LAW ENFORCEMENT INSPECTION FEES

The last fee schedule for inspection fees for FWS law enforcement were published 
in 2008 and went in to effect in January, 2009. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Two years ago. I would like that and what we 
got for that because I do not want to make the cost of doing things, 
prohibitively expensive to slow down or do anything to hurt our 
shipping industry. On the other hand, you have the cost of not 
catching this both for international security and terrorism reasons, 
as well as the cleanup costs for some of the animals that come over 
and then end up being part of the whole invasive species problem. 
Thinking of what has happened down in Florida and in other parts 
is very concerning because then it costs taxpayers a phenomenal 
amount of money to clean this up later. 

Mr. ASHE. I have asked our people to look at the potential for 
further fee increases so that is certainly a discussion we can have. 
We are considering the potential for further fee increases. We have 
to balance that against the fact we are charging fees against people 
that are playing by the rules, and so we need to make sure that 
those are fair. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. I agree, and so you can get me the history on 
that, but the people who play by the rules wind up paying for the 
cleanup costs indirectly later on, too. 

Mr. ASHE. Exactly right. 

SERVICE SCIENCE

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Could you just briefly kind of tell us what is 
going on with your inquiries for $10 million for Service sciences 
and what are some of the things that you would like to have hap-
pen? I mean that has been a cost that you have been asking for 
for a long time. You know, it keeps getting pushed back, pushed 
back, pushed back. What opportunities are we missing either to 
help with keeping things off the endangered species list, invasive 
species, or developing some better techniques at catching some of 
these illegal substances as they come across our borders? 

Mr. ASHE. I said in my opening statement that we are a science- 
driven agency, so everything we do has to have that kind of funda-
mental competency in science. The committee has been supportive 
of our requests to build over science program since 2010. Science 
is a key capacity for us. 

A good example right now is that scientists have identified an 
Asian fungus in salamanders that is fungus much like white nose 
syndrome in bats. It has been devastating amphibian populations 
in Europe. If that were to get into the United States, it would be 
devastating here because many of those species are on the verge 
of being listed as threatened or endangered. That would make it 
more complicated with water projects nationwide if we have more 
endangered amphibians and so we should be doing everything pos-
sible to keep it out of the United States. We are working with the 
pet trade to see how we can do that. 

One of the key ingredients to keeping it out of the U.S. is can 
we find a process for early detection. If we had that we could pro-
hibit imports unless they pass a screening process. We have to 
have the scientific resources to design such a screening process. 
Like zebra mussel or Asian carp, this could be an issue that costs 
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the American taxpayers billions of dollars if we do not stop it now. 
That investment in science capacity is a small increment that 
would allow us to have a large impact. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, just one final observation on science 
space. I had the opportunity to go out to USGS, to go out to their 
lab. They were working on a way in which they could—I am over-
simplifying this—swab, apply something to wood so it would show 
the type of wood, possibly where it came from, and other things 
like that as we work to ban illegal logging. That traffic, is, as you 
know, harmful to our industry, harmful to countries, and an illegal 
trade.

So a lot of what you refer to as science space, is some of this 
going to be collaboration with USGS? Is there a dotted line be-
tween the two of you? Do you have dollars that work together? Do 
you coordinate on your projects? 

Mr. ASHE. We do. USGS provides us with exceptional scientific 
support. They cannot provide us with everything that we need. The 
support we are asking for is for very applied, rapid science. We 
work with the USGS in the sage grouse context. The USGS is pro-
viding us with key science, as they did with polar bear, as they are 
with Asian carp. But our science needs are often quick turn- 
around, scientific capacity. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. I know there are a number of hearings 

going on, including one that I needed to be at for the National 
Guard. If there are any other questions? If not, I would ask that 
we all submit them for the record. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Ms. Pingree has some, I know. 
Mr. CALVERT. And Ms. Pingree will have some. I know the chair-

man of the full committee has some about hatcheries in Kentucky 
and we love hatcheries, at least I do. 

Mr. ASHE. I do, too. 
Mr. CALVERT. And so we like fish, especially when they are fried 

with a little bit of butter and—— 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. We get the carp. 
Mr. CALVERT. Carp, yes, if we could just get a taste for carp out 

there.
With that, thank you for coming today and we are adjourned. 
Mr. ASHE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 17, 2015. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 2016 BUDGET REQUEST 

WITNESSES

JONATHAN JARVIS, DIRECTOR 

BRUCE SHEAFFER, COMPTROLLER 

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. The Committee will come to order. 
Director Jarvis, I would like to welcome you to today’s hearing, 

along with our good friend, Bruce Sheaffer. This morning’s hearing 
will address the important work of the National Park Service and 
its budget priorities for fiscal year 2016. 

Let me begin by stating the obvious: Everybody loves our na-
tional parks. Last year’s visitation numbers tell the story. The Na-
tional Park Service recently announced that it had 293 million rec-
reational visitors in 2014—the highest annual total in its 100-year 
history. That is an increase of 19 million visits from the year be-
fore. So more folks are visiting our national parks, many from 
other countries, and that trend will likely continue as the Service 
prepares to celebrate its 100th anniversary, or Centennial, in 2016. 

As you know, our subcommittee worked very hard on a bipar-
tisan basis to provide funding to the Park Service at the request 
level in the enacted fiscal year 2015 appropriation bill. Overall, the 
proposed funding level in your fiscal year 2016 budget request is 
$3 billion, which is $433 million, or 17 percent, above the fiscal 
year 2015 enacted level. The largest increase—about $326 million 
in discretionary funding—is proposed for the Centennial of the Na-
tional Park Service. We look forward to hearing about the Service’s 
plans for celebrating its 100th anniversary and receiving more de-
tails on the role Park Service partners and the private sector will 
play in this effort. 

As part of the Centennial Initiative, the budget request recog-
nizes the critical need to address deferred maintenance across the 
Service, which now exceeds $11 billion. The request proposes size-
able funding increases for deferred maintenance needs in both the 
operations account and the construction account. We look forward 
to hearing your specific plans for reducing the maintenance backlog 
in a meaningful way. 

Also worth noting is the proposed expansion of the so-called Cen-
tennial Challenge, which leverages federal dollars with private sec-
tor dollars through at least a one-to-one matching of funds. Con-
gress provided $10 million for the Centennial Challenge in fiscal 
year 2015 and the Administration proposes to increase the Federal 
share to $50 million in fiscal year 2016. While your budget request 
includes funding increases for these and other notable programs 
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and priorities, I need to point out that, again this year, we are op-
erating in a very constrained funding environment. 

Like proposed budgets for other bureaus and agencies that have 
testified recently, this request for the National Park Service raises 
expectations that will be very challenging, if not impossible, to 
meet unless something happens between now and—again, I remind 
those attending today’s hearing that several years ago the Presi-
dent and Congress agreed upon statutory spending caps through 
the Budget Control Act. Those caps remain the law of the land, and 
the Appropriations Committee is bound by them. So, while a 17 
percent increase for the Park Service may sound appealing, the fact 
is, it is not a realistic outcome as long as we are bound by the cur-
rent spending caps. 

We will do our very best to address the Service’s highest priority 
needs, but any increases above last year’s enacted level will likely 
have to be offset someplace else in this bill. We welcome any ideas 
you have on how to pay for some of the proposed increases within 
your request. 

Before concluding my remarks, I would like to personally recog-
nize our supporting witness, our friend, Bruce Sheaffer, who is re-
tiring after all these years. For those of you who do not know him 
personally, Bruce has been an outstanding public servant for 44 
years, all of them with the National Park Service. In 1987, Bruce 
became the first, and until now, the only Comptroller of the Na-
tional Park Service. He has appeared as a witness before this sub-
committee on many occasions and has provided invaluable counsel 
to the bipartisan Members and staff of this subcommittee over the 
years. Bruce, we have all benefited from your creative problem 
solving, your knowledge of appropriations law, and your sense of 
humor. In this business, you need a sense of humor. The sub-
committee is grateful for your service and we salute you. So thank 
you very much. Give him a big hand. And I know you will not be 
a stranger. 

Director Jarvis, today’s hearing is the beginning of a very impor-
tant conversation about the Service’s funding priorities. We look 
forward to hearing from you on these and other issues. 

Mr. CALVERT. But first, let me yield to our subcommittee’s rank-
ing member, who is Irish, Ms. McCollum, for any opening remarks 
she would like to share with us this morning. 

OPENING REMARKS OF MS. MCCOLLUM

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And Mr. Jarvis, you 
wear green all the time but it looks especially great on you today. 
So thank you for being here this afternoon. 

I also want to welcome the National Park Service Comptroller, 
Bruce. Retirement after 44 years, wow, with the agency, 30 of them 
as the Comptroller. So that speaks to your knowledge, as the chair-
man pointed out. Your departure date has not yet been finalized 
but I along with the chairman and many, many committee staff 
over the years who have worked with you, we want to thank you 
for your service, and we just wish you all the very best. 

Mr. SHEAFFER. Thank you very much. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Director Jarvis, as head of the National Park 

Service, I think you have one of the best jobs in government. I real-
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ly do. But with that comes a great responsibility of overseeing some 
of the very best of America’s natural and historic treasures. 

As the 2009 documentary by Ken Burns showed, America’s love 
affair with the national parks is longstanding. But like many of our 
Nation’s best ideas, the development of our national park system 
was a long and complex undertaking, and that continues even 
today.

It is easy to forget that many of the beloved national parks we 
take for granted today like Grand Canyon and Grand Teton were 
born in controversy. We have the national park system of today be-
cause there were people who had the vision and courage to work 
to set aside these special places and preserve them not only for 
their current generation but for many generations yet to come. 

Our national park system and the responsibility to keep that 
moving into future generations is a responsibility that falls onto all 
of us. We are reminded of that responsibility as the national park 
system prepares to celebrate the Centennial in 2016. 

I note that the budget request includes an ambitious proposal to 
commemorate the Centennial not just with speeches or events but 
by putting the fiscal resources into the repair, preservation, and 
public enjoyment of national parks. I am especially interested in 
youth engagement initiatives to foster in the next generation an 
understanding and appreciation of our national parks, forest and 
public lands. Our urban national parks play an important role in 
these initiatives. National park units like the Saint Croix, the Mis-
sissippi Rivers in my district, Gateway in New York, and the Santa 
Monica Mountains in Los Angeles serve as outdoor classrooms to 
hundreds of thousands of children. 

However, even with this much needed investment, our national 
parks are still facing the same decade of lost opportunity I have 
mentioned at several other budget hearings. When adjusted for in-
flation, this fiscal year 2016 Park budget request is well below, well 
below what the agency was appropriated in 2005. In fact, for every 
National Park Service account except for operations, the 2016 re-
quest is even less in nominal dollars than in the 2005 appropria-
tion. In an example, the 2016 request for the National Park Service 
construction is nearly $57 million less than what was appropriated 
in 2005. With the diminished investments in construction and re-
pair, the maintenance backlog continues to grow. 

Caring for our national treasures is an ongoing responsibility and 
the American people are looking to all of us to make the invest-
ments to protect and preserve them for the next 100 years and be-
yond.

I want to see the National Park Service get all the resources it 
needs to carry out that important work, but in a climate of 
squeezed spending allocations, achieving that will be difficult, as 
the chair pointed out. 

