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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE 1854 TREATY AUTHORITY
1854 TREATY AUTHORITY

The 1854 Treaty Authority (Authority) is a tribal organization funded by a Public
Law 93-638 contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) under its Trust-Nat-
ural Resources Management-Rights Protection Implementation (RPI) budget.

—The Authority supports the administration’s proposal for an increase of $4.5
million for BIA Rights Protection Implementation and a corresponding in-
creased allocation for the Authority.

—The Authority supports the full finding of contract support for its Public Law
93-638, Self-Determination contract. The Authority believes that at least the
amount requested by the administration should be appropriated, but it does not
support the administration’s proposal to institute statutory caps on contract
support. Not only have those caps been proposed without the consultation re-
quired for significant policy changes, but the Authority has no source of funding
to make up for contract support shortfalls.

—The Authority supports maintaining funding for the EPA Great Lakes Restora-
tion budget at least at its current level.

The Authority is a tribal organization responsible for protecting, preserving, and
regulating the treaty-reserved hunting, fishing and gathering rights in the territory
ceded to the United States by the Chippewa in the treaty of September 30, 1854,
10 Stat. 1109. The Bois Forte Band and the Grand Portage Band created the Au-
thority following Federal court affirmation of the rights in 1988. As part of a court-
approved agreement with the State of Minnesota, the Bands have obligations to pre-
serve the natural resources in the 5 million acre ceded territory and to regulate the
activities of Band members through a conservation code, enforcement officers, and
a court. The Authority has also been involved with a variety of inter-agency efforts
to study the effect of invasive species, climate change, and activities that impact
treaty resources.

Although it has significant responsibilities in a geographic area the size of Massa-
chusetts, the Authority has only 11 full-time employees. With those limited re-
sources, the Authority has been able to collaborate with State, tribal and Federal
agencies to become a prominent presence in the conservation of resources critical
to the subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering activities of the Chippewa.

However, the successes of the Authority are overshadowed by the challenges fac-
ing the trust resources that are at the heart of the treaty rights. The Minnesota
moose population has declined precipitously in just a few years and for reasons un-
known. Invasive species threaten the treaty fishing and wild rice production areas
across the ceded territory, and human activities continue to deplete or displace wild-
life populations.
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The Authority urges the subcommittee and the Congress to acknowledge that the
resources we seek to protect are trust resources, reserved in treaties that the United
States has a legal obligation to protect and preserve.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) welcomes the opportunity
to share its views with the subcommittee regarding fiscal year 2016 funding from
the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) for National Park Service (NPS) activities.
The ACHP is an independent Federal agency that promotes the preservation, en-
hancement, and sustainable use of our Nation’s historic resources. Created by the
National Historic Preservation Act in 1966, the ACHP is charged with advising the
President and Congress on national historic preservation policy. The ACHP mem-
bership, the majority of which is appointed by the President, is made up of Federal
agencies, preservation experts, concerned citizens, a mayor, a governor, and major
preservation non-profit organizations.

Traditionally, the HPF is the source of NPS grants-in-aid to State Historic Preser-
vation Offices (SHPOs) and Tribal Historic Preservation Offices (THPOs), which per-
form critical functions in administering the Federal preservation program estab-
lished by the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The fiscal year 2016 budg-
et proposal would continue this funding while also appropriating monies from the
HPF for NPS grants to support the preservation of sites associated with the African
American Civil Rights Movement and the identification of historic properties associ-
ated with communities currently underrepresented in the National Register of His-
toric Places. The ACHP supports the fiscal year 2016 budget proposal for the HPF
as a minimum funding level and applauds the addition of funding for the Civil
Rights initiative, but asks that the subcommittee also consider increasing funding
to SHPOs and THPOs given chronic underfunding of their activities.

SHPO/THPO Funding.—In 1976, Congress established the HPF to support the
delivery of programs mandated by the NHPA. Annually, the HPF funds a variety
of activities carried out by SHPOs and THPOs, forming the backbone of preserva-
tion activity in the Nation. These include conducting surveys of historic properties;
preparing nominations to the National Register of Historic Places; reviewing the im-
pact of Federal projects on historic properties; assisting in Federal Historic Tax
Credit project reviews; implementing disaster recovery grants; and conducting pres-
ervation education and planning.

In 1980, Congress authorized up to $150 million in annual Outer Continental
Shelf revenue from oil and gas leases to be deposited into the HPF. However, an-
nual appropriations have never approached this figure and, in recent years, have
been less than $60 million. This level of funding has seriously impacted the overall
capacity of both SHPOs and THPOs to efficiently fulfill their obligations in the Fed-
eral preservation program. This has constrained their effectiveness when partici-
pating in Federal agency planning processes and when providing expert advice on
historic properties affected by Federal actions.

Although funding levels for SHPOs have increased slowly since 1981, they have
never approached full funding nor have they kept pace with inflation. Since 2010,
funding essentially has been flat lined; the $46.925 million proposed in the fiscal
year 2016 budget is level with last year’s appropriation. When inflation is factored
in, the current buying power of HPF funding for SHPOs is virtually the same as
it was in 1987. Meanwhile, the demands placed on SHPOs have continued to in-
crease as State budgets have declined.

While SHPOs have been challenged by recent HPF funding levels, the picture has
been even bleaker for THPOs. The average allocation of funds to individual THPOs
has decreased so significantly over recent years that some programs have had to
close for several months at the end of each year because of lack of funds. As the
number of Indian tribes operating approved THPO programs increases, the amount
of HPF funds appropriated for THPOs has not kept pace. In fiscal year 1996, 12
tribes received an average of $80,000. In 2014, there were 151 THPOs certified by
NPS to receive funds. The resulting average allocation of about $58,000 translated
to a decrease of approximately $22,000 per THPO compared to 1996 even before ad-
justing for inflation. While the ACHP fully supports the proposed increase of $1 mil-
lion for THPOs in the fiscal year 2016 budget, we believe that this increase is only
a partial step toward meeting the need.

The ACHP supports the proposed fiscal year 2016 funding level for SHPOs and
THPOs as preferable to a lower figure. However, we urge the subcommittee to give
serious consideration to increasing such funding. The ACHP strongly supports full
and permanent funding for the HPF at its authorized level of $150 million for fiscal



3

year 2016 and beyond. Adequate funding is critically important to ensure the effec-
tive participation of SHPOs and THPOs in consultation with Federal agencies on
projects involving national priorities such as energy development and infrastructure
permitting, disaster planning and resilience, climate change adaptation, military
readiness and national security needs, and public lands management. SHPOs and
THPOs also need predictable funding to continue to identify properties worthy of
preservation and manage such information with modern digital technology. October
15, 2016, marks the 50th anniversary of the NHPA. Full and permanent funding
for the HPF in the fiscal year 2016 budget would be a fitting recognition of this
milestone and signify the Federal Government’s continued commitment to assisting
States and Indian tribes in preserving the rich heritage of our Nation for future gen-
erations.

Civil Rights Initiative—To mark the 50th anniversary of the Voting Rights Act,
the fiscal year 2016 NPS budget proposes $50 million to restore and highlight key
sites across the country that tell the story of the struggle for civil rights. Of that
amount, $32.5 million would come from the Historic Preservation Fund, including
$30.0 million in competitive grants to document, interpret, and preserve the stories
and sites associated with the Civil Rights Movement and the African-American ex-
perience, and $2.5 million for grants to Historically Black Colleges and Universities.

The struggle to end legal racial discrimination and segregation had a profound in-
fluence on the course of American history and continues to shape our society today.
The physical places associated with the people and events of the civil rights move-
ment help us both to understand and to celebrate what took place 50 years ago.
There are sites throughout the country associated with the African American civil
rights struggle of the 1950s and 1960s, some of which are being preserved and inter-
preted, and some of which are threatened either directly by development or through
deterioration. The proposed competitive grants from the HPF to help preserve such
properties are much needed, and the ACHP fully supports this proposed funding.

Historic structures on the campuses of historically black colleges and universities
(HBCUs) also face threats, including lack of resources for repairs. Since the mid-
1990s, Congress periodically has funded preservation grants for HBCUs, but the
last funding was in 2009 with an infusion of funds from the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act. The proposed fiscal year 2016 HBCU grant funding would build
upon the past benefits of this grant program and would be an important component
of the overall NPS Civil Rights Initiative. The ACHP supports this proposed HPF
funding.

Grants for Underrepresented Communities.—The fiscal year 2016 NPS budget
would continue an existing grant program that addresses the issue of underrep-
resentation of certain communities and groups in the range of properties included
in the National Register of Historic Places. The goal of the program is to make
strides toward ensuring that the makeup of the National Register fully reflects the
diversity of the American story. In fiscal year 2014, funded projects included inven-
tories of African American heritage sites in Montana, Pueblo Nations in New Mex-
ico, LGBT sites in New York City, Latino properties in Washington’s Yakima Valley,
and Asian American sites in Utah. fiscal year 2014 grants also are supporting the
preparation of National Register nominations for LGBT sites in Kentucky, African
American Civil Rights resources in Baltimore, and sites associated with Chinese im-
migrants and Chinese Americans in Boston.

The changing demographics of America pose opportunities as well as challenges
for the national historic preservation program. The diversity of cultures in the
United States shapes and enriches the American experience, and the Federal Gov-
ernment can encourage wider involvement and representation in determining what
historic sites are worthy of recognition and preservation; how history and cultural
heritage should be valued, interpreted, and preserved; and how the American public
as a whole can take advantage of the programs and tools created under the NHPA.
The HPF-funded underrepresented community grant program is an important tool
in building a more inclusive preservation program, and the ACHP fully supports its
continued funding in fiscal year 2016.

Thank you for this opportunity to advise the subcommittee on fiscal year 2016 ap-
propriations for the National Park Service from the Historic Preservation Fund. If
the ACHP can provide any additional information, please contact our Executive Di-
rector, John M. Fowler, at jfowler@achp.gov.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ALEUTIAN PRIBILOF ISLANDS ASSOCIATION, INC.

The requests of the Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association (APIA) for the fiscal year
2016 Indian Health Service (IHS) budget are as follows:

—Require IHS to provide an additional $1.1 million in recurring funds to our

Compact which has been reduced by $4.9 million due to St. Paul’s transfer.
—Amend the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands Restitution Act to appropriate $100.4
million for reconstruction of the Unalaska Hospital and the Atka Island clinic,
both of which were destroyed during World War II.
—Provide or require the IHS to allocate an additional $15 million to fully fund
Village Built Clinic Leases and make it a line item in the budget.

—Place Contract Support Costs on a mandatory funded basis.

—Place IHS funding on an advance appropriations basis.

The Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association (APIA) is a regional non-profit tribal or-
ganization with members consisting of the 13 federally recognized tribes of the Aleu-
tian Chain and Pribilof Islands region. APIA provides healthcare services to the
Alaska Natives in four of the tribal communities of this region through funding re-
ceived from IHS under Title V of the Indian Self-Determination and Education As-
sistance Act (ISDEAA). We also provide health-related services through various non-
THS grants and agreements.

Our Regional Health Delivery System Imperiled.—The Alaska Tribal Health Sys-
tem depends on strong regional care organizations coordinating limited resources to
produce economies of scale enabling them to provide quality healthcare services to
Alaska Natives in their regions. For a region like the Aleutian Pribilof Islands,
achieving economy of scale is a fragile undertaking. Last May the Aleut Community
of St. Paul Island, the largest community in our region, notified us that they in-
tended to withdraw from our Self-Governance agreement and transfer the responsi-
bility of their healthcare services and associated funding from APIA to the
Southcentral Foundation’s Self-Governance agreement. This action became effective
January 1, 2015, and it has resulted in the loss of 46 percent ($4.9 million) of our
health budget. This will cause catastrophic disruption and reduction of services for
the remaining communities in the APIA regional health system. It has greatly di-
minished economy of scale in providing the collaborative health arrangements
throughout our area that we have worked so hard to establish. These collaborative
arrangements also include funding outside of IHS such as Health Resources and
Services Administration and Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration grants which now must be untangled because of St. Paul’s departure.

As you know, there has been in effect since 1998 a statutory provision which is
designed to promote efficient use of IHS funds by maintaining a regionalized system
of healthcare delivery in Alaska by prohibiting disbursal of funds to tribes that
withdraw from regional health entities. St. Paul may have the right to switch from
one Self-Governance agreement to another but it certainly is a blow to the carefully
constructed regional health delivery system in Alaska.

ITHS Self-Governance has an underlying principle to do no harm to other tribes.
The program from its beginning in 1992 as a demonstration project is replete with
congressional report language and IHS Budget Justification statements of support
for the program and simultaneously noting that Self-Governance agreements are to
do no harm to other tribes. The huge loss of funds as the result of St. Paul transfer-
ring its healthcare service is doing severe harm to the remaining members of the
communities serviced by our Self-Governance agreement.

Hence, we are asking Congress to direct the IHS to provide an additional $1.1
million to APIA and that such funds be recurring to help us take the necessary
gteps arlld at least partially mitigate the loss of economy caused by the transfer of

t. Paul.

Funding For Reconstruction of Two Health Care Facilities Destroyed During
WWII.—During World War II, communities within the APIA region suffered historic
losses, not only to their populations due to deaths arising from inadequate
healthcare and poor living conditions during removal by the U.S. Government to
camps in Southeast Alaska, but also to two healthcare facilities that were destroyed
and never rebuilt or accounted for in prior restitution made to the Aleutian and
Pribilof tribal communities.

On June 4, 1942, the Japanese bombed the 24-bed hospital operated at that time
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Unalaska, Alaska. Since that time, the closest
hospital is located in Anchorage, Alaska—800 air miles away, and not accessible by
roads. Ten days later and 350 miles to the east, on June 14, 1942, the residents
of Atka Island were forcibly evacuated from the Island by the U.S. for their “safety,”
and the U.S. Navy burned all of the structures on the Island to the ground, includ-
ing the Island’s health clinic, to prevent their use by the Japanese.
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Congress passed the “Aleutian and Pribilof Islands Restitution Act” in 1988 (Pub-
lic Law 100-383), which led to creation of the Aleutian and Pribilof Islands Restitu-
tion Trust to administer funds appropriated under the Restitution Act on behalf of
the St. Paul, St. George, Unalaska, Atka, Akutan, Nikolski, Biorka, Kashega and
Makushin communities. The Restitution Act provided very limited appropriations to
partially address losses suffered by these communities during evacuations from
1942 to 1945. During that time, the treatment of the Aleut people in the evacuation
camps lacked even the most basic attention to health and human safety matters,
in extremely crowded, unheated, abandoned buildings with very poor sanitation con-
ditions. Ten percent of the Aleuts who were evacuated died in the camps. For those
who returned to their communities, many found their homes and community facili-
ties destroyed, possessions taken, and churches stripped of religious icons by the
U.S. military.

The time 1s now to replace the Unalaska hospital and the Atka Island Clinic. The
Aleutian and Pribilof tribal communities are the most remote within Alaska. The
next level of referred specialty and inpatient care is 800 air miles away in Anchor-
age. To say that our patients suffer from a lack of access to basic healthcare services
is an understatement. Patients have died en route to Anchorage for emergency care;
patients have died due to inability to receive timely screening of cancer; patients
often must leave their families for months at a time when receiving care; and moth-
ers must leave their families for 4 months to deliver their babies. This is unaccept-
able care, by any standard. The replacement hospital facility would directly serve
the 5,000 year-round residents of Atka, Dutch Harbor, Nikolski and Unalaska, in
addition to the typically hundreds of seasonal fishery workers requiring immediate
emergency or primary care. Having a hospital would eliminate the need to send re-
ferrals to Anchorage at an average airfare cost of $1,400, not to mention the cost
of lodging, meals and the personal hardship of having to leave the community for
days at a time. Atka lies 350 miles away from Unalaska, so until its clinic has suffi-
cient capacity to meet local need, that population is at severe risk due to its iso-
lated, weather-challenged, location.

Based upon APIA budget estimates derived from the IHS Facility Budget Esti-
mating System, the Unalaska hospital facility project cost for design, construction
and equipping the total facility is $96,900,000. Based upon a 2003 Health Clinic De-
sign Report funded by the Denali Commission, construction of a health clinic suffi-
cient to meet the needs in Atka, and adjusting from 2003 for current inflation, will
cost $3,500,000. APTA thus requests $100.4 million in funding for reconstruction of
these facilities.

APIA is ranked near the top in the IHS’s joint venture program, however we are
unable to move forward without identified construction resources. For facilities sub-
ject to the ITHS joint venture program, construction must be accomplished with non-
ITHS money. The Restitution Act offers the best legislative framework for an appro-
priation from Congress. We recommend that the Restitution Act be amended to add
a new Section 1989C—4(b)(1)(D) to 50 U.S.C, to state as follows: “(D) One account
for the construction, operation, and maintenance of an inpatient hospital facility in
Unalaska and health clinic in Atka with a direct appropriation of $100,400,000 for
those purposes.” We ask for the Committees’ support of such an amendment and
the related appropriation of funds.

If we are to successfully receive this non-IHS construction project funding, the
joint venture program would allow APIA to enter into a no-cost lease with the IHS
for a period of 20 years; the IHS would in turn provide staff, equipment and sup-
plies for the operations and maintenance of the facilities. The joint venture program
is competitive and funding is limited. This year the IHS announced the results of
its 2014 Joint Venture solicitation—of 37 pre-applications, 13 were selected to sub-
mit final applications and six of those will be chosen to move forward. Yet, the ITHS
has indicated it does not have adequate resources to fund even those programs, with
the next Joint Venture solicitation taking place in 3-5 years. Tribes in Alaska sup-
port the IHS joint venture program as one of the best solutions to immediately ad-
dress critical healthcare needs in our communities.

Funding for Village Built Clinics in Alaska.—For the last several years, APIA has
submitted testimony on the need to address chronic underfunding of Village Built
Clinics (VBCs) in Alaska. VBCs, which are clinic facilities leased by the IHS from
other entities, are a vital component of the provision of basic healthcare services in
rural Alaska, as they serve as the clinic space for the Community Health Aide Pro-
gram (CHAP) under the Indian Health Care Improvement Act. The CHAP utilizes
a network of community health aides and practitioners to provide primary
healthcare services in otherwise unserved rural and isolated areas.

In 1989, Congress specifically authorized the operation of 170 VBCs in Alaska and
provided approximately $3 million in funding. Since then, Congress has not pro-
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vided amounts specifically for VBCs in the IHS appropriation, and IHS has had dis-
cretion to fund VBCs from its lump sum appropriation. IHS has needlessly treated
the $3 million level as a cap, and has refused to increase funding for VBC leases.
Funding therefore has not kept pace the rising costs of healthcare in rural and iso-
lated areas. In fact, the chronic underfunding over decades has resulted in deterio-
ration and in some cases closure of VBC facilities, threatening the Community
Health Aid Program that hinges on the continued availability of properly main-
tained VBC space. Our facilities in Atka and Nikolski have been cited for numerous
patient HIPPA and safety issues including no patient privacy and holes in the floor.
In any other community, these clinics would be condemned; yet the IHS expects us
to continue to provide care with no remedy at hand. It is no wonder that we have
a difficult time recruiting and retaining providers to serve our communities. Unfor-
tunately, we are not alone in our predicament.

A recent estimate is that $15 million additional dollars are needed to fully fund
the VBC program. We urge you to provide or to direct the IHS to add $15 million
to the current amount (about $4 million) provided for the VBCs and that this be
made a line item in the budget.

Mandatory Contract Support Costs/IHS Advance Appropriations.—We join with
many others in Indian Country in supporting the administration’s proposal to place
Contract Support Costs (CSC) on a mandatory basis, although we and other tribes/
tribal organizations urge that it be implemented beginning in fiscal year 2016. It
is heartening to see that the hard work of tribes on this issue has brought them
around on the matter of the Federal Government honoring its contracts. We thank
this subcommittee for its support for full funding for CSC and urge that you take
Lt to its logical conclusion which is that the funding be converted to a mandatory

asis.

We also support placing the THS budget on an advance appropriations basis, as
Congress has done with the Veterans Administration health accounts. The fiscal
year 2016 budget justification for the VA said advance appropriation is necessary
to “fulfill the administration’s commitment to provide reliable and timely resources
to support the delivery of accessible and high-quality medical services for veterans.
This funding enables timely and predictable funding for VA’s medical care to pre-
vent our Nation’s veterans from being adversely affected by budget delays, and pro-
vides opportunities to more effectively use resources in a constrained fiscal environ-
ment.” The same can be said about healthcare for Indians and Alaska Natives.

We appreciate your consideration of our request outlined in this testimony. On be-
half of APIA and the people we serve, I am happy to provide any other additional
information desired by the committees.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ALLIANCE OF MUSEUMS

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and members of the sub-
committee, thank you for inviting me to submit this testimony. My name is Ford
Bell and I serve as President of the American Alliance of Museums (AAM). We urge
your support for at least $155 million each in fiscal year 2016 for the National En-
dowment for the Arts (NEA) and the National Endowment for the Humanities
(NEH), as well as $935.8 million for the Smithsonian Institution. We also request
your support for the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF), including at least $50 mil-
lion for State Historic Preservation Offices, $15 million for Tribal Historic Preserva-
tion Offices, $32.5 million to preserve the sites and stories of the Civil Rights Move-
ment, and restored funding for the Save America’s Treasures and Preserve America
programs.

Before detailing these funding priorities for the museum field, I want to express
my deepest appreciation for the difficult position in which the subcommittee finds
itself, given inadequate 302(b) allocations in recent years. Like many museums, the
subcommittee will need to make many difficult decisions, each of which comes with
a unique set of consequences. In this context, however, we would posit that each
of our priorities outlined below is a vital investment that will both protect our Na-
tion’s cultural treasures and provide a tremendous benefit to the overall economy.

AAM is proud to represent the full range of our Nation’s museums—including
aquariums, art museums, botanic gardens, children’s museums, culturally specific
museums, historic sites, history museums, maritime museums, military museums,
natural history museums, planetariums, presidential libraries, science and tech-
nology centers, and zoos, among others—along with the professional staff and volun-
teers who work for and with museums. AAM is proud to work on behalf of the Na-
tion’s museums, which employ 400,000 people, invest more than $2 billion annually
on educational programs, receive more than 55 million visits each year from pri-
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mary and secondary school students, and directly contribute $21 billion to their local
economies.

Museums are essential in our communities for many reasons:

—Museums are key education providers.—Museums already offer educational pro-
grams in math, science, art, literacy, language arts, history, civics and govern-
ment, economics and financial literacy, geography, and social studies, in coordi-
nation with State and local curriculum standards. Museums also provide experi-
ential learning opportunities, STEM education, youth training, job prepared-
ness, and a range of programs geared toward homeschooling families. They
reach beyond the scope of instructional programming for schoolchildren by also
providing critical teacher training. There is a growing consensus that whatever
the new educational era looks like, it will focus on the development of a core
set of skills: critical thinking, the ability to synthesize information, creativity,
and collaboration. We believe museums are uniquely situated to help learners
develop these core skills, and this is borne out by evidence. According to a re-
cent University of Arkansas study, students who attended just a half-day field
trip to an art museum experienced an increase in critical thinking skills, histor-
ical empathy and tolerance. For students from rural or high-poverty regions, the
increase was even more significant.

—DMuseums create jobs and support local economies.—Museums serve as economic
engines, bolster local infrastructure, and spur tourism. Both the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors and the National Governors Association agree that cultural
assets such as museums are essential to attracting businesses, a skilled work-
force, and local and international tourism.

—Museums address community challenges.—Many museums offer programs tai-
lored to seniors, veterans, children with special needs, persons with disabilities,
and more, greatly expanding their reach and impact. For example, some have
programs designed specifically for children on the autism spectrum while others
are addressing veterans’ post-war trauma or providing youth job training oppor-
tunities.

—Digitization and traveling exhibitions bring museum collections to underserved
populations.—Teachers, students, and researchers benefit when cultural institu-
tions are able to increase access to trustworthy information through online col-
lections and traveling exhibits. Most museums, however, need more help in
digitizing collections.

The National Endowment for the Humanities is an independent Federal agency
created by Congress in 1965. Grants are awarded to nonprofit educational institu-
tions—including museums, colleges, universities, archives, and libraries—for edu-
cational programming and the care of collections. NEH supports museums as insti-
tutions of learning and exploration, and as keepers of our cultural, historical, and
scientific heritages.

In 2014, through Preservation & Access, one of NEH’s national program divisions,
67 peer-reviewed, competitive grants totaling over $4.8 million dollars were awarded
to museums, historical societies and historic sites for a variety of projects to pre-
serve and provide access to our Nation’s rich cultural heritage. Across all NEH divi-
sions (including Preservation and Access, Research, Education, Public Programs,
Challenge Grants and Digital Humanities), these institutions received 128 awards
totaling over $13.5 million. Demand for humanities project support, as dem-
onstrated by NEH grant application rates, far exceeds available funding. In fiscal
year 2014, NEH received 4,281 competitive grant applications representing more
than $431 million in requested funds, but was only able to fund 15.2 percent of
these peer-reviewed project proposals.

NEH also provides annual grants to State humanities councils located in every
State and U.S. territory. In 2014, 55 State councils supported 2,402 events in muse-
ums, reaching a total audience of more than 5.8 million people.

Here are just two examples of how NEH funding supports museums’ work in your
communities:

—In 2013, the Mississippi Department of Archives and History received $274,390
to select, digitize, and make available 100,000 pages of Mississippi newspapers
published between 1836 and 1922. These primary sources offer vital insight into
State and national heritage.

—Historic London Town in Edgewater, Maryland received $177,814 in 2013 to
support two 1-week workshops for 80 school teachers on the development of
slavery in the Chesapeake Bay region, with lessons from local museums on
teaching this difficult issue.

The National Endowment for the Arts makes art accessible to all and provides

leadership in arts education. Established in 1965, NEA supports great art in every
congressional district. Its grants to museums help them exhibit, preserve, and inter-
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pret visual material through exhibitions, residencies, publications, commissions,
public art works, conservation, documentation, services to the field, and public pro-
grams.

In 2014, more than 2,200 museums participated as Blue Star Museums—a part-
nership between NEA, Blue Star Families, and the Department of Defense—to offer
free admission to all active duty and reserve personnel and their families from Me-
morial Day through Labor Day. This particular effort served over 700,000 people,
v;lhile many other museums offer military discounts or free admission throughout
the year.

In 2014, NEA made more than 140 direct awards to museums, totaling over $5.4
million. Forty percent of NEA’s grant funds are distributed to State arts agencies
for re-granting, and many museums participate at this level as well.

Receiving a grant from the NEA confers prestige on supported projects, strength-
ening museums’ ability to attract matching funds from other public and private
funders. On average, each dollar awarded by the NEA leverages $9 dollars from
other sources.

Here are two examples of how NEA funding is used to support museums’ work
in your communities:

—Alaska’s Chilkat Indian Village received a $50,000 grant to work with museum
professionals to create an exhibit that will convey the ancestral, cultural, and
artistic history of the Chilkat people. The exhibition will help foster community
identity, serving the village, the neighboring community of Haines, and national
and international visitors.

—The International Folk Art Foundation in Santa Fe, New Mexico received
$50,000 to support its Imagining Home Project. Traditional artists from local
immigrant communities and abroad display work in the museum’s Gallery of
Conscience on the themes of leaving home, and the challenges and opportunities
presented by life in a new country.

In addition to these direct grants, NEA’s Arts and Artifacts Indemnity program
also allows museums to apply for Federal indemnity on major exhibitions, saving
them roughly $30 million in insurance costs every year and making many more ex-
hibitions available to the public—all at virtually no cost to the taxpayer. We were
glad last year to work with the Association of Art Museum Directors and with the
subcommittee to increase the indemnity limits as part of Public Law 113-235, and
we remain extremely grateful for the subcommittee’s work on this matter.

The Smithsonian Institution comprises some of the most visited museums in the
world, including the National Museum of American History, the National Air and
Space Museum, and the National Museum of Natural History. The Smithsonian
reaches visitors and learners of all ages, in the Nation’s capital and across the coun-
try, with innovative exhibits and programs. Its 20 museums—including the National
Zoo—attract 30 million visits every year, and their content and curricula are used
by teachers all over the country.

The President’s fiscal year 2016 budget request of $935.8 million includes critical
funding for the National Museum of African American History and Culture, which
will tell an essential part of American history. Additional funding for collections
care, ground-breaking research, facilities maintenance, and technology upgrades will
allow the Smithsonian to care for the Nation’s treasures and increase access for all.
We enthusiastically support this robust funding proposal for the Smithsonian Insti-
tution. However, we have serious concerns about the President’s proposed STEM
consolidation plan, which would eliminate or cut important programs that support
museums at the National Institutes of Health, the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) is the funding source of preservation
awards to States, tribes, local governments, and nonprofits. State and Tribal His-
toric Preservation Offices (SHPOs and THPOs) carry out the historic preservation
work of the Federal Government on State and tribal lands. These duties include
making nominations to the National Register of Historic Places, reviewing impacts
of Federal projects, providing assistance to developers seeking a rehabilitation tax
credit, working with local preservation commissions, and conducting preservation
education and planning. This Federal-State-local foundation of America’s historic
preservation program was established by the National Historic Preservation Act. We
urge you to provide $50 million for SHPOs and $15 million for THPOs through the
Historic Preservation Fund. We also urge you to restore funding of $25 million for
Save America’s Treasures and $4.6 million for Preserve America, which have not
been funded in recent years.

Also in the context of the Historic Preservation Fund, we support the proposed
Civil Rights Initiative, including $30 million for competitive historic preservation
grants to preserve the stories and sites associated with the Civil Rights Movement
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as well as $2.5 million to help Historically Black Colleges and Universities conduct
similar documentation and interpretation.

The 2005 Heritage Health Index of archives, libraries, historical societies, and
museums concluded that action is needed to prevent the loss of 190 million artifacts
that require conservation treatment: 59 percent have collections damaged by light;
56 percent have insufficient security to protect their collections; 80 percent do not
have an emergency plan that includes collections; 71 percent need additional train-
ing and expertise for staff caring for collections; and only 13 percent have access
to endowment funds for preservation.

Historic preservation programs matter now more than ever—not only because
they are essential to protecting our national heritage, but because they serve as eco-
nomic development engines and job creators. Funds invested in building rehabilita-
tion have been shown to create more jobs and retail activity than those spent on
new construction.

I want to once more acknowledge the difficult choices that the subcommittee faces.
I hope that my testimony has made it clear why these priorities are of critical im-
portance to the Nation and will provide a worthwhile return on investment to the
American taxpayer. Thank you again for the opportunity to submit this testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF PETROLEUM GEOLOGISTS

To the Chair and members of the subcommittee:

Thank you for this opportunity to provide testimony on behalf of the American
Association of Petroleum Geologists (AAPG) about the importance of the geological
programs conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS).

AAPG is the world’s largest scientific and professional geological association. The
purpose of the association is to advance the science of geology, foster scientific re-
search, and promote technology. AAPG has over 40,000 members around the world,
with roughly two-thirds living and working in the United States. These are the pro-
fessional geoscientists in industry, government, and academia who practice, regu-
late, and teach the science and process of finding and producing energy resources
from the Earth.

AAPG strives to increase public awareness of the crucial role that the geosciences,
and particularly petroleum geology, play in our society. The USGS is crucial to
meeting these societal needs, and several of its programs deserve special attention
by the subcommittee.

UNCONVENTIONAL OIL AND GAS RESEARCH

Multiple Programs

As part of the effort to improve America’s energy security, protect the environ-
ment, save consumers money, and maintain United States leadership in emerging
energy technologies, the USGS, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), and the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) have created an interagency program that
aims to understand the potential environmental, health, and safety impacts of hy-
draulically fractured oil and gas resources.

AAPG would like to emphasize that while hydraulic fracturing technology con-
tinues to evolve, it is not a new technology and we have substantial knowledge
about its impacts as well as evidence of its long-term safety. This should form the
basis for any new research.

—AAPG supports the USGS budget increase in the fiscal year 2016 President’s re-
quest that will support this research effort including: resource assessments and char-
acterization; water quality; and water availability—areas of USGS scientific leader-
ship. AAPG does not support proposed funding for Contaminants Biology. Collection
of human health data is the responsibility of the EPA, as outlined in the Interagency
Unconventional oil and gas strategy.

GEOLOGIC RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS

Energy Resources Program

The USGS Energy Resources Program (ERP) conducts both basic and applied geo-
science research focused on geologic energy resources (both domestic and inter-
national), including oil, natural gas, coal, coalbed methane, gas hydrates, geo-
thermal, oil shale, and bitumen and heavy oil.

—AAPG supports the President’s fiscal year 2016 request for the Energy Resources
Program.
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An urgent problem addressed through the ERP is the preservation of geological
and geophysical data, engineering data, maps, well logs, and samples. This effort
has never been funded at the authorized level, $30 million/year. This financial ne-
glect is compounded by the difficult financial situations facing State geological sur-
veys that are responsible for preserving most of the country’s subsurface data.

Responsible management and efficient development of natural resources requires
access to the best available scientific information. Over many years industry, such
as petroleum and mining companies, has invested billions of dollars to acquire geo-
logical and geophysical data. Because of changing company focus and economic con-
ditions this data may no longer have value to the company that acquired it, and
is in jeopardy of being discarded.

But this data still has value to society. The data is valuable for further natural
resources exploration and development, and can be applied to basic and applied
earth systems research, environmental remediation, and natural-hazard mitigation.
It is the type of data that will enable future generations of scientists and policy
makers to address the Nation’s energy, environmental, and natural hazard chal-
lenges of the 21st century.

For example, this data has been essential to the development of oil and gas from
shales. Geoscientists require previously acquired subsurface cores and samples to
identify prospective natural gas deposits that were bypassed before new technology
made shale resources economically producible.

The NGGDPP was authorized at $30 million annually in EPACT 2005. Historical
allocations for this program have ranged from $750,000 to $1,332,345 per year.
These funding levels are inadequate to achieve the program’s objectives. Further-
more, with the precipitous decline in oil prices some companies may go out of busi-
ness or cease operations in a particular region. This could lead to additional obliga-
tions on public, primarily State, repositories.

—AAPG supports the reauthorization of the Preservation of the Geological and
Geophysical Data Program and recommends that the subcommittee appropriate an
additional $5 million in fiscal year 2016 for the preservation of geological and geo-
physical data.

Mineral Resources Program

The United States is the world’s largest consumer of mineral commodities. They
form the building blocks of our economy.

It is therefore essential to the Nation’s economic and national security that the
Federal Government understands both the domestic and international supply and
demand for minerals and mineral materials. This data is used throughout govern-
ment (Departments of Commerce, Interior, Defense, and State; the Central Intel-
ligence Agency; the Federal Reserve) and the private sector.

The USGS Mineral Resources Program (MRP) is the only Federal and publicly-
available source for comprehensive information and analysis of mineral commodities
and mineral materials.

—AAPG supports the President’s fiscal year 2016 request for the Mineral Resources
Program.

