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Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I have no
additional speakers, and I yield back
the balance of my time and urge Mem-
bers to support the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
PEARCE) that the House suspend the
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 3351.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate amendment was concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SALT CEDAR AND RUSSIAN OLIVE
CONTROL DEMONSTRATION ACT

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2720) to further the purposes of
the Reclamation Projects Authoriza-
tion and Adjustment Act of 1992 by di-
recting the Secretary of the Interior,
acting through the Commissioner of
Reclamation, to carry out an assess-
ment and demonstration program to
control salt cedar and Russian olive,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 2720

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Salt Cedar
and Russian Olive Control Demonstration
Act”.

SEC. 2. SALT CEDAR AND RUSSIAN OLIVE CON-
TROL DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary of the
Interior (referred to in this Act as the ‘‘Sec-
retary’’), acting through the Commissioner
of Reclamation and the Director of the
United States Geological Survey and in co-
operation with the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Secretary of Defense, shall carry out
a salt cedar (Tamarix spp) and Russian olive
(Elaeagnus angustifolia) assessment and
demonstration program—

(1) to assess the extent of the infestation
by salt cedar and Russian olive trees in the
western United States;

(2) to demonstrate strategic solutions for—

(A) the long-term management of salt
cedar and Russian olive trees; and

(B) the reestablishment of native vegeta-
tion; and

(3) to assess economic means to dispose of
biomass created as a result of removal of salt
cedar and Russian olive trees.

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—AS
soon as practicable after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall enter into a
memorandum of understanding providing for
the administration of the program estab-
lished under subsection (a).

(c) ASSESSMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date on which funds are made available
to carry out this Act, the Secretary shall
complete an assessment of the extent of salt
cedar and Russian olive infestation on public
and private land in the western United
States.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In addition to describ-
ing the acreage of and severity of infestation
by salt cedar and Russian olive trees in the
western United States, the assessment
shall—
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(A) consider existing research on methods
to control salt cedar and Russian olive trees;

(B) consider the feasibility of reducing
water consumption by salt cedar and Rus-
sian olive trees;

(C) consider methods of and challenges as-
sociated with the revegetation or restoration
of infested land; and

(D) estimate the costs of destruction of
salt cedar and Russian olive trees, related
biomass removal, and revegetation or res-
toration and maintenance of the infested
land.

(3) REPORT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources and the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Resources and the
Committee on Agriculture of the House of
Representatives a report that includes the
results of the assessment conducted under
paragraph (1).

(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted
under subparagraph (A) shall identify—

(i) long-term management and funding
strategies identified under subsection (d)
that could be implemented by Federal,
State, tribal, and private land managers and
owners to address the infestation by salt
cedar and Russian olive;

(ii) any deficiencies in the assessment or
areas for additional study; and

(iii) any field demonstrations that would
be useful in the effort to control salt cedar
and Russian olive.

(d) LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall iden-
tify and document long-term management
and funding strategies that—

(A) could be implemented by Federal,
State, tribal, and private land managers in
addressing infestation by salt cedar and Rus-
sian olive trees; and

(B) should be tested as components of dem-
onstration projects under subsection (e).

(2) GRANTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro-
vide grants to eligible entities to provide
technical experience, support, and rec-
ommendations relating to the identification
and documentation of long-term manage-
ment and funding strategies under paragraph
@.

(B) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—Institutions of
higher education and nonprofit organizations
with an established background and exper-
tise in the public policy issues associated
with the control of salt cedar and Russian
olive trees shall be eligible for a grant under
subparagraph (A).

(C) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—The amount of a
grant provided under subparagraph (A) shall
be not less than $250,000.

(e) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date on which funds are made avail-
able to carry out this Act, the Secretary
shall establish a program that selects and
funds not less than 5 projects proposed by
and implemented in collaboration with Fed-
eral agencies, units of State and local gov-
ernment, national laboratories, Indian
tribes, institutions of higher education, indi-
viduals, organizations, or soil and water con-
servation districts to demonstrate and evalu-
ate the most effective methods of controlling
salt cedar and Russian olive trees.