However, the President has laid out a plan to move beyond the 
harmful budget caps of the Budget Control Act, and I hope my col-
leagues can move in that direction as well. 

Director Jarvis, I appreciate the work that you and all the em-
ployees of the National Park Service, full time and seasonal, per-
form every day, every day, to make the legacy of the national park 
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system a reality not only for this generation but future generations, 
and I look forward to your testimony. Thank you. 

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
We are quickly approaching an important milestone—oh, I am 

sorry. Excuse me. I was going right into questions. 

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR JARVIS

Director, you are recognized. 
Mr. JARVIS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-

committee. Thanks for the opportunity to present the 2016 budget 
request of the National Park Service, and thanks for the shout-out 
to Bruce as well. He has been a great mentor of mine as well. 

First, I want to thank you for supporting the Centennial Initia-
tive in 2015. With that funding, we are addressing deferred main-
tenance, volunteers, hiring seasonals, and partnering with our Cen-
tennial Challenge. 

The men and the women of the National Park Service and our 
partners are doing everything we can to prepare for the Centen-
nial. Among our many efforts, we are working with the National 
Park Foundation to leverage the interest of major corporate part-
ners in supporting the parks and this anniversary. The Foundation 
is about to launch a marketing campaign to engage a new genera-
tion in the national parks. Their efforts and ours will draw new 
visitors, especially the millennials and their young families. We are 
already seeing this growth. As you mentioned, visitation grew by 
almost 20 million to 292 million last year. 

In addition to these visits that provide educational and rec-
reational opportunities, in 2013 they drove $26 billion in economic 
impacts supported by hundreds of thousands of jobs around the 
country.

I have also authorized Parks to consider increasing fees, which 
would be the first increases since 2008. We currently collect around 
$180 million in fee revenue annually, and the proposed increases 
would bring in another $45 million, which would help us address 
our maintenance backlog. 

So today I am here to testify on our budget request, which re-
flects the federal investment side needed to prepare for the second 
century.

The highlight is the Centennial Initiative with a $326 million 
discretionary increase and a $500 million mandatory proposal. 
Now, I recognize this is a significant ask in this budget climate. 
However, the majority of the funding is to address the deferred 
maintenance backlog of our highest priority non-transportation as-
sets; structures like Independence Hall and the trails of Yosemite’s 
Mariposa Grove. I know it is not flashy but it is absolutely critical. 

When our visitors arrive, excited to help usher in a new century 
of America’s best idea, we cannot greet them with failing facilities. 
Our projects may not seem all that inspiring, but if we do not fix 
the wastewater systems at Yosemite, Grand Canyon and Mesa 
Verde, or the seismic and fire safety issues of the lodges in Yellow-
stone and Glacier or fix the electrical systems at Gateway and Ban-
delier, we are putting both resources and visitors at risk in our sec-
ond century. 
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You have asked this of me many times, and the Centennial re-
quest is what we need to address the problem. A discretionary in-
crease of $243 million and the mandatory proposal for $300 million 
annually for 3 years, if we were to achieve this fully funded over 
a 10–year period, we could bring our high-priority, non-transpor-
tation assets to good condition. 

The Centennial Initiative also includes $8 million to hire more 
seasonal rangers for our growing number of visitors. As we engage 
in the next generation, we want to greet them with rangers in flat 
hats ready to answer questions, lead guided hikes and keep the vis-
itor centers, campgrounds, trails open, clean and safe. 

The National Park System continues to evolve so the initiative 
includes $13 million for critical responsibilities, including the new 
parks in the December National Defense Authorization Act. The 
Centennial includes $2 million for volunteer coordinators and $20 
million to support the Every Kid in a Park Initiative. These funds 
would help get every fourth grader and their family into a park in-
cluding one million students from Title I urban elementary schools. 
This would expose Americans of every background to their shared 
cultural and natural heritage. 

Finally, the Centennial Initiative includes a discretionary budget 
of $50 million for the Centennial Challenge as well as a mandatory 
proposal for $100 million over 3 years. This innovative program 
provides the visible federal match to leverage major partner dona-
tions from friends groups and the National Park Foundation for 
signature projects. We are currently reviewing the projects for the 
10 million that you supported in 2015, and we have over 200 re-
quests in for that, all at a minimum of one to one, many of them 
much more than that. 

The 2016 budget also proposes $50 million for a Civil Rights Ini-
tiative. This is $7 million to support park operations and projects 
at parks that tell the civil rights story, $10 million for construction 
projects, and $33 million in Historic Preservation Fund for grants 
for sites and stories around the struggle for civil rights. 

And then last but not least are the fixed costs of $27 million and 
$16 million for seasonal health insurance to maintain stable park 
operations.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my summary and I would be glad 
to answer any questions. 

[The statement of Jonathan Jarvis follows:] 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE BUDGET PRIORITIES

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. Now I will get into questions. 
We are quickly approaching, as we have discussed, the important 

milestone in the history of our country, the National Park Service 
celebration of the Service Centennial in the next year, 2016. I men-
tioned in the opening remarks, unfortunately, the statutory caps 
that we are operating under and we must—unless there is a 
change to fund the bills at those numbers. 

While there is a great deal of bipartisan support for the Park 
Service, I think you are if not the most popular agency in the 
United States government, you are right there on top. Given the 
caps, it is highly unlikely that this subcommittee will be able to 
provide the Service the 17 percent increase as the budget request 
proposes.

So let’s assume for a moment that our budget is relatively flat 
overall and we have to make some hard choices. How would you 
prioritize those items in the budget request? If you could, summa-
rize your priorities for the Centennial in order of importance to 
help guide our decision-making. 

Mr. JARVIS. Well, you know, it is a Sophie’s choice in many cases, 
but if I had to make the hard choices, which I am sure I will at 
some point, it is really deferred maintenance and park operations. 
Those are the number one priorities. That is the bread and butter 
of the National Park System, and if we do not start addressing the 
deferred maintenance, this is going to be a very significant problem 
for the national parks in the future as we are not even staying 
even with the maintenance backlog. And of course, fixed costs. If 
you do not cover fixed costs, then we are in a losing phase. 

Mr. CALVERT. Could you identify any program or areas within 
your overall budget that you would be willing to cut beyond what 
is in the budget request in order to fund Centennial-related pro-
grams?

Mr. JARVIS. We are working on addressing some of the backlog 
by getting rid of assets that are low priority and in poor condition. 
We are removing some assets that do help reduce the overall back-
log. I really do not believe there are any components of our basic 
operation I could reduce in order to address the needs for the Cen-
tennial.

DEFERRED MAINTENANCE

Mr. CALVERT. Again, assuming a flat budget overall, to help 
guide our decision-making, how would you prioritize these three 
buckets of funding in the budget request: cyclical maintenance, re-
pair and rehabilitation, and construction. Which is the most impor-
tant, and why? 

Mr. JARVIS. Well, repair or rehab and cyclic maintenance are sort 
of the bread and butter of at least basic maintenance and oper-
ations. They replace roofs. They replace foundations. They keep the 
paint on the outside of the buildings. This funding keeps the assets 
at a current level. Repair/rehab allows us to go in and do actual 
repairs. We are basically either not doing or doing very, very little 
new construction including our line-item construction program. It 
is all basically going in to address these high-priority needs. All 
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three are critical components and they add together an ability to 
address the maintenance, so I could not really put one over the 
other.

Mr. CALVERT. I have a number of questions on this, which I will 
submit for the record, but I am going to ask one other question on 
this and then I will send it over to Ms. McCollum. 

ESTABLISH NEW UNITS

Should Congress consider placing a moratorium on establishing 
new Park Service units until the maintenance backlog is reduced? 

Mr. JARVIS. Of the units that have been added, seven of them 
were by Congress, and a few by the President. The way I have been 
approaching them is absolute minimum necessary responsibility. 
So for instance, Manhattan Project, which is one that was added 
in the defense authorization, we are not taking on any liability or 
physical facilities within the entire park. Basically all of that will 
remain the responsibility of the Department of Energy. All we are 
doing is interpretation. We are telling the story of the Manhattan 
Project. Yes, it increases our operational cost, but not our backlog. 

The story of America continues; there are pieces of the American 
experience that are yet to be told, and so I think this is a very 
wealthy nation and I would hate to see us decide we are going to 
stop telling parts of our story for fiscal reasons. 

SEPTEMBER 11 MEMORIAL

Mr. CALVERT. Since you brought up Manhattan, as you know, the 
9/11 Memorial, which is now entirely funded with private dona-
tions—and I know that people have approached you about this on 
several occasions and I know that we have funded other museums, 
and I know you put some thought into that. Do you ever foresee 
some role for the National Park Service at the 9/11 Memorial? 

Mr. JARVIS. Well, we have been up there many times and had 
discussions with the city. That is not all private money. There is 
a significant amount of city money going into that facility and oper-
ations. It is a very expensive operation. The operation of the 9/11 
Memorial exceeds the annual operation of Yellowstone, and so if we 
were to have a role there, we would probably manage it somewhat 
differently and less expensively. 

Mr. CALVERT. As you know, much of that cost is security because 
it is considered one of the top targets in the country, if in fact we 
are attacked again, God forbid, but with that, Ms. McCollum. 

UNITED STATES PARK POLICE

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Director Jarvis, I am going to talk about something that there 

was a bit of a discussion about when I first came on the committee, 
and then I am going to be submitting more detailed questions for 
the record. I just want to raise this issue with my colleagues right 
now, and that is about the needs of the U.S. Park Police Aviation 
Unit. It is a critical role that the National Park Service plays in 
the Capital region, and most people do not see it and they do not 
even know about it. But the range of activities and vital services 
provided by the U.S. Park Police Aviation Service includes criminal 
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searches, medical evacuations, air support at public gatherings, es-
corts for the President of the United States, antiterrorism missions, 
and I could go on and on. U.S. Park Police have three helicopters, 
all which have surpassed the Department’s own replacement 
benchmark of 5,000 flight hours. Director Jarvis, I do not think 
there is any question about the value of this service as provided by 
the Aviation Unit or the need to maintain their mission-ready ca-
pability. However, to me, this is beginning to feel more like a na-
tional security issue, not just a Park Service issue. So I would like 
to invite you to work with us to explore options as we worked pre-
viously with some of the planes for the Forest Service with the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of Homeland Security to 
see if there is a way that we can share the costs of operations, 
maintenance and replacement. I will be submitting that in more 
detail, and I was going to try to grab the chairman today, but be-
tween our two meetings, I did not have an opportunity. So I apolo-
gize for raising this out of the blue, but he was pretty good working 
with all of us together to come up with some ideas for firefighting, 
so I hope we can do that here as well. 

The question I would like to have you answer for me now is re-
garding all the Centennial initiatives that are going on. You were 
talking about repairs and maintaining our national parks, and the 
increase is there to not only be safe but it is also to enhance a good 
visitor experience, right? They both go hand in hand. Unfortu-
nately, there is one place where you can safely go on but it is not 
a very good visitor experience, and that would be the National 
Park Service Web site. So I would like you to, in a second, tell me 
whether or not there is any plans to update, refresh, bring to life, 
resuscitate this Web site. 