National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program

AAPG supports the National Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program (NCGMP).
This unique partnership between the Federal and State governments and the uni-
versity community demonstrates the importance of geoscience to society. The geo-
logic maps produced by this program are used for natural resource management,
natural hazard mitigation, water resource management, environmental conservation
and remediation, and land-use planning.

NCGMP deserves special commendation for its EDMAP initiative. This university
partnership enables students, working in a close mentoring relationship with fac-
ulty, to produce maps while learning essential mapping skills. As such, the program
delivers an immediate return on the Federal investment in terms of beneficial maps,
as well as a future return in the form of a trained and competent next generation
workforce.

—AAPG supports the President’s funding request of $25.3 million for the National
Cooperative Geologic Mapping Program, including increases for Coastal Resilience
and Landscapes and Sinkhole Hazards.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony to the subcommittee.
AAPG also appreciates your leadership and support for the geosciences. As you de-
liberate appropriate funding levels for these USGS programs, please consider the
important public policy implications these choices entail.



11

If you have any questions about AAPG or this testimony, please contact Edith Al-
lison, the director of our policy office in Alexandria at e-mail eallison@aapg.org.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN BIRD CONSERVANCY

APRIL 8, 2015.
Hon. LiSA MURKOWSKI Hon. Tom UbDALL
Chairwoman Ranking Member
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee Interior Appropriations Subcommittee
United States Senate United States Senate
131 Dirksen Senate 125 Hart
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairwoman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

American Bird Conservancy (ABC) is a 501(c)(3) national non-profit organization
dedicated to the conservation of wild native birds and their habitats throughout the
Americas. Founded in 1994, ABC is the only U.S. based group dedicated solely to
overcoming the greatest threats facing native birds in the Western Hemisphere.
ABC supports the highest level of funding possible for the Neotropical Migratory
Bird Conservation Act Grants and Migratory Bird Joint Ventures for fiscal year
2016.

Each spring, more than 4 billion birds make their spectacular migration from
their winter habitats in Mexico, Central and South America, and the Caribbean to
their breeding grounds throughout North America. Many species of birds that we
see in our back yards are affected by habitat conditions in their wintering grounds
located outside of the U.S. Birds like the Wilson’s warbler and the Mountain plover
are currently in decline and may become endangered or threatened resulting in the
need for even more resources to be allocated making it more important than ever
now to support funding for the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act.

Since 2002, the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act (NMBCA) has func-
tioned as a matching grant program to fund projects that conserve neotropical mi-
gratory birds—those that breed in or migrate through the United States and Can-
ada and spend the non-breeding season in Latin America and the Caribbean. Migra-
tory birds make a significant contribution to the U.S. economy. Recreation associ-
ated with migratory birds is big business in this country. The 2011 National Survey
of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation, conducted by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service reports that nearly 47 million Americans enjoy watching and
feeding birds, spending $107 billion on birdwatching equipment and travel within
the United States that year alone creating 660,000 jobs and $13 billion annually in
local, State, and Federal tax revenue.

NMBCA has a proven track record of success over more than a decade. Since its
inception, the program has received more than $50.1 million to positively affect 3.7
million acres and partners have leveraged Federal funds with more than $190.6 mil-
lion in non-Federal contributions—a more than 4-to-1 match ratio.

As an organization that works with migratory birds, which by definition cross
international borders during their migration patterns, we know that protection and
restoration of habitat must occur across the continent if the goal is to protect the
species. As a result, ABC respectfully requests that NMBCA be funded at the high-
est level possible. In fiscal year 2015 the program was funded at approximately
$3.66 million and the President’s budget fiscal year 2016 request is $4.16M.

Migratory Bird Joint Ventures (JVs) also exemplify a highly successful, cost-effec-
tive approach to conservation. By applying science and bringing diverse constituents
together, JVs across the United States have created a model for solving wildlife
management problems and restoring habitats critical to conserving declining spe-
cies. Nationally, JVs have protected, restored, or enhanced more than 24 million
acres of important habitat for migratory bird species. There are currently 21 JVs
in the United States that provide coordination for conservation planning and imple-
mentation of projects that benefit all migratory bird populations and other species.
Since the program’s inception in 1986, Joint Ventures have worked with 5,700 part-
ners to help enhance, conserve, restore, and protect nearly 24 million acres of essen-
tial habitat across North America.

Joint Ventures have a long history of success in implementing bird conservation
initiatives mandated by Congress and by international treaties. Projects are devel-
oped at the local level and implemented through diverse public/private partnerships.
These projects reflect local values and needs, while addressing regional and national
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conservation priorities. The projects benefit not only birds, but many wildlife spe-
cies, and have a positive impact on the health of watersheds and local economies.
For every dollar appropriated for Joint Ventures leveraged more than $33 in non-
Federal partner funds. ABC respectfully requests that JVs be funded at the highest
level possible. Joint Ventures have been funded at approximately $13.1 million in
fiscal year 2015. The administration’s fiscal year 2016 request for Joint Ventures
is $18.591 million with an additional $5 million to help JVs increase species resil-
ience.

America faces a serious challenge to reverse the decline of many of our bird spe-
cies, but it is possible. Since birds are sensitive indicators of how we are protecting
our environment as a whole, this decline signals a crisis that Congress must act now
in order to reverse it. ABC strongly believes increased funding for NMBCA and JVs
is essential to achieving conservation goals critical to our environment and the econ-
omy.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN CULTURAL RESOURCES ASSOCIATION

Our Request: $89.91 million for the Historic Preservation Fund as follows:

—$46.925 million for State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs)

—$9.985 million for the Tribal Historic Preservation Offices (THPOs)

—$500,000 in grants for underrepresented populations

—$30 million for the Civil Rights competitive grants initiative

—$2.5 million for competitive grants for Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities (HBCUs)

These programs are funded through withdrawals from the U.S. Department of the
Interior’s National Park Service Historic Preservation Fund (16 U.S.C. §470h)
(HPF).

ACRA MEMBERS DELIVER RESPONSIBLE HERITAGE MANAGEMENT SOLUTIONS THAT
BALANCE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND HERITAGE PRESERVATION

ACRA is the national trade association representing the interests of heritage
management firms of all sizes, types and specialties. ACRA’s member firms under-
take much of the legally mandated heritage management studies and investigations
in the United States.

There are approximately 1,300 heritage management firms nationwide that em-
ploy over 10,000 heritage management professionals, including archaeologists, pres-
ervation architects, architectural historians, historians, and an increasingly diverse
group of other specialists. These firms generate over $1 billion in revenue annually.
ACRA firms create and support jobs, providing employment for American-educated
and trained professionals, and serve an important role in delivering responsible her-
itage management solutions for our communities that appropriately balance eco-
nomic development and heritage preservation.

FUNDING SHPOS AND THPOS SUPPORTS DEVELOPMENT

In 1966, Congress, recognizing the importance of our heritage, enacted the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. §§470, et seq.) (NHPA), which estab-
lished historic preservation as a Federal Government priority. Historic preservation
recognizes that what was common and ordinary in the past is often rare and pre-
?ous today, and what is common and ordinary today may be extraordinary in the
uture.

Instead of using Federal employees to carry out the Act, the Department of Inte-
rior and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation opted to partner with the
States and use SHPOs and THPOs to, among other tasks, review all Federal
projects for their impact on historic properties. Heritage management firms work
closely with Federal, State and local government agencies, private industry and non-
profit groups to conduct the reviews required by the NHPA.

In order for the review process to work smoothly, SHPOs and THPOs must have
adequate funding. Proper financial support for their work allows SHPOs and
THPOs to review and approve projects in a timely basis, facilitating development,
moving projects forward in a timely and efficient manner, and ensuring that herit-
age management firms can get the job done. ACRA appreciates the administration’s
efforts to support preservation and the HPF, and applauds the addition of funding
for the Civil Rights initiative; however, we ask that the subcommittee also consider
increasing funding to SHPOs and THPOs given chronic underfunding of their activi-
ties.
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The budget request does include a $1 million increase for THPOs. THPOs are
chronically underfunded; the additional $1 million is a start to solving that chal-
lenge for tribes working to preserve and protect their culture and history. The re-
quest also includes $30 million for Civil Rights initiatives and $2.5 for HBCUs in
recognition of the anniversary of the Civil Rights movement. ACRA supports these
funding pieces, as well, and hopes that such funds will help diversify the sites pre-
served under the HPF.

CONCLUSION

On behalf of its 150 member firms, ACRA would like to thank the subcommittee
for the opportunity to submit testimony. ACRA also thanks the subcommittee for
its commitment to historic preservation and heritage management.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FOREST FOUNDATION

Investments in the U.S. Forest Service Forest Stewardship Program and the U.S.
Forest Service Forest Health Protection Program will help family forest owners get
ahead of increasing threats from invasive pests and pathogens, wildfire, and devel-
opment pressures. Complementing these efforts, the Landscape Scale Restoration
Program provides an innovative approach to target resources for maximum impact,
meaning support for this program will ensure measurable outcomes on the ground.
It is also critical that funding for U.S. Forest Service Forest Inventory and Analysis
and overall Forest Service Research and Development programs are improved and
maintained, so these programs continue to provide the information and technical re-
sources for landowners to make informed decisions about America’s forests.

—Support the U.S. Forest Service Forest Health Protection (Federal and Coopera-

tive) at the fiscal year 2012 funding level of $111 million;

—Support the U.S. Forest Service Forest Stewardship Program fiscal year 2012

budget level of $29 million;

—Support the President’s funding request of $23.513 million for the Landscape

Restoration Program,;

—Support the Presidents funding request of $83 million for the Forest Inventory

and Analysis research;

—Support the U.S. Forest Service Research and Development Program at the fis-

cal year 2012 funding level of $231 million;

—Support the U.S. State Fire Assistance Program at the fiscal year 2012 funding

level of $86 million; and

—Support the Wildfire Disaster Funding Act that will provide $86 million in

funding for fire suppression activities.

Investments in forestry programs will help strengthen rural communities, support
rural jobs, and ensure that communities that rely on the clean water and air, wild-
life habitat, and forest products from family-owned forests, don’t face additional
costs for these goods and services.

Unfortunately, new data suggests that by 2020, more than 18 million acres of
family forests are threatened by housing development. Furthermore, almost 14 mil-
lion acres are at risk of mortality due to insects and disease, while 29 million are
at high or very high risk of destruction from wildfire.! At the same time, less than
15 percent of family forest owners have sought professional advice for the steward-
ship of their forests. Many are under the impression that leaving their woods alone
is the best option. It is therefore essential we ensure these families have tools, tech-
nical information, and policy support to keep their forests as forests, for current and
future generations.

The American Forest Foundation is a nonprofit conservation organization that
works on the ground with more than 22 million family woodland owners through
a variety of programs, including the American Tree Farm System®, to protect the
values and benefits of America’s family forests, with clear ecological and economic
impact.

FOREST HEALTH INVESTMENTS

Threats from invasive species and pests continue to pervade onto American tree-
farmer’s land, posing economic and environmental hardships. Close to 500 species
of tree-damaging pests from other countries have become established in the country,
and a new one is introduced, on average, every 2 to 3 years. The USFS Forest
Health Protection (FHP) Program is a critical resource supporting efforts to prevent,

1Family Forest Research Center, 2014 Preliminary Data.



14

contain, and eradicate dangerous pests and pathogens affecting trees and forests.
The program provides critical assistance to other Federal agencies, State agencies,
local agencies and private landowners.

There was a 2.2 percent reduction in State and Private Forestry (S&PF) land that
was reached from fiscal year 2012 to fiscal year 2013 for support for invasive species
infestations.2 Approximately 423,000 acres of Cooperative lands were reached in fis-
cal year 2013, but a reduction in funding from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2013
resulted in 321,000 fewer acres receiving treatment. Any further cuts to this pro-
gram will necessitate deeper reductions in support for communities already facing
outbreaks and expose more of the Nation’s family-owned forests to the devastating
and costly effects of the Asian Longhorned Beetle, Emerald Ash Borer, Hemlock
Wooly Adelgid, Thousand Cankers Disease, Western Bark Beetle and other pests.

FOREST STEWARDSHIP PROGRAM

The Forest Stewardship Program provides the guidance necessary to ensure our
Nation’s family-owned forests can continue to provide benefits (clean air and water,
etc.), while leaving them less susceptible to forest health threats and conservation
to non-forest users. Approximately 14 billion tons of carbon are stored on family for-
ests and close to 400,000 acres of family forests are critical for the health of head-
water streams. Active family forest-owners that provide many environmentally sus-
tainable benefits are in need of the Forest Stewardship Program (FSP) to help them
perform forest management plans on their property. The FSP is also critical in en-
gaging the 95 percent of woodland owners who are not actively managing their land,
and therefore have forests that are more susceptible to the environmental and eco-
nomic threats such as invasive species and pests.

Families and individuals are the largest group of forest owners in the U.S., there-
fore responsible for the stewardship of 35 percent of America’s forest legacy.? Many
of these families and individuals receive key advice and technical assistance from
State service foresters. The Forest Stewardship Program can increase its effective-
ness by focusing on high-priority areas and new landowners. This can be accom-
plished if the U.S. Forest Service Forest Stewardship Program fiscal year 2012
budget level of $29 million is supported. In addition, the AFF has partnered with
State forest agencies to implement outreach tools and micro-targeting strategies to
engage “unengaged” woodland owners; to date, the AFF has seen a 12 percent re-
sponse rate. These outreach tools combined with a highly focused, appropriately
funded Forest Stewardship Program has the potential to have an even greater im-
pact.

SUPPORT THE LANDSCAPE SCALE RESTORATION PROGRAM

The Landscape Scale Restoration Program helps to concentrate resources to ac-
complish outcomes on-the-ground where they are needed the most. This program
complements the ongoing work of the FSP and further targets measureable outcome
in high-priority areas. AFF strongly urges the subcommittee to support the Presi-
dent’s funding request of $23.513 million for the Landscape Restoration Program.

Along with the FSP and AFF, the Landscape Scale Restoration Program would
help family and individual woodland owners that are working to improve, maintain,
and sustain high ecological standards and preserve the biodiversity of their land.
In addition, with this program, the USFS is well-positioned to address the most
pressing threats, protect the many public benefits we all enjoy from forests, and le-
verage Federal efforts for meaningful, measurable impact.

FOREST INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS AND FOREST SERVICE RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM

Both the Forest Inventory and Analysis and Forest Service Research and Develop-
ment Programs provide extensive science and forest information. This essential data
provides forest landowners with critical updates on forest health and market trends
to help them know how to mitigate growing threats.

In particular, the USFS Research and Development Program provides the science
to help manage invasive species in urban and rural forests. The R&D function also
provides new information about the use of wood products, which can help create
new markets for products from family-owned woodlands. This information helps po-
sition wood in growing markets, like green building markets, where understanding
the environmental impacts of building materials is key.

2USFS Forest Health, January 2015, Forest Health Monitoring: National Status, Trends, and
Analysis 2014.
3USDA, May 2008, Who Owns America’s Forest?
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During fiscal year 2014 FIA maintained annualized inventory activity in all 50
States, total area currently sampled represents about 90 percent of all U.S.
forestland. Due to late budget allocations, FIA was not able to maintain annual plot
production at efficient level in fiscal year 2014. Total funding from all sources for
the FIA program in fiscal year 2014 was $77.7million; total funding from all sources
was 14 percent below the amount needed for full program implementation.* AFF is
urging support for the Presidents funding request of $83 million for the Forest In-
ventory and Analysis and fiscal year 2012 funding level of $231 million for Research
and Development in order to gain a stronger understanding of our woodlands in
order to protect them from the increasing threats mentioned previously and to allo-
cate woodland resources appropriately.

STATE FIRE ASSISTANCE

Forest fires pose a large threat to family and individual landowners as these fires
continue to increase in frequency and intensity. The State Fire Assistance helps the
22 million family woodland owners protect their land from devastating forest fires
through technical fire program assistance and enhances State, local, and rural orga-
nizations including: community-based wildfire hazard mitigation efforts, fire plan
development, and fire adapted ecosystem restoration.

The funds from the State Fire Assistance also provides coordinated fire protection
and mobilization for fire suppression on both Federal and non-Federal lands. It also
supports State coordinated hazard mitigation activities in the wildland-urban inter-
face, focused on reducing property loss, decreasing fuels hazards, increasing public
awareness, developing fire plans and citizen-driven solutions in rural communities.?
These threatening factors continue to increase and require proper funding, therefore
we are requesting support for the U.S. State Fire Assistance Program at the fiscal
year 2012 funding level of $86 million.

WILDFIRE DISASTER FUNDING

Over the last decade, wildfire expenses have significantly increased, and the Fed-
eral wildfire budgets often are not sufficient to cover the costs, leading the Federal
agencies to transfer funds from non-fire accounts to cover fire-fighting expenses. In
fiscal year 2012, the USFS transferred $440 million and in fiscal year 2013 the
transfer cost was upped to $600 million. Understandably, this has caused significant
disruptions in forest programs, including programs like the Forest Stewardship and
Foclie}slt Health Protection Programs that aide family woodland owners in their stew-
ardship.

In order to have programs that do all of this work—(1) reduce the threat of
invasive species, (2) provide technical assistance to woodland owner’s for good stew-
ardship, and (3) provide restoration activities and active management work to re-
duce future fire risks—we need a permanent solution to the wildfire funding prob-
lem. The American Forest Foundation is asking that Congress pass the Wildfire Dis-
aster Funding Act (S. 235/H.R. 167) as it would end disrupting, monetary transfers
from the USDA Forest Service and Department of Interior to fund fighting wildfires.
During fiscal year 2014 there were several fire funding shortfalls, which resulted
in funding offsets from other programs, negatively impacting the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram, Forest Landscape Restoration Program, and Urban Forestry.

American Forest Foundation would like to acknowledge that the subcommittee
must find areas to reduce spending, but we hope that the subcommittee will con-
sider the impact these reductions have on millions of family forest owners, along
with all other Americans who are effected by all the benefits well-managed, working
forests provide. We thank the subcommittee for the opportunity to provide some in-
sight on these programs and appreciate consideration of my testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INDIAN HIGHER EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
REQUEST SUMMARY

On behalf of the Nation’s Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), which collec-
tively are the American Indian Higher Education Consortium (AIHEC), thank you
for this opportunity to present our fiscal year 2016 appropriations recommendations
for the 30 colleges funded under various titles of the Tribally Controlled Colleges
and Universities Assistance Act (Tribal College Act); the Bureau of Indian Edu-

4Forest Inventory and Analysis, February 2015, Fiscal Year 2014 Business Report.
5USFS, Fire & Aviation Management: State Fire Assistance (SFA).
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cation postsecondary institutions; and the Institute of American Indian Arts. The
Bureau of Indian Education administers these programs, save for the Institute of
American Indian Arts, which is congressionally chartered and funded directly
through the Department of the Interior.

In fiscal year 2016, TCUs seek $89.220 million for institutional operations, an en-
dowment building program, and technical assistance under the Tribally Controlled
Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of 1978 or Tribal College Act; of which,
$88.5 million is for Titles I & II operating grants (28 TCUs); $109,000 for Title IIT
(endowment grants); and $601,000 for increasingly needed technical assistance.
TCUs are founded and chartered by their respective American Indian tribes, which
hold a special legal relationship with the Federal Government, actualized by more
than 400 treaties, several Supreme Court decisions, prior congressional action, and
the ceding of more than one billion acres of land to the Federal Government. De-
spite the trust responsibility and treaty obligations, the TCUS’ primary source of
basic operating funds has never been adequately funded. Further, our member insti-
tutions—already operating on shoestring budgets—have suffered the ramifications
of sequestration. Should sequestration resume in fiscal year 2016, along with added
across the board cuts that have become part of the regular order, the TCUs will suf-
fer even greater annual reductions to this already underfunded program. Regret-
tably, the long-term Federal investment in this program, which has proven to be
cost-effective, efficient, and transformative, may be lost as some of tribal colleges
could be forced to close their doors. They simply cannot continue to operate on the
inadequate funding they receive. After 35 years since this essential grants program
was first funded, our fiscal year 2016 request seeks to finally achieve the authorized
funding level for institutional operating grants, which is based on a per Indian stu-
dent allocation; and to retain $601,000 to provide critically needed, ever changing
and expanding technical assistance.

ATHEC’s membership also includes two tribally controlled postsecondary career
and technical institutions, a portion of whose institutional operations funding is au-
thorized under Title V of the Tribal College Act. ATHEC requests $9,300,000 for this
program. For the Institute of American Indian Arts, ATHEC supports the Presi-
dent’s budget request of $11,619,000. Haskell Indian Nations University and South-
western Indian Polytechnic Institute are the Bureau of Indian Education’s two post-
secondary institutions. ATHEC supports a minimum of $19,990,000, included in the
President’s fiscal year 2016 budget, for these important institutions.

Lastly, but very important, AIHEC is seeking a one-time $20 million appropria-
tion necessary to transition the institutional operating grants of the five TCUs that
are still funded on the Federal fiscal calendar to an academic funding schedule.
These institutions are the ONLY schools, funded through the Department of the In-
terior, that still receive their institutional funding on the Federal fiscal year (Octo-
ber 1) or more likely, later in the year when the annual Interior appropriation bill
is passed, rather than the first week of July in preparation for the upcoming school
year. Once forward funded these TCUs, like all other BIE/Interior schools, will be
able to plan multiyear budgets and to start (and end) each school year with depend-
able funding. Forward funding does not increase the Federal budget in the long-
term. It simply allows vital education programs to receive basic operating funds be-
fore each school year begins, which is critically important when the Federal Govern-
ment is funded under continuing resolutions. We recognize the severe budgetary
constraints that Congress is currently working under and suggest that the funds
needed to transition these five colleges to a forward funded schedule could be accom-
plished over 2 or 3 years. Affected colleges would receive a second appropriation for
one-half or one-third the amount needed to establish forward funding the grant pro-
gram. After the second or third year, depending on the transition timeframe chosen,
the Department of the Interior would begin distributing the colleges’ annual institu-
tional operating grants in July of each year, going forward.

TCU SHOESTRING BUDGETS: “DOING SO MUCH WITH SO LITTLE”

Tribal Colleges and Universities are an essential component of American Indian/
Alaska Native (AI/AN) education. Currently, 37 TCUs operate more than 75 cam-
puses and sites in 16 States, within whose geographic boundaries 80 percent of all
American Indian reservations and Federal Indian trust land lie. They serve stu-
dents from well over 250 federally recognized tribes, more than 70 percent of whom
receive Federal financial aid. In total, the TCUs annually serve about 89,000 Als/
ANs through a wide variety of academic and community-based programs. TCUs are
public institutions accredited by independent, regional accreditation agencies, and
like all U.S. institutions of higher education, must periodically undergo stringent
performance reviews to retain their accreditation status. Each TCU is committed to
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improving the lives of its students through higher education and to moving AI/ANs
toward self-sufficiency. To do this, TCUs must fulfill additional roles within their
respective reservation communities functioning as community centers, libraries,
tribal archives, career and business centers, economic development centers, public
meeting places, and child and elder care centers.

The Federal Government, despite its direct trust responsibility and binding treaty
obligations, has never fully funded the TCUSs’ institutional operating budgets, au-
thorized under the Tribally Controlled Colleges and Universities Assistance Act of
1978. In fact, TCU operating support is well below the level received by other insti-
tutions of higher education. The administration requests and Congress appropriates
approximately $200 million annually towards the institutional operations of Howard
University (exclusive of its medical school), the only other Minority Serving Institu-
tion (MSI) that receives institutional operations funding from the Federal Govern-
ment. Howard University’s current Federal operating support exceeds $20,000/stu-
dent, because this is the level of need as determined by the U.S. Government. In
contrast, most TCUs receive $6,355/Indian Student (ISC) under the Tribal College
Act, less than 80 percent of the authorized level. TCUs have proven that they need
and have earned an investment equal to—at the very least—the congressionally au-
thorized level of $8,000/Indian student. It is important to understand that we are
by no means suggesting that our sister MSI, Howard University does not need or
deserve the funding it receives; it does. We are only pointing out that the TCUs also
need and deserve adequate institutional operations funding; however, TCU oper-
ating budgets are chronically underfunded.

TCU budgets are at a further disadvantage because the colleges receive funding
for only about 76 percent of their enrolled students. Almost every other U.S. institu-
tion of higher education receives institutional operations funding based on its entire
student body. However, it is important to note that although approximately 24 per-
cent of the TCUs’ collective enrollments are non-Indian students living in the local
community, TCUs receive Federal funding based only on Indian students, defined
as members of a federally recognized tribe or the biological children of an enrolled
tribal member. While many TCUs do seek funding from their respective State legis-
latures for their non-Indian, State-resident students (oftentimes referred to as “non-
beneficiary” students) successes have been, at best, inconsistent. Yet, if a TCU’s
non-beneficiary students attended any other public institution in the State, the
State would provide the college with ongoing funding toward its day-to-day oper-
ations. Given their locations, often hundreds of miles from another postsecondary
institution, TCUs are open to all students, Indian and non-Indian, believing that
education in general, and postsecondary education in particular is a catalyst to a
better economic future for their areas.

FURTHER JUSTIFICATIONS & FACTS

(a) TCUs provide access to valuable postsecondary education opportunities. Tribal
Colleges and Universities provide access to higher education for American In-
dians and others living in some of the Nation’s most rural and economically
depressed areas. In fact, seven of the Nation’s 10 poorest counties are home
to a TCU. The American Community Survey/U.S. Census Bureau reported the
annual per capita income of the U.S. population as $28,184. However, the an-
nual per capita income of AI/ANs is reported to be $16,777, or 40 percent
lower than that of the general population. TCUs offer their students a high
level of support and guidance to bolster their chances of achieving academic
success. In addition to serving their student populations, these tribal institu-
tions offer a variety of much-needed community outreach programs.

(b) TCUs are producing a Native workforce that includes highly trained AVAN

teachers, tribal government leaders, nurses, engineers, computer program-

mers, and other much-needed professionals. By teaching the job skills most in
demand on their reservations, TCUs are laying a solid foundation for tribal
economic growth, with benefits for surrounding communities and the Nation
as a whole. In contrast to the high rates of unemployment on many reserva-
tions, graduates of TCUs are employed in “high demand” occupations such as

Head Start teachers, elementary and secondary school teachers, agriculture

and land management specialists, and nurses/healthcare providers. Just as

important, the vast majority of TCU graduates remains in their tribal commu-
nities, applying their newly acquired skills and knowledge where they are
most needed.

Growing number of TCUs—Compounding existing funding disparities is the

fact that although the numbers of TCUs and students enrolled in them have

dramatically increased since they were first funded in 1981, appropriations

(c
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have increased at a disproportionately low rate. Since 1981, the number of
tribal colleges has happily more than quadrupled and continues to grow; the
number of Indian students enrolled has risen over 355 percent. In the past 10
years, six additional TCUs have become accredited and eligible for funding
under Title I of the Tribal College Act, and there are several more colleges
currently in the pipeline. TCUs are in many ways victims of their own suc-
cesses. The growing number of tribally chartered colleges and universities and
increasing enrollments have forced TCUs to slice an already inadequate an-
nual funding pie into even smaller pieces.
(d) Local Tax and Revenue Bases—TCUs cannot rely on a local tax base for rev-
enue. Although tribes have the sovereign authority to tax, high reservation
poverty rates, the trust status of reservation lands, and the lack of strong res-
ervation economies hinder the creation of a reservation tax base. As noted ear-
lier, on Indian reservations that are home to TCUs, the unemployment rate
can well exceed 70 percent. By contrast, the national unemployment rate is
currently 5.5 percent.
Gaming and the TCUs—Although several of the reservations served by TCUs
do have gaming operations, these are not the mega-casinos located in prox-
imity to urban outlets and featured in the broad-based media. Only a handful
of TCUs receive regular income from the chartering tribe’s gaming revenue,
and the amounts received can vary greatly from year to year. Most reservation
casinos are small businesses that use their gaming revenue to improve the
local standard of living and potentially diversify into other, more sustainable
areas of economic development. In the interim, where relevant, local TCUs
offer courses in casino management and hospitality services to formally train
tribal members to work in their local tribally run casinos.

~

(e

Some form of gaming is legalized in 48 States, but the Federal Government
has not used the revenues generated from State gaming as a justification to
decrease Federal funding to other public colleges or universities. Some have
suggested that those tribes that operate the few extremely successful and
widely publicized casinos should be financing higher education for all Amer-
ican Indians. And yet, no State is expected to share its gaming revenue with
a less successful or non-gaming State.

APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016

As noted earlier, it has been 35 years since the Tribal College Act was first fund-
ed, and the TCUs have yet to receive the congressionally authorized per Indian stu-
dent funding level. Full funding for the TCUs’ institutional operating grants ($8,000

er Indian student) for fiscal year 2016 would require an increase of approximately
519,4 million over the fiscal year 2015 appropriated level. Details of the request are
outlined in the Request Summary above.

CONCLUSION

ATHEC Member institutions/Tribal Colleges and Universities provide quality
higher education to many thousands of American Indians and other reservation resi-
dents, as well as essential community programs and services to those who might
otherwise not have access to such opportunities. The modest Federal investment
that has been made in TCUs has paid great dividends in terms of employment, edu-
cation, and economic development. Continuation of this investment makes sound
moral and fiscal sense.

We greatly appreciate your past and continued support of the Nation’s Tribal Col-
leges and Universities and your thoughtful consideration of our fiscal year 2016 ap-
propriations requests.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

The American Institute of Biological Sciences (AIBS) appreciates the opportunity
to provide testimony in support of appropriations for the United States Geological
Survey (USGS), United States Forest Service (USFS), and Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) for fiscal year 2016. AIBS encourages Congress to provide the USGS
with $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2016 and $176.3 million for the Ecosystems activity.
We further request that Congress provide the USFS Forest and Rangeland Research

rogram with at least $296.0 million, and EPA Science and Technology with at least
769.1 million.

The AIBS is a nonprofit scientific association dedicated to advancing biological re-

search and education for the welfare of society. AIBS works to ensure that the pub-
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lic, legislators, funders, and the community of biologists have access to and use in-
formation that will guide them in making informed decisions about matters that re-
quire biological knowledge. Founded in 1947 as a part of the National Academy of
Sciences, AIBS became an independent, member-governed organization in the
1950s. Today, AIBS has more than 140 member organizations and is headquartered
in Reston, Virginia, with a Public Policy Office in Washington, DC.

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

The USGS provides unbiased, independent research, data, and assessments that
are needed by public and private sector decision-makers. Data generated by the
USGS save taxpayers money by reducing economic losses from natural disasters, al-
lowing more effective management of water and natural resources, and providing es-
sential geospatial information that is needed for commercial activity and natural re-
source management. The data collected by the USGS are not available from other
sources and our Nation cannot afford to sacrifice this information.

The Ecosystems activity within USGS underpins the agency’s other science mis-
sion areas by providing information needed for understanding the impacts of water
use, energy exploration and production, and natural hazards on natural systems.
The USGS conducts research on and monitoring of fish, wildlife, and vegetation—
data that informs management decisions by other Interior bureaus regarding pro-
tected species and land use.

Biological science programs within the USGS gather long-term data not available
from other sources. The knowledge generated by USGS programs is used by Federal
and State natural resource managers to maintain healthy and diverse ecosystems
while balancing the needs of public use.

Examples of successful USGS Ecosystem initiatives include:

—Development of comprehensive geospatial data products that characterize the
risk of wildfires on all lands in the United States. These products are used to
allocate firefighting resources and to plan fuel reduction projects.

—Identification and evaluation of control measures for Asian carp, sea lamprey,
Burmese pythons, and other invasive species that cause billions of dollars in
economic losses.

—New insights on the spread of avian flu, chronic wasting disease, and other
wildlife diseases in North America.

The requested fiscal year 2016 budget would support several important ecosystem
science priorities at USGS. Science in support of critical landscapes, such as the
Arctic and sage steppe, would be boosted. The budget would also focus research ef-
forts on emerging invasive species and the declining status of native pollinators.
USGS would support efforts to further the science and integration of ecosystems
services frameworks into decision-making and implement efforts to assess and sus-
tain the Nation’s environmental capital.

New funding is proposed for the Cooperative Research Units to increase under-
graduate involvement in research. These efforts would complement the existing
focus on graduate education. Roughly 500 graduate students each year receive train-
ing at Cooperative Research Units. Through the units, the USGS and their partners
address pressing issues facing natural resource managers at the local, State, and
Federal levels. Examples of recent research initiatives include studying the effects
of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill on wildlife and fisheries, and studying the impacts
of wildfires on forest ecology. The program is an efficient use of resources: each Fed-
eral dollar invested in the program is leveraged more than five-fold.

In summary, the USGS is uniquely positioned to provide a scientific context for
many of the Nation’s biological and environmental challenges, including water qual-
ity and use, energy independence, and conservation of biological diversity. This
array of research expertise not only serves the core missions of the Department of
the Interior, but also contributes to management decisions made by other agencies
and private sector organizations. An investment of $1.2 billion in the USGS and at
least $176.3 million in the Ecosystems activity will yield dividends.

U.S. FOREST SERVICE

United States Forest Service research provides scientific information and new
technologies to support sustainable management of the Nation’s forests and range-
lands. These products and services increase the basic biological and physical knowl-
edge of the composition, structure, and function of forest, rangeland, and aquatic
ecosystems.

The fiscal year 2016 budget request would cut funding for Forest Service research
by $4.0 million. Nearly all Forest Service research program areas are targeted for
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budget cuts. Six of seven research areas would be cut by 7 to 8 percent. Research
on wildfires, invasive species, and resource management would be impacted.

Scaling back research efforts is a lost opportunity for USFS in fulfilling their mis-
sion to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the Nation’s forests and
grasslands. Scientific information is needed to best manage public lands for eco-
nomic development, recreational uses, and preservation of the natural environment.

We ask Congress to restore the proposed cuts and to fund the Forest and Range-
land Research program at $296.0 million, the same amount as in fiscal year 2015.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The EPA Office of Research and Development (ORD) supports valuable extra-
mural and intramural research that is used to identify and mitigate environmental
problems facing our Nation. ORD research informs decisions made by public health
and safety managers, natural resource managers, businesses, and other stake-
holders concerned about air and water pollution, human health, and land manage-
ment and restoration. In short, ORD provides the scientific basis upon which EPA
monitoring and enforcement programs are built.

Despite the important role played by ORD, its funding has declined by approxi-
mately 20 percent in nominal dollars since fiscal year 2004, when it peaked at
$646.5 million. “This long-term decline has limited and will continue to limit the re-
search that can be conducted to support the agency’s effort to protect human health
and the environment,” according to the EPA’s Science Advisory Board. “These limi-
tations pose a vulnerability for EPA at a time when the agency faces significant
science questions with long-term implications for protecting the environment and
public health.”

The Ecosystem Services Research program within ORD is responsible for enhanc-
ing, protecting, and restoring ecosystem services, such as clean air and water, rich
soil for crop production, pollination by bees and other species, and flood control. The
program has been long underfunded, according to the EPA Science Advisory Board.
The fiscal year 2016 request would continue the declining funding trend with a $3
million cut. We ask that Congress address the chronic underfunding of the program.