(2) PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.—The dem-
onstration projects under paragraph (1)
shall—

(A) be carried out over a time period and to
a scale designed to fully assess long-term
management strategies;

(B) implement salt cedar or Russian olive
tree control using 1 or more methods for
each project in order to assess the full range
of control methods, including—
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(i) airborne application of herbicides;

(ii) mechanical removal; and

(iii) biocontrol methods, such as the use of
goats or insects;

(C) individually or in conjunction with
other demonstration projects, assess the ef-
fects of and obstacles to combining multiple
control methods and determine optimal com-
binations of control methods;

(D) assess soil conditions resulting from
salt cedar and Russian olive tree infestation
and means to revitalize soils;

(E) define and implement appropriate final
vegetative states and optimal revegetation
methods, with preference for self-maintain-
ing vegetative states and native vegetation,
and taking into consideration downstream
impacts, wildfire potential, and water sav-
ings;

(F) identify methods for preventing the re-
growth and reintroduction of salt cedar and
Russian olive trees;

(G) monitor and document any water sav-
ings from the control of salt cedar and Rus-
sian olive trees, including impacts to both
groundwater and surface water;

(H) assess wildfire activity and manage-
ment strategies;

(I) assess changes in wildlife habitat;

(J) determine conditions under which re-
moval of biomass is appropriate (including
optimal methods for the disposal or use of
biomass); and

(K) assess economic and other impacts as-
sociated with control methods and the res-
toration and maintenance of land.

(f) DISPOSITION OF BIOMASS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after
the date on which funds are made available
to carry out this Act, the Secretary, in co-
operation with the Secretary of Agriculture,
shall complete an analysis of economic
means to use or dispose of biomass created
as a result of removal of salt cedar and Rus-
sian olive trees.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The analysis shall—

(A) determine conditions under which re-
moval of biomass is economically viable;

(B) consider and build upon existing re-
search by the Department of Agriculture and
other agencies on beneficial uses of salt
cedar and Russian olive tree fiber; and

(C) consider economic development oppor-
tunities, including manufacture of wood
products using biomass resulting from dem-
onstration projects under subsection (e) as a
means of defraying costs of control.

(g) CosTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—With respect to projects
and activities carried out under this Act—

(A) the assessment under subsection (c¢)
shall be carried out at a cost of not more
than $4,000,000;

(B) the identification and documentation
of long-term management strategies under
subsection (d)(1) and the provision of grants
under subsection (d)(2) shall be carried out at
a cost of not more than $2,000,000;

(C) each demonstration project under sub-
section (e) shall be carried out at a Federal
cost of not more than $7,000,000 (including
costs of planning, design, implementation,
maintenance, and monitoring); and

(D) the analysis under subsection (f) shall
be carried out at a cost of not more than
$3,000,000.

(2) COST-SHARING.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The assessment under
subsection (c), the identification and docu-
mentation of long-term management strate-
gies under subsection (d), a demonstration
project or portion of a demonstration project
under subsection (e) that is carried out on
Federal land, and the analysis under sub-
section (f) shall be carried out at full Federal
expense.

(B) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS CARRIED OUT
ON NON-FEDERAL LAND.—
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(i) IN GENERAL.—The Federal share of the
costs of any demonstration project funded
under subsection (e) that is not carried out
on Federal land shall not exceed 75 percent.

(ii) FORM OF NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The
non-Federal share of the costs of a dem-
onstration project that is not carried out on
Federal land may be provided in the form of
in-kind contributions, including services
provided by a State agency or any other pub-
lic or private partner.

(h) COOPERATION.—In carrying out the as-
sessment under subsection (c), the dem-
onstration projects under subsection (e), and
the analysis under subsection (f), the Sec-
retary shall cooperate with and use the ex-
pertise of Federal agencies and the other en-
tities specified in subsection (e)(1) that are
actively conducting research on or imple-
menting salt cedar and Russian olive tree
control activities.

(i) INDEPENDENT REVIEW.—The Secretary
shall subject to independent review—

(1) the assessment under subsection (c);

(2) the identification and documentation of
long-term management strategies under sub-
section (d);

(3) the demonstration projects under sub-
section (e); and

(4) the analysis under subsection (f).

(j) REPORTING.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit to Congress an annual report that de-
scribes the results of carrying out this Act,
including a synopsis of any independent re-
view under subsection (i) and details of the
manner and purposes for which funds are ex-
pended.

(2) PUBLIC ACCESS.—The Secretary shall fa-
cilitate public access to all information that
results from carrying out this Act.

(k) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this Act—

(A) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; and

(B) $15,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2007
through 2010.

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more 15
percent of amounts made available under
paragraph (1) shall be used to pay the admin-
istrative costs of carrying out the program
established under subsection (a).