NATIONAL PARK FOUNDATION

You have got a lot going on with the National Park Foundation, 
so if you could, in a nutshell, tell us what happens if Congress does 
not meet its goal in working with the National Park Foundation, 
which has a shared goal-setting objective to make all these im-
provements that you want to see happen? What are some of the 
other public and private issues and support that is going on? I 
know at Yellowstone, Andersen Windows has been involved in 
doing window replacement. Thank you. 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE WEBSITE

Mr. JARVIS. You noticed our Web site is not very good, and you 
are right. Even though it is the absolute most popular Web site in 
all of government and gets millions of hits per day, it still is a pret-
ty weak presentation. It is undergoing major rehab as a part of the 
Centennial, both from a trip-planning standpoint as well as an ac-
cess to information that we have but is just very difficult to find 
on the current Web site. We are redoing the Web site. 

In terms of the National Park Foundation, I have made it a 
major priority of mine to build a foundation that the National Park 
Service deserves, one that can actually raise significant amounts of 
money, both privately and corporately, to support the Service and 
projects and the Centennial. We now have an extraordinary board 
that represents both Democrats and Republicans, people with 
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money and people that know people who have money and can open 
a broad range of doors. For the first time I think in our history, 
we have arranged at least eight corporate premier sponsors for the 
National Park Service Centennial that are each in for millions of 
dollars to support the Centennial through not only direct funding 
but also leveraging their own marketing capacity, all targeting the 
millennial generation. We really want to further connect with the 
18–35 generation. 

Also we are opening doors for individual giving as well, and peo-
ple like David Rubenstein and others are willing to fund iconic 
kinds of projects. David, of course, gave us the $75 million, which 
you guys matched, for the Washington Monument, and he has done 
the same again recently for the Arlington House Robert E. Lee Me-
morial, and I think he will do others. But I am not going to be able 
to raise philanthropic money to fix the wastewater treatment plant 
at Yellowstone. That is just not going to happen. 

There is a federal responsibility for a lot of these assets. We are 
going to market the dickens out of the ones that we think we can 
get private and corporate sponsorship for, but there are some that 
just do not sell that well. So that is why we are here, for the rest. 

Mr. CALVERT. I guess nobody wants a wastewater treatment 
plant named after them. 

Ms. Pingree. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you for being here and for the great work you do on the 

part of the Park Service. Of course, we are very proud of our na-
tional park in Maine because it is also celebrating its Centennial. 
I hope you always feel welcome to come and visit the park and see 
our deferred maintenance projects, which I am sure they talk to 
you about frequently. 

Just a couple of quick things I will throw in. On the Land and 
Water Conservation program, I am glad to see that two of the 
projects on the President’s list were from Acadia and the Big Six 
Forest. Do you see strong prospects for further Land and Water 
Conversation funding in the Northeast region increasing perhaps if 
Congress acts to reauthorize the Land and Water Conservation 
force?

And the other thing I just wanted to say, a couple of properties 
in my district have been designated as National Historic Land-
marks by the National Park Service. That is Eagle Island, which 
is the island where Admiral Robert Perry was located, and then the 
family homestead of Frances Perkins, who we know as an impor-
tant Cabinet secretary in the Roosevelt Administration. 

Anyway, we are very happy that they are getting their recogni-
tion from the Department, and I am saying that I am a little con-
cerned that not enough is being done to preserve and protect, and 
I think that fits into all your other budget issues. I know State His-
toric Preservation Offices are doing the best they can but there is 
never enough funding for those things, and if you would just make 
a couple of quick comments about those two items. 
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICES

Mr. JARVIS. Okay. I will start with the second question first. 
The State Historic Preservation Offices as well as the designa-

tion of these National Historic Landmarks comes out of the His-
toric Preservation Fund, which is the analog to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. Funding comes from the same revenue 
source, and has been flat for years, and I know state SHPOs have 
been struggling with that as well. We did target about a half a mil-
lion dollars of the 2015 budget to identify sites that are representa-
tive of the contributions of minorities and women, and this budget 
has a request for a $30 million increase in the Historic Preserva-
tion Fund, around the civil rights sites of the Nation. 

In terms of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, as you 
know, the Park Service is limited in its application for LWCF to 
in-holdings to properties that are inside park boundaries, and it 
has been critically important to protect a lot of America’s battle-
fields and historic sites as well, and there is just a modest request 
increase in this budget for LWCF. 

Ms. PINGREE. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Kilmer, I think we can fit you in before we 

have to head out to vote. 

OLYMPIC NATIONAL PARK: ELWHA DAM

Mr. KILMER. Thanks, Chairman, I will talk fast. 
I want to thank you and the Park Service for the great work on 

the Lower Elwha Dam removal, which is an amazing science exper-
iment and important for salmon recovery. I understand that the 
tribe has been working with the Park Service to remove some of 
the rocky debris below the Elwha Dam site and potential removal 
of some big boulders at the Glines Dam site because it is inhibiting 
salmon recovery. Have you been able to learn anything about the 
nature of that work and what can be done? 

Mr. JARVIS. We are still in the evaluation phase with the Army 
Corps of Engineers about what it would take to actually remove 
those sort of remnants of the dam removals, and I just want to 
thank this committee for all the support it did for many, many 
years in getting those dams down. 

TRANSPORTATION REAUTHORIZATION

Mr. KILMER. Amen. I would just offer that I would be happy to 
work with you and your staff as you navigate that issue. 

The other thing I wanted to ask you about is that you have spo-
ken a lot about deferred maintenance and the backlog. As part of 
that backlog, it appears that roads and transportation needs are a 
big part of that, and I understand that is a separate funding 
stream through transportation reauthorization. What does the Ad-
ministration plan to propose as part of the transportation reauthor-
ization effort to address the incredible backlog of national park 
roads, bridges and other transportation infrastructure? 

Mr. JARVIS. Thank you for that question because, yes, a little 
over half of the maintenance backlog are transportation assets, 
roads and bridges, both paved and unpaved roads. For those of you 
here in Washington, the Arlington Memorial Bridge, it belongs to 
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the National Park Service. That bridge was a drawbridge and has 
significantly rusted out, underneath the drawbridge section. We es-
timate that project to be in excess of $128 million. So as a part of 
the transportation request, we are asking for an increase in the 
Federal Lands Highways program along with a component for large 
projects like the Memorial Bridge. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. We are going to go into recess for ap-

proximately 15 minutes and we will return for a couple more ques-
tions. Thank you. 

[Recess.]

ENDOWMENT

Mr. CALVERT. Okay. The committee will come back to order. 
Director Jarvis, sometime ago we talked about a national Park 

Service endowment, and obviously everybody on this subcommittee 
believes that the deferred maintenance challenge must be ad-
dressed. Plans must be developed to fund the Service’s long-term 
infrastructure needs. Given the size and scope of the Service’s de-
ferred maintenance backlog, it appears that some potentially cre-
ative visionary thinking is in order to address the needs beyond 
just the traditional appropriations process, which obviously does 
not give you a lot of certainty in your planning process. It is un-
likely that the deferred maintenance needs of the Service could 
ever be adequately addressed using just discretionary funds alone. 
Recently we had an extended conversation about how large institu-
tions like universities establish endowments to address long-term 
capital infrastructure needs and some universities have been amaz-
ingly successful, like Harvard, Stanford, others in doing so. 

Has the Service given any thought to establishing an endowment 
to address long-term deferred maintenance, and how would it be 
funded and how would it be used? 

Mr. JARVIS. Thank you for that question. Absolutely, this is an 
area I would love to explore more with you and the Congress about 
how we structure a viable endowment. As I like to say, the Park 
Service is a perpetuity organization on an annual appropriation, 
and there are so many other institutions in the country like univer-
sities that are essentially perpetuity organizations and they have 
large endowments. They have been able to do that in many ways 
by tapping their alumni, and with 292 million visitors, we have a 
very large base of alumni in the national parks that we just have 
not necessarily tapped. 

To a certain degree, the Centennial public awareness campaign 
we will launch in April, is an attempt to tap that resource and get 
the public to activate everything from individual giving to estate 
planning to large donations. We would like to work to get legisla-
tive establishment of an endowment that could grow in our next 
century, and there are a variety of ways to feed that endowment. 
One suggestion, and I will just put this one on the table, is the 
Golden Age pass, which is $10 for life. If we could raise that to the 
America the Beautiful pass price, which is $80, the delta between 
the 10 and 80 could go into an endowment for the system. 
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FEE INCREASE

The other thing we have talked about is our fee program. If we 
consider the current fee proposals on the table, 45 million or so. We 
will collect an estimated $220 million non-appropriated dollars. If 
that was placed in an interest-bearing account and the interest was 
spun off into an endowment, it would not be a huge return imme-
diately but over time that could grow to a very significant amount 
of money. Then using our Foundation and our friends groups to le-
verage against that for specific donations to the endowment. One 
more idea is looking at our revenue source from basically the busi-
ness side of the house of the National Park Service, which is our 
concessionaires. That is a very lucrative operation but right now 
under the current legal structure there is very little incentive for 
the operators to reinvest in the infrastructure of the National Park 
System. We do not get a very significant return on that investment 
either, so some rethinking of that in combination as a package, as 
a Centennial bill that we could get through would be an incredible 
gift to the Nation. 

Mr. CALVERT. I am sure you wish someone had thought of this 
100 years ago. We probably would have a lot less problems today. 

But as I mentioned in the beginning, you are probably the most 
popular agency in the U.S. government. I think you and the Marine 
Corps comes up the top two in various polls over the years. IRS is 
always in the bottom right next to Congress. 

ENDOWMENT

But we would like to help you with that, and I hope you would 
consider taking that to the authorizing committees of jurisdiction 
and figure out a way that we can do this and formulate, because 
I am sure that many people have been successful in life that love 
the National Park Service that would like to help endow the Park 
Service. I do not remember right off the top of my head how much 
money Harvard has in their endowment account. 

Mr. JARVIS. Fifty billion, something like that. 
Mr. CALVERT. And if you take a standard 3 or 4 percent like you 

normally would take out of an endowment, that would solve a lot 
of problems. 

Mr. JARVIS. The sheer number just coming into this Administra-
tion, there was the Second Century Commission that had Howard 
Baker and Bennett Johnston and Sandra Day O’Connor and Sally 
Jewell and a variety of other individuals, and I was sort of staff 
to them, and they said if there was one thing they could do that 
100 years from now people would look back on was the right thing, 
it was to establish an endowment. 

LEWIS AND CLARK TRAIL STUDY

Mr. CALVERT. One other question and then I will turn it over to 
Betty, and I know that Chairman Rogers is interested in this. In 
2008, Congress directed the National Park Service to conduct a 
study known as the Eastern Legacy Study to determine whether 
the Lewis and Clark Trail could be extended through several addi-
tional states. Funding was appropriated in 2010, and the Service 
was directed to have the study completed within 3 years. As we sit 
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here in March of 2015, the Park Service has yet to complete the 
study, which is now 2 years overdue. Could you please provide us 
with an update on the status of the Eastern Legacy Study? 

Mr. JARVIS. I am not prepared really to answer that one. I do not 
know its status, but I would be glad to get back to you for the 
record.

[The information follows:] 

LEWIS AND CLARK TRAIL STUDY

On May 8, 2008, Public Law 110–229 was enacted directing the National Park 
Service to conduct a Special Resource Study to assess the suitability and feasibility 
of potentially extending the 1978 designated Lewis and Clark National Historic 
Trail to include ‘‘Eastern Legacy’’ sites and route segments associated with the prep-
aration and return phases of the historic Lewis and Clark ‘‘Corps of Discovery’’ ex-
pedition.