Two valuable training opportunities for the next generation of scientists will be
eliminated as part of a proposed government-wide reorganization of science, tech-
nology, engineering, and mathematics education programs. Funding would be zeroed
out for EPA Science to Achieve Results (STAR) graduate fellowships and Greater
Research Opportunities undergraduate fellowships. The Science Advisory Board
“considers it a priority to increase STAR fellowships, if possible, because support for
environmental scientists at an early stage in their careers is a cost-effective way to
advance ORD’s strategic goals.” The National Academy of Sciences called the fellow-
ship “a valuable mechanism for enabling a continuing supply of graduate students
in environmental sciences and engineering.” We are concerned that the elimination
of these programs will be detrimental to preparation of the next generation of envi-
ronmental scientists and engineers. We ask for the program to remain at EPA and
to be supported at an adequate funding level.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ANIMAL WELFARE INSTITUTE
WHITE-NOSE SYNDROME (WNS)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.—$4.5 million (President’s budget request) total. $2
million in Endangered Species Recovery; $2.5 million in Service Science.

U.S. Geological Survey.—$1.424 million (President’s budget request) in Eco-
systems/Wildlife.

National Park Service.—$3.155 million (President’s budget request) in Operations/
Park Management/Natural Resource Stewardship.

Bureau of Land Management.—$500,000.

U.S. Forest Service.—$2.5 million ($1.8 million increase over $700,000 available
in fiscal year 2015) in Research and Development; $500,000 in Forest Systems.

Nine years after the first known observation of white-nose syndrome, WNS re-
mains at the root of North America’s most precipitous wildlife die-off of the past
century. WNS has killed at least 5.7 million bats and has spread to 26 States and
5 Canadian provinces. The disease is caused by an invasive species of fungus,
Pseudogymnoascus destructans (Pd), that thrives in caves and abandoned mines and
infects bats hibernating there, disrupting their physiological processes. WNS has
struck seven species, including the federally endangered Indiana and gray bats, and
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has the potential to affect 25 of our 47 bat species. Declines are so severe that the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has designated the northern long-eared bat
as threatened due to WNS.

Bats are integral to our economy and environment. They are primary predators
of night-flying insects, including agricultural pests that attack corn, soybeans, cot-
ton, and other crops. By eating these pests, bats reduce the need for pesticides,
lower food production costs, and save U.S. farmers an average of $22.9 billion per
year. Bats also perform ecological services for 66 plant species that produce timber.

The Federal Government and its partners have responded admirably to the WNS
crisis. Thanks to steady Government funding, their research has unlocked much of
the disease’s basic biology and informed initial management decisions. More re-
mains to be done, however.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is the lead agency for WNS response.
The agency serves as an umbrella organization for nationwide WNS action, steering,
facilitating, and managing information flow for the efforts of the more than 100 Fed-
eral, State, local, tribal, academic, nonprofit, and other entities that contribute to
the WNS fight. In this role, FWS creates dialogue among the partners that sets the
direction for WNS work, advancing WNS science and identifying how best to spend
WNS funds. FWS also catalyzes scientific research on WNS by distributing millions
of dollars in research grants every year. The grants fund work that likely would not
occur otherwise and increases our knowledge of the disease, such as a paper pub-
lished last year on research suggesting that Pd can persist in caves and abandoned
mines for long periods in the absence of bats. FWS 1s the largest source of funding
for State agencies to monitor, manage, and research WNS. We support the Presi-
dent’s request for FWS WNS activities.

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) plays a critical role in WNS research. When
WNS was first observed in 2006, both it and Pd were unknown to science. Since
then, USGS’s research has laid much of the foundation of our understanding of
them. The agency continues to expand this knowledge and has begun exploring
ways to treat WNS. In recent years, USGS developed a more accurate WNS test for
bats that, unlike previous methods, doesn’t require euthanizing the animals; the
agency now is collaborating with State agencies at the WNS border to deploy this
test to monitor the disease. With a view to possible treatments, USGS also is study-
ing Pd’s cave environment to identify conditions conducive to and hostile to the fun-
gus, as well as whether other microbes found on bats’ skin could mitigate the effects
of Pd. We support the President’s request for $1.424 million for USGS in the Wild-
life account to continue this work.

The natural resources of the National Park Service (NPS) provide opportunities
and challenges related to WNS management and information-sharing. NPS conducts
bat and disease monitoring in its many caves and abandoned mines, and plays an
important role in educating the public about WNS. The many visitors that NPS
hosts also heighten the need for the agency to prevent the human spread of Pd.
Conducting chemical disinfection with visitors and staff when entering and exiting
caves and abandoned mines has enabled NPS to research and advance knowledge
of the efficacy of various decontamination methods used by natural resource-man-
agement personnel and recreational cavers across the country. Finally, NPS is inte-
grating WNS into all staff bat-resource activities; for example, conducting wing
swabs for WNS is becoming standard procedure whenever NPS staff handle bats.
We support the President’s budget request of $3.155 million in Natural Resource
Stewardship for NPS to continue these activities.

With at least 3,000 caves and an estimated 31,000 abandoned mines on its lands,
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has much work to do on WNS but has
never been allocated the funds for it. Most of BLM’s lands, concentrated in the west-
ern U.S., have not yet suffered from WNS, but addressing the disease is necessary,
and BLM has begun the task, thanks in part to directive language from Congress
starting in fiscal year 2012. To address a paucity of information about bats and
their habitat on BLM lands, staff are conducting bat inventories. To minimize the
risk of Pd spread, the agency has integrated decontamination into protocols for per-
sonnel who enter caves or abandoned mines and is producing educational program-
ming on decontamination for visitors. BLM also aims to prevent Pd spread by clos-
ing abandoned mines, installing gates on other mines and caves to keep out people,
and selectively closing caves to visitors. One way BLM has been carrying out these
measures is through an internal small-grant program; field offices apply for up to
$2500, which must be matched by other funds, often from State agencies or local
NGOs. In the face of continued WNS spread these efforts must be increased. We
request $500,000 for the BLM to implement on-the-ground WNS measures.

The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) has an important role to play in WNS response.
Drawing on resources such as the Center for Forest Mycology Research—specialized
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in the study of fungi—USFS scientists have contributed greatly to the under-
standing of WNS and Pd. In 2013, agency researchers taxonomically reclassified the
WNS-causing fungus, laying the foundation for a better understanding of Pd. USFS
is currently working to pinpoint Pd’s harmful genes, in the hope of silencing them.
USFS also is exploring the use of a native soil bacterium to inhibit Pd and improve
survival of WNS-infected bats. In response to directive language from Congress in
fiscal year 2012, USFS wrote a WNS science strategy. With the goals of that strat-
egy accomplished, USFS is about to issue an updated strategy. Although imple-
menting it will cost $2.5 million in the first year, USFS’s Research and Development
branch is able to allocate only $700,000; we request that the subcommittee provide
the $2.5 million needed to implement its strategy. (The President’s budget allocates
$83 million to USFS Research and Development’s Forest Inventory and Analysis
(FIA) budget; according to agency officials, only $75 million can be spent efficiently
in fiscal year 2016. We request that the subcommittee use the extra $8 million for
non-FIA Research and Development needs, including WNS.) We also ask for
$500,000 for USFS’s Forest Systems branch for WNS management, monitoring, and
field research on USFS lands. Finally, we respectfully ask the subcommittee not to
tie WNS funds to, or otherwise encumber the threatened listing of the northern
long-eared bat.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE—OFFICE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT—$75.4 MILLION

The FWS Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) is one of the most important lines of
defense for America’s wildlife. OLE enforces over a dozen Federal wildlife and con-
servation laws that frequently impact both domestic and global security. Year after
year, OLE protects the public against the illegal trade in wildlife and wildlife prod-
ucts—which ranks third only to the illicit trade in narcotics and weapons in terms
of global revenue—and the U.S. remains a source of, or destination for, much of this
contraband. Even those who may not concern themselves with wildlife are reaping
benefits as OLE protects against smuggling illegal substances and helps to thwart
potentially devastating human health threats. We support FWS’s proposed appro-
priation of $75.4 million for OLE, an increase of $8.7 million over the fiscal year
2015 enacted budget, and the addition of 45 full-time employees (FTE) over the fis-
cal year 2015 enacted budget. These increases will provide for expanded forensics
capability at the National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory, support the work
of Special Agents and Wildlife Inspectors, and enhance FWS’s ability to combat
wildlife trafficking.

National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory—$750,000 increase

The successful outcomes of enforcement cases would not be possible without the
essential work of the National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory (NFWFL),
used by FWS agents and inspectors to gather hard evidence in wildlife crime cases.
Proposed funding will aid in the advancement of research involving genetic markers
and isotope analysis, which will ultimately improve investigators’ ability to deter-
mine the geographic origin of animals and animal parts.

Wildlife Trafficking—$4,000,000 increase +25 FTE

Combatting increased wildlife trafficking has become a high priority for the ad-
ministration, Congress, and numerous governmental agencies. Wildlife trafficking
threatens not only species conservation, but also global peace given its close associa-
tion with terrorism and criminal syndicates. High-speed electronic communication
has expanded the rapidity, ease, and range by which criminal elements conduct
business, and funds derived from this illegal activity are often used for other crimes
and terrorist activities. With poaching reaching unprecedented levels worldwide, do-
mestic and international governmental and private entities have been turning to
FWS for leadership in coordinating, guiding, and implementing a workable re-
sponse. This funding increase supports the Executive Order on combating wildlife
trafficking; with it, FWS will hire 25 new personnel. Specifically, the new positions
will focus on information analysis in order to forge permanent liaisons with the U.S.
intelligence community and other Federal law enforcement agencies. Currently,
OLE does not have the staff to mount a focused, concerted, and effective effort to
address high speed or electronic illegal activities. These new analysts will allow
OLE to better combat and pursue traffickers of natural resources on the Internet
and in high speed transport. Other special agents will be assigned to FWS regions,
headquarters, and selected overseas embassies as attachs to focus on investigating
illegal electronic commerce.
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Law Enforcement Activities—$4,000,000 increase +20 FTE

OLE’s ability to enforce critical wildlife laws, such as the Lacey Act, and safe-
guard species has been increasingly limited by shortfalls in Special Agent staffing.
Currently, a majority of the staff are thinly spread in single-agent duty stations
across the country. Often, only one or two agents cover an entire State, forcing
agents to frequently work alone, which raises concerns about officer safety and effi-
ciency as they can only focus on a limited number of cases at a time. With the in-
crease, FWS will hire 20 new Special Agents to address staffing shortfalls that af-
fect OLE’s ability to perform ongoing investigations. The new agents will be de-
ployed to the field for direct interdiction of illegal commercial activities.

WILD FREE-ROAMING HORSES AND BURROS ACT

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) continues to round up wild horses and
warehouse them on private lands at great public expense. This is not a humane or
responsible solution, and for the last few years this subcommittee has called on the
BLM to implement humane on-the-range solutions. It appears this message is being
heard by the Agency. We appreciate the subcommittee’s continued commitment to
finding humane and responsible long-term solutions and encourage you to maintain
this path. We support the BLM’s proposed increase of $2.9 million for wild horse
and burro management. These funds are to be used for humane population control
research, including ongoing research into developing more effective and longer last-
ing fertility control agents. We support these efforts and request that any increase
in appropriations under the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act be used sole-
ly to implement humane, on-the-range management methods such as
immunocontraception, and not unnecessary roundup. Finally, we strongly support
the continued inclusion of this “no-kill” language to ensure that BLM does not kill
healthy wild horses and burros: Provided, that appropriations herein made shall not
be available for the sale or destruction of healthy, unadopted wild horses and burros
in the care of the Bureau or its contractors.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM—PILOT PROGRAM AND DATA COLLECTION

We support the administration’s $508.2 million request to operate and maintain
the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS), which generates $2.5 billion in eco-
nomic impacts and $342.9 million in tax revenues. To enhance the NWRS’s stated
purpose of conserving fish and wildlife, including species threatened with extinction,
we request that FWS implement the following two programs geared towards mini-
mizing the damage and threats posed by indiscriminate and injurious body-gripping
traps to humans, wildlife, and other animals on refuge land:

Pilot Program: The subcommittee should direct FWS to develop and implement
a pilot program of no fewer than 5 years banning body-gripping traps (snares,
Conibear traps, and leg-hold traps) from National Wildlife Refuges within Region
5 (Northeast Region). FWS will collect data on the program’s effects on wildlife pop-
ulations, other approved recreational uses, and FWS facilities, and report back to
Congress within 90 days of the program’s conclusion.

Data Collection Program: The subcommittee should direct FWS to compile data
regarding the use of animal traps within the NWRS. Specifically, FWS should pro-
vide Congress information regarding the number and species of animals trapped,
number of target versus non-target animals, the primary purposes for trapping on
refuge land, the humaneness of body-gripping traps, the impacts of trapping on en-
dangered and threatened species and domestic animals, and the extent to which
trapping impacts other recreational uses allowed within the NWRS. Additionally,
FWS should allow interested and qualified outside parties to submit data relevant
to the request above through a public comment period of no less than 30 days. FWS
should present a report to Congress containing this and any other relevant informa-
tion within 120 days of this bill’s enactment.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN SOCIETY OF MECHANICAL ENGINEERS
(ASME) ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) TASK FORCE OF THE ASME
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING DIVISION

Mr. Chairman, ranking members, and members of the Subcommittee:

The ASME Environmental Protection Agency Task Force (Task Force) is pleased
to provide this testimony on the fiscal year 2016 budget request for the EPA Science
and Technology (S&T) programs.
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INTRODUCTION

ASME is a nonprofit, worldwide mechanical engineering professional society with
more than 130,000 members. It conducts one of the world’s largest technical pub-
lishing operations, holds more than 30 technical conferences and 200 professional
development courses each year, and has authored over 600 industrial and manufac-
turing standards.

BACKGROUND

U.S. scientists and engineers have a long-standing professional interest in apply-
ing Science & Technology (S&T) to improve the environment and human health.
Mechanical engineers increasingly collaborate with other professionals to develop in-
novative and cost-effective environmental technologies and systems.

The EPA’s Office of Research and Development (ORD) is an essential part of the
Nation’s efforts to protect human health and safeguard the environment in a sci-
entifically sound and sustainable manner. ORD’s efforts improve environmental
health, provide innovative environmental monitoring techniques, and support envi-
ronmental technology development and implementation.

OVERVIEW OF THE ASME EPA TASK FORCE REVIEW

The fiscal year 2016 budget request for EPA is $8.5 billion, a $452 million or 5.5
percent increase from the $8.1 billion enacted in fiscal year 2015. The EPA’s ORD
Science and Technology (S&T) accounts would increase by $34.4 million to $769 mil-
lion, a 4.6 percent increase.

Key research areas for mechanical engineering within the S&T portfolio include
the Air, Climate, and Energy area, the Safe and Sustainable Water Resources re-
search program area, and research at the National Risk Management Research Lab-
oratory. Air, Climate, and Energy would increase by $8.4 million (9.1 percent) to
$100.3 million, and Safe and Sustainable Water Resources would increase by 3.4
million (3.3 percent) to $111 million. Chemical Safety and Sustainability would see
the largest increase at 13.8 million (10.8 percent) to §140.7 million. Funding for the
National Risk Management Research Laboratory would be reduced slightly from $71
million to $70.6 million.

EPA has seen declining budget figures for the last several budget cycles. Funding
proposed for fiscal year 2016 is actually below that provided to the agency in fiscal
year 1995. The reduced funding has resulted in a 10 percent contraction in the S&T
workforce over the past 20 years, which places extraordinary pressure on the agency
to provide the S&T support required by EPA and other Federal and State organiza-
tions. The Task Force feels that the President’s budget allocation for fiscal year
2016 is warranted given the Nation’s environmental challenges. Additional R&D
funds are needed in order to enhance study responses to resolve hydraulic fracturing
and oil shale waste issues, to better understand the impacts of climate change, to
support the development of terrestrial carbon sequestration and management, to
help guide the proper development of biofuels, to improve our understanding of
chemical safety and toxicology, to measure the environmental impacts of nanotech-
nology, to promote sustainable waste management, and to better understand water
resources utilization and development.

The Task Force’s comments on the fiscal year 2016 budget focus on the mechan-
ical engineering-intensive activities of the S&T portfolio within the EPA’s Office of
Research and Development (ORD). The change in funding levels supporting these
core objectives in the last two budget cycles along with the proposed fiscal year 2016
budget figures are as follows:

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year
2014 2015 2016
(million) (million) (million)

Indoor Air and Radiation $7.2 $5.9 $6.6
Homeland Security 38.5 37.1 38.1
Clean Air and Climate 110.3 116.5 124.8
Safe and Sustainable Water Resources 120.0 107.4 111.0
Human Health Protection 3.7 3.5 3.7
Air, Climate, and Energy Research 99.4 91.9 100.3

EPA OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (ORD)

Through research and technical assistance, ORD provides the scientific foundation
for EPA by performing research and development to identify and solve present and
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future environmental issues and provide responsive technical support to its sci-
entific partners. The ORD administers programs addressing both basic research and
the development of the scientific tools used to understand and evaluate environ-
mental health. ORD also conducts problem-driven research designed to provide sci-
entific solutions to high-priority environmental problems. It is an invaluable na-
tional resource.

We note that the ORD workforce has declined in each of the last 5 fiscal years—
a loss of more than 200 environmental science professionals—a staffing level that
makes it difficult to permit efficient action on a number of topics of national impor-
tance, particularly toxicology, nanotechnology, sustainable waste management and
water resources. Effort should be made to bring ORD staff to approximately pre-se-
questration levels so that EPA can continue to support R&D on current and future
environmental problems.

The Task Force supports the increases requested for the EPA’s S&T directorate,
which partially reverses several years of funding decreases. An evaluation of EPA’s
resources is needed to ensure that it can balance between existing priorities and
new challenges. Program specifics are outlined below:

INDOOR AIR AND RADIATION

Fiscal year 2014 Fiscal year 2015 Fiscal year 2016

(million) (million) (million)
Indoor Air: Radon Program $0.21 $0.19 $0.0
Reduce Risks from Indoor Air 0.36 0.31 0.41
Radiation Protection 2.5 1.9 2.1
Radiation Preparedness Response 41 35 4.0

The Task Force supports the EPA’s replacement of the Radon Program with the
Federal Radon Action Plan, which will leverage industry and nonprofit efforts to
amplify existing Federal efforts to reduce radon risk.

HOMELAND SECURITY

Fiscal year 2014 Fiscal year 2015 Fiscal year 2016
(million) (million) (million)
Critical Infrastructure Protection $10.2 $10.3 $11.8
Preparedness, Response and Recovery 27.8 26.2 25.6
Protection of EPA Personnel and Infrastructure .........coocccvvvvvrneciin 0.54 0.54 0.60

Homeland security activities are a significant component of the EPA’s S&T activi-
ties, focusing on critical infrastructure protection and disaster preparedness and re-
sponse. The Task Force supports the additional funding allocated to the Critical In-
frastructure Protection program.

CLEAN AIR AND CLIMATE

Fiscal year 2014 Fiscal year 2015 Fiscal year 2016
(million) (million) (million)

Climate Protection $11.7 $8.0 $7.8

The EPA Task Force views Climate Protection Research as an important issue
and is somewhat surprised by the funding trajectory for this program given funding
levels supported in previous fiscal years. The Task Force supports this request given
the constrained budget environment.

RESEARCH: AIR, CLIMATE AND ENERGY

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year
2013 2014 2015

(million) (million) (million)

S&T Activities $99.4 $91.9 $100.3
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The EPA Task Force supports the full fiscal year 2016 increased request for Air,
Climate and Energy Research, particularly the additional proposed funding for hy-
draulic fracturing programs and carbon sequestration.

SAFE AND SUSTAINABLE WATER RESOURCES

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year
2013 2014 2015
(million) (million) (million)

Research $120.0 $107.4 $111.0

Safe and Sustainable Water Resources funding supports a variety of activities re-
lated to the challenges facing U.S. water resources, including drinking water and
wastewater from industrial activities. The Task Force is pleased that sustainability
funding has been increased, just over $3.5 million, and supports the fiscal year 2016
request.

HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION

Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year
2013 2014 2015

(million) (million) (million)

Drinking Water Programs $3.7 $3.5 $3.7

Overall, the fiscal year 2016 budget request calls for a slight increase from the
fiscal year 2015 appropriated amount. The Task Force considers water quality
issues as a high priority of the EPA and supports this request given the constrained
budget environment.

WATER QUALITY RESEARCH AND SUPPORT GRANTS

The EPA Task Force urges Congress to again support funding for the Water Qual-
ity Research and Support Grants program. Last year, Congress provided $4.1 mil-
lion for this nationally competitive grant program to fund water quality and avail-
ability research. Given the severe droughts and water resource challenges facing
many parts of the country, the Task Force supports funding at the fiscal year 2015
appropriated level for this program.

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

The fiscal year 2016 budget includes $10.9 million in funding to support Environ-
mental Education, which was funded at $8.7 million in fiscal year 2015. Such in-
vestments are critical to providing fellowships for U.S. citizens who are scientists
and engineers, ensuring top quality research and development of our Nation’s S&T
workforce.

Many of EPA’s environmental education activities have been transferred to the
National Science Foundation (NSF) over the last 2 years, and we urge improved
interagency coordination to ensure that the goals of EPA’s programs are met under
NSF’s administration. The Task Force urges continued support ($15 million) for
EPA’s Science to Achieve Results (STAR) and Greater Research Opportunities
(GRO) fellowship programs (program started in 1995) and urges the subcommittee
to support strong funding for the National Center for Environmental Research.

CONCLUSION

The administration’s fiscal year 2016 request reflects of a difficult fiscal climate
where tough choices have to be made to support important national priorities. This
is particularly true for basic environmental research. As noted above, the Task
Force requests additional funding be allocated for the toxicology, nanotechnology,
sustainable waste management, and water resources (quality and quantity chal-
lenges) programs at EPA to ensure continued progress in our understanding of envi-
ronmental and health impacts in these areas. Further, the Task Force proposes
strong funding of EPA’s National Center for Environmental Research and National
Risk Management Research Laboratory programs, urges the subcommittee to sup-
port funding for EPA’s graduate fellowships, and urges additional funding to ensure
that full-time S&T staffing needs at EPA ORD are met.

This statement represents the views of the ASME EPA Task Force and is not nec-
essarily a position of ASME as a whole.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN STATE GEOLOGISTS

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:

The Association of American State Geologists urges Congress to fund USGS 3DEP
to at least the level recommended by the President; enhanced elevation data will
stimulate economic growth, while improving our health and security; Federal leader-
ship will increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the activity as a whole.

State Geologists direct State geological surveys and work to ensure that their
States are supported by optimal information. From time to time, a technology ma-
tures in a way that offers an opportunity to revolutionize everything that we do on
the land—resulting in cost savings and improved benefits for a broad range of ac-
tivities in the economy. LiDAR and associated technologies offer that opportunity.

The Association of American State Geologists (AASG) is confident that appro-
priate and desirable Federal leadership through the US Geological Survey (USGS)
3D Elevation Program (3DEP) will result in significantly improved protection and
management of water, better recognition of hazards, improved management and dis-
covery of energy and mineral resources, more efficient efforts in agriculture, land-
scape restoration, transportation, and construction, as well as tremendous improve-
ment in the insights we all can have into our natural heritage.

We therefore urge Congress to fund 3DEP to at least the level recommended by
the President. We are confident that doing so will be a wise investment that will
bring returns far exceeding the expenditure.

[This statement was submitted by Jonathan D. Arthur, Ph.D., P.G., President,
AASG.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF NAVAJO COMMUNITY CONTROLLED
SCHOOL BOARD, INC.

The Association of Navajo Community Controlled School Board (ANCCSB), Inc. is
an organization of 11 member school boards who operate federally funded schools
on the Navajo Reservation in Arizona and New Mexico under contracts or grants
from the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE).

We urge that the BIE school system be exempted from any further reductions in
Federal spending, we highlight below four of the most pressing areas of need that
directly impact our schools’ educational programs, facilities, student transportation,
and administrative management.

TRIBAL GRANT SUPPORT COSTS

Since the 1988 Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization, tribally
operated elementary and secondary schools have received funding for the adminis-
trative expenses incurred for the operation of BIE-funded schools through an Ad-
ministrative Cost Grant, now called Tribal Grant Support Costs (TGSC). These
funds are used for costs of essential services such as contract/grant administration;
program planning and development; human resources; insurance; fiscal, procure-
ment, and property management; required annual audits; recordkeeping; and legal,
security and other overhead services.

Impact.—Since TGSC appropriations have historically been insufficient to meet
the level of need without other sources of revenue, we must re-direct more and more
funds from our education program budgets to cover essential administrative costs.
Our schools must make difficult decisions—such as delaying purchase of new text-
books and other materials, paying non-competitive teacher salaries, reducing the
number school days—to fit within these reduced budgets. Even with these cost-sav-
ing measures, some schools are still struggling with further reductions in manage-
ment and business-office personnel at the risk of prudent internal controls and
meeting the federally mandated requirements for fiscal processes and operation of
education grants/programs. TGSC is forward-funded, so the fiscal year 2016 appro-
priation would provide TGSC funds for school year 2016-2017.

We are gratified that this year the administration proposes to follow through on
commitments to pay full TGSC funding for all BIE-funded schools, and to include
in its request sufficient funding for schools that are deciding to transition to grant
or contact school status. Up until last year, schools had only received, at most, two-
thirds of the TGSC needed to cover overhead costs. ANCCSB applauds this sub-
committee’s and the administration’s decision to treat schools’ support costs the
same as contractors with the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health Serv-
ice.
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Request.—We fully support the administration’s proposal that TGSC and startup
costs be funded at $75.34 million, and request that this subcommittee provide this
level of funding for TGSC.

FACILITIES OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

Facilities Maintenance funds are intended to provide for the preventative, routine,
and unscheduled maintenance for all school buildings, equipment, utility systems,
and ground structures. The fiscal year 2016 Facilities Maintenance request contains
a $10 million proposed increase, which is a marked improvement from its current
level, but will not meet the needs of our schools or others. We are faced with rising
costs of maintaining school buildings—particularly for the older facilities that make
up much of the BIE schools.

There are numerous studies which attest to the fact that there is a close correla-
tion between poor or inadequate facility conditions and poor student and staff per-
formance. According to the administration’s fiscal year 2016 request, 42 of the 183
BIE-funded schools and dormitories (one-third) are still rated in “poor” condition in
the Bureau’s Education Facility Condition Index (FCI). Further, the administra-
tion’s fiscal year 2016 request elaborates that there is $377.1 million in deferred
maintenance backlogs! It is clear that there is a long way to go with regard to up-
keep of our schools. Part of the maintenance problem will be solved by replacing
school wholesale, but Federal resources for this crucial need must increase so our
schools buildings can make it to their replacement date.

Facilities Operations funding is for the ongoing operational expenses such as elec-
tricity, heating fuels, custodial services, communications, refuse collection, water
and sewer service, grounds maintenance, etc. This budget category is also under-
funded, with the latest estimates indicating that Federal funds provide only an esti-
mated 46 percent of need. This is the first year the administration requests funds
that will be over the recent high-water mark of $59.4 million from fiscal year 2010,
as the proposed budget contains $66.1 million for Facilities Operations. However,
this level is still only 60 percent of the need.

Impact.—Our schools are making every effort to make do with the meager facili-
ties funding. Since we cannot delay paying our utilities or avoid taking actions that
would impact student safety, we often have to resort to using our other education
or academic program monies. We caution that insufficient funding to for facilities
maintenance and operations will mean delaying routine, as well as unscheduled,
maintenance of buildings, equipment, utility systems and grounds—thereby jeopard-
izing student and staff safety. Attempts to moderate electrical and/or heating costs,
or reduce custodial and refuse services and similar costs cutting measures would
only make our already compromised learning conditions more uncomfortable and
unhealthy for students and staff. If we cannot provide a decent learning environ-
ment, how can we expect our students to focus on achieving academic success?

Request.—To fully fund Facilities Maintenance would require $76 million, and
$109.8 million would be needed to fully fund Facilities Operations.

STUDENT TRANSPORTATION

The Student Transportation account is intended to cover: (1) the costs of the daily
bus services for children attending the BIE-funded elementary and secondary
schools; and (2) air travel for children who attend distant boarding schools. School
transportation costs include vehicle rental (buses, vans), maintenance and repair,
fuel, and qualified bus driver salaries. The BIE budget justification states that stu-
dents at BIE-funded schools travel 16 percent of their miles on unimproved roads,
and that the BIE-funded schools have transportation routes where the mileage cov-
ered is “significantly higher than in metropolitan areas.”

For the schools located on the Navajo Reservation, the percentage of unimproved
roads traveled by our buses is much higher and in some cases it can be as much
as 90 percent. Further, these unpaved roads are often subject to becoming “wash-
boards” due to adverse weather impacts such as mud and snow. At times these
roads become impassable so we must resort to using 4-wheel drive vehicles to ferry
the students to a waiting bus. There have been times, however, when even the 4-
wheel vehicles cannot reach the students so they are prevented from making it to
class through no fault of their own. These conditions take a tremendous toll on vehi-
cles, resulting in greater maintenance and repair costs, and greatly increase student
travel time as well as the drivers’ work day.

The administration must be aware of the enormous increases in costs over the

ast several years. Nonetheless, the administration seeks a paltry increase of
§197,000 in the proposed fiscal year 2016 budget. The administration’s proposal will
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prevent our schools from making any forward progress on safely and reliably getting
our children to school.

From our experience, the 66 BIE-funded schools on the Navajo Reservation must
supplement our Student Transportation allocated amounts by at least $70,000 to
$100,000 each year. The best estimates show that there is a $21 million shortfall
in funding for Student Transportation as the BIE has allowed funding to fall far
behind need, and has been willing to allow schools to poach other school funds for
transportation purposes. This, in the face of multiple challenges for schools at Nav-
ajo, including transporting students to/from evaluations to determine eligibility for
Special Education services (when evaluators will not drive to our remote areas to
conduct assessments), additional bus runs related to after-school academic services
(many parents lack transportation or are not employed close-by to pick up children),
and extra miles traveled around washouts or road hazards.

Impact.—As with the other program shortages, varied cost cutting measures have
been instituted—from reducing the number of bus routes (resulting in longer rides
for our students) to delaying vehicle replacements as long as possible. Nonetheless,
underfunding Student Transportation will continue to adversely impact classroom
programs since each year schools have no choice but to use scarce education pro-
gram dollars to subsidize transportation costs.

Request.—We request that the subcommittee provide at least $73 million for Stu-
dent Transportation in the BIE system.

INDIAN SCHOOL EQUALIZATION FORMULA (ISEF)

The Indian School Equalization Formula (ISEF) is the core budget account for
Educational and Residential programs of the BIE elementary and secondary schools
and dormitories. These funds are used for instructional programs at BIE-funded
schools and residential programs at dormitories, and include salaries of teachers,
educational technicians, principals, and other school-level program administration,
kitchen, and dormitory staff. The ISEF amount due to each school is determined by
a statutorily mandated formula established by regulation (24 C.F.R. §§39.12(g)(1)-
(2), 39.13, & 39.14).

During the eight-year period of fiscal year 2003 to fiscal year 2010, the ISEF ac-
count increased by almost $45.5 million; but in only two (2) of those years—fiscal
year 2009 and fiscal year 2010—the increase was actually an increase in program
funding. For the other years, the requested increases were limited to amounts need-
ed for fixed costs and related changes, as opposed to actual program increases.
Funding for ISEF began to fall in fiscal year 2011, and the fiscal year 2015 level
was actually $5 million less than in fiscal year 2010.

Impact.—For most BIE-funded schools, the chronic shortfall in the other key
school accounts has a negative impact on ISEF funding, because ISEF funds are
often diverted to make up the shortfalls in other accounts such as Student Trans-
portation, Facilities, and Tribal Grant Support Costs when a tribe or tribal school
board has no other source of revenue to satisfy those shortfalls. This means fewer
dollars are available for the education and residential programs.

Request.—The administration’s proposal of $391.8 million for ISEF restores the
funding to fiscal year 2010 levels, but does not acknowledge the shortfalls that have
been building for years. ANCCSB Members Schools respectfully request funding of
ISEF at least $431 million.

CONCLUSION

Thank you Chairman Calvert, Ranking Member McCollum, and members of this
subcommittee for the opportunity to relay our needs to you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC AND LAND-GRANT
UNIVERSITIES (APLU) BOARD ON NATURAL RESOURCES (BNR)

On behalf of the APLU Board on Natural Resources (BNR), we thank you for your
support of science and research programs within the United States Geological Sur-
vey (USGS). We appreciate the opportunity to provide recommendations for the fol-
lowing programs within USGS: $8.8 million for the Water Resources Research Insti-
tutes and 5{8.6 million for the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Units.

APLU BNR requests $8.8 million for the Water Resources Research Institutes
(WRRI). The APLU BNR request is based on the following: $7,000,000 in base
grants for the WRRI as authorized by section 104(b) of the Water Resources Re-
search Act, including State-based competitive grants; $1,500,000 to support activi-
ties authorized by section 104(g) of the Act, which is a competitive matching grants
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program that addresses national and regional water issues and $300,000 to support
USGS administrative costs. Federal funding for the WRRI program is the catalyst
that moves States and cities to invest in university-based research to address their
own water management issues. State WRRIs take the relatively modest amount of
Federal funding appropriated, match it 2:1 with State, local and other funds and
use it to put university scientists to work finding solutions to the most pressing local
and State water problems that are of national importance. The Institutes have
raised more than 516 in other funds for every dollar funded through this program.
The added benefit is that often research to address State and local problems helps
solve problems that are of regional and national importance. Many of the projects
funded through this program provide the knowledge for State or local managers to
implement new Federal laws and regulations. Perhaps most important, the Federal
funding provides the driving force of collaboration in water research and education
among local, State, Federal and university water professionals. This program is es-
sential to solving State, regional and inter-jurisdictional water resources problems.
As USGS itself has stated: “The Water Institutes have developed a constituency and
a program that far exceeds that supported by their direct Federal appropriations.”

The institutes also train the next generation of water resource managers and sci-
entists. Last year, these institutes provided research support for more than 1,400
undergraduate and graduate students at more than 150 universities studying water-
related issues in the fields of agriculture, biology, chemistry, earth sciences, engi-
neering and public policy. Institute-sponsored students receive training in both the
classroom and the field, often working shoulder-to-shoulder with the top research
scientists in their field on vanguard projects of significant regional importance.

In addition to training students directly, Water Resources Research Institutes
work with local residents to overcome water-related issues. For example, the Cali-
fornia Institute for Water Resources, like most of its peers, holds field days, dem-
onstrations, workshops, classes, Webinars, and offers other means of education in
an effort to transfer their research findings to as many users as possible. Outreach
that succeeds in changing a farmer’s approach to nitrogen application or reducing
a homeowner’s misuse of lawn treatments can reduce the need for restrictive regula-
tion.