(1) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—This Act
and the authority provided by this Act ter-
minate on the date that is 5 years after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on the bill under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2720 would further
the purposes of the Reclamation
Projects Authorization and Adjust-
ment Act of 1992 by directing the Sec-
retary of the Interior to carry out as-
sessment and demonstration programs
to control salt cedar and Russian olive.

Salt cedar and Russian olive are
small, deciduous harmful trees widely
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distributed along riparian areas in the
Western United States, particularly
along the Colorado, Rio Grande, Pecos
and Gila Rivers. They are known both
for their phenomenal reproductive out-
put and their ability to deplete scarce
water resources. According to experts,
one salt cedar tree can absorb 300 gal-
lons a day. In fact, studies have shown
that salt cedar dries up 800 billion gal-
lons more water per year than the na-
tive cottonwood tree that it is replac-
ing. Given these facts, most can agree
that controlling salt cedar and Russian
olive is important for water salvage, ri-
parian restoration, salinity control,
wildfire control and habitat restora-
tion.

H.R. 2720 will begin to address these
problems by providing sound science
and in turn developing and expanding
on innovative approaches to control
these harmful weeds. I urge adoption of
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may control.

(Mr. UDALL of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, at the outset, let me con-
gratulate my fellow New Mexican, Rep-
resentative STEVE PEARCE, for his lead-
ership on this issue. I am also proud to
be a cosponsor of his legislation.

H.R. 2720 creates a research program
to control two invasive shrubs: the salt
cedar and the Russian olive. Introduced
in the 19th century, both the salt cedar
and the Russian olive flourish in a va-
riety of soil types and tolerate shade
well. Unfortunately, these invasive
plants have invaded many streams
across the West, forcing out native cot-
tonwoods. Because the salt cedar and
Russian olive utilize more water than
native plants, their presence along
streams is disrupting to water flow and
water availability. H.R. 2720 will create
both research and pilot programs to
study effective control and long-term
management of these shrubs. I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of H.R. 2720.

I would also like to recognize my col-
leagues Representative MARK UDALL,
Representative JOHN SALAZAR and Rep-
resentative STEPHANIE HERSETH, who
are all cosponsors of this important
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, we support H.R. 2720.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PEARCE. I thank the gentleman
for his support for the bill and his hard
work on the bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to a hard-
working member of the Agriculture
Committee who has been a leader on
invasive species issues, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. SALAZAR).

(Mr. SALAZAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank both gentlemen from
New Mexico.

I rise today in support of the Salt
Cedar and Russian Olive Control Dem-
onstration Act and urge swift passage
of the measure. I would like to recog-
nize Representative PEARCE and other
cosponsors of the bill for their leader-
ship in this desperately needed legisla-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the Southwestern
United States is experiencing another
severe drought and water is going to be
in short supply again, as it has been in
the last few years. This legislation will
help to address our western water
needs.

The salt cedar, or tamarisk plant,
consumes large quantities of water, up-
wards of 200 gallons per day per plant.
This is a non-native species that needs
to be removed from our Nation’s rivers
and stream beds. It is estimated that
these invasive plants occupy up to 1.6
million acres.

According to the Tamarisk Coalition
of the Western United States, we are
probably losing between 2 to 4.5 million
acre feet of water per year. This would
be enough water for 20 million people,
or 1 million acres of irrigated farm-
land.

The tamarisk is a very difficult plant
to control, and there are already ef-
forts under way in Colorado and other
Western States to control it. This leg-
islation will help these folks by pro-
viding the necessary funding to look at
better ways to control this species. By
passing this bill, it will help Western
States deal with drought concerns and
continued growth. It benefits all water
users in the West.

Just recently, the seven basin States
of the Colorado River reached an agree-
ment on how to manage the River. One
section that the parties agreed upon
was control of this invasive species.
This bill will help these States meet
their objectives.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is vital
to the West, and I urge my colleagues
to support passage of this bill.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 2720, the Salt Cedar
and Russian Olive Control Demonstration Act.

Riparian lands in the western U.S. have
been severely affected by many activities and
actions, including the salt cedar plant. In my
district and throughout much of the Rio
Grande River Basin we are plagued with this
invasive species.

This deciduous shrub or small tree from
Eurasia has displaced native vegetation on
approximately 1.6 million acres of land in the
West and will continue to spread. Although
salt cedar is the “poster child” of non-native
plants impacting western rivers, other non-na-
tives, such as Russian olive, cohabit with salt
cedar and are important to control in order to
restore riparian health.