The Eastern Legacy study area includes approximately 7,400 miles of potential 
Trail corridors in fourteen eastern states and the District of Columbia. The study 
area includes the districts of 69 members of Congress. Each of the 12 National 
Trails System Act (NTSA) criteria are being applied to each trail segment to deter-
mine the suitability, feasibility, and desirability for potentially extending the des-
ignated Trail to include ‘‘Eastern Legacy’’ historic sites and route segments. Consid-
erations are being made for current Trail management practices as well as existing 
and potential challenges and opportunities. The process for confirming the national 
significance of a national trail extension involves internal agency review, review by 
the Landmarks Committee, review by the NPS Advisory Board, and approval by the 
Secretary. During the scoping process there were 12 public meetings. 

NPS is developing and vetting findings for significance, feasibility, and suitability 
analyses in 2015. The study will be released to the public in 2016, and transmitted 
to Congress after public comments have been incorporated. 

Mr. CALVERT. Chairman Rogers is extremely interested in this. 
I would suggest that we get an answer and explain to the com-
mittee why it is overdue and why it is causing such delays, and if 
you could provide us a projected timeline for completing the project 
and outline a plan adhering to a timeline, that would be very help-
ful.

With that, I will turn to Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Israel is next. 
Mr. CALVERT. All right. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Ms. McCol-

lum.

CIVIL WAR TRUST

Welcome. Two questions for you, one on battlefield protection and 
preservation, and the other on the sale of souvenirs and goods in 
our national parks. On battlefield protection, we are this year cele-
brating the sesquicentennial of the end of the Civil War, and I am 
curious about your levels of funding for Civil War preservation. We 
lose about a thousand acres of prime battlefield every day in the 
United States, I am told. I have worked with the Civil Trust on 
preserving where we can. Are your levels of funding adequate for 
preservation, number one? Number two, what kind of relationships 
and partnerships do you have with other organizations to help le-
verage these battlefield conservation efforts? 

Mr. JARVIS. We have a great relationship with the Civil War 
Trust. Jim Hightower and their team, we work with them exten-
sively. As you know, they can move more nimbly than we can on 
opportunistic acquisitions for sites on the Civil War battlefields 
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that may be under threat for development. We have done some 
great projects such as the golf course in Gettysburg a few years 
ago. We would pick that property up using Land and Water Con-
servation Fund or they pick it up through the American Battlefield 
grants program. You are right, we are right at the end of the ses-
quicentennial of the Civil War but we are going to carry on in our 
responsibilities to protect and interpret these places as well. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you. 
Mr. JARVIS. The American Battlefield Protection Grants program 

for fiscal 2016 is $9 million. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Okay. I will just mention, Chairman Calvert and I 

just traveled to another potential battlefield, Ukraine, last week. I 
told him the story of how I decided several years ago to create the 
House Civil War Caucus so that my colleagues and I could pursue 
the history of the Civil War and go to different battlefields. It was 
going very well, and I was getting members on both sides of the 
aisle to sign up until I sat with Ike Skelton, who chaired the 
Armed Services Committee at the time and on which I served. I 
said ‘Ike, I would like you to be the honorary chairman of the 
House Civil War Caucus,’ and he looked at me and said, ‘Israel, I 
will join your Civil War Caucus when you call it the War of North-
ern Aggression Caucus‘. And that is where we decided it would be 
called the Congressional Battlefield Caucus, which is a robust 
group.

AMERICAN-MADE SOUVENIRS

Second question. This has been a pet peeve of mine. At an earlier 
hearing today, we talked about the Grand Canyon, which I visit 
there frequently, and I go into the different facilities at the Grand 
Canyon. I go into the gift shops, souvenir stores, and it really both-
ers me that when you want to buy a National Park Service cal-
endar, at the back of the calendar it says ‘‘Made in China,’’ and 
when you want to buy a Grand Canyon mug, it is made in China, 
and if you want to buy a Grand Canyon shirt, it is made in Paki-
stan. I think it is important for us to have a good balance of trade, 
but is there more that we can do to encourage American manufac-
turing and sales of American products in America’s parks? 

Mr. JARVIS. We actually do have a policy in the National Park 
Service to purchase and sell local U.S. manufactured goods. The 
challenge, of course, is so many of the things that visitors desire 
are just not manufactured in the United States anymore, and we 
are such a small piece of that market that we probably cannot 
drive that. But I think if you did notice at the Canyon, there is a 
great deal of Native American art made by communities in that 
area. We try to do that across the country. The other thing we are 
trying to do is to push very hard for locally grown food in all of 
our restaurants. We are trying to drive it but again, from our con-
cessionaires’ standpoint they just cannot get the goods manufac-
tured in the United States. 

Mr. ISRAEL. If I can follow up on that Mr. Chairman, I know my 
time is running out. Are you making an assumption that there is 
no domestic supply chain for that or have you done an empirical 
analysis that concludes that there is no domestic supply chain for 
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printing calendars, or making mugs or tee shirts or things of that 
nature?

Mr. JARVIS. I have not done an empirical analysis but we are 
asking and in some cases requiring. So for instance, our cooper-
ating associations print a vast majority of their materials in the 
United States at U.S. printers, and there is a regrowing of some 
of these market capability in the United States that was not there 
before, but I honestly have not done an empirical study on that. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. I just wanted, before I recognize Ms. McCollum, I 

had four ancestors that fought for the Confederacy. Happily, one 
survived or I would not be here today. 

With that, Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Well, my Irish family was fighting with the 

Union. I hope things go well for everyone as we talk about Civil 
War monuments. Is that what it is called now? 

Mr. CALVERT. Battlefield. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Battlefield. We do not even use Civil War. Okay. 

Well, you know, history is history and sometimes it is painful, but 
I am glad you are here with us today, Mr. Chair, very, very glad. 

I am just going to do a little bit of a redirect on Mr. Jarvis. 
Sometimes our parks are not all created equal when politics is in-
volved. I know when Voyageurs National Park was being estab-
lished up in northern Minnesota, the Park Service was very hesi-
tant to even have things available in the shop because people in 
International Falls at the time—this is about 20 years ago— 
thought it was going to compete with their ability to sell things be-
cause they had people who came up and did tours and things like 
that. So sometimes you find yourselves in a bit of a dilemma with 
trying to figure out how to create that balance for what you would 
sell in a store, and what you have local people do. 

CONCESSION FRANCHISE FEES

But I think one of the things that a lot of people would assume 
is that a lot of that revenue that is generated in the stores, some-
times by a concession or a stay in the park somehow goes back to 
the overall park system. You had mentioned something about con-
cessionaires. You have hotels, you have restaurants and then you 
have the memorabilia. Is that negotiated on a park-by-park basis? 
You can get back to me later on that. How does that work in the 
big scheme of things because you had mentioned that maybe we 
need to review and enhance that. 

Mr. JARVIS. The private sector side of our visitor facilities, the 
food and beverage, lodging, guides and outfitters principally are all 
under concessions contracts under a 1998 law that governs how 
they are done. They are competitively awarded for generally 
around 10 years, and they operate within the park exclusively and 
then they pay back to the Service a franchise fee, which is part of 
the bidding process. We set a minimum. They meet that or better 
in the competitive process and then they have the exclusive right 
to run those food-and-beverage operations over the term of their 
contract. Roughly the total gross of all that is over a billion dollars 
nationwide, and we get a return of about $70 million out of that. 
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Ms. MCCOLLUM. And then you mentioned the food, beverage and 
lodge, so if I am in Voyageurs and is that a concession in there for 
who is selling—— 

Mr. JARVIS. That is right. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM [continuing]. Even though it is not food and bev-

erage and that in there? 
Mr. JARVIS. That is right. That would be a concession. In some 

cases like in the visitor centers, you will see a book sales operation. 
Those are usually a cooperating association, more of a friends 
group rather than a concession. 

BOTTLED WATER

Mr. CALVERT. While we are on the subject of food and beverage, 
it is not what you think—I can read her mind—bottled water. In 
December 2011, the National Park Service issued a policy memo-
randum 11–03, which authorizes park superintendents to ban bot-
tled water on a park-by-park basis with approval from the regional 
director. That memorandum requires that proposals for bans be 
based on a rigorous written impact analysis considering certain 
specified factors relating to health and safety, waste reduction 
costs, impacts on concessionaires. The question on this is, despite 
the requirements of the policy, to date very little information has 
been made publicly available by the Service and Parks regarding 
the ban and its impact. So why is that? And can you provide for 
the record a list of the National Park Service units that have 
banned the sale of bottled water? 

Mr. JARVIS. Yes, actually there have been 19 parks in the sys-
tem, and I have a list I can provide to the committee of parks that 
have eliminated disposable water bottles as a part of this process 
after I issued the memorandum. It does not ban the individuals for 
bringing in water bottles. If they want to bring in their water bot-
tles, it is fine. It is just that we are not selling the bottles. What 
we are selling is a reusable bottle, and then we have filling sta-
tions.

[The information follows:] 
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Mr. CALVERT. But many of these 19 areas would sell soda. Do 
you find any discrepancy there, I mean as far as now that we are 
obviously as a Nation into healthful food and healthful beverages, 
not that I am—I do not want to say that soda is unhealthful but 
some people would say that water is healthier. Do you think there 
is a little inconsistency here of saying yes to soda and no to water? 

Mr. JARVIS. One of the requirements is they must demonstrate 
there is a number of filling stations available for the public and an 
inexpensive reusable bottle is available for sale either in the con-
cession or cooperating association. I do not have any evidence that 
not selling water results in them buying a soda instead. What we 
are directing is to not add these to the waste stream but to use re-
usable bottles. And so, out of the 407 parks we have, only 19 have 
been able to actually do this so far. 

Mr. CALVERT. Well, as you know, bottled water is a very popular 
item nowadays, and I understand that—by the way, there is a 
Freedom of Information Act appeal involving a request for docu-
ments relating to the issue. It has been pending at the Department 
of Interior for over a year. And some distributors in my district 
wrote Secretary Jewell expressing concerns about the ban, the 
delay in responding to the FOIA request. A similar letter was sent 
to the Service earlier this year. So the question is, why is a delay 
and when do you expect a response? 

Mr. JARVIS. I will have to check on that. I am not sure what the 
status of that FOIA request is but we will get back to the com-
mittee on the details on it. 

[The information follows:] 

WATER BOTTLE FOIA REQUEST

In November 2013, the National Park Service responded to a FOIA request for 
records related to implementing a ban or limitations on plastic water bottles. These 
documents were made publicly available on the NPS FOIA Reading Room website. 
On December 12, 2013, an appeal was filed requesting more information regarding 
post-ban analyses and on March 16, 2015 the Department of the Interior’s Solicitor’s 
Office granted the appeal. The Solicitor’s office remanded the search back to the Na-
tional Park Service’s FOIA officer. 

Previously, a similar search conducted for Public Employees for Environmental 
Responsibility (PEER) found that parks do not separately report their solid waste 
based on type (plastic, bottles, paper, etc.) and as such do not have data available 
to conduct a post-ban analysis. The previous search found that no parks have com-
pleted a post-ban analysis. The new search, currently underway, is not generating 
additional information. 