Below are some examples of work being done in various States:

—The current drought in California is creating serious economic hardship for ag-
ricultural producers and local communities. The University of California’s (UC)
California Institute for Water Resources (CIWR) has responded by creating an
information hub that is being accessed by agricultural and urban interests to
gain vital information on how to adapt during the drought. This hub contains
valuable information from multiple units within the UC system. It also brings
together information on workshops and seminars (many of which are and will
be provided in video form on the Web). In 2014, UC promoted and hosted over
150 workshops and has more than 25 planned (ciwr.ucanr.edu). The CIWR has
also produced a Webinar series of short (15-minute) talks with useful informa-
tion on irrigation practices, salinity management, landscape management and
more.

—The Minnesota Water Resources Center has funded a number of research
projects that address important, nationally relevant water resources issues with
USGS/WRRA funding over the last 4 years. This funding has been highly lever-
aged with university funds and the Minnesota Environmental Trust Fund. Re-
searchers have addressed critical issues, including determining the biogeo-
chemical variables that can be used to predict how much arsenic will get into
groundwater used for drinking water, and determining the degree of antibiotic
resistance in wastewater treatment plant effluent.

—Researchers with the Idaho Water Resources Research Institute have collabo-
rated with Idaho Department of Water Resources scientists to develop tech-
nology for assessing crop-water usage over large areas using satellite based re-
mote-sensing information. This technology is now used routinely within the
Idaho Department of Water Resources for investigating and resolving water
rights conflicts, for aquifer depletion modeling and for stream flow management.
This technology is also being adopted by 10 western States and parts of Africa,
Europe and Australia.

APLU BNR requests at least $18.6 million for the Cooperative Fish and Wildlife
Research Units (CRU). This program: (1) trains the next generation of fisheries and
wildlife managers; (2) conducts research designed to meet the needs of unit coopera-
tors; and (3) provides technical assistance to State, Federal and other natural re-
source managers. Originally established in the 1930s to provide training for stu-
dents in fisheries and wildlife biology, the units were formally recognized by the Co-
operative Units Act of 1960 (Public Law 86-686). The CRUs provide experience and
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training for approximately 600 graduate students per year, a critical need as State
and Federal workforces face unprecedented retirements over the next 5 to 10 years.
The CRUs also provide valuable mission-oriented research for their biggest clients,
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and cooperating State agencies. Today, there are
40 Cooperative Research Units in 38 States.

Each unit is a true Federal-State-university-private sector collaboration in that it
is a partnership between the U. S. Geological Survey, a State natural resources
management agency, a host university, and the Wildlife Management Institute. For
every $1 the Federal Government puts into the program, $3 more are leveraged
through the other partners. The U.S. economy has long relied on the bountiful nat-
ural resources bestowed upon this land. Federal investment in the CRUs will be re-
turned many times over though the training of future natural resource managers
who will guide the Nation in sustainable use of our natural resources. The research
conducted by CRU scientists directly supports the difficult management challenges
faced by natural resources managers. The examples below demonstrate the value of
the CRUs to wildlife issues with local and national importance.

—Minnesota: The Minnesota CRU is currently researching the olfactory sensi-
tivity of Asian carps to putative sex pheromones. This work has recently re-
ceived national attention, because Asian carps are an invasive species that
threatens many of the Nation’s freshwater native fishes through competition for
food. The Minnesota CRU hopes to use the sex pheromones to attract and trap
Asian carp, removing them permanently from the Nation’s freshwater lakes and
rivers. Minnesota CRU researchers are also studying human behavior, working
to understand the motivations of agricultural producers enrolling in USDA
water quality and wildlife habitat programs. They hope to gain insight into de-
signing and developing programs, practices and messages that encourage broad-
er participation in those programs.

—Tennessee: In 2011, an estimated 826,293 anglers fished in Tennessee, creating
an economic impact of nearly $1.3 billion for the State. The Tennessee CRU
supports this economic driver by assessing fish stocks, working on recovery ef-
forts for threatened and endangered species, providing research and technical
assistance to support State decisions related to fishing. For example, research
on sauger in the Tennessee River showed that minimum size requirements by
the State were not leading to increased mortality of released fish below the min-
imum size. Their research also kept “stinger” hooks available for fishermen by
showing they also did not contribute to increased mortality.

—Oklahoma: The Oklahoma CRU is celebrating its seventh decade of activity.
Since opening in 1948, the graduate students that conducted research at the
CRU have completed over 400 theses and dissertations. One on-going research
project is to gather an accurate count of the black bear population expansion
out of Arkansas and into eastern Oklahoma. Wildlife managers need this infor-
mation for appropriate management of the bear population now that black bear
hunting has been reintroduced in Oklahoma.

Based on the examples provided above, we urge you to support the Wildlife Coop-

erative Research Units and the Water Resources Research Institutes.

ABOUT APLU AND THE BOARD ON NATURAL RESOURCES

APLU’s membership consists of 238 State universities, land-grant universities,
State-university systems and related organizations. APLU institutions enroll more
than 4.8 million undergraduate students and 1.3 million graduate students, award
1.2 million degrees, and conduct $41 billion annually in university-based research
annually. The Board’s mission is to promote university-based programs dealing with
natural resources, fisheries, wildlife, ecology, energy, and the environment. BNR
representatives are chosen by their president’s office to serve and currently number
over 500 scientists and educators, who are some of the Nation’s leading research
and educational expertise in environmental and natural-resource disciplines.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE DRINKING WATER
ADMINISTRATORS

The Association of State Drinking Water Administrators (ASDWA) respectfully
submits the following recommendations for fiscal year 2016 appropriations on behalf
of the drinking water programs in the fifty States, territories, District of Columbia,
and Navajo Nation.

Summary of Request: ASDWA respectfully requests that, for fiscal year 2016, the
subcommittee appropriate funding for three programs at levels commensurate with
Federal expectations for performance; that ensure appropriate public health protec-
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tion; and that will result in enhancing economic stability and prosperity in Amer-
ican cities and towns. ASDWA requests $200 million for the Public Water System
Supervision (PWSS) program; $1.186 billion for the Drinking Water State Revolving
Loan Fund (DWSRF) program; and $10 million for State drinking water program
security initiatives. A more complete explanation of the needs represented by these
requested amounts and their justification follows.

OVERVIEW: THE IMPORTANCE OF SAFE DRINKING WATER FOR OUR COMMUNITIES AND
THE ECONOMY & THE ROLE OF STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAMS

States need increased Federal support to maintain public health protection and
to support the needs of the water systems they oversee. State drinking water pro-
grams strive to meet the Nation’s public health protection goals through two prin-
cipal funding programs: the Public Water System Supervision Program (PWSS) and
the Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund (DWSRF) Program. These two pro-
grams, with their attendant State match requirements, provide the means for States
to work with drinking water utilities to ensure that American citizens can turn on
their taps with confidence that the water is both safe to drink and the supply is
adequate. In recent years, State drinking water programs have accepted additional
responsibilities in the area of water system security that include working with all
public water systems to ensure that critical drinking water infrastructure is pro-
tected; that plans are in place to respond to both natural and manmade disasters;
and that communities are better positioned to support both physical and economic
resilience in times of crisis.

Vibrant and sustainable communities, their citizens, workforce, and businesses all
depend on a safe, reliable, and adequate supply of drinking water. Economies only
grow and sustain themselves when they have reliable water supplies. Over 90 per-
cent of the population receives water used for bathing, cooking, and drinking from
a public water system—overseen by State drinking water program personnel. Even
people who have their own private wells will visit other homes, businesses, and in-
stitutions served by a public water system. As important as public water systems
are to the quality of the water we drink and our health, the majority of water pro-
duced by public water systems is used by businesses for a variety of purposes, in-
cluding processing, cooling, and product manufacturing. The availability of adequate
supplies of safe water is often a critical factor in attracting new businesses to com-
munities. Public water systems—as well as the cities, villages, schools, and busi-
nesses they support—rely on State drinking water programs to ensure they are in
compliance with all applicable Federal requirements and the water is safe to drink.
Several recent incidents in the U.S. have led to illnesses, death, or prohibitions
against use, due to unsafe drinking water. These have included deaths in several
States due to microbiological contaminants; unsafe drinking water in Charleston,
West Virginia for over a week due to an upstream chemical spill; and unsafe drink-
ing water in Toledo, Ohio for over a day due to algal toxins. These incidents serve
as stark reminders of the critical nature of the work that State drinking water pro-
grams do—every day—and the reason why State drinking water programs must be
adequately funded.

STATE DRINKING WATER PROGRAMS: HOW THEY OPERATE, WHY SUPPORT IS NEEDED,
AND JUSTIFICATIONS FOR REQUESTED AMOUNTS

The Public Water System Supervision (PWSS) Program

How the PWSS Program Operates.—To meet the requirements of the Safe Drink-
ing Water Act (SDWA), States have accepted primary enforcement responsibility for
oversight of regulatory compliance and technical assistance efforts for over 155,000
public water systems to ensure that potential health-based violations do not occur
or are remedied in a timely manner. Over 90 contaminants are regulated in Federal
drinking water regulations and the pace of regulatory activity has accelerated in re-
cent years. Beyond the contaminants covered by Federal drinking water regulations,
States are also implementing an array of proactive initiatives to protect public
health from “source to tap.” These include source water assessments and protections
for communities and watersheds; technical assistance for water treatment and dis-
tribution for challenged utilities; and enhancement of overall water system perform-
ance. In recent years, States have also taken on an increasingly prominent role in
working with Federal and local partners to help ensure sufficient water quantity.
In short, State activities go well beyond simply ensuring compliance at the tap—
and, States perform all of these tasks more efficiently and cheaply than would be
the case if the program were federally implemented. Well supported State drinking
water programs are a good deal for America.



33

Why Adequate Support is Needed.—Simply put, State drinking water programs
are extremely hard pressed financially and the funding gap continues to grow.
States must accomplish all of the above-described activities—and take on new re-
sponsibilities—in the context of a challenging economic climate. State funding has
historically compensated for inadequate Federal funding, but State budgets have
been less able to bridge this funding gap in recent years. State drinking water pro-
grams have often been expected to do more with less and States have always re-
sponded with commitment and integrity but they are currently stretched to the
breaking point. Insufficient Federal support for this critical program increases the
likelihood of contamination events that puts the public’s health at risk. $101.9 mil-
lion was appropriated for the PWSS program in fiscal year 2015 and the administra-
tion requested only $109.7 million in fiscal year 2016 (or, on average, a paltry $2
million per State per year). These amounts are woefully inadequate for the enormity
of the task faced by State drinking water programs. We believe, based on our rig-
orous assessment of every State’s need (in a report we released in January 2014),
that at least twice that amount is needed. Inadequate Federal funding for State
drinking water programs has a number of negative consequences. Many States are
simply unable to implement major provisions of the newer regulations, leaving the
work undone or ceding the responsibility back to EPA, which is also challenged by
the Agency’s own resource constraints and lack of “on the ground” expertise. States
also want to offer the flexibilities allowed under existing rules to local water sys-
tems. However, fewer State resources mean less opportunity to work one-on-one
with water systems to meet their individual needs. This situation has created a sig-
nificant implementation crisis in several regions of the country and is ultimately de-
laying or hampering implementation of critically needed public health protections.

For the PWSS Program in fiscal year 2016, ASDWA Respectfully Requests $200
million.—The number of regulations requiring State implementation and oversight
as well as performance expectations continue to grow while at the same time, the
Federal funding support necessary to maintain compliance levels and meet expecta-
tions has been essentially “flat-lined.” Inflation has further eroded these inadequate
funding levels. The recommended amount is based on ASDWA’s aforementioned
January 2014 resource needs report and begins to fill the above-described resource
gap. These funds are urgently needed for implementing new drinking water rules,
taking on a number of other new initiatives, and to account for the eroding effects
of inflation. We further recommend that Congress not allow any Federal funds al-
ready appropriated to State drinking water programs to be rescinded.

THE DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUND (DWSRF) PROGRAM

How the DWSRF Program Operates.—Drinking water in the U.S. is among the
safest and most reliable in the world, but it is threatened by aging infrastructure.
Through loans provided by the DWSRF, States help water utilities overcome this
threat. The historical payback to the DWSRF on this investment has been excep-
tional. In the core DWSRF program, $17.7 billion in cumulative Federal capitaliza-
tion grants since 1997 have been leveraged by States into over $28 billion in infra-
structure loans to small and large communities across the country. Such invest-
ments pay tremendous dividends—both in supporting our economy and in protecting
our citizens’ health. States have very effectively and efficiently leveraged Federal
dollars with State contributions to provide assistance to more than 10,000 projects,
improving health protection for millions of Americans. The U.S. Conference of May-
ors estimates that each public dollar invested in water infrastructure increases pri-
vate long-term Gross Domestic Product output by $6.35. An important feature of the
DWSRF program is States “set-aside” funds and another key reason for adequately
funding this critical program. States can reserve up to 31 percent of these funds for
a variety of critical tasks, such as shoring up the technical, managerial, and finan-
cial capacity of public water systems. Set-asides are thus an essential source of
funding for States’ core public health protection programs and these efforts work in
tandem with infrastructure loans.

Drinking Water Infrastructure Investment is Well below the Documented Need.—
The American Society of Civil Engineers gave the Nation’s drinking water infra-
structure a D+ grade and EPA’s most recent National Drinking Water Infrastruc-
ture Needs Survey (2011) indicated that drinking water system infrastructure needs
total $384 billion over the next 20 years. The American Water Works Association
recently estimated that 20 year need at $1 trillion (which more fully accounted for
more of the water distribution system replacement costs). Investment is needed for
aging treatment plants, storage tanks, pumps, and distribution lines that carry
water to our Nation’s homes, businesses and schools. The DWSRF must continue
to be a key part of the solution to the Nation’s infrastructure crisis.
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For the DWSRF Program in fiscal year 16, ASDWA respectfully requests $1.186
billion.—States were very encouraged by the $1.387 billion appropriated for the
DWSREF in fiscal year 2010 but have been disappointed by the subsequent down-
ward trend—$963 million in fiscal year 2011, $919 million in fiscal year 2012, $854
million for fiscal year 2013 (a figure not seen since 2006), and, a somewhat better
$907 million in fiscal year 2014 and fiscal year 2015. The primary purpose of the
DWSREF is to improve public health protection by facilitating water system compli-
ance with national primary drinking water regulations through the provision of
loans to improve drinking water infrastructure. Water infrastructure is needed for
public health protection as well as a sustainable economy, as explained above. In
light of these indicators of success and documented needs, we believe funding at the
$1.186 billion level—the level requested in the President’s fiscal year 2016 budget—
will better enable the DWSRF to meet the SDWA compliance and public health pro-
tection goals for which it was designed.

STATE DRINKING WATER SECURITY PROGRAMS

State Drinking Water Security Responsibilities.—State drinking water programs
are critical partners in emergency planning, response, and resiliency at all levels of
government. In fact, States are typically the critical nexus between Federal and
local levels officials in emergency situations. State primacy agencies provide key re-
sources and critical support—regardless of whether the emergency is rooted in ter-
rorism, natural disasters, or cyber intrusions. States continually work toward inte-
grating security considerations throughout all aspects of their drinking water pro-

ams.

State Drinking Water Security Funds Are Urgently Needed.—After 7 years of Con-
gressional support for State security programs through a small grant of approxi-
mately $5 million in EPA’s appropriations (from fiscal year 2002 through fiscal year
2008), no funds have been provided for this purpose since fiscal year 2009 and none
are requested by the administration for fiscal year 2015. It is very difficult to under-
stand why this small, but essential grant to States has been zeroed out of EPA’s
proposed budget and why Congress has not supported State drinking water security
programs. State drinking water programs urgently need funds to continue to main-
tain and expand their security activities, particularly in partnership with small and
medium public water systems.

For State Drinking Water Security Programs in fiscal year 16, ASDWA Respect-
fully Requests $10 million.—Given the realities and the lessons learned from recent
catastrophic events such as Hurricane Sandy in New York and New Jersey; tor-
nados in central Oklahoma; wildfires and floods in Colorado; and continuing drought
in California and Texas—to name but a few—State drinking water programs are
working more closely than ever with their water utilities to evaluate, assist, and
support drinking water systems’ preparedness, response, and resiliency capabilities.
States continue to expand their efforts to reflect a resilient, “all hazards” approach
to water security and to assist public water systems of all sizes—with a particular
focus on smaller water systems that most need help.

Conclusion.—ASDWA respectfully recommends that the Federal fiscal year 2016
budget needs for States’ role in the provision of safe drinking water be adequately
funded by Congress. A strong State drinking water program supported by the Fed-
eral-State partnership will ensure that the quality of drinking water in this country
will not deteriorate and, in fact, will continue to improve—so that the public can
be assured that a glass of water is safe to drink no matter where they travel or
live. States are willing and committed partners. However, additional Federal finan-
cial assistance is needed to meet ongoing and ever growing regulatory, infrastruc-
ture, and security needs. In 1996, Congress provided the authority to ensure that
the burden would not go unsupported. For fiscal year 2016, ASDWA asks that the
promise of that support be realized.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF ZOOS AND AQUARIUMS

Thank you Chairwoman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall for allowing me
to submit written testimony on behalf of the Nation’s 215 AZA-accredited zoos and
aquariums. Specifically, I want to express my support for the inclusion of
$11,100,000 for the Multinational Species Conservation Funds (MSCF) operated by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and $11,000,000 for National Environmental
Education Act programs at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the fiscal
year 2016 Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies appropriations bill.

Founded in 1924, the Association of Zoos and Aquariums (AZA) is a nonprofit
501c(3) organization dedicated to the advancement of zoos and aquariums in the
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areas of conservation, education, science, and recreation. AZA-accredited zoos and
aquariums annually see more than 180 million visitors, collectively generate more
than $17 billion in annual economic activity, and support more than 165,000 jobs
across the country. Annually, AZA-accredited institutions spend $160,000,000 on
more than 2,650 field conservation projects in 130 countries.

MSCF programs support public-private partnerships that conserve wild tigers,
elephants, rhinos, great apes, and marine turtles in their native habitats. Through
the MSCF programs, the United States supplements the efforts of developing coun-
tries that are struggling to balance the needs of their human populations and en-
demic wildlife. MSCF programs help to sustain wildlife populations, address threats
such as illegal poaching, reduce human-wildlife conflict, and protect essential habi-
tat. By working with local communities, they also improve people’s livelihoods, con-
tribute to local and regional stability, and support U.S. security interests in impov-
erished regions. This Federal program benefits AZA-accredited zoos and aquariums
iSn their field conservation efforts and partnerships with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

ervice.

I also encourage you to continue to support the valuable environmental education
initiatives at the EPA. Education programs at AZA-accredited institutions provide
essential learning opportunities, particularly about science, for schoolchildren in for-
mal and informal settings. Studies have shown that American schoolchildren are
lagging behind their international peers in certain subjects including science and
math. In the last 10 years, accredited zoos and aquariums formally trained more
than 400,000 teachers, supporting science curricula with effective teaching materials
and hands-on opportunities. School field trips annually connect more than
12,000,000 students with the natural world. Increasing access to formal and infor-
mal science education opportunities has never been more important.

Finally, much of the important conservation work at accredited zoos and aquar-
iums depends on a robust and fully staffed U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. While
I am aware of the budget challenges facing Congress and the agencies, I encourage
you to ensure that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has sufficient resources to em-
ploy qualified professionals, particularly for the programs handling permits, which
support the science-based conservation breeding and wildlife education programs
that require animals to be moved in an efficient, timely manner: International Af-
fairs (Management Authority), Endangered Species, Law Enforcement, and Migra-
tory Birds.

AZA-accredited zoos and aquariums are essential conservation and education
partners at the Federal, State, and local levels domestically as well as internation-
ally. To ensure that AZA-accredited zoos and aquariums can continue to serve in
these important roles, I urge you to include $11,100,000 for the Multinational Spe-
cies Conservation Funds operated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
$11,000,000 for National Environmental Education Act programs at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in the fiscal year 2016 Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies appropriations bill.

Thank you.

[This statement was submitted by Jim Maddy, President and CEO.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE BLACK MESA COMMUNITY SCHOOL

My name is Lorraine Yazzie, and I serve on the Board of the Black Mesa Commu-
nity School, located in a remote mountainous area, 26 miles North of Pinon, Ari-
zona. We are a community grant school, and have an enrollment of nearly 60 stu-
dents in grades K-8th. Our community is small, but the Black Mesa Community
School lies at the center of it, providing a space not only for children to learn, but
for parents to participate alongside them.

I testify during a time of both upheaval and promise in education for both Navajo
and other Indian students. This subcommittee has shown an admirable commitment
to Native schools with your recognition of needs in both program funding and facili-
ties. The administration has paid more attention to the issue of Indian education
in the last 2 years than ever before, and has recognized the need to finish work on
the now 11-year-old school replacement list. However, we recognize that with in-
creased attention come new priorities and strategies, which could enhance our stu-
dents’ educational opportunities and safety or which could adversely impact our
small community school depending on how these priorities are implemented. We
submit this testimony with strong hope that our concerns will be considered and
that through a partnership between the Congress, administration, tribes and schools
we will succeed in improving Indian education policy by better addressing the needs
of Native students.
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Our recommendations can be summarized as follows:

—Increase ISEP funding to $431 million in fiscal year 2016.

—Fund Student Transportation at $73 million, and BIA road maintenance at $40
million.

—Fully fund Tribal Grant Support Costs and Fund Technology Improvements as
proposed by the administration.

—Provide $109 million for facilities operation and $76 million for facilities mainte-
nance.

—Embark on a comprehensive 60-year plan for school replacement and upkeep.

—Protect school funding from the proposed Federal bureaucratic expansion.

1. Increase Funding for Indian School Equalization Programs

The most critical stream of funding for community grant schools like ours is in-
creased funding in the Indian School Equalization Program (ISEP). The ISEP funds
are those that schools use for their day to day operation, whether that is paying
teachers and staff, purchasing curriculum and supplies, or running student pro-
grams.

For years our ISEP funds have had to cover shortfalls due to the significant
underfunding of grant support costs, facilities operations and maintenance, and
school transportation. Thus, our need to use ISEP funds to paying utilities to ensure
our students have heat or to repair one of our school buses has meant that we can-
not provide retirement benefits to teachers and we must rely on part-time workers
to perform vital staff services. The need for increases in our available ISEP funding
is essential to attract and retain teachers for our school, since we are remote and
some teachers find a small school environment challenging. We do not want to be
in the situation where we are left only with those teachers who cannot find a job
elsewhere.

We also need teachers with the capacity to provide culturally appropriate bilin-
gual education consistent with requirements of the Navajo Department of Edu-
cation. We have seen important student performance successes thanks to bilingual
and cultural education programs, but have no additional funding sources for train-
ing, curriculum development, teacher certification and professional development.
ISEP funding increases are vital to enhancing learning opportunities for all of our
students through the training, development and retention of excellent teachers.

The subcommittee should be aware that due to funding limitations, year-after-
year we have also been forced to go without a school nurse or any security per-
sonnel. Because ambulance service and law enforcement is more than 3 hours away,
our school staff members are the first responders in our community. Additional
ISEP funding is necessary so that we can employ a school nurse and security per-
sonnel. Inadequate funding for these positions must be corrected so that our small
size and remote location does not make our students vulnerable.

This year, we are gratified to see the administration has requested $391.8 million
for ISEP funding, an increase of $5 million to the program. This will be an impor-
tant improvement that we fully support. We also stress that ISEP is our schools’
lifeblood, and we are still struggling to make up for losses in past years. We encour-
age the subcommittee to consider the National Congress of American Indians’
(NCAI) recommendation of $431 million for ISEP funding.

2. Increase Funding for Student Transportation

One of our school’s largest challenges is getting our children to school and back
home. Our community is at high altitude, and our weather takes a toll on our roads.
In turn, our roads take a toll on our school buses, particularly the computer sensors
and electrical systems that are not designed for the punishing road conditions our
buses face. Maintenance costs for our vehicles are higher than average for this rea-
son and because maintaining our buses requires long transport trips to garages in
Flagstaff and Gallup which are 150 and 170 miles away, respectively. Furthermore,
although we have the ability to perform many bus maintenance activities on site,
we do not have the funding resources to meet the numerous Federal environmental
requirements applicable to those maintenance activities. With funds stretched so
thin, we struggle to get our students to extracurricular activities such as sports or
field trips that students at non-Indian schools enjoy as an everyday convenience.
The administration has requested $53.14 million for student transportation, but
that is simply not enough given the challenges of our roads and equipment. We re-
quest at least $73 million for student transportation in the BIE system.

We also request that this subcommittee fund BIA road maintenance at a sustain-
able level. For example, we had to cancel school on February 25-27 and March 2,
March 3, March 5, and March 6 because our roads were impassable—and we only
had a half day on March 4. The condition of our roads is directly affecting our stu-
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dents’ ability to learn. The administration has only requested an increase of
$232,000 to the meager $26.5 million budget for road maintenance. We echo NCAI’s
recommendation that the subcommittee appropriate $40 million for road mainte-
nance in fiscal year 2016.

3. We support the President’s proposal to fully fund Tribal Grant Support Costs and
Increase Technology Resources.

Tribal Grant Support Costs (TGSC) (formerly known as Administrative Cost
Grants) are the BIE analogue to Contract Support Costs, and are necessary for com-
munity grant schools like Black Mesa to operate their schools. Not only do the
TGSC funds pay for the administration of the school, but also fund all indirect costs
like payroll, accounting, insurance, background checks and other legal, reporting,
and recordkeeping requirements. TGSC is also critical in order for schools to comply
with the increasingly burdensome reporting requirements imposed by BIE and to
comply with grant funding assurances, such as the extensive and costly measures
required by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Black Mesa School wishes to underscore the importance of TGSC for small schools
like ours. Although our student population and staffing numbers may be smaller
than others, the administrative responsibilities that we must meet are the same as
those of large schools. As a result, these administrative duties disproportionately af-
fect us. This year, the administration has proposed to fully fund TGSC. Black Mesa
Community School welcomes this important change, and applauds this subcommit-
tee’s and the administration’s decision to treat schools’ support costs the same as
contractors with the BIA and the Indian Health Service. We support the administra-
tion’s proposal that TGSC and startup costs be funded at $75.34 million.

Additionally, our limited Internet connectivity and no qualified computer techni-
cian requires members of our staff to travel 4 hours roundtrip on a weekly basis
to obtain suitable Internet service to submit our school’s required progress reports
(Native STAR school improvement planning) and facilities management information
system (FMIS). Our schools technology needs, only a daily basis, financial trans-
action/data (MIP Accounting software program), student information system
(NASIS), transportation program, environmental compliance through the environ-
mental management system (EMS), food service compliance through State Depart-
ment of Education and related electronic sharing/reporting (i.e. fund drawdowns
from ASAP/SAM, Clearinghouse to report our audits, etc.). Given our dependence
on inadequate satellite Internet access and the increasing importance of Internet-
based technologies in the classrooms and administration, we also fully support the
President’s call to expand access to broadband and other communications infrastruc-
ture and technology with a computer technician in every school.

4. Our schools need full funding for Facilities Operation and Maintenance.

The condition of BIE-funded schools has been the subject of national news atten-
tion for years. Some schools in the country are forced to teach their students in con-
verted bus barns or go without hot water. We do the best we can with our facilities
at Black Mesa School, but constantly struggle with the fact that we do not have
enough funding for maintenance of our buildings, utilities, and every day repairs.

The effective operation of our facilities is vital not only for the learning readiness
and comfort of our students, but also to protect their health and safety. It is hard
to learn and progress if you're too cold, or if the lights are dim or flickering. In the
last year it was reviewed, the BIA listed our school condition as “poor” with a de-
ferred maintenance backlog of over three-quarters of a million dollars. Our backlog
has only grown in the intervening 4 years, and our students are the ones who suffer
as a result. Our facilities face significant budgetary challenges, especially as EPA
compliance requirements must be given priority attention to avoid citations. Mean-
while, because Facilities Operation and Maintenance funding for BIE schools is allo-
cated based upon square footage, our small school receives insufficient funds to meet
Federal environmental compliance requirements while also covering immediate
health, safety and maintenance needs.

We appreciate that the administration has finally moved to complete the replace-
ment of schools on a list dated from 2004, but we need to stress that these needs
are ongoing. Further, it is critical for our schools to have the funds to maintain and
thus lengthen the useful life of our facilities. We support the BIE’s request for
school construction, but request that funding for facilities operation and mainte-
nance be increased to $109 million for operations and $76 million for maintenance.
This will help us meet our ongoing needs, and will set us on the path to catching
up with deferred maintenance from past years.

We also note that the completion of the 2004 school replacement list means that
a new round of replacements will begin. We encourage this subcommittee and BIE
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to work together with schools and tribes to establish a comprehensive, long-term
plan for school construction and maintenance. We call on the subcommittee to em-
bark on a 60-year schools replacement plan with adequate funding to maintain
buildings throughout their life. Recent testimony from the Government Account-
ability Office reported that even new construction is starting to fail due to inappro-
priate maintenance or poor construction oversight. Our school wants to protect the
Federal investment in our students’ education, and we ask the subcommittee to em-
power local communities to do so by removing and streamlining the bureaucratic
hurdles in the facilities management system.

5. Protecting School Funding and Programs from Federal Expansion

You have heard over the last year from us and other schools about our concerns
with the BIE’s “Blueprint for Reform” and its “One-Grant Initiative.” We do not
doubt the administration’s commitment to Native students or improving the edu-
cation outcomes at Indian schools—even the President himself has commented on
the issue. We have a different perspective on what will be the best strategies to use
to achieve that goal and we fear that our views are not being heard.

Without delving into the detail of the Blueprint for Reform and the Secretarial
Order that accompanied it in June of last year, we urge the limited amounts of new
funding proposed by the President be directed to the community school level, not
the BIE bureaucracy. Accordingly, we request that the subcommittee reprogram
funds the administration has proposed for bureaucratic reforms (like those con-
tained in the “Enhancement” line item of the budget) to ISEP and Facilities. Any
funding for the BIE’s internal reforms must come from outside the Indian budget
realm—our funds are scarce as is, and must not be diverted away from students.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN BRADLEY AND REBECCA BRADLEY OF NEWARK,
CALIFORNIA

Dear Senators Feinstein and Boxer and Members of the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Related Agencies:

We urge you to support the President’s 2016 budget request for $508.2 million for
the National Wildlife Refuge System’s Operations and Maintenance account. For too
many years now our National Wildlife Refuge System has been operating on a shoe-
string budget, trying diligently to respond to infrastructure maintenance needs, and
working heroically with insufficient number of staff to provide us and our children
with quality interpretation, environmental education, habitat protection and res-
toration, and access to wildlife.

We urge you to reauthorize and fully fund the Land and Water Conservation
Fund at $900 million per year, and provide $173.8 million of such funding in fiscal
year 2016 for procurement of conservation easements and refuge in-holdings. We be-
lieve that we should be able to maintain existing infrastructure and run quality op-
erations, and at the same time increase the number of acres that are protected for
wildlife habitat by investing in conservation easements and purchasing land from
willing sellers at fair market value.

We ask you along with our local and county governments to appropriate $60 mil-
lion for the National Wildlife Refuge Fund in fiscal year 2016, which offsets losses
in tax revenue because lands owned by the Federal Government are exempt from
property taxes. At the same time we are encouraged by the annual reporting that
confirms the value which refuges provide to communities in economic terms, based
on the spending patterns of citizens and others who visit refuges. Refuges are not
only great for wildlife, they’re often an asset to local economies. This is another rea-
son why we think it is important to maintain infrastructure and services.

Finally, we will plead with you and all your Senate colleagues, to pass a “clean”
Appropriation bill, free from policy riders such as removing the Service’s authority
to establish new refuges administratively. This authority has been used by the exec-
utive department in a non-partisan way to establish 90 percent of all existing Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges. It seems to us that appropriations bills are intended to ad-
dress the annual monetary needs of our executive department, and are not meant
to formulate or revise policy issues or prior legislation. We think such riders can
be very distracting, counter-productive, and detrimental to responsible, efficient leg-
islation and governance.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input into the appropriations process
and try to make a difference for the natural heritage we all hold dear.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE BRISTOL BAY AREA HEALTH CORPORATION

The requests of the Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation for the fiscal year 2016
%nﬁiian Health Service (IHS) budget and our comments on BIA Recognition are as
ollows:

—Allocate at least an additional $12.5 million to the IHS to fully fund Village

Built Clinic (VBC) leases and make it a line item in the budget.

—Active support of the subcommittee to change Contract Support Costs funding

to a mandatory funded basis.

—Increased IHS behavioral healthcare funding.

—Funding for built-in costs.

—Department of Interior recognition of Knugank.

The Bristol Bay Area Health Corporation (BBAHC) was created in 1973 to provide
healthcare services to Alaska Natives of Southwest Alaska. BBAHC began operating
and managing the Kanakanak Hospital and the Bristol Bay Service Unit for the
THS in 1980, and was the first tribal organization to do so under the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA). BBAHC is a co-signer to
the Alaska Tribal Health Compact with the IHS under the ISDEAA and is now re-
spﬁnsible for providing and promoting healthcare to the people of 34 Alaska Native
Villages.

VILLAGE BUILT CLINICS

In our Bristol Bay region, our Village Built Clinic (VBC) facilities continue to face
a significant funding crisis. The VBCs are essential for maintaining our Community
Health Aide/Practitioner (CHAP) programs in our villages. The CHAP program pro-
vides the only local source of healthcare for our Alaska Native people.

Because the CHAPs could not operate in most of rural Alaska without clinic facili-
ties in the Alaska Native villages, the IHS established the VBC leasing program in
the 1970s, but the leases have been chronically underfunded. Moreover, IHS has
taken the position that VBCs—unlike comparable facilities in the lower 48—are not
eligible for maintenance and improvement funding, for which Congress appropriated
over $53.6 million in fiscal year 2015. Current funding for the VBCs is not sufficient
to cover the cost of repair and renovation as necessary to maintain the facilities in
a safe condition. Many have been closed due to the hazards to the health service
employees and patients, leaving villages without a clinic or access to CHAP services.
Lease rental amounts for VBCs have failed to keep pace with costs; the majority
of leases have not increased since 1989.

A very recent estimate is that $12.5 million more per year, in addition to the cur-
rent VBC allocation from IHS of about $4 million, would be needed to maintain and
operate Alaska VBCs on a par with similar tribal health facilities elsewhere. Con-
gress typically has not appropriated VBC funding as a separate line item. Instead,
THS allocates VBC lease funds from the Hospitals and Clinics line in its multi-bil-
lion-dollar lump-sum appropriation. This leaves IHS the discretion, in its view, to
allocate however much—or little—it wishes to VBCs. Congress, of course, can over-
ride this discretion. We respectfully request that you direct IHS to (1) identify the
amount needed to fully fund all Alaska VBCs, (2) request that amount in a separate
line in the IHS budget, and (3) allocate that amount to the VBC lease program.

CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS MANDATORY FUNDING

We support the administration’s proposal to fund Contract Support Costs (CSC)
on a mandatory basis, although we urge, along with many other tribes and tribal
organizations, that Congress enable it to become effective with fiscal year 2016. The
administration’s proposal differs from our and others in Indian Country proposal
that CSC be funded indefinitely and not capped, but we gratefully acknowledge this
proposal as a huge step for the administration. We are hopeful that the $718 million
proposed for CSC funds for IHS will be sufficient for full funding for fiscal year
2016—a lot of work has gone into the estimated calculation and that should bode
well for future estimates as well.

We so appreciate your support for full funding of CSC and your blunt statement
accompanying the fiscal year 2014 appropriations act that the legal obligation to
fully fund CSC had put the House and Senate Committees in the “untenable posi-
tion of appropriating discretionary funds for the payment of any legally obligated
contract support costs.”

We ask for your active help in working with the Budget Committee and others
in Congress who may want to weigh in on this proposal for mandatory CSC funding.
You have had a great deal of experience in talking with Indian and Alaska Native
leaders over the years about the frustrations and the inequity of tribes and tribal
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organizations who contract to assume administration of Federal programs not being
paid for the costs to administer them. We know that member to member commu-
nications are of the utmost importance and you have much to offer others in Con-
gress who will impact this proposal.

BEHAVIORAL HEALTH/SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDING

Alaska faces particular hardships in providing for our communities’ behavioral
and mental health needs. BBAHC has only one social service employee. There is a
dire need for more prevention funding for suicide intervention as well as alcohol and
substance abuse prevention, particularly for our youth. Alaska has twice the na-
tional rate of suicide, and ranks second in the Nation in suicide attempts requiring
hospitalization. Alaska Native teens commit suicide at a rate nearly six times that
of non-Native teenagers. Compounding and complicating the suicide epidemic is al-
cohol and substance abuse, a mental health disorder. The overwhelming majority of
the people we lose to suicide suffer from diagnosable, treatable mental health or
substance abuse problems. However, the waiting list for treatment averages nearly
9 months, and due to lack of funding there is often no place to refer people, particu-
larly young people.

Thus we urge you to support the administration’s Generations Indigeneous (or
“Gen-I”) proposal for increased resources for tribes to address youth behavioral,
mental health and substance abuse and auxiliary issues. For the IHS, the Gen-I
proposal would include a $25 million increase in Substance Abuse Prevention ac-
count for additional behavioral health staff and for youth-focused programs. For the
BIA the proposal is an increase of $15 million to expand the Tiwahe Initiative de-
signed to address the inter-related problems of poverty, violence and substance
abuse faced by Native communities. Of note, but not under this subcommittee’s ju-
risdiction, is the request for a $25 million increase for SAMHSA as part of Gen-I—
$10 million from the Mental Health account and $15 million from the Substance
Abuse Prevention account.

BUILT-IN COSTS

We appreciate the administration’s fiscal year 2016 request of $147.3 million for
built-in costs consisting of $71.2 million for medical inflation at a 3.8 percent rate;
$19.4 million for a 1.3 percent pay raise; and $56.7 million to partially fund popu-
lation growth ($70.3 million needed for full funding according to IHS) and urge Con-
gress to fund this request.

Built-in costs are often sacrificed in the budget negotiation process, but lack of
them impacts all programs. Inflation—medical and non-medical; required pay
raises, and population growth are real facts of life and affect our ability to provide
sufficient healthcare services.

While for fiscal year 2015 the administration requested $63 million for medical
inflation and $2.6 million to partially fund pay raises, the final bill provided only
$2.6 million for pay raises (estimated cost is $20 million) but no other built-in costs.
For fiscal year 2014 the only IHS built-in costs included in the appropriations act
was $35 million for medical inflation for the Purchased/Referred Care program. In
fiscal year 2013 the only built-in costs provided was $1.7 million for a pay raise the
Commissioned Corps program, and fiscal years 2011 and 2012 appropriations acts
were similarly bleak in terms of built-in costs funding. The cumulative effect of
underfunding of built-in costs takes a toll.

KNUGANK RECOGNITION

We bring to your attention the efforts to get the Department of Interior to correct
the omission of Knugank (which is in the Bristol Bay region) from the list of feder-
ally recognized tribes. We are supporting Knugank in this effort and are hopeful
this this situation will be corrected soon although there has been a series of delays
in issuing a decision.

In a January 2012 letter to Senator Murkowski, the Assistant Secretary of Indian
Affairs explained that Knugank could be added to the list of recognized tribes if it
meets the standards established by Congress in Section 1 of the Alaska Amendment
to the Indian Reorganization Act (25 U.S.C. §473a). Several months later, the office
of the Assistant Secretary agreed to evaluate Knugank’s extensive documentation,
and based on the statutory standards, issue a decision regarding Knugank’s eligi-
bility to be included on the list of recognized tribes. Several times we have been told
that a decision (which we believe will be favorable to Knugank) is imminent and
that all needed information has been provided. It appears that, despite the signifi-
cant investments made over the course of many years by BBAHC, Knugank, Mem-
bers of Congress and the Agency to resolve this matter, the Offices of the Solicitor
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and Assistant Secretary now seem unable to find the time to take the final steps
to finalize a decision. We and our attorneys are in frequent communication with the
Offices of the Solicitor and Assistant Secretary and can tell you that delays at this
point are not about serious questions, but are due to an unwillingness to give the
issue the attention it deserves.

Knugank should be immediately added to the list of federally recognized tribes,
affirming their eligibility to organize as a tribe under the standards and precedent
established by the Alaska Amendment to the Indian Reorganization Act, thus allow-
ing them their rightful government-to-government status and access to an array of
Federal resources.

OTHER

There is no room within the page limits to comment on every major issue of im-
portance to us but want you to know that we join others in full support of extending
the Special Diabetes Program for Indians, for establishment of Medicare-like Rates
for non-hospital services thus stretching our Purchased/Referred Care dollars, and,
as Congress has done for the Veterans Administration medical accounts, providing
funding to IHS on an advance appropriations basis so that may have better lead
time for our planning, budgeting, and purchasing processes and for our recruitment
of personnel.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns and needs.

[This statement was submitted by Robert J. Clark, President/CEO.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT

On behalf of the Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD), I encour-
age you to include $1.5 million for salinity specific projects in the Bureau of Land
Management’s (BLM) Soil, Water and Air Program in fiscal year 2016. This funding
will help protect the water quality of the Colorado River that is used by approxi-
mately 40 million people for municipal and industrial purposes and used to irrigate
approximately 4 million acres in the United States.

CAWCD manages the Central Arizona Project, a multi-purpose water resource de-
velopment and management project that delivers Colorado River water into central
and southern Arizona. The largest supplier of renewable water in Arizona, CAP di-
verts an average of over 1.6 million acre-foot of Arizona’s 2.8 million acre-foot Colo-
rado River entitlement each year to municipal and industrial users, agricultural ir-
rigation districts, and Indian communities.

Our goal at CAP is to provide an affordable, reliable and sustainable supply of
Colorado River water to a service area that includes more than 80 percent of Arizo-
na’s population.

These renewable water supplies are critical to Arizona’s economy and to the
economies of Native American communities throughout the State. Nearly 90 percent
of economic activity in the State of Arizona occurs within CAP’s service area. CAP
also helps the State of Arizona meet its water management and regulatory objec-
tives of reducing groundwater use and ensuring availability of groundwater as a
supplemental water supply during future droughts. Achieving and maintaining
these water management objectives is critical to the long-term sustainability of a
State as arid as Arizona.

NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF CONCENTRATED SALTS

Natural and man-induced salt loading to the Colorado River creates environ-
mental and economic damages. EPA has identified that more than 60 percent of the
salt load of the Colorado River comes from natural sources. The majority of land
within the Colorado River Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered
by BLM. Human activity, principally irrigation, adds to salt load of the Colorado
River. Further, natural and human activities concentrate the dissolved salts in the
River.

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) has estimated the current quan-
tifiable damages at about $382 million per year to U.S. users with projections that
damages would increase to more than $600 million by 2035 if the program were not
to continue. These damages include:

—a reduction in the yield of salt sensitive crops and increased water use to meet

the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector;

—increased use of imported water and cost of desalination and brine disposal for

recycling water in the municipal sector;



42

—a reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, garbage disposals, clothes washers, and dishwashers, and increased use
of bottled water and water softeners in the household sector;

—an increase in the cost of cooling operations and the cost of water softening, and
a decrease in equipment service life in the commercial sector;

—an increase in the use of water and the cost of water treatment, and an increase
in sewer fees in the industrial sector;

—a decrease in the life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sector;
and

—difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply with Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and conditions,
and an increase in desalination and brine disposal costs due to accumulation
of salts in groundwater basins.

Adequate funding for salinity control will prevent the water quality of the Colo-

rado River from further degradation and avoid significant increases in economic
damages to municipal, industrial and irrigation users.

HISTORY OF THE BLM COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROGRAM

In implementing the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974, Congress
recognized that most of the salts in the Colorado River originate from federally
owned lands. Title I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to
the quality of waters being delivered to Mexico. Title II of the Act deals with im-
proving the quality of the water delivered to users in the United States. This testi-
mony deals specific with Title II efforts. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity
Control Act and directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive
program for minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands adminis-
tered by BLM.

In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a report
on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106-459). In 2003, BLM em-
ployed a Salinity Coordinator to increase BLM efforts in the Colorado River Basin
and to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific salinity control
practices. With a significant portion of the salt load of the Colorado River coming
from BLM administered lands, the BLM portion of the overall program is essential
to the success of the effort. Inadequate BLM salinity control efforts will result in
significant additional economic damages to water users downstream.

The threat of salinity continues to be a concern in both the United States and
Mexico. On November 20, 2012, a 5-year agreement, known as Minute 319, was
signed between the U.S. and Mexico to guide future management of the Colorado
River. Among the key issues addressed in Minute 319 included an agreement to
maintain current salinity management and existing salinity standards. The CAWCD
and other key water providers are committed to meeting these goals.

CONCLUSION

Implementation of salinity control practices through BLM program has proven to
be a very cost effective method of controlling the salinity of the Colorado River. In
fact, the salt load of the Colorado River has now been reduced by roughly 1.2 million
tons annually, reducing salinity in the Lower Basin by more than 100 ppm. How-
ever, shortfalls in funding levels have led to inefficiencies in the implementation of
the overall program. Therefore, additional funding is required in 2014 to meet this
goal and prevent further degradation of the quality of the Colorado River with a
commensurate increase in downstream economic damages.

The current drought that has significantly impacted the West affects the amount
of and quality of available water, which in turn has the potential to exacerbate the
salinity concentration levels. In addition to initiatives such as the Drought Response
program and WaterSMART Grants, adequate funding for salinity control will pre-
vent water quality of the Colorado River from further degradation and ensure the
availability of supplies for future generations.

CAWCD urges the subcommittee to include $1.5 million for salinity specific
projects in the BLM’s Soil, Water and Air Program. If adequate funds are not appro-
priated, significant damages from the higher salt concentrations in the water will
be more widespread in the United States and Mexico.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHIPPEWA OTTAWA RESOURCE AUTHORITY
I. SUMMARY

The Chippewa Ottawa Resource Authority (CORA), on behalf of its five member
Indian tribes, requests $54,463,464 in recurring base funding from the Department
of Interior’s fiscal year 2016 appropriation bill, to support tribal natural resource
management programs pursuant to two recently enacted Consent Decrees and sup-
port for all intertribal resource management organizations under “Evaluation and
Research Activities—Climate Change”.

CORA is a coalition of five federally recognized Michigan tribes including, the Bay
Mills Indian Community, the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indi-
ans, the Little River Band of Ottawa Indians, the Little Traverse Bay Bands of
Odawa Indians, and the Sault Ste Marie Tribe of Chippewa Indians.

The tribes are parties to the historic United States v. Michigan, a court case con-
cerning the exercise of treaty-reserved fishing, hunting, and gathering rights as they
pertain to Article 13 of the 1836 Treaty of Washington. Article 13 states that the
tribes “stipulate for the right of hunting on the lands ceded, with the other usual
privileges of occupancy, until the land is required for settlement.”

II. GREAT LAKES CONSENT DECREE (2000)

In 1979, following nearly a decade of litigation in State and Federal courts
(United States v. Michigan), the Federal district court affirmed the existence of trea-
ty-reserved fishing rights in the upper Great Lakes of Michigan. These court rulings
also determined that the tribes could regulate and manage their respective mem-
bers’ fishing activities. Accordingly, the tribes have developed the biological, enforce-
ment, and judicial programs necessary to properly protect and manage the Gieat
Lakes fishery resource while continuing to exercise commercial and subsistence fish-
ing activities.

While these court decisions recognized that the tribes’ right to utilize the Great
Lakes fishery resource was in fact reserved in the 1836 Treaty of Washington, the
allocation of fishing opportunities among competing user groups, and the inter-juris-
dictional management authority was not addressed. Subsequently, the seven parties
to U S. v. Michigan, which included the five CORA tribes, the State of Michigan,
and the United States initiated negotiations in the early 1980’s that culminated in
a 15-year court-ordered settlement in 1985. In 2000, the parties successfully renego-
tiated a comprehensive agreement that will govern allocation and management of
the Great Lakes fishery resource through the year 2020. This agreement was en-
tered into Federal court as a Consent Decree on August 8, 2000.

The Great Lakes Consent Decree was a complex agreement that imposed many
new management obligations on the parties, particularly the tribes. Recurring base
funding levels for each tribe were established prior to adoption of the 2000 Great
Lakes Consent Decree; however, since 2001, CORA has been annually requesting a
modest increase in base funding to help the tribes accomplish the extensive man-
dates imposed by the Great Lakes Decree, and to offset over a decade of inflation.

III. INLAND CONSENT DECREE (2007)

In the early 2000’s, the parties to U.S. v Michigan, strongly desired to settle the
Inland portion of the case through a joint agreement, rather than contentious and
costly litigation, such as occurred during the Great Lakes phase. After some 2 years
of complex negotiations, the parties were successful in negotiating an agreement
that resolved the question of Inland treaty rights. This agreement was also entered
into Federal law as a Consent Decree on November 2, 2007 and has no expiration
date. Similar to the Great Lakes Consent Decree, it describes the allocation, man-
agement, and enforcement processes that will govern the tribes’ Inland (i.e. non-
Great Lakes) treaty-reserved hunting, gathering, and fishing rights throughout
nearly 14 million acres in northern Michigan. As with the Great Lakes Decree the
Federal Government is a signatory party.

The 2007 Inland Consent Decree is a comprehensive and complex document that
resolves the final phase of U.S. v. Michigan. In order to achieve an agreement of
this scope and magnitude, the CORA tribes made many concessions, assumptions,
sub-agreements, and politically difficult changes in their natural resource har-
vesting activities and associated management structures, including the forfeiture of
commercial opportunities. The Inland Consent Decree also establishes many new ob-
ligations and responsibilities for all parties. For the tribes, these responsibilities are
heavily weighted toward development of regulations, biological monitoring and as-
sessment, enforcement of the newly enacted regulations, and numerous inter-gov-
ernmental processes; all of which impose a substantial and permanent financial bur-



44

den for the tribes and of which Congress has provided initial dollars for the imple-
mentation of tribal programs.

In order to meet the obligations mandated by the Inland Consent Decree, while
providing for long-term sustainable use of the resources for the next seven genera-
tions, each of the tribes will need to establish a management capability in several
core areas, including Conservation Enforcement, Biological Monitoring and Assess-
ment, Tribal Court, and Administration. These dollars will assist with establishing
management programs for each tribe under the 2007 Consent Decree to ensure that
the tribes can meet their obligations.

IV. FUNDING REQUEST JUSTIFICATION

Clearly, both the Great Lakes and Inland Consent Decrees represent landmark
accomplishments in resolving disputes related to rights reserved in treaties between
the United States and Indian tribes. These two Decrees cover the geographic major-
ity of the State of Michigan and its Great Lakes waters; however, the viability and
success of both the Great Lakes Decree and the new Inland Consent Decree hinges
on the ability of all the parties (tribal, State, and Federal) to deliver effective re-
source management programs—and the onus is on the tribes.

In order to properly meet the responsibilities and mandates associated with both
the Great Lakes and Inland Consent Decrees, CORA requests funding for the fol-
lowing activities:

—DMaintain and provide the current recurring base funding for continued oper-

ation under the Great Lakes Consent Decree.

—Maintain newly enacted recurring base funding level to support programs nec-

essary for implementation of the 2007 Consent Decree.

After making such landmark, long-term commitments, it is imperative that the
tribes not be placed in a position where inadequate funding prohibits them from
meeting their obligations, responsibilities, and opportunities under either the Inland
or Great Lakes Consent Decrees. Adequate funding is absolutely critical to achiev-
ing the objectives and responsibilities described in both Consent Decrees; agree-
ments that were designed to resolve complicated and culturally significant Treaty
Rights issues. Moreover, failure to meet mandated obligations risks a “re-opening”
of these negotiated agreements or, at a minimum, modifying certain terms of either
Decree in a manner that would adversely affect the tribes’ ability to exercise their
treaty-reserved rights, or upset the delicate balance of allocation and management
strategies among the parties, which of course, includes the Federal Government as
a party. The CORA member tribes appreciate the initial dollars received which will
assist with implementation of the 2007 Inland Consent Decree.

V. DISTRIBUTION OF FISCAL YEAR 2016 FUNDING REQUEST AMONG CORA TRIBES

On behalf of CORA and its five member tribes, I would like to thank you for your
past financial support, and request your continued support in fiscal year 2016 in
maintaining CORA’s current base funding for Great Lakes activities, and maintain-
ing the newly enacted recurring base funding for implementing CORA’s responsibil-
ities under the Inland Consent Decree.

VI. EVALUATION AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES—CLIMATE CHANGE

The CORA tribes respectfully request your support for fiscal year 2016 RPI fund-
ing for all intertribal resource management organizations for the Climate Change
line item and to provide to CORA its proportionate share of those funds. That
amount is $398,464.00.

2000 GREAT LAKES CONSENT DECREE

fret (Ii;allze%olg)crease Total R
. | t t
CORA Member Tribe 2014 Great Lakes Requested Increase (Fisgaal YezquZe(S)IG)
(Fiscal Year 2015)

Bay Mills $845,430 $2,800 $848,230
Little Traverse 650,900 2,800 653,700
Little River 650,900 2,800 653,700
Sault Ste. Marie (0SG Base) 151,885 2,800 154,685
Grand Traverse (0SG Base) 151,885 2,800 154,685
Totals 2,451,000 14,000 2,465,000
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2007 INLAND CONSENT DECREE

Bay Mills $320,000
Little Traverse 320,000
Little River 320,000
Sault Ste. Marie 320,000
Grand Traverse 320,000

Total 1,600,000

0SG CUMULATIVE BASE, WHICH IS NOT PART OF THE RIGHTS PROTECTION DISTRIBUTIONS

. Chippewa/Ottawa Treaty Voight

Self-Governance Tribe Non-TPA
Sault Ste. Marie (0SG Base) $633,607
Grand Traverse (05G Base) 616,832
Subtotal 1,250,439

Evaluation and Research Activities—Climate Change—CORA Tribes—$398,464

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHOCTAW NATION OF OKLAHOMA

Good morning to distinguished members of this subcommittee and a special con-
gratulation to new members, Messrs. Derek Kilmer and Steve Israel. Thank you for
inviting the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma to present oral testimony on the fiscal
year 2016 President’s proposed budgets for the Indian Health Service (IHS) and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA). I submit this testimony which identifies the funding
priorities and budget issues important to the Choctaw Nation and its citizens.

This is a very important subcommittee for American Indians and Alaska Natives
because you determine just how much funding will be appropriated for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health Service to support basic essential services
for Indian people to fulfill the United States’ trust responsibility. While there have
been increases in both agencies over the past decade, tribal programs remain under-
funded and tribes are expected to do more with less. We incurred the wrath of cuts
from the 2013 sequester and we were hit with additional cuts in 2014 and 2015 to
fully pay Contract Support Costs (CSC). We remain resilient and are optimistic that
the fiscal year 2016 President’s budget proposal will address the long-term fix for
CSC and bring attention to the forefront regarding the lack of budget equity for trib-
al program funding that has persisted for far too long. We want to rebuild our faith
in the government-to-government relationship that we have invested in for many
generations—but partnerships involve more than one party to make it happen!

We recommend the following:

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

1. Joint Venture Program—Increase President’s request to $100 million.
2. Special Diabetes Program for Indians—Reauthorize for 5 years at $200 million/
year for 5 years.

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE AND BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

1. Contract Support Costs—Fully fund in 2016 and shift into mandatory funding
beginning in 2017 with 3-Year Spending Authority.

2. Exempt tribal government services and program funding from sequestrations,
unilateral rescissions and budget cuts.

3. Provide funding increases—Office of Tribal Self-Governance (IHS) and the Of-
fice of Self-Governance (DOI) to fully staff to support the number of tribes en-
tering Self-Governance.

The Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma is the third largest Native American tribal gov-
ernment in the United States, with over 208,000 members. The Choctaw Nation ter-
ritory consists of all or part of 10 counties in southeast Oklahoma, and we are
proudly one of the State’s largest employers. The Nation operates numerous pro-
grams and services under Self-Governance compacts with the United States, includ-
ing but not limited to: a sophisticated health system serving over 33,000 patients
with a hospital in Talihina, Oklahoma, nine (9) outpatient clinics, referred specialty
care and sanitation facilities construction; higher education; Johnson O’Malley pro-
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gram; housing improvement; child welfare and social services; law enforcement; and,
many others. The Choctaw Nation has operated under the Self-Governance author-
ity in the Department of the Interior (DOI) since 1994 and in the Department of
Health and Human Services’ IHS since 1995. As a Self-Governance tribe, the Nation
is able to re-design programs to meet tribally specific needs without diminishing the
United States’ trust responsibility. Self-Governance is now a permanent reality for
many tribes.

In 2014 the Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma was designated one of the five, and the
only tribal, Promise Zones in the United States. The initiative will enhance coopera-
tion between Federal agencies, local government branches, community advocates
and the Choctaw Nation to focus on key areas that will contribute to economic
%‘rowth and revitalize opportunities for a better quality of life in southeastern Okla-

oma.

JOINT VENTURE CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM—INCREASE PRESIDENT’S REQUEST TO $100
MILLION

The Joint Venture Construction Program (JVCP) is a unique opportunity for the
Indian Health Service to partner with tribes and make scarce Federal dollars
stretch much farther than in the traditional Federal construction programs. The
President’s proposed level of $18 million will not support the intent of the JVCP and
should be increased to $100 million at a minimum. Tribes have taken on great risks
in financing the construction of new or replacement facilities. These risks are taken
with a commitment from the IHS to fund necessary staffing and operating costs
upon completion of facility construction. Failure to fund staffing and operating costs
in a sufficient and timely manner leaves tribes without the means to safely operate
these facilities, compromising their ability to service loan agreements while jeopard-
izing the health and safety of our entire communities.

In 2014 the Choctaw Nation applied for and was awarded a JVCP for a new Re-
gional Health Care Facility in Durant, Oklahoma. There are no IHS facilities in the
County and the 2014 estimated user population is 6,939 with projected primary pro-
vider visits of almost 29,000 which speak volumes to the need. The Nation will de-
sign, construct, and equip the new facility consisting of 123,780 sq. ft. (11,500 sq.
m) in size and it will be operated under the Nation’s Self-Governance Agreement.

Upon projected completion of construction the THS agrees to request congressional
appropriations for additional staffing and operations based on the tribes’ projected
dates of completion, beneficial occupancy and opening. Another key element to a
successful JVCP partnership is full payment of Contract Support Costs (CSC). With-
out reimbursement of Contract Support Cost, offsetting program reductions must be
made and services reduced. Upon entering into an agreement the IHS should in-
clude staffing and Contract Support Costs in the IHS annual appropriations re-
quests to ensure that the facility can open and begin operations as planned.

SPECIAL DIABETES PROGRAM FOR INDIANS—SUPPORT 5-YEAR REAUTHORIZATION AT $200
MILLION/YEAR

The Special Diabetes Program for Indians (SDPI) has been a top priority for the
Choctaw Nation since it was initially authorized in 1997. SDPI is currently reau-
thorized through March 31, 2015 at a flat-line rate of $150 million/year (since 2004).
Continuing support of the SDPI will maintain critical momentum in diabetes re-
search and care to help bring diabetes-related costs under control. The permanency
of SDPI would be a great asset to promoting stability for this important health pro-
gram and for reversing the trend of Type 2 diabetes in Indian Country. In addition
it will provide for staff retention, programmatic long-term planning which increases
a{ld improves patient care, and more stable outside contracts with vendors and sup-
pliers.

Congressional funding remains the critical factor in the battle against diabetes
and we request that as we continue to work for permanent authorization and man-
datory program status, that you urge your colleagues to extend the reauthorization
to 5 years and increase funding to $200 million/year for the SDPI program.

CONTRACT SUPPORT COSTS—FULL FUNDING FOR BIA AND IHS IN 2017 WITH 3-YEAR RE-
AUTHORIZATION

Full funding of contract support costs in the fiscal year 2014 and fiscal year 2015
budgets was timely and appreciated, however it was at a price that severely im-
pacted tribal program funding in both the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the
IHS. The Choctaw Nation supports the President’s fiscal year 2016 budget proposal
which bears the likes of a two-prong conundrum: (1) obtaining fair compensation for
past CSC shortfalls; and (2) ensuring full CSC funding for all contracts or Self-Gov-
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ernance compacts to manage programs previously administered by the Department
of the Interior and Department of Health and Human Services. The law is very spe-
cific, “T'ribes contracting and compacting under the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (ISDEAA) are entitled to full Contact Support Costs.”

Today, we find ourselves at a place that many thought was not in the foreseeable
future. However, a long-term proposed fix to fully fund CSC is underway. Over the
years, both the BIA and IHS established CSC workgroups, consisting of tribal and
Federal representatives, to work on resolving the CSC shortfall and to develop strat-
egies to fully fund CSC. While many tribes have settled their CSC claims in THS,
it was an onerous and costly exercise for most of us.

The Choctaw Nation engaged in negotiations with the IHS and because of the re-
calcitrance of the agency representatives, we had to engage legal counsel. The CSC
shortfall due Choctaw was reduced to 75 percent after we incurred the legal cost,
25 percent, to get through the negotiations. The unfortunate part for the tribe is
that the total amount paid by IHS was the “original” full CSC shortfall amount due
to the Nation. However because of the haranguing and lack of facilitating in good-
faith on behalf of the United States, the Nation did not receive the full 100%—sim-
ply put because we had to pay legal fees which should have been spent on services
for tribal citizens.

The BIA has been just as asinine. The Choctaw Nation cannot settle our claim
because “not all tribes [17]” have negotiated their settlement and the agency is
withholding ALL of the payments to avoid incurring overpayments to tribes. So
rather than settle and close claims with tribes at the table, BIA has put a hold on
payments unless settlements for all tribes have been negotiated. There is nothing
in the law that allows the agency to withhold funds. Tribes continue to bear the
brunt of their ineptness at math and their unwillingness to follow the intent of Con-
gress and fully implement the law to pay ALL CSC claims.

The Choctaw Nation asks that Congress directs the BIA and IHS to enter into
these negotiations with the honor and respect intended by Congress and not to in-
voke its own judgement during these proceedings. Lawyers should not be factored
into the government-to-government relationship that is between tribal governments
and the United States.

EXEMPT TRIBAL GOVERNMENT SERVICES AND PROGRAM FUNDING FROM
SEQUESTRATIONS

The Choctaw Nation requests that Congress exempts ALL tribal programs from
future sequestrations, unilateral rescissions and budget cuts. American Indian and
Alaska Natives are the most at risk population in the United States and we do not
rebound from extreme cuts, such as the 2013 sequestration, in a few years because
our programs are disproportionately underfunded. Traditionally, tribes have borne
an unfair share of the budget deficits to our healthcare systems, law enforcement,
education and essential governmental services, just to name a few. Sequestration re-
neges on the United States contract with tribal governments and cripples services
and benefits to our citizens.

We are continually subjected to the broken and empty promises by our Federal
trustees. We ask the United States to step up and honor the agreements and trea-
ties between our great Nations and protect the funding of Native American pro-
grams.

The Choctaw Nation supports the budget requests of the National Congress of
American Indians and the National Indian Health Board. Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHOOSE CLEAN WATER COALITION

MARCH 4, 2015

Hon. LisA MURKOWSKI, Chair,

Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Related Agencies,
S-128 Capitol,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.

Hon. ToM UpALL, Ranking Minority Member,

Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Related Agencies,
S-146A Capitol,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, DC.

Dear Chair Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall:
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As members of the Choose Clean Water Coalition, we are requesting continued
support for programs that are essential to maintaining and restoring clean water
to the rivers and streams throughout the Chesapeake Bay region, and to the Bay
itself. More than 11 million people in this region get their drinking water directly
from the rivers and streams that flow through the cities, towns and farms through-
out our region. The quality of this water is critical to both human health and to
the regional economy.

The efforts to clean the Chesapeake began under President Reagan in 1983. In
his 1984 State of the Union speech President Reagan said, “Preservation of our en-
vironment is not a liberal or conservative challenge, it’s common sense.”

To follow a common sense path to maintain healthy local water and restore
Chesapeake Bay, which is critical for our regional economy, we request funding for
the following programs in fiscal year 2016:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Chesapeake Bay Program—$73.0 million

We support level funding of $73.0 million for the base budget of the Chesapeake
Bay Program, which coordinates Chesapeake Bay watershed restoration and protec-
tion efforts. The majority of the program’s funds are passed through to the States
and local communities for on-the-ground restoration work through programs such as
the Small Watershed Grants, Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants,
State Implementation Grants, and the Chesapeake Bay Regulatory and Account-
ability Program grants.

We strongly oppose the $6 million cuts to the Chesapeake Small Watershed
Grants and the Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction Grants that are in the
President’s 2016 budget request. Much of this money is proposed to be reallocated
from on-the-ground restoration at the local level to personnel costs; contract support
for permit reviews, rule implementation and enforcement; and the revision of 25
management strategies.

We urge you to retain the critical funding for both the Chesapeake Small Water-
shed Grants Program and the Innovative Nutrient and Sediment Reduction
Grants—$6 million each. These are two well-run, competitive grant programs that
have contributed significantly to water quality improvements throughout the Chesa-
peake Bay watershed. These are the Bay Program’s only grants that go to restora-
tion efforts by local governments and communities. The President’s budget offers no
justification for the cuts and acknowledges that cutting these two grant programs
“. . . will reduce the number of restoration projects that watershed groups and
local governments will be able to implement to reduce nutrient and sediment pollut-
ant loadings to the Bay and its tributaries.” This is not the time to stop local imple-
mentation of restoration work.

We strongly support the language in last year’s 2015 Consolidated and Further
Continuing Appropriations Act, where Congress protected these critical local grant
programs: “The bill provides $73,000,000. From within the amount, the Committees
direct $6,000,000 for nutrient and sediment removal grants and $6,000,000 for small
watershed grants to control polluted runoff from urban, suburban and agricultural
lands, and include no further directives.” We urge you to retain the same language
%ﬁche fiscal year 2016 Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations

ill.

Clean Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) —$1.448887 billion

This program is critical to the 1,779 local governments throughout the Chesa-
peake region. The funding level has eroded over the years as the clean water needs
of local communities have increased dramatically, but Congress has stabilized this
important program for the past few years and we urge you to do so again in fiscal
year 2016. These low interest loans are critical for clean water and for ratepayers
in the Chesapeake region and nationwide. We urge you to support the same funding
level as fiscal year 2015 that provided $312 million in low interest loans to local
governments in Delaware, Maryland, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Vir-

inia and the District of Columbia. The President’s 2016 budget request would cut

73.748 million from those six Chesapeake watershed States and the District of Co-
lumbia—a drastic 23.6 percent cut. The SRF allocates money to the States based
on a set formula, which is then used for low interest loans to local governments for
critical capital construction improvement projects to reduce nutrient and sediment
pollution from wastewater treatment and stormwater facilities; nonpoint sources of
pollution, such as farms and development; and other sources. The SRF enables local
governments in the Chesapeake watershed to take actions to protect their local wa-
ters to meet Clean Water Act requirements. As the list of clean water infrastructure
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needs in the Chesapeake region continues to expand we request that the Clean
Water SRF not be cut in 2016.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)—Chesapeake Bay Studies—$11.689 million

We support the President’s 2016 budget request of $11.689 million for the USGS
to provide the critical science necessary for restoration and protection efforts in the
Chesapeake Bay region, and to implement the 2014 Chesapeake Watershed Agree-
ment. This includes $500,000 to collect land-elevation data needed for water-quality
and sea-level rise investigations. This would allow the USGS to systematically col-
lect and manage high-quality elevation data for the eastern shore of the Chesapeake
Bay—in Delaware, Maryland and Virginia. The results will help the Chesapeake
Bay Program to develop high-resolution, land-cover information to more effectively
plac}e; ?nservation practices to improve water quality and help conserve healthy wa-
tersheds.

The USGS will focus on: (1) understanding the factors affecting freshwater fish-
eries and streams, including the effects of shale-gas drilling; (2) identifying sources
and effects of endocrine-disrupting compounds and other contaminants that threat-
en fisheries and wildlife; (3) modeling the effects of sea-level rise on coastal wet-
lands near wildlife refuges important for waterfowl; (4) forecasting the effects of
land and climate change to inform land conservation; and (5) monitoring and ex-
plaining water-quality response to reduce nutrient and sediment reduction practices.

National Park Service—Chesapeake Regional Programs—3$3.036 million

The National Park Service Chesapeake Bay Office runs a number of small, but
very important programs that focus on increasing public access and the use of eco-
logical, cultural and historic resources of the Chesapeake region. Expanding access
and public awareness fosters stewardship and protection efforts.

The key programs in the President’s fiscal year 2016 budget request that we sup-
port are: Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Trails ($2,014,000); Captain John Smith
Chesapeake National Historic Trail ($387,000); Star Spangled Banner National His-
toric Trail ($151,000); and, support for coordinating these programs through the Na-
tional Park Service Chesapeake Bay Office ($484,000).

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR/U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

National Park Service/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/Bureau of Land Manage-
ment/U.S. Forest Service—Rivers of the Chesapeake Collaborative Landscape
Planning Projects—Land and Water Conservation Fund—$33.326 million

We support the President’s 2016 budget that calls for the strategic use of funds
for the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and for the first time, requests funding
for the Rivers of the Chesapeake Collaborative Landscape Planning initiative. This
new effort targets conservation funds for priority landscapes throughout the coun-
try—and the Rivers of the Chesapeake is one of eight such priority areas. These
projects will enhance public access and education, preserve key historic and heritage
sites, conserve forests, and protect important freshwater and tidal habitat areas
critical to migratory birds and economically important fish and shellfish.