WHITE HOUSE PERIMETER

Mr. CALVERT. One other issue. White House perimeter fence. Ob-
viously the Secret Service has been in the news lately, and a lot 
of people do not know that you are obviously involved in the protec-
tion of the White House to some degree involving Secret Service 
penetration of the White House fence ongoing but we have yet to 
be informed of plans to secure and strengthen the White House pe-
rimeter, which I understand falls under your jurisdiction, and is 
the National Park Service involved with the Secret Service to 
strengthen the White House perimeter? 

Mr. JARVIS. Yes, we are. We are currently evaluating three pro-
posals developed through an architecture and engineering firm, 
three designs for a replacement for the fence that would provide 
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much greater security but also be compatible with the architecture 
and history of the White House. We want no compromises on secu-
rity obviously but this is a new element that we would be adding 
and obviously a lot of people come to see the White House and take 
their pictures and things like that. We are working very closely 
with Secret Service on this. 

Mr. CALVERT. And obviously we would like to know what the 
budget is, the timeline and the process for commencing and com-
pleting the project. 

Mr. JARVIS. Well, we are hoping the Secret Service will pay for 
it rather than the Interior. 

Mr. CALVERT. They will be lucky to have a budget this year the 
way they are going. 

Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Just two follow-ups. One, the fence was put up 

and the Park Service was maintaining the grounds and conducting 
the tours. That was then and this is now, and so I really do not 
think it should come out of your budget to replace the fence. If we 
are looking at more austerity—excuse me, I cannot even say the 
word, it pains me so much—with what is happening with the budg-
et, I really think we should be looking at Homeland Security, 
Treasury and other things. That should be part of a cost share on 
national security, along with what I mentioned about the Park Po-
lice’s day-to-day role with their three helicopters for providing secu-
rity and medical evacuations. That is not typically what people 
think of the Park Service budget. 

Mr. Chair, to the issue of the water, Mr. Jarvis is going to get 
back to you but when bottled water really started taking off, a lot 
of us noticed. I had constituents contact me, state parks, municipal 
playgrounds and everything, all of the sudden the drinking water 
fountains started getting shut off because they were expensive to 
maintain. It was one way in which the cities and others just kind 
of figured at public gatherings, you just bring your own water, you 
bring your own plastic and then you leave your garbage and then 
the taxpayers pay to haul that off or whatever waste there is. On 
one hand what you just said about having more water stations 
available for people to refill water bottles is becoming extraor-
dinarily popular in the airports as they have been putting those 
out. I think to have that as part of the mix is just fantastic, and 
I would encourage us to have more opportunities where we have 
them for the public to be able to access drinking water. We live in 
a country where we can turn on just about any tap and know we 
can drink from it safely, and we should celebrate that as a Nation, 
especially families when they are out enjoying our national parks. 

Mr. CALVERT. I am old enough to remember when I first came 
here in Congress many years ago, they still served water in the 
pitchers with glasses. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. You know why that stopped. Our water was not 
safe.

Mr. CALVERT. And maybe there is a little suspicion about quality 
of water in various parts of the country. I am sure that is not true 
on national parks. 

With that, if there is no further questions, we certainly appre-
ciate your attendance and we appreciate your service to our coun-
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try, and Bruce, good luck to you. This is probably your last hearing. 
You are probably celebrating that. 

Mr. SHEAFFER. On some strange level I will miss this. 
Mr. CALVERT. A masochist at heart. 
Well, we appreciate it. Thank you. We are adjourned. 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 19, 2015. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

WITNESS
NEIL G. KORNZE, DIRECTOR 

OPENING REMARKS OF CHAIRMAN CALVERT

Mr. CALVERT. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Good morning. Today we have our hearing on the President’s 

budget request for fiscal year 2016 for the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment.

I would like to welcome Neil Kornze, Director of the Bureau of 
Land Management, to the subcommittee. 

Thank you for being here. 
The budget request proposes $1.2 billion for the BLM for fiscal 

year 2016. That is an increase of $107 million above the 2015 en-
acted level. Unfortunately, there are many, many increases in this 
budget request. It also includes some very questionable decreases. 

Director, your colleagues at the Department of Interior and mine 
on this subcommittee have heard me say numerous times that we 
are operating in a very constrained funding environment. As you 
know, the President and Congress agreed upon statutory spending 
caps in 2011, and we are bound by that law. The many increases 
proposed for BLM ignore the reality of that agreement and our 
present fiscal situation. 

Of course, we are going to do our best to address the highest pri-
orities and needs for the subcommittee’s jurisdiction. But please be 
aware, any increases most likely will have to be offset by decreases 
in other accounts and programs. 

Let me first mention the largest increase in the budget request, 
which is a $45 million increase for sage-grouse. As you mentioned 
in your testimony, Congress has provided $15 million in each of the 
previous 3 fiscal years for BLM to work with other Federal agen-
cies, States, private groups to develop and begin to implement 
plans to conserve the sage-grouse and many other plant and ani-
mal species that reside in the sagebrush ecosystem. 

Generally, the $45 million increase is intended to put the con-
servation practice identified in the plans on the ground, so to 
speak, and then assess and monitor the effectiveness. At last year’s 
hearing, I asked whether the $15 million requested was enough. I 
also said we didn’t want to find out after the sage-grouse has been 
listed there was more that BLM could have done. Now I guess we 
have the answer. 

I don’t know if an additional $45 million is the right amount to 
ensure that result, but it certainly does demonstrate BLM’s com-
mitment to conserving the species and the ecosystem. However, we 
need much more information about the request before we can make 
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our final funding recommendations for next year. I am sure we will 
be talking about it today and in the future. 

Another large increase is an additional $11 million, as well as to 
transfer another $5 million from various other accounts, for Na-
tional Conservation Lands. As you know, there is some debate 
about the structure of this program in Congress. 

There is an $8 million increase for Enterprise Geographic Infor-
mation System, a $6 million increase to finalize master leasing 
plans, $5 million for youth programs, and nearly $3 million for the 
Wild Horse and Burro Program, one of Mr. Stewart’s favorite sub-
jects. We need to hear from you on which of these is your top pri-
ority. Not everything can be funded as one may want or wish it to 
be.

The budget request also includes proposals to raise and impose 
new fees. This is frustrating, as Congress has rejected these pro-
posals in the past. I expect we will do that again. And I know the 
fee would generate $48 million but impose additional costs, also, on 
the oil and gas industry. I believe Congress has responded to the 
need for more inspections by providing additional appropriations, 
which came from offsetting cuts elsewhere in the budget. 

I would be remiss if I did not mention the proposal to raise $16.5 
million by increasing the fee for grazing livestock on the BLM land. 

That is just when Mr. Simpson walks in. I am sure that is a 
very——

Mr. SIMPSON. That was the issue that brought me. 
Mr. CALVERT. Congress just has not supported this proposal as 

part of the appropriations process in the past. The subcommittee 
continues to believe this issue should be addressed by the author-
izing committees. 

Earlier this week, at our hearing on Fish and Wildlife Service’s 
budget request, I talked about the need to address the backlogs 
that we have in the endangered and threatened species program. 
However, the issue of backlogs isn’t confined to only endangered 
species. It is a reality for many programs across the Federal Gov-
ernment, including the Wild Horse and Burro Program. 

We know the program is unsustainable in its current form and 
that we cannot afford to perpetuate the situation much longer, es-
pecially since $54 million, 67 percent of that program, is used to 
care for horses and burros in holding facilities. The subcommittee 
is well aware that we need a bipartisan, long-term strategy of sus-
tainable, nonlethal population management as well as a short-term 
solution to the overabundance of horses and burros on the range. 

In a time of lean budgets and growing needs, particularly in our 
defense and security programs, which we are reading about today, 
perhaps we should have a serious discussion about getting back to 
basics. We need to find solutions to these long-simmering issues. 

Now let me yield to our distinguished ranking member, Ms. 
McCollum, for any opening remarks she may have. 

OPENING REMARKS OF RANKING MEMBER MCCOLLUM

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Good morning. I would like to welcome you, Director Kornze, to 

the subcommittee, and I would like to thank you for being here. 
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A few weeks ago, I was able to visit with you at the BLM offices, 
and we had a very productive meeting. I want to thank you and 
all your staff for all the questions that they fielded and information 
that they provided. It was very informative. 

The BLM is the caretaker for our Nation’s public lands, pro-
tecting one-eighth of this country. BLM ensures that our lands are 
responsibly managed and that its precious resources are available 
for both current and future generations. This is a big task, so I am 
pleased to see that the President’s budget request moves in the di-
rection of providing more funding for the agency. 

The President has brought forward a way in which we, as Con-
gress, could choose to remove the threat of sequestration and move 
away from the Budget Control Act and do our daily responsibility 
to the taxpayers. We might not all agree with the President’s off-
sets, but he does have a budget, it does move forward, and it is 
paid for. 

The BLM is requesting an increase of $94 million above the fiscal 
year 2015 level. It is a total of $1.2 billion. 

While this budget request is larger than last year, I want to 
stress it is a very conservative budget. If we look back a decade 
ago, BLM was funded at $1.8 billion, so this budget request is a 
half a billion dollars less than a decade ago, and if adjusted for in-
flation, the gap grows to $900 million. 

Over the last decade, as funding has decreased, the demands for 
BLM have increased. There are more gas and oil leases to manage. 
The issues surrounding wild horses, as the chairman pointed out, 
persist. And there are challenges associated with mitigating the ef-
fects of climate change. All this is complex. 

All of these issues are interconnected, and they must be ad-
dressed in tandem. For example, the conservation of the sagebrush 
ecosystem is absolutely essential in protecting the more than 350 
species that depend upon it. However, the wild horse management 
issue must also be dealt with because the herds are negatively im-
pacting the sagebrush steppe landscape. 

The BLM has offered a restrained budget that strategically di-
rects funding to the highest priorities. BLM has also offered two 
legislative proposals that will allow the Bureau to increase capacity 
without increasing appropriated levels. 

The first proposal would be to provide BLM with the authority 
to collect onshore and offshore gas inspection fees—user fees. If you 
use it, you pay for it. This revenue would cover most of the costs 
of BLM inspection activities but allow BLM to ensure account-
ability across the board with the 23,500 producing leases. The au-
thority would also create parity between how the Federal Govern-
ment treats offshore and onshore gas and oil inspections. If we ex-
pect BLM to safeguard that energy that is being developed in a 
safe and responsible manner, it is essential that BLM has the ade-
quate inspection resources to do so. 

The second proposal, which I mentioned a little bit to the com-
mittee yesterday, is a proposal that establishes a congressional- 
chartered nonprofit foundation for BLM. The foundation would be 
similar to those that already exist for the National Park Service, 
Fish and Wildlife, and the Forest Service. It would allow BLM to 
form public-private partnerships that would leverage resources to 
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support the BLM’s mission. This foundation could foster engage-
ment between the public and their lands. Moreover, it could allow 
for a creative solution to some of the Bureau’s most pressing chal-
lenges.

I fully support these two proposals, and I will work with my col-
leagues to include them in this year’s appropriations bill. 

Although, Mr. Chair, one sounds like it might be a little tougher 
to get you to work with me on. 

Director Kornze, I appreciate the work that you do and the em-
ployees of the Bureau of Land Management, and I look forward to 
your testimony. 

And thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Director, you are now recognized to present your BLM budget re-

quest for fiscal year 2016. 

OPENING REMARKS OF DIRECTOR KORNZE

Mr. KORNZE. Excellent. 
Chairman, Ranking Member, members of the committee, thank 

you for the opportunity to be with you today. 
The BLM manages nearly 250 million acres of land in terms of 

surface and 700 million acres of subsurface estate in the Nation. 
That means 10 percent of the Nation’s surface or more, and nearly 
a third of its minerals and soils. We manage these under the dual 
framework of multiple use and sustained yield. 

The Bureau’s work is more complex than ever, which has been 
nicely highlighted, and I do appreciate that. The professionals at 
the BLM have to make hard choices every day. We balance signifi-
cant conflicts in nearly every State in the Nation, and we make 
sure that the public has a strong voice in the work that we do. 

We also play a major role in the economies of many States 
through the role that we have in supporting oil and gas develop-
ment, all kinds of recreation, hunting and fishing, helium produc-
tion, timber, coal production, ranching, wildland firefighting, and 
even beekeeping. More than 450,000 jobs were supported by the 
agency on the lands that we manage last year. And we are one of 
only a handful of agencies that returns more revenue to the gov-
ernment than we receive in appropriations. In fact, for every dollar 
that you appropriate, we return $5. 

Now let me highlight four priority areas from our budget for 
2016.

The first is sage-grouse. The BLM is leading a West-wide effort 
with Western Governors from 11 States to strengthen management 
of sage-grouse habitat. This includes extensive collaboration with 
State agencies, the Forest Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
counties, and other partners. The President’s budget requests a 
total of $60 million to support this work and to implement the 
sage-grouse plans that we will complete later this year. 

Through our combined efforts, we hope the Nation will be able 
to avoid a listing of the sage-grouse. And with the funds that we 
have requested, we will engage our partners and effect projects 
that will reduce the threat of wildfire, slow and reverse the spread 
of invasive species, improve riparian areas, and remove hundreds 
of thousands of pinyon and juniper trees. 
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The second priority I want to discuss is national Conservation 
Lands. The President requests an important increase in this pro-
gram. And these lands make up roughly 10 percent of the lands 
that the BLM manages, yet we receive 25 percent or more of our 
visitors to these places. 

And these places include areas like the Carrizo Plain, near the 
chairman’s district; the San Juan Islands of Washington State; 
Craters of the Moon National Monument; and Red Rock Canyon in 
southern Nevada; and many other areas across the country. In fact, 
we manage about 21 national conservation areas, 21 monuments, 
and nearly 700 wilderness areas and wilderness study areas. 

The support that we are seeking for these congressionally and 
presidentially protected areas will allow us to provide basic levels 
of service for our many visitors and will help us boost the econo-
mies of local communities that depend on these areas and visita-
tion to them. 

The third program is the BLM Foundation. In connection with 
this budget, the President has sent forward a legislative proposal 
that would establish a congressionally chartered foundation to sup-
port the work of the Bureau. A foundation would strengthen the 
BLM’s efforts to link Americans to their public lands through an 
organization that would help leverage private funds and private 
support for public work. 

The foundation would operate in a manner very similar to the 
National Park Foundation, the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
tion, and the National Forest Foundation. And I would submit to 
you that the Bureau of Land Management has the most com-
plicated mission of any of those agencies, and we could greatly use 
the support and the outside facilitation. 

And, finally, the fourth program I want to discuss is the oil and 
gas fee proposal. 

What we are seeking is the ability to support oil and gas develop-
ment while also ensuring that these activities are done safely and 
responsibly. We are asking for the approval of a minor fee that 
would allow the agency to be more responsive to the ups and downs 
of oil and gas development in the country. 

In the last 10 years, the BLM has authorized more than 50,000 
wells, and, with that, today we have more than 100,000 wells 
across the country that we have oversight responsibility for. Now, 
it takes roughly 220 inspectors to cover that terrain. Today, we 
have 159. We need your help. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, this is 
a very important and critical time for the American West, for the 
country, for this agency. We appreciate the partnership we have 
had with you in the past, and we look forward to working with you 
on our 2016 budget. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
[The information follows:] 
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GRAZING PERMIT FEE

Mr. CALVERT. Let’s get into a few issues. And I am sure we are 
going to have a number of our colleagues here join in on this, but 
grazing, obviously, is a big issue in the West. It is integral to 
BLM’s multiple-use mission. It is good for the land. Of course, graz-
ing must be appropriate to the area and well managed. 

At this time, BLM has prioritized its review of most of the envi-
ronmentally sensitive grazing permits. As you know, Congress has 
not supported the administration’s fee proposal for the grazing 
management program in the past, and we continue to believe this 
issue should be addressed by the authorizing committees. In gen-
eral, proposing new fees or increasing fees is done by the author-
izing committees. It is not impossible for us to do that, but it is ap-
propriate for the authorizing committees to be doing that kind of 
work. But it is proposed, once again, if enacted, it would raise 
$16.5 million. 

BLM manages about 17,750 grazing permits. What is the current 
backlog of the permits you are waiting to review? 

Mr. KORNZE. Mr. Chairman, we have a backlog of roughly 6,000 
permits right now, so about a third of permits in the system. 

Mr. CALVERT. How many permits is the agency able to review 
each year? 

Mr. KORNZE. There are about 1,800 if you average out the 18,000 
permits we have. They are a 10-year duration, so we have about 
1,800, on average, that come up each year. We fall behind about 
another 400 each year. So 1,400 is roughly the number of permits 
that we are able to process. 

Mr. CALVERT. 1,400. Will a fee really quicken that pace? Will 
that take care of that problem? 

Mr. KORNZE. It will help chip away at it. So the fee we have pro-
posed, in terms of level of funding, we expect we would, instead of 
losing 400 permits of ground each year, we would gain 200. So we 
would start to chip away at the problem. 

Mr. CALVERT. There are questions whether or not this fee, the 
$16.5 million we are talking about—would you hire more staff, or 
would you be putting that money into more litigation costs? 

Mr. KORNZE. My hope would be boots on the ground. 
Mr. CALVERT. But you certainly have been spending a significant 

amount of money for litigation. 
Mr. KORNZE. Not by choice. 
Mr. CALVERT. Yeah. 
Ms. McCollum. 
Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you. 

MINERAL LEASE RENEWAL VOYAGEURS NATIONAL PARK

I would like to make a comment for the record regarding the po-
tential copper-nickel mining in northern Minnesota that poses a di-
rect threat to Voyageurs National Park and the Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area Wilderness. 

BLM manages these mineral leases in Superior National Forest. 
And these leases are more than 40 years old—40 years old. So they 
do not provide the taxpayers in Minnesota and across the country 
any of the modern environmental protections for any possible miti-
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gation or cleanup should pollution occur. So the American people 
would be, you know, at risk for 40-year-old permits. 

So I believe that there is a legal obligation to review these leases, 
but it needs to be done in a way that brings together everything 
that would be potentially devastating for the environmental econ-
omy and impact on Voyageurs and the Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area. I would like to see that be a priority in your determination, 
to make sure that these leases are up to date with the science and 
what we know now. 

So I respect your work that the BLM is doing on this very impor-
tant issue. And I just wanted you to know, for the record, I think 
you should bring these leases determinations up to date. 

Mr. KORNZE. I appreciate that, Congresswoman. This is an issue 
that we are paying close attention to. It is Forest Service land on 
the surface, and Bureau of Land Management manages the min-
erals. So the two agencies are working close together, and we will 
find a prudent way to move forward. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Stewart. 

GRAZING PERMIT BACKLOG

Mr. STEWART. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Again, it is good to see you. Thanks for the time we have spent 

together.
Before I go into my other questions, can I back up for just a sec-

ond to the chairman’s point about some of the BLM and chipping 
away at that? I want to make sure I understood it. 

Right now, we are at a deficit of some 6,000 permits, is that 
right, applications? 

Mr. KORNZE. We are. 
So a little bit of background on the grazing program. We have 

a grazing fee in this country. It has been $1.35 in recent years; now 
it is $1.69. It is set on a number of factors, but essentially it is 
pegged to a 1960s price index. So it does lag where other lands are, 
where State lands are. 

For instance, in the State of Utah, you have two categories of 
grazing land. You sort of have low quality and high quality. For the 
low quality, a person would pay about $4. For high quality, you 
would pay about $8. In the State of Idaho, you would pay about 
$7——

Mr. STEWART. And, Director, I am going to interrupt for just a 
second, if I could, because my question is actually simple and dif-
ferent than that. 

Mr. KORNZE. Please. 
Mr. STEWART. And that is, if we are behind by 6,000 and we are 

only going to chip away at these things an additional 200 a year, 
I mean, it will take 30 years to get caught up. Am I missing some-
thing?

Mr. KORNZE. It will take us quite a long time. 
And part of the issue—and I apologize for not jumping to this— 

is that the revenue we get from those grazing fees doesn’t come to 
our program. 

Mr. STEWART. Yeah. 
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Mr. KORNZE. And half of it goes to counties. Half of it goes to 
range improvements, which are great additions, but we clearly—I 
think you can see, and we can see, that we need a new way to sup-
port a more robust effort for this program. 

Mr. STEWART. Yeah, that is just not enough. I mean, if that is 
our plan—it is hard to go back and tell folks, well, you know, we 
will fix your problem in 30 years, sometime in the next 30 years. 
We need to have a more aggressive answer to that. I don’t know 
what it would be and would love to talk to you about that. But I 
don’t think that is a sufficient answer, and I don’t think you do ei-
ther. I don’t think you would be satisfied with a 30-year plan to 
reduce this backlog. 

ALTON COAL MINE

Now, if I could get to something that, surprise, surprise, you and 
I have talked about many times. You know, I had some friends— 
I did not, but I had some friends who flew in the first night of the 
Gulf war, and they called this a target-rich environment. And that 
is the same thing for you and I and others who are interested. And 
there is so much that we could talk about—I mean, sage-grouse, 
wild horse and burros. I appreciate that we are talking about en-
ergy and grazing. Those are important issues. Monuments, or the 
potential for monuments—which many of us in my district are fear-
ful that the administration will exert an authority I don’t think 
they have in claiming a monument that would be similar to the 
Grand Staircase, or Grand Escalante. 

Again, I could keep going, Director, with other things, but if I 
could narrow it down to something, again, that we have talked 
about and that I am very appreciative of the partnership that we 
have been able to have on a couple things—the Utah prairie dog, 
we have made real success on that. And I am proud to tell people 
that the BLM has been a real partner in working with us on that. 
And as I have said here in other hearings with the Interior Sec-
retary just a few weeks ago, we have made more progress in the 
last year than we made in 20 years. And we appreciate that. 

But the one issue that we have left unaccounted still is the Alton 
Coal Mine in the southern part of my district. And I know you 
know this, but for others who may not, this is an incredibly impor-
tant economic consideration for my district. 

It is in a very rural area. There is a deep heritage of these min-
ers, and it allows them to raise families in an area that is nearly 
impossible without these types of jobs. And they will lose 350 jobs 
if we don’t get some progress or if we don’t make some progress 
with the issue with the sage-grouse. 

And we talked about this yesterday. Can you reiterate for me, so 
that we can show people who will watch this hearing, that we 
think we are going to have progress on that in the next 6 weeks 
or so, as you indicated to me yesterday? 