Bureau of Land Management

Nanjemoy National Resource Management Area (MD)—$191,000*
Nanjemoy National Resource Management Area (MD)—$465,000
Meadowood Special Recreation Management Area (VA)—$2.4 million*

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (MD)—$1.511 million*
Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge (MD)—$1.9 million
Rappahannock River National Wildlife Refuge (VA)—$1.6 million*
Rappahannock River National Wildlife Refuge (VA)—$3.89 million
James River National Wildlife Refuge (VA)—$950,000

U.S. Forest Service

George Washington/Jefferson National Forests (VA)—$1.99 million*
George Washington/Jefferson National Forests (VA)—$2.7 million
George Washington/Jefferson National Forests (WV)—$3.0 million
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National Park Service

Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail (DC/DE/MD/VA)—
$2.237 million*

Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail (DC/DE/MD/VA)—
$5.178 million

Appalachian National Scenic Trail (VA)—$3.0 million

Cedar Creek and Belle Grove National Historic Park (VA)—$500,000

Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania National Military Park (VA)—$1.814 million

*Indicates projects with Current/Discretionary Authority.

National Park Service —Land Protection in Maryland and Pennsylvania through the
Land and Water Conservation Fund—$856,000

We support the President’s 2016 budget that calls for the strategic use of funds
from the Land and Water Conservation Fund to protect and preserve key assets in
the National Park System at Gettysburg National Military Park ($285,000) in Penn-
sylvania and Piscataway Park ($571,000) in Maryland. These projects will enhance
public access and education, preserve key historic and heritage sites and protect key
habitat areas critical to an array of fish and wildlife species. Both of these projects

have Current/Discretionary Authority.

Thank you for your consideration of these very important requests to maintain
funding for these programs which are critical to clean water throughout the mid-

Atlantic region.
Sincerely,

1000 Friends of Maryland

American Rivers

Anacostia Watershed Society

Audubon Naturalist Society

Blue Heron Environmental Network,
Inc.

Blue Water Baltimore

Blue Ridge Watershed Coalition

Cacapon Institute

Cecil Land Use Association

Center for the Celebration of Creation

Chapman Forest Foundation

Chesapeake Bay Foundation

Chesapeake Legal Alliance

Chesapeake Wildlife Heritage

Clean Water Action

Delaware Nature Society

Earth Forum of Howard County

Eastern Pennsylvania Coalition for
Abandoned Mine Reclamation

Environment America

Environment Maryland

Environment New York

Environment Virginia

Float Fishermen of Virginia

Friends of Lower Beaverdam Creek

Friends of the Rappahannock

Friends of the Rivers of Virginia

Interfaith Partners for the Chesapeake

Izaak Walton League of America

James River Association

Lackawanna River Corridor Association

Lancaster Farmland Trust

Little Falls Watershed Alliance

Loudoun Wildlife Conservancy

Maryland Academy of Science at the
Maryland Science Center

Maryland Conservation Council

Maryland League of Conservation Voters

Mattawoman Watershed Society

Midshore Riverkeeper Conservancy
National Parks Conservation Association
National Aquarium

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council
Nature Abounds

PennEnvironment

PennFuture

Pennsylvania Council of Churches
Pennsylvania Council of Trout Unlimited
Piedmont Environmental Council

Port Tobacco River Conservancy
Potomac Conservancy

Potomac Riverkeeper

Prince William Conservation Alliance
Queen Anne’s Conservation Association
Richmond Audubon Society

Rivanna Conservation Society
Riverkeepers Chesapeake

Rock Creek Conservancy

St. Mary’s River Watershed Association
Savage River Watershed Association
Severn River Association

Shenandoah Riverkeeper

Shenandoah Valley Network

Sidney Center Improvement Group
Sierra Club, Maryland Chapter

Sleepy Creek Watershed Association
South River Federation

Susquehanna Gateway Heritage Area
Trash Free Maryland Alliance

Trout Unlimited

Upper Susquehanna Coalition

Virginia Conservation Network
West/Rhode Riverkeeper

West Virginia Highlands Conservancy
West Virginia Rivers Coalition
Wicomico Environmental Trust

Wild Virginia
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CHUGACH REGIONAL RESOURCES COMMISSION

My name is Patty Brown-Schwalenberg. As Executive Director of the Chugach Re-
gional Resources Commission (“CRRC”), located in Alaska, I am pleased to submit
this testimony reflecting the needs, concerns and requests of CRRC regarding the
proposed fiscal year 2016 budget. Like everyone, we are aware of the ongoing eco-
nomic problems in the United States, and the growing concern over the Federal def-
icit. While the Government is trimming its spending, the Federal Government must
still fulfill its legal and contractual spending obligations. The Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs not only has a legal and contractual obligation to provide funding for the
CRRC, but the CRRC is able to translate this funding into real economic oppor-
tunity for those living in the small Alaska Native villages located in Prince William
Sound and Lower Cook Inlet.

We describe first, our specific requests and recommendations on the budget, and
then why these are so important to us and the Alaska Native Villages and their
members who we serve.

BUDGET REQUESTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CRRC funding.—We are once again very pleased that the BIA has recognized the
importance of natural resource funding for CRRC and has requested at least
$410,000 for CRRC in fiscal year 2016 as part of the Trust-Natural Resources pro-
gram, Tribal Management/Development subactivity. In its fiscal year 2016 Budget
Justification, the BIA recognized CRRC’s role in developing the capabilities of its
member Alaska Native Villages to better facilitate their active participation in re-
source use and allocation issues in Alaska. We urge the subcommittee to include
CRRC funding as proposed by the BIA.

BIA Trust-Natural Resources Management.—We support the President’s overall
proposal to increase the BIA’s Trust—Natural Resources Management programs,
particularly the increases to Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and funding for projects that
engage youth in the natural sciences and climate resiliency initiatives. We urge the
subcommittee to support this funding and include it in the final bill.

Contract Support Costs.—In regards to Contract Support Costs, we fully support
the administration’s proposal to fully fund Contract Support Costs.

JUSTIFICATION FOR CRRC’S BUDGET REQUESTS

The importance of adequate funding for these programs is based on the following.

Chugach Regional Resource Commission History and Purpose.—CRRC is a non-
profit coalition of Alaska Native Villages, organized in 1987 by the seven Native Vil-
lages located in Prince William Sound and Lower Cook Inlet in south-central Alas-
ka: Tatitlek Village IRA Council, Chenega IRA Council, Port Graham Village Coun-
cil, Nanwalek IRA Council, Native Village of Eyak, Qutekcak Native Tribe, and
Valdez Native Tribe. CRRC was created to address environmental and natural re-
sources issues and to develop culturally sensitive economic projects at the commu-
nity level to support the sustainable development of the region’s natural resources.
The Native Villages’ action to create a separate entity demonstrates the level of con-
cern and importance they hold for environmental and natural resource management
and protection—the creation of CRRC ensured that natural resource and environ-
mental issues received sufficient attention and focused funding. The BIA, in its
Budget Justification, summarizes CRRC’s work, stating

Initially, the emphasis of the CRRC natural resource program was on the
development of fisheries projects that would provide either an economic
base for a village or create economic opportunities for tribal members. In
fiscal year 1996, CRRC initiated a natural resource management program
with the objective of establishing natural resource management capabilities
in the villages to facilitate their active participation in resource use and al-
location issues that affect the tribes and their members. The success of
these programs from both an economic and a social standpoint have made
them an integral part of overall tribal development.

Through its many important programs, CRRC has provided employment for up to
35 Native people in the Chugach Region annually—an area that faces high levels
of unemployment—through programs that conserve and restore our natural re-
sources.

An investment in CRRC has been translated into real economic opportunities, sav-
ings and community investments that have a great impact on the Chugach region.
Our employees are able to earn a living to support their families, thereby removing
them from the rolls of people needing State and Federal support. In turn, they are
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able to reinvest in the community, supporting the employment of and opportunities
for other families. Our programs also support future economic and commercial op-
portunities for the region—protecting and developing our shellfish and other natural
resources.

Programs.—CRRC has leveraged its BIA funding into almost $2 million annually
to support its several community-based programs. Specifically, the base funding pro-
vided through BIA appropriation has allowed CRRC to maintain core administrative
operations, and seek specific projects funding from other sources such as the Admin-
istration for Native Americans, the State of Alaska, Bureau of Indian Affairs, U.S.
Forest Service, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, the U.S. Department of Education, the
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council, the North Pacific Research Board and var-
ious foundations. This diverse funding pool has enabled CRRC to develop and oper-
ate several important programs that provide vital services, valuable products, and
necessary employment and commercial opportunities. These programs include:

Alutiiq Pride Shellfish Hatchery.—The Alutiiq Pride Shellfish Hatchery is the only
shellfish hatchery in the State of Alaska. The 20,000 square foot shellfish hatchery
is located in Seward, Alaska, and houses shellfish seed, brood stock and algae pro-
duction facilities. Alutiiq Pride is undertaking a hatchery nursery operation, as well
as grow-out operation research to adapt mariculture techniques for the Alaskan
Shellfish industry. The Hatchery is also conducting scientific research on blue and
red king crab as part of a larger federally sponsored program. Alutiiq Pride has al-
ready been successful in culturing geoduck, oyster, littleneck clam, and razor clam
species and is currently working on sea cucumbers. This research has the potential
to dramatically increase commercial opportunities for the region in the future. The
activities of Alutiiq Pride are especially important for this region considering it is
the only shellfish hatchery in the State, and therefore the only organization in Alas-
ka that can carry out this research and production.

Natural resource curriculum development.—Partnering with the University of
Alaska, Fairbanks, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
CRRC has developed and implemented a model curriculum in natural resource man-
agement for Alaska Native students. This curriculum integrates traditional knowl-
edge with Western science. The goal of the program is to encourage more Native
students to pursue careers in the sciences. In addition, we are working with the Na-
tive American Fish & Wildlife Society and tribes across the country (including Alas-
ka) to develop a university level textbook to accompany these courses.

In addition, we have completed a K-12 Science Curriculum for Alaska students
that integrates Indigenous knowledge with western science. This curriculum is
being piloted in various villages in Alaska and a thorough evaluation process will
ensure its success and mobility to other schools in Alaska.

Alaska Migratory Bird Co-Management Council.—CRRC is a member of the Coun-
cil responsible for setting regulations governing the spring harvest of migratory
birds for Alaska Natives, as well as conducting harvest surveys and various re-
search projects on migratory birds of conservation concern. Our participation in this
statewide body ensures the legal harvest of migratory birds by Indigenous subsist-
ence hunters in the Chugach Region.

Statewide Subsistence Halibut Working Group.—CRRC participates in this work-
ing group, ensuring the halibut resources are secured for subsistence purposes, and
to conduct harvest surveys in the Chugach Region.

CONCLUSION

At the very least, we urge Congress to sustain the current level of funding of
$410,000 included in the BIA’s fiscal year 2016 budget for CRRC, but a modest in-
crease in our funding will permit us to leverage those dollars to do more for the
Alaska Native villages located in Prince William Sound and Lower Cook Inlet. With
a five-to-one return on every Federal dollar invested in CRRC, we believe this to
be a terrific return for the Federal Government and our communities.

We appreciate the opportunity to submit this important testimony.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CITY PARKS ALLIANCE

Dear Chairman Cochran and Ranking Member Mikulski:

City Parks Alliance, the only independent national organization solely dedicated
to urban parks, representing hundreds of park agencies and supporting nonprofit
organizations, has great interest in the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
and its equitable distribution to Federal, State, and urban parks. We are writing
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to you today to bring your attention to the lack of LWCF funds that reach urban
communities.

While 98 percent of our counties in the Nation have a park project funded by
LWCF, what is often overlooked is that over the past 50 years urban parks have
received less than 3 percent of the overall funds distributed through LWCF.

Eighty percent of Americans live in cities and cities generate 85 percent of our
GDP. More than any other time in our history, cities are the engines generating our
Nation’s wealth. Strong cities are the key to keeping America competitive in the
rapidly changing global economy. One of the most important but least recognized
essentials to an attractive and healthy urban environment is a well-designed and
well-maintained network of city parks—a vital component of any city’s infrastruc-
ture. Parks support public health, workforce development, local economies, the envi-
ronment, education, and community cohesion. They are critical to creating resilient,
livable, and vibrant cities. LWCF funding is an essential resource for cities as they
seek to develop new or revitalize existing urban parks, green spaces, and recreation
opportunities.

However, many cities continue to have deteriorated parks and recreation facilities
and greatly need the additional funding to achieve demonstrated benefits. We sup-
port the recent grants to cities for park improvements provided by the National
Park Service through the “competitive grants” component of the fiscal year 2014 Ap-
propriations. In the first year of this new program, approved by your subcommittee,
$3 million was awarded to eight cities, including: Mobile, Alabama; Denver, Colo-
rado; Bridgeport, Connecticut; Atlanta, Georgia; Detroit, Michigan; Minneapolis,
Minnesota; Portland, Oregon; and Madison, Wisconsin. However, much more fund-
ing is needed.

City Parks Alliance asks the subcommittee for a more equitable and robust dis-
tribution of LWCF to urban communities. When cities receive LWCF grants, those
grants are matched and often leverage millions more in public and private invest-
ments. For example, LWCF’s $1.2 million in grants for the South Platte River in
Denver galvanized more than $2.5 billion in local public and private funding, an in-
vestment that has revitalized Denver’s downtown and continues to drive economic
development and job creation. Greenville, South Carolina transformed its downtown
by restoring Reedy River Falls Park, which was originally protected by a $16,000
LWCF grant. This park has now generated about $100 million in private investment
in the adjacent area. There are many other examples across the country in cities
large and small that show the true economic and health benefits that LWCF grants
can have on communities.

Indeed, the bipartisan Mayors for Parks Coalition, managed by City Parks Alli-
ance, brings together mayors from around the country who have seen the success
of LWCF-funded projects in their cities and are urging Congress to reauthorize and
fully fund LWCF. Co-chairs of the 43-member coalition are Mayor Michael B. Han-
cock (D) of Denver, Colorado, and Mayor Betsy Price (R) of Fort Worth, Texas.

In addition to urban parks, LWCF improves access to America’s vast network of
public lands, providing city dwellers greater opportunities to enjoy the mountains,
deserts, and streams that are a day trip or less away. Proximity to public lands has
shown to be an economic asset for cities across the country. The LWCF bolsters this
asset for businesses and residents alike.

City Parks Alliance praises the President’s fiscal year 2016 request of $5 million
for the Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership Program (ORLPP) and recognizes
the transformative impact it will have in the few cities selected to benefit from this
competitive pilot program. However, much more is needed to strengthen the health
and future growth of our urban communities.

We also praise the President’s request of $25 million from LWCF by reestab-
lishing the Urban Parks Recreation and Recovery (UPARR) program within the Na-
tional Park Service.

City Parks Alliance is conscious and respectful of the Federal budget challenges.
But LWCF has been proven as a smart investment where funds can be leveraged
effectively through public private partnerships. We look forward to working with
you to provide more funding to urban communities where this public investment is
critically needed.

Thank you for your consideration.

[This statement was submitted by Catherine Nagel, Executive Director.]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CIVIL WAR TRUST
INTRODUCTION

Madam Chairman and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to provide written testimony. My name is James Lighthizer, and I am the
president of the Civil War Trust. I respectfully request that the Senate Appropria-
tions Subcommittee for Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies fund the Na-
tional Park Service’s American Battlefield Protection Program at its authorized
amount of $10 million.

The Civil War Trust is a national nonprofit organization dedicated to preserving
America’s remaining Civil War, Revolutionary War and War of 1812 battlefields.
Thanks to the generosity of our 200,000 members and supporters, the Civil War
Trust has protected more than 41,000 acres of critically important battlefield land
in 20 States.

The American Battlefield Protection Program’s land acquisition grants program is
an authorized competitive matching grants program that requires a 1-to-1 Federal/
non-Federal match, although on most occasions the Federal dollars are leveraged
much more than 1-to-1. The program promotes cooperative partnerships between
State and local governments and the private sector to protect high priority battle-
grounds outside National Park Service boundaries.

BATTLEFIELD LANDS ARE OUR SHARED AMERICAN HERITAGE

America’s battlefields are an irreplaceable part of our shared national heritage.
When preserved, these battlefields serve as outdoor classrooms to educate current
and future generations about the defining moments in our country’s history. They
are living monuments, not just to the men who fought and sacrificed there, but to
all who have proudly worn our Nation’s uniform. Preserved battlefields are also eco-
nomic drivers for communities, bringing in tourism dollars that are extremely im-
portant to State and local economies. When these hallowed grounds are lost, they
are lost forever.

ORIGINS OF THE PROGRAM

In 1990, Congress created the Civil War Sites Advisory Commission (CWSAC), a
blue-ribbon panel composed of lawmakers, historians and preservationists, to exam-
ine the status of America’s Civil War battlefields. Three years later, the Commission
released a report identifying the most important Civil War battlegrounds,
prioritizing them according to preservation status and historic significance. In addi-
tion, the Commission also recommended that Congress establish a Federal matching
grant program to encourage the private sector to invest in battlefield preservation.
The Commission’s proposal for Federal matching grants was the genesis of today’s
American Battlefield Protection Program land acquisition grants program.

The National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 2015 (Public Law 113-291)
reauthorized the battlefield acquisition grants program and expanded its eligibility
to include Revolutionary War and War of 1812 battlefields, in addition to Civil War
battlefields. Similar to the Civil War grants, which are awarded for priority battle-
field land identified in the CWSAC report, funding for Revolutionary War and War
of 1812 battlefields will target sites listed in a 2007 study by the National Park
Service. Among the battlefields that could potentially benefit from the expanded
program are: Bennington, New York and Vermont; Brandywine, Pennsylvania;
Cowpens, South Carolina; Caulk’s Field, Maryland; Guilford Courthouse, North
Carolina; Princeton, New Jersey; River Raisin, Michigan; Saratoga, New York; and
Yorktown, Virginia.

Since the program was first funded in fiscal year 1999, grants have been used to
protect 24,000 acres of hallowed ground in 17 States. Among the many battlefields
that have benefited from this program are: Antietam, Maryland; Bentonville, North
Carolina; Champion Hill, Mississippi; Chancellorsville, Virginia; Chattanooga, Ten-
nessee; Gettysburg, Pennsylvania; Harpers Ferry, West Virginia; Mill Springs, Ken-
tucky; Prairie Grove, Arkansas; and Wilson’s Creek, Missouri. It is important to
note that grants are awarded for acquisition of lands from willing sellers only; there
is not—and never has been—any eminent domain authority.

URGENT NEED FOR FUNDING

The Civil War Trust wishes to thank the subcommittee for its previous support
for this valuable program. We recognize that these are challenging economic times
and appreciate the constraints on this subcommittee. However, we must point out
that the clock is ticking on the remaining battlefields of the Revolutionary War, War
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of 1812 and Civil War. The Civil War Trust estimates that, in the next decade, most
unprotected battlefield land will be either developed or preserved. Full funding for
the American Battlefield Protection Program at its authorized level of $10 million
a year will enable nonprofit groups like the Trust to protect as many key battlefield
lands as possible in the limited time remaining.

CONCLUSION

The Revolutionary War, the War of 1812 and the Civil War were defining mo-
ments in our country’s history. Our forebears secured our independence from Great
Britain and forged our democratic ideals during the Revolutionary War and War of
1812. During the Civil War, the great armies of the North and South clashed in
hundreds of battles that reunited the Union and sounded the death knell for slav-
ery. Preserved battlefields help ensure that the sacrifices of these turbulent periods
in our Nation’s history are never forgotten.

Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Udall, I sincerely hope that you and
the subcommittee will consider our request to provide funding of the American Bat-
tlefield Protection Program’s land acquisition grants program at its authorized level
of $10 million. We look forward to working closely with you as we continue our im-
portant work to preserve America’s sacred battlefield lands. Thank you for the op-
portunity to address the subcommittee.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION AGAINST FOREST PESTS

Our organizations write to express strong support for the Forest Health Manage-
ment programs—both Federal and cooperative lands—and the Forest and Range-
land Research programs at the USDA Forest Service (USFS). We respectfully re-
quest your support in funding the Forest Health Management programs at $111
million—$63 million Federal Lands and $48 million Cooperative Lands—and the
Forest and Rangeland Research program at $303 million in fiscal year 2016.

Our Nation’s forests and trees provide numerous benefits in both rural and urban
areas. They sustain the health of our environment and our economy by providing
clean air and water, wildlife habitat, enhanced property values, renewable energy
sources, and carbon sequestration. Healthy forests also support jobs; for example,
the U.S. forest products industry employs nearly 900,000 people in all 50 States.
Visitors to National Forest System lands generate more than $13 billion of recre-
ation and other related economic activity. One million tourists view fall foliage dis-
plays, generating $1 billion in revenue in New England annually.

The myriad benefits our forests produce are at risk. The ability of forests to con-
tinue providing benefits is threatened by damaging invasive species that are arriv-
ing and spreading at an increasing rate. At least 28 new tree-killing pests have been
detected over the last decade. Some cause enormous damage. For instance, thousand
cankers disease threatens black walnut trees; walnut growing stock is valued at
$539 billion. Already, municipal governments across the country are spending more
than $2 billion each year to remove trees on city property killed by non-native pests.
Homeowners are spending an additional $1 billion to remove and replace trees on
their properties and are absorbing an additional $1.5 billion in reduced property val-
ues.

The USFS Forest Health Management Program is a critical resource supporting
efforts to prevent, contain, and eradicate these costly and dangerous pests and
pathogens affecting trees and forests. In fiscal year 2014, the Program helped com-
bat native and invasive pests on over 327,000 acres of Federal lands and over
486,000 acres of Cooperative lands.! While these numbers represent a vital compo-
nent of our efforts to protect the Nation’s forests and trees, they also represent the
real consequences of reductions in funding over the past 5 years, which have re-
sulted in fewer acres treated. Any further cuts to this program will necessitate deep-
er reductions in support for communities already facing outbreaks and expose more
of the Nation’s forests and trees to the devastating and costly effects of the forest
pests. With this in mind, we are concerned with the President’s budget proposal to
reduce funding for the Cooperative Lands program and corresponding reductions for
work to address Sudden Oak Death, Asian Longhorned Beetle, goldspotted oak
borer, and other serious threats to our forests.

The USFS Forest and Rangeland Research program provides the scientific founda-
tion for developing effective tools to detect and manage forest pests and the path-
ways by which they are introduced and spread. As forests face increasing pressure
from the growing number of non-native pests support for research programs is crit-

1USDA Forest Service fiscal year 2016 President’s Budget Justification.
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ical. New pathways of introduction and spread have required analysis, e.g., wood
packaging and firewood. We are concerned that the President’s budget request for
Forest and Rangeland Research would further limit our ability to prevent, contain,
and eradicate damaging forest pests. We respectfully request your support in fund-
ing the USFS Forest and Rangeland Research program at $303 million in fiscal year
2016.

In a time when America’s forests and trees faces significant threats to their cur-
rent and long-term health, the USFS needs adequate funding for the Forest Health
Management and Forest and Rangeland Research programs to address current and
emerging pests and keep their already staggering costs to a minimum. Accordingly,
we urge the subcommittee to restore funding for these critical programs in fiscal
year 2016. We request that you support the Forest Health Management programs
at a total funding level of $111 million—with $63 million for Federal Lands and $48
million for Cooperative Lands—and the Forest and Rangeland Research program at
$303 million.

We would be pleased to answer any questions you may have. Thank you for your
time and consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

American Forest Foundation, American Forests, American Public Gar-
dens Association, California Forest Pest Council, Center for Invasive
Species Prevention, National Alliance of Forest Owners, National As-
sociation of Conservation Districts, National Association of State For-
esters, National Network of Forest Practitioners, National Wild Tur-
key Federation, National Woodland Owners Association, Society of
American Foresters, The Nature Conservancy, Tree Care Industry
Association, and Vermont Woodlands Association.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COALITION FOR HEALTHIER SCHOOLS
Dear Senator/Representative:

On behalf of more than 150 participating parent, public health, environment, and
education groups in the Coalition, we urge you to make healthy children and
healthy indoor environments a priority in the final fiscal year 2016 appropriations
for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). EPA has more than a 15 year his-
tory in working with Prek-12 schools, child care centers, and communities to ad-
vance healthier indoor environments with voluntary grants and annual symposiums.

Specifically, we request $21.1 million for EPA’s Indoor Environments Division/In-
door Air-Reducing the Risks to educate non-governmental organizations (NGOs),
local schools and communities on how to prevent risks and promote healthy indoor
environments in PreK-12 schools and child care centers. The $21.1 million is the av-
erage of its enacted budget from 2004-2009 in the Bush Administration. In that pe-
riod, it educated thousands of school personnel and hosted annual symposiums that
highlighted best practices by schools. We support and ask that you ensure that
EPA’s Office of Children’s Health Protection has $8 million as in the President’s fis-
cal year 2016 budget request, allowing it to offer grants to encourage work by State
agencies to address children’s health at school.

Some 55 million children attend public and private schools every day, yet our Na-
tion’s schools—places where 20 percent of Americans (95 percent of whom are
women and children) learn and work every day—are woefully unaware or under-
prepared to manage their facilities, as numerous facility studies have shown. Re-
search also shows that environmentally healthy learning places that are clean, dry
and quiet, and have good indoor air, have better attendance and higher test scores.
Poor indoor environments in schools decrease test scores, and increase absenteeism,
asthma, and healthcare costs.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC’s) 2012 School Health Pol-
icy Survey found far too few States and districts adopting environmental manage-
ment policies that promote attendance and achievement. CDC found for example:

—only 42.9 percent of States helping districts with Indoor Air Quality; and

—36.3 percent of districts having a policy to purchase low-emitting products

which can help reduce contaminants of indoor air.
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Thank you for your attention and we look forward to working with you on this

critical public health and education issue.

Sincerely,

Alaska Community Action on Toxics

American Public Health Association

Asthma and Allergy Foundation of
America

Association of School Business Officials
International

Center for Cities + Schools (California)

Clean and Healthy New York

Coalition for Environmentally Safe
Schools (Washington)

Connecticut Foundation for
Environmentally Safe Schools

Earth Day Network

Empire State Consumer Project (New
York)

Green & Healthy Homes Initiative

Green Schools Initiative (California)

Green Schools National Network

Health Promotion Consultants (Virginia)

Health Resources in Action
(Massachusetts)

Healthy Schools Network

IPM Institute of North America

Learning Disability Association of New
York State

Maine PTA

Maryland Children’s Environmental
Health Coalition

Massachusetts Coalition for
Occupational Safety and Health

Massachusetts Healthy Schools Network

National Center for Environmental
Health Strategies

National Education Association—
Healthy Schools Caucus

NEA Healthy Futures

New York State PTA

Northwest Clean Air Agency
(Washington)

OHIAS—Our Health Is At Stake
(California)

PCBsInSchools

Pediatric Environmental Health
Specialty Units—West

Physicians for Social Responsibility—
Florida

Sheet Metal Occupational Health
Institute Trust (SMOHIT)

Southwest Environmental Health
Sciences Center (Arizona)

Take Care of Your Classroom Air (Texas)

Toxics Information Project (Rhode
Island)

U.S. Green Building Council

Washington Asthma Initiative

West Harlem Environmental Action
(WEACT)

Women for a Healthy Environment/
Healthy Schools PA

Zinner Consultants (California)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL FORUM

Waters from the Colorado River are used by nearly 40 million people for munic-
ipal and industrial purposes and used to irrigate approximately 5.5 million acres in
the United States. Natural and man-induced salt loading to the Colorado River cre-
ates environmental and economic damages. The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Rec-
lamation) has estimated the current quantifiable damages at about $382 million per
year. Congress authorized the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program (Pro-
gram) in 1974 to offset increased damages caused by continued development and use
of the waters of the Colorado River. Modeling by Reclamation indicates that the
quantifiable damages would rise to approximately $614 million by the year 2035
without continuation of the Program. Congress has directed the Secretary of the In-
terior to implement a comprehensive program for minimizing salt contributions to
the Colorado River from lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM). BLM funds these efforts through its Soil, Water and Air Program. BLM’s
efforts are an essential part of the overall effort. A funding level of $1.5 million for
salinity specific projects in 2016 is requested to prevent further degradation of the
quality of the Colorado River and increased downstream economic damages.

EPA has identified that more than 60 percent of the salt load of the Colorado
River comes from natural sources. The majority of land within the Colorado River
Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered by BLM. In implementing
the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act in 1974, Congress recognized that
most of the salts in the Colorado River originate from federally owned lands. Title
I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to the quality of wa-
ters being delivered to Mexico. Title II of the Act deals with improving the quality
of the water delivered to users in the United States. This testimony deals specifi-
cally with Title IT efforts. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity Control Act and
directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive program for
minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands administered by
BLM. In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a
report on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106—459). In 2003,
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BLM employed a Salinity Coordinator to increase BLM efforts in the Colorado River
Basin and to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific salinity con-
trol practices. BLM is now working on creating a comprehensive Colorado River
Basin salinity control program as directed by Congress and will be seeking a line-
item appropriation in its 2017 budget request. With a significant portion of the salt
load of the Colorado River coming from BLM administered lands, the BLM portion
of the overall program is essential to the success of the effort. Inadequate BLM sa-
linity control efforts will result in significant additional economic damages to water
users downstream.

Concentration of salt in the Colorado River causes approximately $382 million in
quantified damages and significantly more in unquantified damages in the United
fStates and results in poor water quality for United States users. Damages occur
Trom:

—a reduction in the yield of salt sensitive crops and increased water use to meet

the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector,

—increased use of imported water and cost of desalination and brine disposal for
recycling water in the municipal sector,

—a reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, garbage disposals, clothes washers, and dishwashers, and increased use
of bottled water and water softeners in the household sector,

—an increase in the cost of cooling operations and the cost of water softening, and
a decrease in equipment service life in the commercial sector,

—an increase in the use of water and the cost of water treatment, and an increase
in sewer fees in the industrial sector,

—a %ecrease in the life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sector,
an

—difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply with Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and conditions,
and an increase in desalination and brine disposal costs due to accumulation
of salts in groundwater basins.

The Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Forum (Forum) is composed of guber-
natorial appointees from Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah
and Wyoming. The Forum is charged with reviewing the Colorado River’s water
quality standards for salinity every 3 years. In so doing, it adopts a Plan of Imple-
mentation consistent with these standards. The level of appropriation requested in
this testimony is in keeping with the adopted Plan of Implementation. If adequate
funds are not appropriated, significant damages from the higher salinity concentra-
tions in the water will be more widespread in the United States and Mexico.

In summary, implementation of salinity control practices through BLM is a cost
effective method of controlling the salinity of the Colorado River and is an essential
component to the overall Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Program. Continu-
ation of adequate funding levels for salinity within the Soil, Water and Air Program
will assist in preventing the water quality of the Colorado River from further deg-
radation and significant increases in economic damages to municipal, industrial and
irrigation users. A modest investment in source control pays huge dividends in im-
proved drinking water quality to nearly 40 million Americans.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA

This testimony is in support of fiscal year 2016 funding for the Department of the
Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) associated with the sub-activity that
assists Title II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act of 1974 (Public Law
93-320). This long-standing successful and cost-effective salinity control program in
the Colorado River Basin is being carried out pursuant to the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Act and the Clean Water Act (Public Law 92-500). Congress has
directed the Secretary of the Interior to implement a comprehensive program for
minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands administered by the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). BLM funds these efforts through its Soil,
Water and Air Program. BLM’s efforts are an essential part of the overall effort.
A funding level of $1.5 million for salinity specific projects in 2016 is requested to
prevent further degradation of the quality of the Colorado River and increased
downstream economic damages.

The Colorado River Board of California (Colorado River Board) is the State agency
charged with protecting California’s interests and rights in the water and power re-
sources of the Colorado River system. In this capacity, California participates along
with the other six Colorado River Basin States through the Colorado River Basin
Salinity Control Forum (Forum), the interstate organization responsible for coordi-
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nating the Basin States’ salinity control efforts. In close cooperation with the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and pursuant to requirements of the Clean
Water Act, the Forum is charged with reviewing the Colorado River water quality
standards every 3 years. The Forum adopts a Plan of Implementation consistent
with these water quality standards. The level of appropriation being supported in
this testimony is consistent with the Forum’s 2014 Plan of Implementation. The Fo-
rum’s 2014 Plan of Implementation can be found on this Web site: http:/
coloradoriversalinity.org/docs/2014%20Final%20REVIEW%20-%20complete.pdf. If
adequate funds are not appropriated, significant damages associated with increasing
salinity concentrations of Colorado River water will become more widespread in the
United States and Mexico.

The EPA has determined that more than 60 percent of the salt load of the Colo-
rado River comes from natural sources. The majority of land within the Colorado
River Basin is federally owned, much of which is administered by BLM. Through
passage of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control Act in 1974, Congress recog-
nized that much of the salts in the Colorado River originate on federally owned
lands. Title I of the Salinity Control Act deals with the U.S. commitment to efforts
related to maintaining the quality of waters being delivered to Mexico pursuant to
the 1944 Water Treaty. Title II of the Act deals with improving the quality of the
water delivered to U.S. users. In 1984, Congress amended the Salinity Control Act
and directed that the Secretary of the Interior develop a comprehensive program for
minimizing salt contributions to the Colorado River from lands administered by
BLM. In 2000, Congress reiterated its directive to the Secretary and requested a
report on the implementation of BLM’s program (Public Law 106-459). In 2003,
BLM employed a Salinity Coordinator to coordinate BLM efforts in the Colorado
River Basin States to pursue salinity control studies and to implement specific sa-
linity control practices. BLM is now working on creating a comprehensive Colorado
River Basin salinity control program as directed by Congress and will be seeking
a line-item appropriation in its 2017 budget request. With a significant portion of
the salt load of the Colorado River coming from BLM-administered lands, the BLM
portion of the overall program is essential to the success of the entire effort. Inad-
equate BLM salinity control efforts will result in significant additional economic
damages to water users downstream.

Over the 31 years since the passage of the Colorado River Basin Salinity Control
Act, much has been learned about the impact of salts in the Colorado River system.
Currently, the salinity concentration of Colorado River water causes about $382 mil-
lion in quantifiable damages in the United States annually. Economic and hydro-
logic modeling by Reclamation indicates that the quantifiable damages could rise to
more than $614 million by the year 2035 without the continuation of the Salinity
Control Program. For example, damages can be incurred related to the following ac-
tivities:

—a reduction in the yield of salt sensitive crops and increased water use to meet

the leaching requirements in the agricultural sector,

—an increase in the amount of imported water,

—an increased cost of desalination and brine disposal for recycling water in the
municipal sector,

—a reduction in the useful life of galvanized water pipe systems, water heaters,
faucets, garbage disposals, clothes washers, and dishwashers, and increased use
of bottled water and water softeners in the household sector,

—an increase in the cost of cooling operations and the cost of water softening, and
a decrease in equipment service life in the commercial sector,

—an increase in the use of water and the cost of water treatment, and an increase
in sewer fees in the industrial sector,

—a decrease in the life of treatment facilities and pipelines in the utility sector,
and

—difficulty in meeting wastewater discharge requirements to comply with Na-
tional Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit terms and conditions.