Mr. KORNZE. Yes, we are working hard on this effort. We are col-
laborating with the State of Utah per our regulations. And we hope 
to have something moved forward for the public to look at in terms 
of a draft environmental impact statement here, in the next 6 to 
8 weeks. 
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Mr. STEWART. I understand that right now we are waiting for a 
piece of information from Utah. We talked with Ms. Clarke about 
that yesterday, and she assured us that they will be very quick in 
returning that information to you. And then, hopefully, by the end 
of April, we think we would have a determination on that. Is that 
true?

Mr. KORNZE. That is our goal. 
Mr. STEWART. Do you know what the outcome of that finding will 

be? Do you know that yet? 
Mr. KORNZE. It is just a draft EIS. So we will put out the alter-

natives and engage the public, and then it wouldn’t be until the 
final that we would have a decision. 

Mr. STEWART. That is right. Okay. All right. 
Well, once again, we have been encouraged by working with you 

on these other issues. We hope that we can continue to be encour-
aged as we work this—this local issue. I recognize that you come 
here to talk about the budget, and you want to talk about billions, 
and, instead, many of us end up talking about things that are so 
important to our own districts. We appreciate your patience on 
that. But I think you also understand how important it is that we 
have this opportunity to discuss those issues with you. 

Mr. KORNZE. Absolutely. I am glad to do it. 
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Mr. Kilmer. 

BLM FOUNDATION

Mr. KILMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just have a brief question. I know that the BLM has asked for 

the capacity to create a foundation to better connect the public to 
public lands. I was hoping you could speak a little bit about that: 
how it supports your mission, how it supports public lands, and 
how it is different from the authority that you all already have. 

Mr. KORNZE. I appreciate the question. 
The foundation would be a congressionally chartered nonprofit 

which would be attached to us but also attached to the public. They 
would be an interface that could work with private individuals, pri-
vate corporations that have a passion for the issues that the BLM 
works on. 

Take, for instance, wild horses and burros. We have a big chal-
lenge that we need to get our arms around. And there are a lot of 
very passionate people in this country. It would be so helpful to 
have an external organization that could help provide public edu-
cation on what we are doing, but also could help direct resources 
at the best place internally within the agency. 

The National Park Foundation, the National Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation do amazing work in this country and were stood up by 
you. We are simply seeking a similar organization. We think it 
could go a long ways to making a difference with some of these 
issues that are sometimes intractable and that a conversation is 
usually, the only way to get through it, and this sort of organiza-
tion could help us with that. 

Mr. KILMER. Great. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
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Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 
Mr. Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Welcome, Neil. It is good to see you again. 
Mr. KORNZE. Good to see you. 

STEENS MOUNTAIN CMPA FENCE

Mr. SIMPSON. First a statement and then a question. 
Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Area 

was created with widespread support from local stakeholders, 
ranchers, conservationists, and the entire Oregon delegation, many 
of whom still serve. This is a unique designation, and it was in-
tended that way. 

I have heard concerns from local stakeholders and my colleagues 
that serve from Oregon that the commitments made under the 
original act haven’t been met by BLM. The original act seemed 
clear the BLM was responsible for fencing the first cow-free wilder-
ness area in U.S. History. Yet the BLM forced one rancher to pay 
for fencing around their lands a few years ago, and last year, when 
Congress stepped in to clarify the already-clear law, the BLM still 
created uncertainty for future fencing responsibilities. 

The list continues from there: more unintended road closures, 
grazing reductions, and limitations on historical access. 

Why is the BLM not doing more to work with local landowners 
and stakeholders to implement the act, which has clear language 
and was written with extensive local input? 

I suspect you know, my chief of staff then worked for, Congress-
man Greg Walden. And they are the ones worked on the Steens 
Mountain, and they were pretty clear on the language. 

What is the BLM going to do about this? 
Mr. KORNZE. I am happy to report that we are very near to final-

izing an agreement with one of the local landowners that has con-
cerns about the fence, and I think we will have a positive way to 
bring this to resolution. Our local office is just waiting to close it 
out.

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 

SAGE-GROUSE

Let me talk for just a minute, if I can, about sage-grouse. 
When Secretary Jewell testified, an issue came up which is of 

concern to me and not without some historical perspective on it. 
When we had wolves reintroduced in Idaho, Montana, and Wyo-
ming, the management plan required 30 breeding pairs—10 in 
Montana, Idaho, Wyoming. Idaho came up with a management 
plan, approved by Fish and Wildlife Service. Montana did the same 
thing. Wyoming lagged behind and didn’t pursue a State manage-
ment plan. Fish and Wildlife delisted wolves in Idaho and Mon-
tana, and then a judge overturned that and said, no, it has to be 
in Wyoming too. 

With sage-grouse, the land that we are talking about is vast and 
goes through many, many different States, as you well know. It 
kind of concerns me that—a hypothetical—Idaho does everything 
they can, they do everything that the BLM wants them to do, the 
private landowners join in, maybe some other State doesn’t. Con-
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sequently, the bird gets listed not just in the States that didn’t do 
as much to try to aid in the recovery of the sage-grouse but also 
in Idaho that is doing everything that they can to prevent a listing. 
And I am just using this as an example. It could be any State. 

Is that the way it is going to work? It is all or nothing? This is 
what Secretary Jewell indicated. And that concerns me, that you 
could have these differences between States. And we have no con-
trol over what another state does. 

Mr. KORNZE. We have taken an everybody-at-the-table, all-in ap-
proach on this. I sit down every 2 to 3 months with representatives 
of each governor’s office in the West of the 11 States we are work-
ing with. And, really, the idea is to make sure that we are all put-
ting our cards on the table in a consistent fashion and moving for-
ward together. 

There are 68 plans we are revising at the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. The Forest Service has 30 plans. Nearly every State that 
is at the table has put forward a State plan at this point. There 
are a few more that are still finalizing what their approach is going 
to be. 

But, in many ways, yes, we are all in the boat, and I think we 
rise and fall together. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Do you find a lot of difference between the States 
and their willingness to address the issue? I know all States are 
concerned, but is there a difference among the States in what they 
are willing to do and how cooperative they are in trying to put to-
gether management plans for their States? 

Mr. KORNZE. There does appear to be some difference, for sure. 
There is a difference in timing. Some States started early. Wyo-
ming was at the table 5 or 6 years ago and actually preceded this 
entire process. Other States are literally putting pen to paper 
today. So there is a difference in that. 

And there is also a difference in terms of what States are willing 
to require on State and private lands. So, if you looked at Oregon’s 
plan versus, for example, Utah’s plan, you would see a very dif-
ferent approach. And Nevada, again, has taken a wholly different 
approach.

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah. I know Idaho is reluctant to bring private 
land into all of this, and I know that is an issue that we have been 
having.

You have requested—is it a $45 million increase in this budget 
for sage-grouse? 

Mr. KORNZE. It is—— 
Mr. SIMPSON. A substantial increase. 
Mr. KORNZE. We request a $45 million increase over the $15 mil-

lion base. 
Mr. SIMPSON. What do you plan on doing with the $45 million? 
Mr. KORNZE. We will concentrate largely on rangeland work. We 

have 10 times as much pinyon-juniper in many parts of the West 
today as we did 100 years ago, so it is moving into what used to 
be sage-grouse habitat, sagebrush, our sagebrush ocean. And so 
dealing with that is part of it. 

Green-stripping to make sure we can get ahead of fires is very 
important. Improving springs and seeps and riparian areas, wet 
meadows, that is a very big part of that. 
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We would also use some of the funding to ensure that we have 
a seed system so we can have the right seed in the right places at 
the right time. 

So it is a little bit of everything, but we would be putting that 
money on the ground with our partners. Part of our commitment 
is that, as we finalize the sage-grouse plans, we will—we are going 
to do this immediately, in fact, within the next few weeks—be sit-
ting down with the States and starting our plans for implementa-
tion.

Mr. SIMPSON. It is my understanding that the sage-grouse deter-
mination—will still be made regardless of the fiscal year 2015 lan-
guage included in the so-called Cromnibus, but the rule cannot be 
written with the fiscal year 2015 language in place. 

Will the listing determination have any impact without the exist-
ence of a written rule? And if so, what are the impacts of a deter-
mination without a rule that lists the species? 

Mr. KORNZE. Those are great questions. 
My understanding, as I am sure Dan Ashe pointed out, the De-

partment has interpreted the language to mean that you cannot 
write it. It doesn’t say you can’t make a determination about the 
need.

Mr. SIMPSON. Right. 
Mr. KORNZE. So what happens if there is a determination? I 

think that would lead to instability, if we have a decision made but 
no ability to implement it. But it also may be a major kick-starter 
for others to do more, as well. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CALVERT. Just a quick comment, and then I will recognize 

Ms. McCollum. 
You know, if we go ahead and do everything we are asked to do 

from this committee and the States, the localities, and the sage- 
grouse is still listed, it is not going to bode well for future coopera-
tion between the States and localities and the Federal Government. 
So I would hope that some thought is being put into that. 

Ms. McCollum. 

MINERAL LEASE RENEWAL VOYAGERS N.P.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
One other thing back on the mining leases. So the lease was 40 

years old. There is a lot more information that has come to light. 
And, in talking with many others, I don’t see that you, with the 
information that is available today about these fragile areas of the 
Boundary Waters and the Voyageurs, that you would even need to 
renew these leases in light of what we know today. So I just want-
ed to be clear on my opinion on that. 

THREATS TO BLM EMPLOYEES

I want to talk about Mr. Bundy and the threat to BLM employ-
ees. There was a recent magazine article in Harper’s Magazine; it 
was February of this year. And I am going to read an excerpt from 
it.

Quote, ‘‘On May 6, 2014, two hooded men driving a pickup truck 
with a masked license plate approached BLM employees driving a 



225

load of horses and burros on a highway in Utah. They pointed a 
pistol at them. They held up a sign and said, ‘You need to die.’ The 
men fled, and they were never caught.’’ And that is the end of the 
quote from the magazine article. 

I want to say clearly, for the record, that BLM employees are 
serving the American people, and I want them to know that they 
serve with our gratitude. Their service is honorable, and it is im-
portant. And, as this story details, some of them are literally put-
ting their lives on the line in the course of just doing their job. 

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Bundy and his band of armed 
thugs are dangerous. They have committed acts that are criminal, 
by threatening Federal employees. They should be held account-
able. They should be prosecuted. 

So I would like you to share with us, sir, the extent to which Mr. 
Bundy, because he is grazing without fees—has exploited the 
American taxpayer. What is the impact of having literally thugs, 
gangs approach BLM employees just trying to do their job? What 
steps have been taken to stop this misuse of grazing without a per-
mit and the threatening of Federal employees who are just doing 
their jobs? 

Mr. KORNZE. Thank you for your statement and for the question. 
My colleagues at the Bureau of Land Management do incredible 

work, and many of them do put their lives on the line every day 
when they come into the office and when they go out into the field. 
I couldn’t be more proud of the work that they do, and we stand 
behind them 100 percent, 24 hours a day. 

It is absolutely essential that those who have broken laws are 
brought to justice. These issues will remain absolutely major prior-
ities for this agency, for this department. 

So the grazing issues persist, which has been widely reported. 
This will be something that will continue to get my highest level 
of attention. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. How has this impacted employee morale, reten-
tion, or even recruitment in some of the Western areas? Have the 
employees without mentioning names, been talking about this? 