The Colorado River is, and will continue to be, a major and vital water resource
to the nearly 20 million residents of southern California, including municipal, indus-
trial, and agricultural water users in Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura Counties. The protection and improvement of
Colorado River water quality through an effective salinity control program will
avoid the additional economic damages to users in California and the other States
that rely on Colorado River water resources.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COLUMBIA RIVER INTER-TRIBAL FiSH COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the Columbia River Inter-Tribal
Fish Commission (CRITFC) is pleased to share its view on the Department of Inte-
rior, Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA) fiscal year 2016 budget. We have specifically
identified the following funding needs and one request for review:

(1) $8.95 million for Columbia River Fisheries Management under Rights Protec-
tion Implementation, ($4.4 million above fiscal year 2015), to meet the base
program funding needs of the Commission and the fisheries programs of our
member tribes;

(2) $4.8 million for U.S./Canada Pacific Salmon Treaty, ($520,000 above fiscal
year 2015) to implement obligations under the recent agreements adopted by
the U.S. and Canada;

(3) $4.5 million in Rights Protection Implementation to assist tribes in climate
change adaptation and planning; and

(4) $352.5 million for Public Safety and Justice, of which $716,00 supports en-
forcement of Federal laws at In-Lieu and Treaty Fishing Access Sites on the
Columbia River.

HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

CRITFC was founded in 1977 by the four Columbia River treaty tribes: Confed-
erated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Springs Reservation of Oregon, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Na-
tion, and the Nez Perce Tribe. CRITFC provides coordination and technical assist-
ance to these tribes in regional, national and international efforts to protect and re-
store our shared salmon resource and the habitat upon which it depends. Our collec-
tive ancestral homeland covers nearly one-third of the entire Columbia River Basin
in the United States, an area the size of the State of Georgia.

In 1855, the U.S. entered into treaties with the four tribes! whereupon we ceded
millions of acres of our homelands to the U.S. In return, the U.S. pledged to honor
our ancestral rights, including the right to fish in all Usual and Accustomed loca-
tions. Unfortunately, a perilous history brought the salmon resource to the edge of
extinction with 12 salmon and steelhead populations in the Columbia Basin listed
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

The CRITFC tribes have arrived as globally-recognized leaders in fisheries res-
toration and management working in collaboration with State, Federal and private
entities. We are principals in the region’s efforts to halt the decline of salmon, lam-
prey and sturgeon populations and rebuild them to levels that support ceremonial,
subsistence and commercial harvests. To achieve these objectives, our actions em-
phasize “gravel-to-gravel” management including supplementation of natural stocks,
healthy watersheds and collaborative efforts.

The programs in this testimony are carried out pursuant to the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Assistance Act. Our programs are integrated as much as possible with
State and Federal salmon management and restoration efforts.

COLUMBIA RIVER FISHERIES MANAGEMENT WITHIN RIGHTS PROTECTION
IMPLEMENTATION

We are succeeding. The salmon, returning in greater numbers, tell us so. But
along with success, management increases in complexity, requiring greater data col-
lection and enforcement. Funding shortfalls prohibit the achievement of tribal self-
determination goals for fisheries management, ESA recovery effort, protecting non-
listed species, conservation enforcement and treaty fishing access site maintenance.
We request an increase of $4.4 million over fiscal year 2015 for a new program base
of $8.95 million for Columbia River Fisheries Management.

The BIA’s Columbia River Fisheries Management line item is the base funding
that supports the fishery program efforts of CRITFC and the four member tribes.
Unlike State fish and game agencies, the tribes do not have access to Dingell-John-
son/Pittman-Robertson or Wallop-Breaux funding. The increase will be directed to
support the core functions of the fisheries management programs of the Commis-
sion’s member tribes, namely enforcement and harvest monitoring.

In 2008, CRITFC and its member tribes struck three landmark agreements: (1)
the Columbia Basin Fish Accords with Federal action agencies overseeing the Fed-

1Treaty with the Yakama Tribe, June 9, 1855, 12 Stat. 951; Treaty with the Tribes of Middle
Oregon, June 25, 1855, 12 Stat. 963; Treaty with the Umatilla Tribe, June 9, 1855, 12 Stat.
945; Treaty with the Nez Perce Tribe, June 11, 1855, 12 Stat. 957.
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eral hydro system in the Columbia Basin,2 (2) a 10-Year Fisheries Management
Plan with Federal, tribal and State parties under U.S. v Oregon, and (3) a new Chi-
nook Chapter of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.? These agreements establish regional
and international commitments on harvest and fish production efforts, commitments
to critical investments in habitat restoration, and resolving contentious issues by
seeking balance of the many demands within the Columbia River basin. While
through these agreements the Tribes have committed to substantial on-the-ground
projects with some additional resources from the Bonneville Power Administration,
the overall management responsibilities of the tribal programs have grown exponen-
tially without commensurate increases in BIA base funding capacity. For example,
the tribes’ leadership in addressing Pacific Lamprey declines is this species’ best
hope for survival and recovery. The tribes’ are also addressing unmet mitigation ob-
ligations, such as fish losses associated with the John Day and The Dalles dams.

The funding provided through the BIA to support tribal fishery programs is cru-
cial to the tribes’ and CRITFC’s ability to successfully carry out tribal rights protec-
tion, including these agreements, by providing sound technical, scientific and policy
products to diverse legal, public and private forums. Rights Protection Implementa-
tion funding takes on even greater importance as funding for State co-management
agencies has become inconsistent or decreased. Below are priority need areas for
CRITFC and our member tribes.

YOUTH PROGRAM INITIATIVES

The Columbia River Treaty Tribes place an emphasis on preparing our youth for
careers in Natural Resources Management. However, our tribes, like tribes nation-
wide, struggle to overcome barriers to Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathe-
matics achievement, high drop-out rates, and low percentages of students pursuing
natural resources majors. Our Place-Based Workforce Development Initiative seeks
to address these barriers through a blend of technical assistance, intern and
externship opportunities and a summer Salmon Camp.

COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY MODERNIZATION

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission’s member tribes are part of a
coalition of 15 Columbia Basin tribes whose rights, as well as management authori-
ties and responsibilities, are substantially affected by the implementation of the Co-
lumbia River Treaty. In order for Treaty modernization to succeed, the Columbia
Basin tribes need to continue to coordinate internally and with other regional and
national entities, as well as continue their analytical evaluation of the Treaty in-
cluding the impacts of climate change, while the State Department evaluates the
Regional Recommendation and completes their national interests review.

TRIBAL CLIMATE RESILIENCE

The Treaty Right is feeling the effects of Climate Change. Shifts are occurring in
salmon run timing, and berry and root ripening cycles. We support the President’s
request of $4.7 million to implement Tribal Climate Resilience. Specifically, these
funds support the BIA Tribal Climate Change Program which will integrate climate
change adaptation strategies into its policies and planning for support for the tribes,
Alaska Natives and Native Hawaiians. The BIA need these resources to support ac-
tive engagement of tribes, Alaska Natives and Native Hawaiians in the Landscape
Conservation Cooperatives and the Climate Science Centers and to ensure adequate
Government-to-Government consultation on all issues with climate effects.

U.S./CANADA PACIFIC SALMON TREATY UNDER RIGHTS PROTECTION IMPLEMENTATION

The U.S. and Canada entered into the Pacific Salmon Treaty in 1985 to conserve
and rebuild salmon stocks, provide for optimum production, and control salmon
interceptions. The treaty established the Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) as a
forum to collaborate on intermingled salmon stocks. The U.S. Section of the PSC
annually develops a coordinated budget for tribal, State and Federal programs to
ensure cost and program efficiencies. Congress increased funding in 2000 in order
to implement the 1999 Agreement, but funding has significantly eroded since then.
In 2008, the U.S. and Canada adopted a new long term Treaty agreement after
nearly 3 years of negotiations. Both parties agreed to significant new management
research and monitoring activities to ensure the conservation and rebuilding of the
shared salmon resource.

2The Nez Perce Tribe is not a Columbia Basin Fish Accord signatory.
3“See Salmon Win A Triple Crown” at http:/www.critfc.org/text/wana 109.pdf.
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For tribal participants in the Pacific Salmon Treaty, the U.S. Section has identi-
fied a program need of $4,800,000 for participating tribes. These funds provide for
direct tribal participation with the Commission, panels and technical committees.
The funding enables the tribes to assist in Treaty implementation and facilitates
management protecting trust resources. This funding maintains tribal resource as-
sessment and research programs structured to fulfill required Treaty implementa-
tion activities. The fiscal year 2016 recommended level for this program is an in-
crease of $520,000 above the fiscal year 2015 enacted level. Our request correlates
to the U.S. Section’s recommendation.

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE, CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS AND POLICE SERVICES

Public safety continues to be a high priority for CRITFC and our tribes. Our con-
servation and criminal enforcement officers are the cornerstone of public safety in
the popular and heavily used Columbia Gorge area patrolling 150 miles of the Co-
lumbia River, including its shorelines in Oregon and Washington. In this area we
are the primary provider of enforcement services at 31 fishing access sites developed
pursuant to Public Law 87-14 and Public Law 100-581 for use by treaty fishers.
CRITFC’s officers have obtained BIA Special Law Enforcement Commissions to aid
our efforts protecting and serving tribal members and Federal trust properties along
the Columbia River. We are also very pleased that the BIA has created the Office
of Justice Services (OJS) District 8 and housed it in Portland. CRITFC entered into
a Public Law 93-638 contract with BIA in February 2011 for enforcement services
along the Columbia River. That contract currently provides funding for two enforce-
ment positions.

It’s important that CRITFC build its enforcement capacity above the level of the
two officers currently funded by the BIA Office of Justice Services. Our immediate

riority is to add two officers. Funding for two additional officers would cost

5313,560 plus indirect. Full funding for this project would be a total budget of
$716ﬁ053 plus indirect which would support four officers, a sergeant and a dis-
patcher.

A REQUEST FOR REVIEW OF SALMON MASS-MARKING PROGRAMS

CRITFC endeavors to secure a unified hatchery strategy among tribal, Federal
and State co-managers. To that end, we seek to build hatchery programs using the
best available science, regional expertise and supported by adequate, efficient budg-
ets. A congressional requirement, delivered through prior appropriations language,
to visibly mark all salmon produced in federally funded hatcheries circumvents local
decisionmaking and should be reconsidered. We have requested that Federal mass-
marking requirements, and correlated funding, be reviewed for compatibility with
our overall objective of ESA delisting and with prevailing laws and agreements: U.S.
v Oregon, Pacific Salmon Treaty and the Columbia Basin Fish Accords.# Salmon
managers should be provided the latitude to make case-by-case decisions whether
to mark fish and, if so, in the appropriate percentages.

In summary, through combined efforts of the four tribes supported by a staff of
experts, we are proven natural resource managers. Our activities benefit the region
while also essential to the U.S. obligation under treaties, Federal trust responsi-
bility, Federal statutes, and court orders. We ask for your continued support of our
efforts. We are prepared to provide additional information you may require on the
Department of Interior’s BIA budget.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONGRESSIONAL FIRE SERVICES INSTITUTE, INTER-
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FIRE CHIEFS, AND NATIONAL VOLUNTEER FIRE COUNCIL

Dear Senators Cochran, Mikuiski, Murkowski and Udall:

Our organizations request that you include a minimum of $16 million in funding
for the Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA) grant program in fiscal year 2016 appro-
priations. VFA provides matching funds to volunteer fire departments protecting
communities with 10,000 or fewer residents to purchase equipment and training for
use in wildland fire suppression.

Volunteer fire departments provide nearly 80 percent of initial attack on wildland
fires in the U.S. Unfortunately, these departments frequently lack the financial re-
sources to adequately equip and train their firefighters to engage in wildland fire

4Letter from Bruce Jim, Chairman, Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission to U.S.
House of Representatives Chairmen Frank Wolf, Mike Simpson and Doc Hastings, July 11,
2011.
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suppression. For example, the Third Needs Assessment of the U.S. Fire Service re-
port published in 2011 by the National Fire Protection Association found that 68
percent of all fire departments that are responsible for wildland firefighting have
not formally trained ail their personnel to the recommended national standard.

When local fire departments are unable to suppress wildland fires during the ini-
tial phase, the fires spread and State and Federal firefighters are deployed. This is
an extremely expensive process that can cost the Federal Government anywhere
from hundreds of millions to more than one billion dollars in fire suppression costs
alone in a single year depending on the severity of the fire season.

The costs of wildland fire suppression have been increasing steadily as commer-
cial and residential development pushes further into the wildland/urban interface
(WUID). Unfortunately, in recent years, Federal funding for volunteer fire depart-
ments to prepare for wildland fire suppression has dwindled. VFA has seen funding
reduced from $16 million in fiscal year 2010 to $15.662 million in fiscal year 2011
and approximately $13 million in fiscal year 2012-2015. Additionally, the Rural Fire
Assistance program, which had historically been funded at $7-10 million per year
and provided matching grants to fire departments that agreed to assist in respond-
ing to wildland fires on Federal lands, hasn’t been funded since fiscal year 2010.

Federal support is critical to ensure volunteer fire departments are able to safely
and effectively respond to wildland fires. Our organizations recognize the challenges
that Congress faces in trying to adequately fund a range of important programs in
today’s difficult budget environment. At the same time, we believe that reducing the
funding for programs like RFA and VFA from a combined $23 million in fiscal year
2010 to $13 million in fiscal year 2015, leaves volunteer fire departments with fewer
resources to prepare to respond to wildland fires and will lead to higher Federal
spending on fire suppression in the long run. We urge you to provide a minimum
of $16 million for VFA in fiscal year 2016.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE CONSERVATION FUND

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and Members of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies, thank you for
this opportunity to submit outside witness testimony on behalf of The Conservation
Fund (TCF). TCF supports full funding of the President’s budget request of $900
million in fiscal year 2016 for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) dis-
cretionary and mandatory proposals, which includes the Federal land acquisition
programs of the Bureau of Land Management ($93.397 million), National Park Serv-
ice ($171.037 million), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ($164.772 million), U.S. Forest
Service ($127.673 million), as well as three State grant programs: the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund ($100 mil-
lion); National Park Service’s State Conservation Grants ($100.2 million); and the
U.S. Forest Service’s Forest Legacy Program ($100 million). TCF also supports full
funding of the President’s request for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service—North
American Wetlands Conservation Fund ($34.145 million); the U.S. Forest Service—
Community Forest and Open Space Conservation Program ($1.683 million); and the
Department of Interior (DOI)—Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restora-
tion Program ($9.2 million). TCF requests funding for the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)—Great Lakes Restoration Initiative ($300 million); EPA—Clean
Water State Revolving Funds ($1.449 million) and EPA—Drinking Water State Re-
volving Funds ($1.186 million). Additionally, TCF supports the proposals for the
Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act reauthorization, the National Park Serv-
ice Centennial Initiative, and the U.S. Forest Service proposal for a fiscally respon-
sible funding strategy that considers catastrophic wildland fires as disasters (i.e. in
line with the Wildland Disaster Fund Act).

TCF is a national, non-profit conservation organization dedicated to conserving
America’s land and water legacy for future generations. Established in 1985, TCF
works with landowners; Federal, State and local agencies; and other partners to
conserve our Nation’s important lands for people, wildlife and communities. To date,
TCF has helped our partners to conserve over 7.5 million acres. These accomplish-
ments are due, in large measure, to the leadership of this subcommittee over many
years to appropriate funds to acquire lands for future generations, working forests,
recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, and many other benefits.

Below are highlights of some benefits of the LWCF and land acquisition programs.
While these projects show the tremendous diversity of benefits of land acquisition
for the public, they have one thing in common—each of these projects is driven by
landowners. Many farmers, ranchers and forestland owners have significant finan-
cial equity in their land. By enabling a landowner to sell a conservation easement
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or fee title, the LWCF program provides landowners with funds to stay in business,
reinvest in businesses, or meet other financial goals.

As the subcommittee crafts its Interior, Environment and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations bill, there are several key points we respectfully request you to con-
sider, listed below.

1. Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) at $900 million

Funding at the recommended $900 million is critical for the Nation’s premier con-
servation program, a bipartisan agreement from almost 50 years ago. As the lists
of ready LWCF projects below show, there are many opportunities that will be lost
without this funding. LWCF represents a promise to the Nation that proceeds from
offshore oil and gas development will help protect the public trust, and these
projects will fulfill that mission.

The LWCF Budget includes Collaborative Landscape Planning (CLP) areas that
we ask you to support: Island Forests at Risk, Upper Rio Grande, High Divide, Riv-
ers of the Chesapeake, National Trails System, Florida-Georgia Long Leaf Pine,
Pathways to the Pacific, and Northern California Coastal. In each CLP, several Fed-
eral land agencies are partnering with States, local groups, non-profits and private
interests to support conservation and make a lasting impact.

Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Land Acquisition at $93.397 million.—The
BLM and its National Conservation Lands provide some of our Nation’s best recre-
ation and historic areas. From fishing at the North Platte River in Wyoming to ex-
ploring ancient petroglyphs in the canyon at Agua Fria National Monument in Ari-
1zona, we request full funding of the agency’s discretionary and mandatory project
ists.

National Park Service (NPS) Federal Land Acquisition at $171.037 million.—
Hosting more than 292 million visitors every year, the over 400 National Park units
provide an economic boost to their local communities and those employed directly
and indirectly. Funding for NPS LWCF will help protect key access points for recre-
ation, historic areas, trails and more, including at Little River Canyon National Pre-
serve in Alabama and Olympic National Park in Washington. We respectfully re-
quest full funding of the agency’s discretionary and mandatory project lists.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Land Acquisition at $164.772 million.—Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges (NWR) are our Nation’s protectors of clean water, clean air,
abundant wildlife and world-class recreation. Funding for fiscal year 2016 FWS
LWCF will help protect water quality in the Chesapeake Bay area, critical wildlife
habitat at Bear River Watershed Conservation Area in Utah, Idaho and Wyoming,
and many other important places. We respectfully request full funding of the agen-
cy’s discretionary and mandatory project lists.

U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Land Acquisition at $127.673 million—USFS LWCF
funds help with forest management by protecting key inholdings and reducing fire
threats. From the North Carolina Threatened Treasures to the Missouri Ozarks, we
are working with willing landowners at priority project areas and respectfully re-
quest full funding of the agency’s discretionary and mandatory project lists.

LWCF State Grant Programs: FWS-Section 6 Cooperative Endangered Species
Fund, NPS-State Conservation Grants, and USFS-Forest Legacy: We encourage the
subcommittee to fully fund fiscal year 2016 President’s budget request for:

—{'WS.—Section 6 Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund: $100 mil-

ion.

—NPS.—State Conservation Grants: $100.2 million.

—USFS.—Forest Legacy Program: $100 million.

2. DOI and USFS Land Acquisition Programs

TCF encourages the subcommittee to fund:
—FWS.—North American Wetlands Conservation Fund: $34.145 million.
—USFS.—Community Forest and Open Space Conservation Program: $5 million.

3. Department of Interior—Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration
Program at $9.2 million

The Restoration Program leads the national response for recovery of natural re-
sources that have been injured or destroyed as a result of oil spills or releases of
other hazardous substances. Recoveries from responsible parties can only be spent
to implement restoration plans developed by the Trustee Council for each incident.
These funds are one hundred percent private and represent the amount needed to
restore environmental resources or compensate for lost public use since the damage
in question. The fiscal year 2016 funds would allow the Program to add carefully
targeted staff allocated to Interior bureaus and offices through its Restoration Sup-
port Unit in order to accelerate restoration activities.
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4. Environmental Protection Agency—Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GRLI) at
$300 million

TCF urges funding of GLRI at $300 million. The Initiative provides critical sup-
port for on-the-ground restoration programs and projects targeted at the most sig-
nificant environmental problems in the Great Lakes ecosystem. Over the past 5
years, the Initiative has opened up fish access to more than 3,400 miles of rivers,
expanding recreational opportunities. It has also accelerated the cleanup of toxic
hotspots, resulting in the delisting of three formerly contaminated sites.

5. Environmental Protection Agency—State Revolving Funds

TCF encourages the subcommittee to fund:
—Clean Water State Revolving Fund: $1.449 million.
—Drinking Water State Revolving Fund: $1.186 million.

6. Reauthorization of the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act

We support the fiscal year 2016 President’s budget request to reauthorize the Fed-
eral Land Transaction Facilitation Act (FLTFA). FLTFA is a western Federal lands
program that facilitates strategic Federal land sales by the BLM in order to provide
funding for high-priority land conservation within or adjacent to Federal lands in
the 11 contiguous western States and Alaska. Over 150 groups are working together
to support Congress’ efforts to reauthorize FLTFA. FLTFA expired in 2011, and re-
authorization will enhance the lands and economy by facilitating Federal land sales
and conservation transactions, at no cost to the taxpayer.

7. Wildlife Disaster Funding Act (S. 235 and H.R. 167) and Avoiding Transfers to
Wildland Fire Suppression

We support the proposal in the President’s budget that would avoid transferring
funds Congress appropriates to other priority programs to fund wildland fire sup-
pression. We support language mirroring the bipartisan Wildfire Disaster Funding
Act (S. 235 and H.R. 167), which is needed to prevent future transfers and ensure
that the USFS and DOI can achieve their land management objectives by imple-
menting activities needed to address the growing buildup of hazardous fuels on Fed-
eral lands. This language provides the structure to fund a portion of the USFS and
DOI wildfire suppression costs through a budget cap adjustment under the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. The funding struc-
ture is similar to that used by other agencies who respond to natural disaster emer-
gencies. We additionally request that the subcommittee appropriate the modeled
levels of suppression through the Interior bill and the wildfire budget cap adjust-
ment to meet suppression needs in fiscal year 2016.

The Conservation Fund stands ready to work with you to secure full and con-
sistent funding for the LWCF, Forest Legacy, and the other critically important pro-
grams that help protect the environment, economies, forests, and community values
across our Nation. Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony and your
consideration of our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COOPERATIVE ALLIANCE FOR REFUGE ENHANCEMENT
Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and members of the subcommittee:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the fiscal year 2016 Inte-
rior Appropriations bill. The National Wildlife Refuge System stands alone as the
only land and water conservation system with a mission that prioritizes wildlife and
habitat conservation alongside human, wildlife-dependent recreation. Since 1995,
the Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE) has worked to showcase
the value of the Refuge System and to secure a strong congressional commitment
for conserving these special landscapes. Found in every U.S. State and territory, na-
tional wildlife refuges conserve a diversity of America’s environmentally sensitive
and economically vital ecosystems, including oceans, coasts, wetlands, deserts, tun-
dra, prairie, and forests.

We thank you for the desperately needed funding increase for fiscal year 2015 and
respectfully request a funding level of $508.2 million for the Operations and Mainte-
nance accounts of the National Wildlife Refuge System for fiscal year 2016.

This testimony is submitted on behalf of CARE’s 23 member organizations, which
represent over 16 million American hunters, anglers, bird and wildlife watchers, sci-
entists and concerned citizens passionate about wildlife conservation and related
recreational opportunities.
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American Birding Association National Wildlife Refuge Association
American Fisheries Society Safari Club International
American Sportfishing Association The Corps Network

Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies The Nature Conservancy
Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation The Wilderness Society
Defenders of Wildlife The Wildlife Society

Ducks Unlimited, Inc. Theodore Roosevelt Conservation
Izaak Walton League of America Partnership

Marine Conservation Institute Trout Unlimited

National Audubon Society U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance
National Rifle Association Wildlife Forever

National Wildlife Federation Wildlife Management Institute

The National Wildlife Refuge System, established by President Theodore Roo-
sevelt in 1903, protects approximately 150 million acres on 562 national wildlife ref-
uges and 38 wetland management districts across the U.S. From the Virgin Islands
to Guam and the Pacific marine national monuments, the Refuge System spans 12
time zones and protects America’s natural heritage in habitats ranging from arctic
tundra to arid desert, boreal forest to sagebrush grassland, and prairie wetlands to
coral reefs. With a refuge within an hour’s drive from most metropolitan areas, the
Refuge System attracts a growing number of visitors each year (46.5 million in fiscal
year 2013) with opportunities for hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, photography,
kayaking, and outdoor education. In fact, from 2006—2011, during our Nation’s
greatest economic recession since the Great Depression, visitation to our national
wildlife refuges increased by 30 percent.

Increased visitors and pressures on these lands from nearby development, a
changing climate, and other impacts, combined with declining budgets have caused
a steep decline in staffing levels within the Refuge System. The Refuge System is
now $72 million below what it needs to keep pace with inflation, relative to the fis-
cal year 2010 budget of $503.2 million. Workforce has declined in that time by over
500 employees, who provided services such as administration, maintenance, fire
management, and science support. That is a loss of %7 of the workforce, and the ref-
uges simply cannot be maintained or provide the adequate visitor services, environ-
mental education, access for hunting, and law enforcement that will ensure these
lands are used as intended.

According to a report issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in late 2013,
Banking On Nature, these visitors generated $2.4 billion annually to local and re-
gional economies—on average returning $4.87 in economic activity for every $1 ap-
propriated—and support 35,000 U.S. jobs. In addition, refuges provide major envi-
ronmental and health benefits: filtering storm water before it is carried downstream
to municipal aquifers, reducing flooding by capturing excess rainwater, and mini-
mizing the damage to coastal communities from storm surges. According to a 2011
report by Southwick Associates, refuges generate more than $32.3 billion in these
ecosystem services each year, a return of over $65 for every $1 appropriated by Con-
gress.

Budget cuts are impacting rural communities in Alaska—this year, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) office in McGrath was closed and management of
Innoko National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) was complexed with Nowitna and Koyukuk
NWRs in Galena. At its height in 2010, the McGrath office had 12 staff; now, only
one outreach staffer is being maintained in the village. The office had direct connec-
tions with the rural villages in the area, and the Refuge System is now struggling
to maintain those connections with one staffer. And perhaps more importantly, the
economic impact and loss of the $1 million to the village it took to run the office
could have dire impacts to communities that surrounded it.

In New Mexico, Bosque NWR brings in hundreds of thousands of visitors every
year to see the abundant bird populations that migrate through the refuge—particu-
larly sandhill cranes. This summer, the visitor’s center will close 2 days a week due
to budget shortfalls. And over the last two decades, refuge staff has battled the
invasive and water-hungry salt cedar. Staff no longer has the funding to continue
to fight this fast-spreading tree at the levels they were, and it starting to spread
again—at times in areas where the invasive plant had previously been completely
removed. With the current drought conditions in the southwest, it is critical that
refuge staff are provided the resources necessary to remove this species from the
landscape and taxpayer dollars already spent on removal is not wasted.

At minimum, CARE estimates that the Refuge System needs at least $900 million
in annual operations and maintenance funding to meet conservation targets, includ-
ing wildlife management and habitat restoration and opportunities for the public to
recreate. Unfortunately, inadequate funding threatens the System’s ability to carry
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out its mission, mandated by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997. Between fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year 2013, Refuge System funding was
reduced by $50 million—a 10 percent cut. As a result, System performance levels
dropped substantially.

The fiscal year 2013 Refuge Annual Performance Plan (RAPP) reports revealed
falling performance rates in several important System categories, including habitat
condition, habitat restoration, recreation opportunities, volunteerism, and scientific
research. The following data shows the systemic impact of budget cuts from fiscal
year 2010 to fiscal year 2014.

Measures for which performance declined from fiscal year 2010 to fiscal year
2014:

—Open water acres restored (—89 percent)

—Wetland acres restored (—69 percent)

—Acres of non-native, invasive plants controlled (—63 percent)

—Nun;ber of invasive animal populations controlled during the year (—59 per-

cent

—Acres of forest/shrubland improvement (—56 percent)

—Acres treated for non-native, invasive plants (—41 percent)

—Riparian miles restored (—37 percent)

—Acres of farming (— 22 percent)

—Number of Inventory and Monitoring surveys accomplished (—20 percent)

—Total refuge acres receiving needed management (—9 percent)

—Number of volunteers (— 15 percent)

—Volunteer hours (down 6 percent from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2014)

—Fishing visits (—7 percent)

—Hunting visits (—5 percent from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2014)

—Waterfowl hunt visits (— 1 percent from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2014)

—Big game hunt visits (—9 percent from fiscal year 2011 to fiscal year 2014)

—Total “other” recreational participants (— 13 percent)

However, many measures increase for the Refuge System over this same time-
frame:

—Photography participants (+45%)

—Number of boat trail visits (+21 percent)

—Acres of prescribed grazing (+ 11 percent)

—Number of auto tour visits (+ 11 percent)

—Wildlife observation visits (+ 8 percent)

—Number of visitors (+2.6 percent)

As habitat management declines, the System’s fragile ecosystems are subject to
opportunistic invasive species. And the foothold they gain in refuge lands can quick-
ly transfer to adjacent private and State lands; an issue of great concern in places
like southeastern Idaho where the CARE group visited in 2012. Between fiscal year
2010 and fiscal year 2014, the System treated 41 percent less acreage for invasive
plants and, sadly, saw a 63 percent drop in acreage where invasive plants were suc-
cessfully controlled. One step forward and several steps back is an inefficient way
to manage the Refuge System and threatens years of cooperative efforts with part-
ners and landowners.

CARE thanks the subcommittee and Congress for the much needed increase in
funding for fiscal year 2015. It was hoped that the budget increase could reverse
the systemic declines in performance but because the System needs at least $15 mil-
lion annually to maintain management capabilities, there is in reality, the increase
of $4 million was in actuality a decrease. And unfortunately, emergencies nation-
wide such as natural disasters and looming endangered species listing could force
the System to deal with these crises instead, further exacerbating the issues.

Understanding the constraints of the budget process, CARE is supporting the
President’s request of $508.2 million for fiscal year 2016, although it is substantially
less than what the System needs. Albeit roughly half the optimal funding amount,
$508.2 million is a $34 million increase, and we hope it may help the System main-
tain its ability to manage refuge lands as intended in their purpose. If the requested
funding level is satisfied, the Refuge System can better address the following tasks:

—Conduct management and restoration activities to provide healthy habitats that

attract wildlife and, in turn, draw visitors and increase economic return to com-
munities;

—Keep refuges open and staffed so that quality recreational opportunities con-

tinue to be offered to the public;

—Maintain facilities and equipment used to serve the public and manage habitat;

—Provide law enforcement officers needed to keep refuge resources and the people

who come to appreciate them safe.
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Refuge visitation is growing and is expected to continue. In fact, from fiscal year
2010 to fiscal year 2014, the Refuge System welcomed 2.7 percent more visitors.
However, refuges are losing valuable staff committed to visitors and volunteers. The
number of volunteers dropped by 6 percent, particularly troubling considering this
work force is a 20 percent boost to existing Refuge System staff. Refuges rely on
volunteers for welcoming and greeting visitors, staffing refuge nature stores, main-
tenance, interpretation, and much more. Volunteer service, however, is only possible
if the System is reasonably staffed and thus able to extend requisite volunteer train-
ing and oversight. Arguably, the System’s mission cannot be fully achieved without
refuge volunteers and Friends groups.

If the Refuge System is forced to sustain further reductions, future RAPP reports
will likely show continued decline in the System’s conservation work and public use
opportunities. Funding cuts are already impacting America’s refuges. If annual op-
erations and maintenance funding does not rise, CARE anticipates further impacts
both within and outside of refuge boundaries, including:

—A decrease in the use of prescribed fire, which is used on refuges both to im-
prove habitat for wildlife and to reduce hazardous fuels that pose a wildfire risk
to nearby communities;

—A decline in the number and quality of visitor programs, with visitor centers
operating at reduced hours, and plans to add or expand hunting programs at
refuges being postponed;

—Lost revenue for local communities as visitor numbers drop; according to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) fiscal year 2013 budget justification,
“Each 1 percent increase or decrease in visitation impacts $16.9 million in total
economic activity, 268 jobs, $5.4 million in job-related income, and $608,000 in
tax revenue.”

—Elimination of ancillary functions like FWS’s operation of Henderson Field at
Midway Atoll National Wildlife Refuge, which serves as a critical emergency
landing site for trans-pacific flights, as well as the public’s main window to the
vast marine national monuments.

We urge Congress to fund the Refuge System at $508.2 m in fiscal year 2016—
to bridge the growing gap between what the System needs and what it receives, en-
abling refuges to continue moving America forward. On behalf of our more than 16
million members and supporters, CARE thanks the subcommittee for the oppor-
tunity to submit comments on the fiscal year 2016 Interior Appropriations bill, and
we look forward to meeting with you to discuss our request.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE THE CORPS NETWORK

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall, and members of the sub-
committee:

My name is Mary Ellen Sprenkel and I am the President and CEO of The Corps
Network; the national association of Service and Conservation Corps. The Corps
Network has over 100 member organizations that operate in all 50 States and enroll
over 23,000 young people between the ages of 16 and 25 each year. It is The Corps
Network’s mission to provide critical leadership to the Corps movement and to our
Nation’s Service and Conservation Corps as they harness the power of youth and
young adults to tackle some of America’s greatest challenges and transform their
own lives.

The Corps Network respectfully requests that in fiscal year 2016 the sub-
committee fund the following accounts:

—$2,515,131,000 for “Operation of the National Parks.”

—$50,000,000 for the “Centennial Challenge” for the National Park Service.

—$107,200,000 for youth programming across the DOI Bureaus.

—$37,500,000 for the National Park Service

—$28,200,000 for the U.S. Geological Survey

—$18,500,000 for the Fish and Wildlife Service

—$12,600,000 for the Bureau of Indian Affairs

—$6,000,000 for the Bureau of Land Management

—$3,500,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation

—$1,000,000 for the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement

—Increased funding for operational accounts of DOI Bureaus and USFS.

These programs will allow public land and water management agencies to engage
young adults and veterans in meeting our Nation’s backlogged maintenance needs;
address record youth unemployment levels; prepare a diverse group of youth to be
the next generation of natural resource employees and stewards.
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Corps are comprehensive youth development programs that engage diverse young
people in service projects that address important community and environmental
needs. Through their service, Corpsmembers develop job and leadership skills.
Corps also provide members with access to academic programming, counseling and
additional support. Corps are a direct descendant of the Depression-era Civilian
Conservation Corps, which mobilized about three million young men to dramatically
improve the Nation’s public lands in exchange for food, shelter, education, and a
precious $30-a-month stipend.

THE IMPACT IN NUMBERS

In 2015 alone, the Corpsmembers of the 100-plus member organizations of The
Corps Network collectively:

—Restored and improved 125,000 acres of ecological habitat

—Maintained and improved 4,700 parks, gardens, and urban greenspaces

—Built and maintained 8,700 miles of trails

—Removed over 450,000 acres of invasive and exotic plant species

—Planted 2.3 million trees

CORPS ENROLL PARTICIPANTS REFLECTIVE OF AMERICA’S DIVERSITY

At present, our member Corps enroll over 23,000 Corpsmembers a year, the ma-
jority of whom come from diverse and disadvantaged backgrounds and are looking
for a second chance to succeed in life. Many Corpsmembers are “opportunity youth,”
meaning that they have either dropped out of school or are unemployed at the time
that they enter a Corps program.

Corpsmembers receive a wide range of personal and professional development op-
portunities and services including, but not limited to: guidance from adult leaders
who serve as mentors and role models; academic programming designed to lead to
a high school diploma or GED; opportunities to pursue certificates and credentials
with demonstrated value; and a modest stipend—all to prepare them for postsec-
ondary education and labor market success.

In 2012, 65 percent of all Corpsmembers were unemployed when they entered the
Corps 31 percent were not in school and did not have a GED, 61 percent came from
families below the poverty line, and 20 percent were formerly incarcerated or court-
involved. After completing their programs, 54 percent of alumni said that they were
employed or enrolled in further service. 68 percent reported that they were in col-
lege or a high school diploma/GED program.

QUALITY WORK

Each year, Corps complete hundreds of high-quality and often technical projects
on public lands and waters. Project sponsors consistently express a high degree of
satisfaction with the quality of work and productivity of Corps. Virtually all Federal
project partners (99.6 percent) say they would work with Corps again.

Types of Corps projects include, but are not limited to:

—Protecting wildlife and improving access to public lands and waters

—Preparing communities for disasters and responding to disasters when needed

—Enhancing recreation on public lands

—Protecting communities and public lands from the devastating effects of wildfire

—Preserving historic structures

—Enhancing neighborhoods and community public spaces

COST SAVINGS

By partnering with Conservation Corps, Federal land and water management
agencies achieve more with their operating budgets. Research conducted by the Na-
tional Park Service’s Park Facility Management Division indicates that hiring Con-
servation Corps to complete maintenance and trail projects resulted in significant
savings

The analysis considered 15 diverse trail and maintenance projects throughout the
country in places including Mesa Verde National Park, Glacier National Park, Point
Reyes National Seashore, and Voyageurs National Park. The research found that
using Conservation Corps to complete maintenance and trail projects provided a cost
savings of over 50 percent.

FISCAL YEAR 2016 REQUEST JUSTIFICATION

The Corps Network requests the committee’s support for fiscal year 2016 pro-
grams that will allow public land and water management agencies to engage young
adults and veterans to meet our Nation’s backlogged maintenance needs, address
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record youth unemployment, and prepare a diverse group of youth to become the
next generation of natural resource employees.

The first two accounts that we request funding for fall under National Park Serv-
ice and the third account is under the Department of the Interior. National Park
“Operations” is a preexisting account governing operation of our national parks. The
“Centennial Challenge” is an effective program launched during the George W. Bush
Administration that would leverage private funds with matching Federal dollars for
park projects throughout the country to restore facilities and improve the visitor ex-
perience. These funds will allow thousands of veterans, youth, and others to work
on upgrading the National Park System for its 100th anniversary in 2016.

As the National Park Service prepares for its 100th Anniversary, Congress has
an opportunity to invest in the popular and economically important National Park
Service. An investment this year will help parks recover from years of underfunding
and restore parks for the Centennial. Every dollar invested in the National Park
Service generates $10 in economic activity. The operations investment would pro-
vide for park rangers to maintain facilities and provide services to park visitors. The
Centennial Challenge investment would allow for the park service to leverage pri-
vate matching funds through a 1:1 match for specific projects.

The Department’s funding for youth programming would also provide work and
training opportunities for young people and veterans during 2015 and 2016. The
goal of these programs is to build the next generation of conservation and commu-
nity leaders by supporting youth engagement and employment on public lands. A
key component of the Department’s efforts will be partnering with youth organiza-
tions through the 21st Century Conservation Corps. The Department proposes that
these programs provide work and training opportunities to 100,000 individuals ages
15 to 35 through 2017. We also support increased funding for the operational ac-
counts at the U.S. Forest Service that could fund partnerships with Conservation
Corps.

In addition, we appreciate the subcommittee’s support of the bipartisan Wildfire
Disaster Funding Act (WDFA—H.R. 167; S. 235) and respectfully request the lan-
guage be highlighted in the fiscal year 2016 Interior, Environment, and Related
Agencies appropriations bill. This language provides the structure to fund a portion
of the USDA Forest Service (USFS) and Department of the Interior (DOI) wildfire
suppression costs through a budget cap adjustment under the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended. This would provide the USFS
and DOI with a funding structure similar to that used by other agencies who re-
spond to natural disaster emergencies. We additionally request that the sub-
committee appropriate the modeled levels of suppression through the Interior bill
and the wildfire budget cap adjustment to meet fire suppression needs in fiscal year
2016. The current wildfire suppression funding model and cycle of transfers and re-
payments has negatively impacted the ability to implement forest management ac-
tivities. The Wildfire Disaster Funding bill would provide the USFS and DOI flexi-
bility to reinvest in core land and water management activities which have been re-
duced in recent years due to a continued shift of limited resources to fund wildfire
suppression.

ENGAGING THE NEXT GENERATION IN SERVICE TO PUBLIC LANDS

Beginning with the creation of the Civilian Conservation Corps during the Great
Depression, and continuing to the recent launch of the 21st Century Conservation
Service Corps Initiative, organizations like Anchorage Park Foundation’s Youth Em-
ployment in Parks program, Rocky Mountain Youth Corps in Taos, and Southeast
Conservation in Chattanooga, have helped millions of young Americans gain job
training, further their education, and contribute to America’s communities through
service and the conservation of national and State parks, forests, and other treas-
ured places.

The future of our Nation’s public lands depends upon the next generation becom-
ing active resource stewards. I hope that you will provide the funding to put thou-
sands of youth and returning veterans to work restoring some of America’s greatest
historical, cultural, and natural treasures. With the approaching National Park
Service centennial, billions in backlogged maintenance across all of the land man-
agement agencies, record youth unemployment, and the cost savings nature of pub-
lic private partnerships, this funding is an absolute win-win for our country.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE COUNCIL OF LAKE COMMITTEES

Dear Senator Murkowski and Senator Udall:

I write on behalf of the Council of Lake Committees (CLC), comprised of senior-
level fishery resource managers from State, tribal, and provincial agencies sur-
rounding the Great Lakes. The CLC appreciates the subcommittees’ ongoing support
for programs that sustain and restore the Great Lakes. I am writing to request
$17.5 million in fiscal 2016 appropriations for the U.S. Geological Survey’s Great
Lakes Science Center (GLSC). The GLSC conducts critical science activities essen-
tial to Federal, State, tribal, and provincial management programs throughout all
five Great Lakes and in all eight Great Lakes States.

The Great Lakes are a vast natural resource, larger in area than the U.S. States
of New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Vermont, and
New Hampshire combined. They are an international resource representing a mas-
sive economic engine. Nearly $35 billion/year and 75,000 jobs are generated in fish-
ing, tourism and related industries. Several independent sources estimate $7.0 bil-
lion/year is directly attributable to Great Lakes fisheries. The highest quality
science possible is required to inform wise fisheries, ecosystem and water resources
management decisions in the Great Lakes.

Currently, the GLSC receives approximately $8.5 million in appropriated funding
to support science programs critical to management of these incredibly valuable re-
sources. This funding level represents approximately 1.2 percent of the annual fish-
eries related revenue and less than 0.03 percent of the revenue attributable to close-
ly related industries. Our request for $17.5 million in fiscal 2016 appropriations rep-
resents an $8.75 million increase above the President’s fiscal year 2016 request, and
reflects long-standing, well recognized needs for this chronically under-funded
science program.

The CLC has a long history of support for the GLSC program. We strongly sup-
port the GLSC because the science they produce is essential to the day-to-day and
long-term management of Great Lakes fisheries and ecosystems. Great Lakes man-
agement jurisdictions depend on the GLSC Deepwater and Invasive species pro-
grams to provide key data about long-term condition of fish communities, and for
the development of tools and technologies needed to combat invasive species that
threaten valuable sport and commercial fisheries. Despite our strong, ongoing sup-
port, we are frustrated that the funding deficiency for this program has only wid-
ened, and sequestration made a very tough budget situation considerably worse for
GLSC programs. The GLSC’s research capabilities, critical to Great Lakes manage-
ment agencies, have been devastated by years of budget erosion, and worsened by
a 6 percent cut from sequestration in 2013. None of the budget erosion or impacts
of sequestration have been restored.

Now, for the first time since the President was elected, his 2016 budget highlights
two areas where the USGS GLSC programs would experience relatively small budg-
et increases. The President proposes: (1) a $250,000 increase for the Great Lakes
Deepwater Assessments; and (2) a $2.0 million increase for Invasive Species (Bu-
reau-wide). The language for the proposed add in the Fisheries Program for Great
Lakes Fisheries Assessments (+$250,000) is found on Page C—52 of the fiscal year
2016 USGS Budget Justification. Also important is a proposed initiative on New and
Emerging Invasive Species (+$2.0 million) in the Invasive Species Program found
on Page C—26 of the fiscal year 2016 USGS Budget Justification.

The CLC believes that, in the current budget climate, it is important to carefully
prioritize essential programs. The CLC believes strongly that the USGS GLSC plays
a central role in supporting near and long-term initiatives of importance to the Fed-
eral Government, its State, tribal, and Canadian partners, and in maintaining the
significant economic benefits derived from Great Lakes fisheries and associated in-
dustries. We request that you join the CLC and support at least $17.5 million in
fiscal year 2016 for the USGS GLSC activities which represents an $8.75 million
increase above the President’s request.

[This statement was submitted by Steven R. LaPan, New York State Department
of Environmental Conservation, Chair.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE THE CREATIVE COALITION

Chairwoman Murkowski, Ranking Member Udall and members of the sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony regarding the
fiscal year 2016 funding level for the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). I am
writing on behalf of The Creative Coalition, the 501(c)3, non-profit, non-partisan
public advocacy organization of the arts and entertainment community, to urge Con-
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gress to provide $155 million for NEA in the fiscal year 2016 Interior, Environment,
and Related Agencies Appropriations bill.

In 1989, actors Ron Silver, Christopher Reeve, Susan Sarandon, Alec Baldwin and
others established The Creative Coalition to galvanize support for the arts and arts
education. The Creative Coalition’s membership includes actors, directors, pro-
ducers, writers, entertainment industry executives, and others who make their liv-
ing in theater, film, arts, letters and television. We take our roles as citizens very
seriously and appreciate the opportunity to express our views on the importance of
sufficient funding for the arts.

For the last 4 years, Congress has funded NEA at $146 million, which, in real
dollars, is less than the $162 million provided for the Agency 20 years ago. Adjusted
for inflation, NEA’s funding is more than $100 million lower each year than it was
two decades ago, providing less than 50 cents per capita currently versus 70 cents
per capita in 1992. While we recognize the fiscal year 2016 request of $155 million
for NEA is a slight increase over President Obama’s proposed level of funding of
$148 million, $155 million is a level that has been supported in recent fiscal years
by both the President and at the Committee level. The requested level of funding
would better leverage growing State, local and private arts funding and help to re-
store critical Federal arts programming—which supports creativity and innovation,
and provides measured cultural, educational and economic benefits.

Federal funding of the arts is a wise investment and should be viewed as a gen-
uine public-private partnership due to the significant private philanthropic support
that Federal funds are leveraged against. Without Federal support, we would strug-
gle to share the richness of our culture, our history and our legacy, which is a na-
tional treasure and should be buoyed with Federal resources so that all may enjoy
it. The $155 million request for NEA is a small investment when compared to the
enormous impact it will have on the programs it supports and in the communities
where it makes the arts come to life.

I speak from the heart and from my own experience. I grew up in a small, rural
town in South Carolina. The arts were the lifeblood of the community both economi-
cally, culturally and spiritually. I grew up in a town where the prom was in the
high school gym; folks bought their clothes in a general store; and the newspaper
came out once a week. I also grew up in a town that invested in and revered the
arts; world history came alive in high school plays and in community theatre pro-
ductions; learning discipline, team work and strategic planning were the offshoot
lessons of the school band; and mathematical skills were honed in design classes.

Speak to anyone of note in the areas of politics, business, media, community lead-
ership and the entertainment industry, and you will find individuals who were
drawn into the arts as young people. They were acting in community theater pro-
ductions and school plays, playing in bands, spending their afternoons and week-
ends at local dance companies. The non-profit arts ecosystem nurtured them into
the thought and idea leaders we know today.

I. THE POSITIVE IMPACT OF ARTS ON THE AMERICAN ECONOMY

Entertainment is a national commodity with international reach and revenue.
Our Nation’s entertainment industry and non-profit arts pipeline are American suc-
cess stories in productivity and innovation. To maintain the Nation’s leadership, we
must sustain strong support for the arts as an industry, and as an educational in-
vestment.

According to statistics compiled by the Motion Picture Association of America, in
2013, the motion picture and television industry supported 1.9 million jobs and $113
billion in total wages. In 2013, we had $15.8 billion in film and television exports,
with a trade surplus of $13.4 billion, equal to 6 percent of the total U.S. private-
sector trade surplus in services. This trade surplus for the industry is greater than
the surpluses in the advertising, mining, telecommunications, management con-
sulting, legal, computer, health related and insurance services sectors.

The economic impact of the entertainment industry extends far beyond those who
appear in front of the camera. A single television series or a movie is a vast and
profitable enterprise. A series can employ hundreds of people in high quality, high
paying jobs. In addition, filming provides huge support to local businesses (i.e. cater-
ers, dry cleaners, hotels, florists, hardware, lumberyards, software, and digital
equipment suppliers) as well as jobs in other companies doing business with con-
sumers, such as DVD and Blu-ray retailers, theme parks and tourist attractions.
And, this economic activity takes place all across the country, not just in Hollywood
or New York. Those who make their livings from the entertainment industry can
just as likely be found shooting in New Mexico, North Carolina, or Michigan.
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Statistics show that non-profit arts and culture organizations generate $135 bil-
lion in annual economic activity, support more than four million full-time jobs and
return nearly $10 billion in Federal taxes.!

According to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, arts and cultural production
contributed $699 billion, or 4.3 percent, to the Nation’s economy in 2012. This per-
centage represents a larger share of the economy than transportation, tourism and
agriculture, and is larger than 45 States’ individual contributions to the GDP. While
the economy grew at a rate of 2.3 percent per year from 2007-2012, the category
identified as Independent Artists, Writers and Performers’ contribution to the econ-
omy was almost double at 4.4 percent.

With this rate of return, it should be clear that increasing Federal funding for
non-profit arts organizations and events like those the National Endowment for the
Arts supports, is a sound, positive investment. Community theaters, children’s thea-
ters, symphonies, arts centers, dance troupes, etc. are the R&D of America’s vibrant
arts economy. In 2014, the Sundance Film Festival, which started with the support
of an NEA grant, generated over $86 million for the State of Utah over an 11 day
period. The NEA historically supports significant artistic outlets such as the Viet-
nam Veterans Memorial design competition, Spoleto Festival USA and PBS’ “Great
Performances.” These are just a few examples which demonstrate how the arts em-
power our veterans and support our military, and establish the U.S. as an incubator
for globally acclaimed performing artists. In the case of “Great Performances”, a tel-
evision program originally initiated with Federal funding, it is now sustained by pri-
vate funding and continues to expose the American television audience to the finest
in performing arts to which they may otherwise lack access.

The National Endowment for the Arts also provides desperately needed funding
to smaller community arts efforts in cities and towns across America. NEA grants
are intrinsic to communities building strong enterprise zones. Communities that are
fortunate enough to receive a grant award from the NEA often see increased busi-
ness activity as companies are able to offer employees and clients creative climates
and more vibrant opportunities, which attracts and—most importantly—retains tal-
ent. Arts is indisputably revitalizing both rural and urban areas.

II. FOSTERING AMERICANS’ ACCESS TO THE ARTS

Every American, young and old, deserves to have access to the arts. It is the Fed-
eral investment in the National Endowment for the Arts that brings the arts into
so many of our communities. According to its most recent annual report, the NEA
awarded 2,276 grants in nearly 16,000 communities across the country. More than
38 million Americans, including seven million children and youth, attended a live
arts event supported by the NEA. These events included approximately 70,000 con-
certs, readings, and performances and 1,600 exhibitions. As a recipient of a grant
from the National Endowment for the Arts, organizations are able to leverage these
dollars from a wide variety of private sources. For every grant dollar awarded, the
recipient leverages at least $9 dollars from other sources greatly multiplying the im-
pact of the Federal Government’s investment.

In addition to these live arts events, NEA grants support school-based arts pro-
grams that illustrate how arts education and arts in schools benefits students and
prepares them for future success. Data shows that students with 4 years of arts
education score roughly 100 points higher on their SATs. Despite the academic ben-
efits of exposure to the arts, we are seeing a rising trend of eliminating arts pro-
grams when local school districts are forced to make cuts.

Bottom line: Without the support of NEA grants for arts education, fewer students
would have the opportunity to participate in the arts and develop the creative skills
that often lead to future success.

As a strong supporter of military families, The Creative Coalition is proud to be
a partner with Blue Star Families to bring awareness to challenges facing our ac-
tive-duty military families. Through our partnership with this outstanding organiza-
tion, we have learned that military families often struggle to establish roots and
make connections in their community as they move from base to base. As a result
of a grant from the National Endowment for the Arts, our Nation’s active-duty mili-
tary personnel and their families, including National Guard and Reserve, are able
to access more than 2,000 museums across America for free. Not only are these fam-
ilies able to access some of America’s great cultural institutions, this program often
allows them to better connect with their new communities by learning about local
history, local artists and local traditions.

1 Americans for the Arts, AEP IV study.
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Federal funding for the NEA is critical to sustain many of the programs providing
access to the arts for so many Americans. When public dollars for the arts are cut,
we often see reductions in private funding as well. During the most recent economic
downturn, we saw significant cuts in funding from philanthropic, corporate and pri-
vate sources of funding for the arts. Sadly, when we reduce funding for the arts,
the programs hardest hit are often ones for lower-income populations, rural commu-
nities and at-risk populations. Sufficient funding for the National Endowment for
the Arts is the best way to ensure that all Americans will continue to have access
to the arts in their communities.

CONCLUSION

The evidence is strong that the arts play an important role in our economy, our
schools and our overall quality of life. The contributions of painters, musicians,
poets and actors have greatly enriched our American culture and American artists
have been a driving force in the world’s largest economy. If we are to maintain our
vital arts economy and ensure continued American competitiveness in a global mar-
ket that increasingly values creativity, today, we must adequately invest in the arts
and in the development of future American artists. As a result, The Creative Coali-
tion urges the subcommittee to increase the funding level for the National Endow-
ment of the Arts to $155 million in fiscal year 2016.

Thank you for your consideration.

[This statement was submitted by Robin Bronk, CEO.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DANCE/USA

Ms. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee, I am grateful for
the opportunity to submit testimony on behalf of Dance/USA, its Board of Directors
and its 500 members. We strongly urge the Subcommittee on Interior, Environment,
and Related Agencies in the Committee on Appropriations to designate a total of
$155 million to the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) for fiscal year 2016.
This testimony and the funding examples described below are intended to highlight
the importance of Federal investment in the arts, so critical to sustaining a vibrant
cultural community throughout the country.

The NEA makes it possible for everyone to enjoy and benefit from the performing
arts. Before the establishment of the NEA in 1965, the arts were limited mostly to
a few big cities. The NEA has helped to strengthen regional dance, opera, theater
and other artistic disciplines that Americans now enjoy. NEA funding provides ac-
cess to the arts in regions with histories of inaccessibility due to economic or geo-
graphic limitations. The Endowment embodies the ideal that no one should be de-
prived of the opportunity to have art in their lives. The Arts Endowment has helped
the arts become accessible to more Americans, which in turn has increased public
participation in the arts.

The NEA is a great investment in the economic growth of every community. De-
spite diminished resources, including a budget that has decreased by over $20 mil-
lion since 2010, the NEA awarded more than 2,100 grants in 2014, totaling more
than $100 million in appropriated funds. These grants nurture the growth and artis-
tic excellence of thousands of arts organizations and artists in every corner of the
country. NEA grants also preserve and enhance our Nation’s diverse cultural herit-
age. The modest public investment in the Nation’s cultural life results in both new
and classic works of art, reaching the residents of all 50 States and in every con-
gressional district.

The return of the Federal Government’s small investment in the arts is striking.
In 2013, the American creative sector was measured by the Federal Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis (BEA). The BEA and the NEA developed an “Arts and Cultural Pro-
duction Satellite Account” which calculated the arts and culture sector’s contribu-
tions to the gross domestic product (GDP) at 4.3 percent (or $699 billion) of current-
dollar GDP in 2012. Additionally, the nonprofit performing arts industry generates
$135.2 billion annually in economic activity, supports more than 4.13 million full-
time equivalent jobs in the arts, and returns $9.59 billion in Federal taxes.

On average each NEA grant leverages at least $9 from other State, local, and pri-
vate sources. Few other Federal investments realize such economic benefits, not to
mention the intangible benefits that only the arts make possible. Even in the face
of cutbacks in the recent years, the NEA continues to be a beacon for arts organiza-
tions across the country.

The return on investments is not only found in dollars. In 2012, 2.2 million people
volunteered 210 million hours with arts and cultural organizations, totaling an esti-
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mated value of $5.2 billion—a demonstration that citizens value the arts in their
communities.

NEA GRANTS AT WORK

Past NEA funding has directly supported projects in which arts organizations, art-
ists, schools and teachers collaborated to provide opportunities for adults and chil-
dren to create, perform, and respond to artistic works. NEA funding has also made
the art form more widely available in all States, including isolated rural areas and
inner cities; indeed, NEA funded projects cross all racial, geographic, and socio-
economic lines.

NEA grants are awarded to dance organizations through its core programs: Art
Works; Challenge America Fast Track Grants; and Federal/State Partnerships. In
fiscal year 2015, the NEA awarded 88 grants to the dance field through the first
round of Art Works, totaling $2,525,000.

Ballet Memphis
$10,000
Memphis, Tennessee

To support the presentation of a new work titled, “I Am.” The work will include
four original pieces titled “I Am Woman,” “I Am Man,” “I Am Child,” and “I Am.”
“I AM will explore themes of self-definition, equality, and human value that have
roots in the Civil Rights Movement and are still relevant today. “I AM Woman” will
be choreographed by Gabrielle Lamb; “I Am Man” will be choreographed by Reggie
Wilson; “I Am Child” will be choreographed by Julia Adam; and “I Am” will be
choreographed by Ballet Memphis dancer Steven McMahon.

Dance St. Louis
$30,000
St. Louis, Missouri

To support dance presentation and related activities. Companies to be presented
include Tango Buenos Aires, Aspen Santa Fe Ballet, Compagnie Kafig, Nashville
Ballet, as well as local companies. The project will include New Dance Horizons IV,
a program where national choreographers create new works on St. Louis dance com-
panies and the Spring Dance Festival, a presentation of Midwest dance companies.
The project is also includes the Dance Education Residency Program, which will
offer local dance students and companies master classed taught by professional
dance company members as well as the expansion of the Dance Career Award pro-
gram, which prepares high school dance students for college and careers in dance.

New Orleans Ballet Association
$40,000
New Orleans, Louisiana

To support the presentation of dance companies and related educational and out-
reach programs. Presentations include Black Grace (New Zealand) and Union
Tanguera (France). U.S. Companies include Limon Dance Company and Ballet
West. Through dance activities that reflect the diversity of the community and the
diversity of the art form, NOBA strives to infuse the arts of dance into the cultural
fabric of New Orleans and the surrounding communities. Dance is presented on the
concert stage and in community settings in large, intermediate, and small venues,
wiﬁh 1activities in theaters, art centers, university halls, recreation centers, and
schools.

AXIS Dance Company
$20,000
Oakland, California

To support Dance Access and Dance/Access Kids! educational and outreach pro-
grams in the Bay Area and on a national tour. These activities will offer a variety
of events for youth and adults with and without disabilities who are based locally
and nationally. Project activities may include dance classes, school assemblies, a
dance camp for youth, teacher training, a dance apprentice program, workshops for
emerging choreographers and professional dancers, community workshops, lecture
demonstrations, and presentations.

White Bird
$40,000
Portland, OR

To support the presentation of dance companies in the White Bird Uncaged series.
New Israeli Voices in Dance: Hillel Kogan and Danielle Agami, Urban Bush Women,
and other companies will be presented at Portland State University’s Lincoln Per-
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formance Hall or at the Newark Theatre/Portland Center for the Performing Arts.
Each visiting company will hold community activities that will include master class-
es for local students and dancers, mini-performances or workshops at a community
center or school, and post-show discussions.

THE NON-PROFIT PROFESSIONAL DANCE COMMUNITY

America’s dance companies perform a wide range of styles and genres. These in-
clude both classical and contemporary ballet, classical and contemporary modern, as
well as jazz, tap, cross—disciplinary fusions and traditional to modern work rooted
in other cultures. Over two-thirds of America’s professional dance companies are
less than 45 years old; as an established art form with national identity and pres-
ence, dance has burst onto the scene almost entirely within living memory. And yet,
America can boast some of the greatest dance companies of the world and can take
credit for birthing two indigenous dance styles—tap and modern dance.

One key to this spectacular achievement has been the creation of a national mar-
ketplace for dance. When the National Endowment for the Arts instituted its Dance
Touring Program in the 1970s, great dance became accessible to every community
in America. What used to be a handful of professional companies and a scattering
of “regional” dance has become a national treasure spread across cities and through
communities, schools and theaters in all 50 States. Based on data from almost 300
nonprofit dance companies from across the United States, Dance/USA estimates
that dance companies:

—Employed over 14,800 people in a mix of full-time and part-time positions;

—Pfgid approximately $345.7 million, or 53 percent of expenses, in wages and ben-

efits;

—Earned $200 million, or 29 percent of their income, from performances;

—Received $326.6 million, or 48 percent of their income in contributions (includ-

ing public support, corporate contributions, foundation support, and individual
donations);

—generated more than $661.5 million in economic activity across the United

tates.

Dance/USA, the national service organization for the professional dance field, be-
lieves that dance is essential to a healthy society, demonstrating the infinite possi-
bilities for human expression and potential, and facilitating communication within
and across cultures. Dance/USA sustains and advances professional dance by ad-
dressing the needs, concerns, and interests of artists, administrators, and organiza-
tions. Dance/USA’s membership currently consists of nearly 500 aerial, ballet, mod-
ern, culturally specific, jazz, and tap companies, dance service and presenting orga-
nizations, individuals, and related organizations. Dance/USA’s member companies
range in size from operating budgets of under $100,000 to over $50 million.

CONCLUSION

Despite overwhelming support by the American public for spending Federal tax
dollars in support of the arts, the NEA has never recovered from a 40 percent budg-
et cut in the mid-nineties and found its budget further decreased by almost $22 mil-
lion since 2010, leaving its programs seriously underfunded. We urge you to con-
tinue toward restoration and increase the NEA funding allocation to $155 million
for fiscal year 2016.

On behalf of Dance/USA, thank you for considering this request.

[This statement was submitted by Amy Fitterer, Executive Director.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

Mister Chairman, ranking member and members of the subcommittee, thank you
for the opportunity to submit testimony for the record. Founded in 1947, Defenders
has more than one million members and supporters and is dedicated to the con-
servation of wild animals and plants in their natural communities.

North America is fortunate to have some of the most abundant and diverse wild-
life on Earth, more than 200,000 known species in the U.S. alone. This unique and
irreplaceable heritage is treasured by all Americans both for its aesthetic value as
well as for the very tangible benefits it brings as a resource. For example, a third
of our food is pollinated by birds, bats, and insects; wildlife associated recreation
generated $145 billion in economic benefits in 2011;1 bats provide at least $3.7 bil-

1The 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Associated Recreation, USFWS,
12/12.
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lion to the agricultural industry in pest control services each year;2 and the value
of ecosystem services from habitat in the contiguous 48 States is estimated at $1.6
trillion annually.3 Budget cuts since fiscal year 2010 to Federal programs that con-
serve wildlife and habitat have severely undermined sound management. Continued
cuts will likely lead to irreversible harm to vulnerable species and habitat. Our Na-
tion’s wildlife is a treasure and well worth the investment to properly care for it.

Defenders also strongly opposed the inclusion of the sage-grouse rider in the final
fiscal year 2015 appropriations bill. We ask that the subcommittee keep the fiscal
year 2016 bill free of this rider and any others that would undermine science-based
decisionmaking under the Endangered Species Act.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is our Nation’s premier wildlife con-
servation agency. FWS needs adequate funding, not cuts, if it is to recover threat-
ened and endangered species and protect migratory birds and fish, species of global
conservation concern and other trust species, and stop or prevent wildlife crimes.
After adjusting for inflation, appropriations for Ecological Services have steadily de-
clined after 2010, despite the addition of almost 280 listed species since then.

Cooperative Recovery.—Defenders supports the President’s requested increases of
$2.5 million in Conservation and Restoration under Ecological Services, $2 million
in National Wildlife Refuge System Operations and Maintenance, and $300,000
under Migratory Bird Management. This initiative is supporting more efficient and
strategic efforts across landscapes to recover threatened and endangered species on
National Wildlife Refuges and surrounding lands.

Renewable Energy.—Defenders supports the President’s requested increases of
$1.2 million in Planning and Consultation under Ecological Services to support ap-
provals of renewable energy projects while ensuring they comply with relevant envi-
ronmental laws, and $1.4 million under Service Science to assess potential impacts
of energy transmission corridors on sensitive lands and wildlife in the West and to
identify mitigation strategies.

Endangered Species—The President’s request again proposes a major restruc-
turing of the Ecological Services Activity, which includes the Endangered Species
program. Defenders continues to be concerned about whether the new structure will
allow for adequate transparency and accountability, particularly in the large “Gen-
eral Program Activities” program elements. Before any such restructuring is per-
mitted, the agency must show that it has adequate controls in place to ensure the
strategic use of this funding and a transparent process for developing priorities and
reporting how funds are allocated. Absent this information, Defenders supports
maintaining the current budget structure and supports the requested increases for
the endangered species portion of Ecological Services, $23.2 million, which includes:

—A $4 million increase to support the unprecedented effort to conserve the great-
er sage-grouse and its sagebrush habitat, part of a new sagebrush steppe 1nitia-
tive for fiscal year 2016.

—A $2.5 million increase for listing that will support progress in listing decisions
for approximately 145 candidate species, many of which have awaited Endan-
gered Species Act (ESA) protection for years.

—An $11 million increase to support the recovery of the more than 1,500 listed
U.S. species so that ESA protection is no longer necessary.

—A $5.5 million increase for consultation so that development projects can move
forward in compliance with section 7 of the ESA.

—Defenders opposes a $1 million reduction for the Wolf Livestock Loss Dem-
onstration Program that assists livestock owners co-existing with wolves, and
we urge its restoration.

National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS).—Our National Wildlife Refuge System
is the largest land and water system in the world dedicated to wildlife conservation.
Refuges provide enormous benefits to the American people, generating $2.4 billion
each year for local economies. Defenders supports the $34 million increase in the
request which includes funding for inventory and monitoring and for Challenge Cost
Share projects to build resiliency in the face of climate change.

We also support legislative language proposed by the administration that would
provide authority to recover compensation from responsible parties who injure or de-
stroy Refuge System or Hatchery System resources similar to that of the National

2http:/www.sciencemag.org/content/332/6025/41.summary?sid=853248fd-6760-4341-93d0-
2aeeab9ea450.

3The Economics Associated with Outdoor Recreation, Natural Resources Conservation and
Historic Preservation in the United States, Southwick Associates, 9/29/11.
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Park Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and allows
compensation to be applied directly to repair the injury without further appropria-
tion by Congress.

Science Support.—The requested $14.7 million increase will help to answer press-
ing questions about climate adaptation and other landscape level ecological changes
as well as about energy development impacts and mitigation for sensitive species,
White-Nose Syndrome that is devastating bat populations, and other agency man-
agement challenges.

Migratory Bird Management.—U.S. bird populations have experienced precipitous
declines in recent years. Defenders supports the $7.1 million requested increase
which includes funding for building resilience of bird species and their habitats
through the Joint Venture partnerships.

Environmental Contaminants.—Under Ecological Services, a requested $1.2 mil-
lion increase in Planning and Consultation will help to support the process for na-
tional consultations related to pesticide registrations and a requested $2 million in-
crease in Conservation and Restoration will help increase capacity to respond to im-
pacts of contaminant releases.

Office of Law Enforcement.—An $8.7 million increase requested by the President
will support needed wildlife science forensics experts, intelligence agents, and spe-
cial agents to combat the unprecedented level of illegal trade in wildlife.

Other key grant programs.—Defenders supports the requested funding amounts
for the Multinational Species Conservation Fund, the Neotropical Migratory Bird
Fund, and the Cooperative Endangered Species Fund (CESF) and for State and
Tribal Wildlife Grants. In addition, we are opposed to the request to fund non-land
acquisition planning and conservation grants from the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund under the CESF.

FOREST SERVICE AND BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service (FS) are es-
sential to the conservation of wildlife and their habitat in the United States, yet
their allocated funding is inadequate to address significant challenges to sustain
these resources. A top priority for Defenders is ensuring that development on these
lands proceeds in a sustainable way that maintains the ecological integrity of our
public lands and waters, conserves wildlife habitat and populations, and contributes
to agency efforts to successfully recover our most imperiled wildlife. We urge strong
oversight to ensure that any energy development is done in an environmentally sen-
sitive fashion and in low conflict areas. Given their large land ownerships it is im-
perative that both participate fully in landscape level conservation and management
efforts. We are encouraged by BLM’s innovative efforts in the Western Solar Pro-
gram and consider it an example of how land management agencies can improve
landscape level decisionmaking for energy development.

FS Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR)/Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Manage-
ment.—The administration has again proposed merging a number of accounts, in-
cluding Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management, into an integrated budget. In-
stead, Defenders supports maintaining funding for Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat
Management at no less than the fiscal year 2015 level of $140.5 million and con-
tinuing IRR as a pilot until the agency demonstrates its ability to adequately pro-
tect habitat for fish and wildlife under the consolidated program. Defenders con-
tinues to be concerned that wildlife program activities may be marginalized under
IRR and that hard timber targets may detract from integrated restoration.

FS Land Management Planning/Inventory and Monitoring.—The request again
proposes merging these two programs into a single line item. As with IRR, Defend-
ers is concerned about consolidating these functions unless and until the agency can
demonstrate its ability to carry out its responsibilities under each program inde-
pendently. We urge continued discrete funding as separate programs at no less than
the fiscal year 2015 level.

FS Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program.—We support the re-
quested increase of $20 million for this proven cost-effective program established
specifically to stabilize employment, offer a reliable wood supply, restore forest and
watershed health, improve wildlife habitat, and reduce both the costs of fire sup-
pression in overgrown forests and the risk of uncharacteristic wildfires.

FS Forest and Rangeland Research (FS R&D)—We are opposed to the $4 million
cut in 