Mr. KORNZE. We do talk about this. This is an issue that im-
pacted the entire agency but also, I think, impacted public employ-
ees generally. Employee morale is critical, and it is something I 
have spent a great deal of time focusing on over the last year. I 
have been in a vast number of our field offices to personally engage 
with our employees and have conversations about this. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Well, thank you. And I will speak for myself, 
but I am sure I can speak for other Members of Congress: We value 
their employment, and we wish them safety on the job. Thank you. 

Mr. KORNZE. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Thank you. 

WILD HORSE AND BURRO POPULATION CONTROL

Wild horses and burros, since you brought it up. The budget pro-
poses a $3 million increase to continue to implement the rec-
ommendations from the National Academy of Sciences for the Wild 
Horse and Burro Program. And we are all frustrated over this. You 
know, I have talked to you on numerous occasions, you know, Mr. 
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Simpson, obviously Mr. Stewart, those of us in the West, to get to 
a solution to this problem. 

And at what point in the development process is a safe and cost- 
effective chemical contraception solution for wild horses and burros 
going to finally be done? We have been talking about this for years. 
Are we getting any closer? 

Mr. KORNZE. I believe we are about to get closer. 
A few years ago, I sat down with my wild horse and burro team 

and asked about progress on contraception, because millions of dol-
lars have been spent. And the answer I got back was that, essen-
tially, we still are fairly limited to what we call PZP. That is a vac-
cine that lasts for about a year. We don’t have the ability to contact 
every herd every year. So it has limited support for our efforts. 

We have moved out since then to restart our program in terms 
of research. We have engaged big universities, Big Pharma-
ceuticals, and asked the question, ‘‘if you were going to do a long- 
term approach to a vaccine that would provide long-term contracep-
tion or even sterilization, how would you go about it’’? We received 
20 applications in response to that question. 

We have worked with the National Academy of Sciences, and we 
will be putting nearly $10 million behind the top projects and hop-
ing that we will be able to explore two key areas. One is long-term 
vaccines, and the other is spay and neuter techniques. 

Mr. CALVERT. Obviously, spay and neutering, we do that to cats 
and dogs, for goodness’ sake. And that is permanent. And $10 mil-
lion would spay and neuter a lot of horses. Why don’t we seriously 
consider expanding that program and implementing it? 

Mr. KORNZE. We are absolutely looking into that right now. One 
thing we may need help from Congress on is making sure that we 
have full authorities amongst all of our herds to work in that direc-
tion. So that is something we could possibly have conversations on. 

Mr. CALVERT. Approximately how many horses are on the range 
right now? 

Mr. KORNZE. About 50,000. 
Mr. CALVERT. And what is your opinion as to how many horses 

can the range effectively handle? 
Mr. KORNZE. Our internal recommendation is that the range 

should have probably no more than 26,000 or 27,000 horses on it. 
Mr. CALVERT. So we have roughly twice as many. And the popu-

lation is obviously growing. 
Mr. KORNZE. It is. 
Mr. CALVERT. Significantly. And what is the conflict of these wild 

horses, you know, obviously too many horses, on the sage-grouse? 
Mr. KORNZE. There are certainly impacts. There are impacts 

from many types of uses of the public lands, but this is one that 
we need to get our arms around. Whether it is pinyon-juniper or 
wild horses and burros or the impacts of fire, all of these areas of 
concern need to be wrapped into our sage-grouse efforts. 

Mr. CALVERT. How many horses right now do we have confined 
that we are taking care of? 

Mr. KORNZE. About an equal share, 50,000. 
Mr. CALVERT. 50,000 horses. 
Mr. KORNZE. Yeah. 
Mr. CALVERT. And how many horses a year are being adopted? 
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Mr. KORNZE. About 10 years ago, we were adopting out roughly 
10,000 horses a year. We are down to about 2,000 horses now. 

Mr. CALVERT. And how many horses are being added every year? 
Mr. KORNZE. It depends on our ability to get out and apply the 

PZP, but, it does grow at a good clip. 
Mr. CALVERT. So it is accurate to say that you have more horses 

going in than you have going out. 
Mr. KORNZE. Absolutely. 
The cost of this is something that I think would be helpful to 

have a real public dialogue about. From the day we take a horse 
off the range to the day it expires, usually in a long-term, open pas-
ture facility in the Midwest, we spend as taxpayers about $45,000 
on that horse. Now, that is a good college education. 

So I think there is a lot of room for innovation in terms of getting 
those horses into the hands of good owners and good homes. 

Mr. CALVERT. Yeah. I would bet that if a lot of American citizens 
understood what we are paying for this they would be somewhat 
upset. I think that is one of the reasons why we have to get control 
of this and get control of this quickly. 

GRAZING PERMIT RENEWALS

Okay. Any—Mr. Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah, I want to get back to something on the graz-

ing permits. We have about 1,800 come due a year. We can process 
about 1,400. So the backlog grows about 400 a year. 

What happens—I think I know the answer to this, but I would 
like to make sure I do—what happens to those 400 who you don’t 
get to? 

Mr. KORNZE. Legislation was passed in December as part of the 
NDAA that allows us to continue those folks going forward under 
their existing conditions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Do you get sued about allowing them to go for-
ward? Are there lawsuits brought about allowing them to go for-
ward without EAs or whatever is necessary? Or is that—can you 
do that? 

Mr. KORNZE. We have had challenges in recent years to some of 
the riders that this committee has put in place—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Right. 
Mr. KORNZE [continuing]. And that we have used. We have not 

seen litigation yet based on what was put forward in December, 
but, it wouldn’t be a shock if it took place. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah. 
Secretary Salazar once told this committee that he was the de-

fendant in over 3,000 lawsuits. While I firmly agree with the public 
having the right to have a say in how their public lands are man-
aged, it would really be nice if we could take a majority of those 
funds that are used in lawsuits and actually use them to manage 
the lands. Because it is a lot of money. That is kind of a pipe 
dream of mine. 

But a lot of the lawsuits are process lawsuits. We create proc-
esses to do things that are susceptible to lawsuits at every step of 
the way. So it is not necessarily the outcome. We can sue about 
this process; you didn’t do this when you should have done that. 
And we really need some reforms of the whole—NEPA and other 



228

laws, to accomplish what we want to accomplish. We need to allow 
the public to have a say in how their public lands are managed but 
not open it up to lawsuits every single step of the way somehow. 
That is a dream, but I am a dreamer, I guess. 

Let me also say that I concur with Ms. McCollum’s comments 
about the BLM employees. The people that we work with in Idaho 
are great people trying to do a tough job. Of course, everyone can 
manage better than the people that are currently there. If someone 
else managed it, we would be upset with them all the time. It is 
the nature of the job. But this went far beyond what we expect our 
employees to have to put up with, so they are good people. 

Again, I would strongly encourage the BLM to work with local 
stakeholders in the Steens Cooperative Management Area and re-
solve those issues that might exist out there. 

So thank you for being here today. 
Mr. KORNZE. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. Ms. McCollum. 

OIL AND GAS INSPECTION FEE

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I would like to go back and just ask 
a couple of questions about the new inspection fee for onshore and 
offshore oil and gas producers. 

You have a plan of how you would put this to work. So how do 
you propose these fees compare with the benefit that the industry 
receives from developing public land? The industry is getting profit 
out of public land. What is the consequence of not having a fee 
structure in place so that you can go out there and do the inspec-
tions that need to be done to protect the American taxpayer? Quite 
frankly, by the leases moving forward, the public is allowing these 
companies to make quite a bit of profit off of something that is col-
lectively held by the public? 

Mr. KORNZE. I think you put it well in your opening when you 
said it is a user fee. You use it, you pay for it. 

Our goal here is to make sure we are not getting anything more 
than a basic ability to do the work we have been requested to do 
by Congress, to make sure we have a safe and responsible oil and 
gas program. And so, we need 220 inspectors, at least, to cover 
100,000 wells. We have mineral assets that we oversee in all 50 
States, and there are more than 30 States that have active oil and 
gas leases. So it is a vast, vast responsibility. 

Our goal is that we can keep this industry, which helped with 
the American recovery, going but, at the same time, respect the 
fact that this is a major industrial activity on public lands and it 
needs the oversight that is part of our rules and regulations and 
the laws that have been passed by Congress. 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Thank you. 
Mr. CALVERT. As you know, Mr. Kornze, the authorizing commit-

tees, once again—I am sure you have contacted the authorizing 
committees, the Ways and Means Committee and the Natural Re-
sources authorizing committees to make that type of language. I 
know that people are looking for the Appropriations Committee to 
resolve all these issues,but that is not what we are supposed to do, 
though we do do it from time to time, but—— 
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Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, here is the catch-22. The authorizing 
committee has authorized that leases go out. BLM puts leases out. 
But where is the quid pro quo for the user fee? 

Maybe they should stop doing leases, then, if we can’t do the in-
spections. But I don’t think anybody wants that to happen. So how 
do we get the authorizing committee to do their job? Because if we 
don’t, we are cutting other things in the budget, like wild horses. 

Mr. CALVERT. That is a great question. Actually, I wrote the au-
thorizing language for the deepwater oil way long time ago, which 
created fees and so forth, and that is the way it should be done. 
And we are certainly encouraging the authorizing committees to do 
a number of things right now, whether it is the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund or—— 

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Yeah. 

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

Mr. CALVERT [continuing]. PILT or Secure Rural Schools or a 
number of these issues that we have to deal with. But I understand 
the frustration. 

There is another frustration—one last question. Hydraulic frac-
turing regulation. At last year’s hearing, you mentioned the plans 
to issue final regulations for hydraulic fracturing, and we were told 
it would be finalized in late 2014. So I am sure it is all done and 
ready to go, right? 

OIL AND GAS INSPECTION FEE

Mr. KORNZE. Well, so on the fee topic—and then I will get to hy-
draulic fracturing—I do think it is useful to point out that what we 
are requesting is exactly how it works offshore. So if you have a 
rig out in the Gulf of Mexico, you pay a user fee for the appropriate 
Federal agency to come inspect your facility. And it works for ev-
eryone; you move on. 

We are talking about a fee onshore that would be for most lease-
holders about $1,000 a year. We are talking about folks that have 
the ability to invest sometimes $8 million to $12 million to drill a 
well and clearly are making back that and a healthy sum more. 

We hope we can work with you and the authorizers in Ways and 
Means, if necessary, to step forward and make sure there is no 
question about whether or not we are doing our full slate of inspec-
tions.

The amount of safety and environmental oversight we do should 
not be dependent upon year-to-year appropriations. I think we 
could probably all agree on that. Between the year 2011 and 2013, 
we saw a major drop in our oil and gas funding that comes to us 
from Congress. As a result, we had to restrict a lot of our work, 
whether it be on inspections or APD work. 

I hope we can find a path forward, and I appreciate the time to 
talk about that. 

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING

On hydraulic fracturing, stay tuned. As the Secretary committed 
to earlier this week, in the days ahead we think we will be able 
to share that with you. 



230

Mr. CALVERT. A few days. A few days probably, right? 
I want to thank you for coming here today. And I want to also, 

along with Ms. McCollum and Mr. Simpson, thank all your employ-
ees at BLM. They do a great job for this country. And we are cer-
tainly interested in having a safe working environment and that 
they continue to do the good work that they are doing. 

So, with that, have a great day. 
Mr. KORNZE. Thank you, sir. 
Thank you, committee. 
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