Salt cedar thickets harm the surrounding en-
vironment by narrowing and channelizing
streams and rivers; displacing native vegeta-
tion such as cottonwoods, willows, and adja-
cent dryland plant communities; providing poor
habitat for livestock, wild animals, and birds;
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increasing wildfire hazards; and limiting human
use of the waterways.

While each of these points is important to
one or more constituencies, the single most
critical problem is that salt cedar steals water.
The West may be losing 2 million to 4.5 mil-
lion acre-feet of water per year due to the
presence of salt cedar, which is beyond what
native plants would likely use. The water
needs of 20 million people or one million acres
of irrigated farmland could be met with that
amount of water.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2720 would address this
problem by requiring the Commissioner of the
Bureau of Reclamation and the Director of the
U.S. Geological Survey, in association with the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of
Defense, to create and deploy an assessment
and demonstration program for salt cedar and
Russian olive.

This program would first assess the extent
of the infestation of both species in the west-
ern U.S., develop and demonstrate strategic
solutions for long-term management and fund-
ing strategies of salt cedar and Russian olive
and the reestablishment of native vegetation,
and assess the economic means to dispose of
biomass created as a result of removal of salt
cedar and Russian olive trees.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2720 is essential to deal-
ing with the salt cedar and Russian olive prob-
lem in the West, and | ask my colleagues to
join me in supporting this much-needed legis-
lation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, having no further speakers, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, again I
express my appreciation to Mr. UDALL
from New Mexico for his hard work and
support of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no additional
speakers, and I yield back the balance
of my time, requesting all Members to
support H.R. 2720.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
PEARCE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2720.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————
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DANA POINT DESALINATION
PROJECT AUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3929) to amend the Water Desali-
nation Act of 1996 to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to assist in re-
search and development, environ-
mental and feasibility studies, and pre-
liminary engineering for the Municipal
Water District of Orange County, Cali-
fornia, Dana  Point Desalination
Project located at Dana Point, Cali-
fornia, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3929

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Dana Point De-
salination Project Authorization Act’’.

SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION FOR DANA POINT DE-
SALINATION PROJECT.

The Water Desalination Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C.
10301 note; Public Law 104-298) is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:

“SEC. 10. DANA POINT DESALINATION RESEARCH
AND FEASIBILITY RELATED COSTS.

“(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may assist in
research and development, environmental and
feasibility studies, and preliminary engineering
for the Municipal Water District of Orange
County, California, Dana Point Desalination
Project located at Dana Point, California.

““(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—Notwithstanding sec-
tion 7, the Federal share of the costs for the
project assisted under subsection (a) shall not
exceed 25 percent of the total costs of the
project.

“(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the Secretary $2,500,000 to carry out this section.

““(d) SUNSET.—The authority of the Secretary
to carry out any provisions of this section shall
terminate 10 years after the date of the enact-
ment of this section.”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material on the bill under
consideration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3929, introduced by
our distinguished colleague, KEN CAL-
VERT, authorizes Federal participation
in a unique desalination research and
development project in Southern Cali-
fornia.

Water consumers in that area of the
State depend on imported water, and
local efforts are being undertaken to
develop nearby water supplies to re-
duce this dependence.

Desalination and water recycling are
some of the most important ways to
create new local water supplies. This
legislation provides limited Federal as-
sistance to develop a unique subsurface
ocean water collection system that can
reduce desalination’s cost and elimi-
nate impacts on the environment.

This project will not only help
Southern California, but could also be
a model for future desalination oper-
ations nationwide. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Mr. UDALL of New Mexico asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
Speaker, we support passage of H.R.
3929. We need to do more, not less, to
help communities that are working to
apply new technologies to their water
supply problems. This bill provides
limited financial assistance for engi-
neering and environmental studies. It
does not authorize funds for construc-
tion.

The project sponsors are exploring
the feasibility of an ocean water desa-
linization plant using subsurface in-
take wells, which are protective of the
marine environment. If this design is
successful, it could encourage other
coastal communities that are consid-
ering ocean desalinization as a way to
stretch their limited water supplies
without causing damage to marine life.

It is unfortunate that the Bush ad-
ministration opposes this bill. Their
opposition to H.R. 3929 is short-sighted
and ill advised. This administration ap-
pears to be on a crusade against the
use of innovative technologies to help
solve water supply problems.

I hope the bill will be enacted despite
their objections.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New Mexico for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I have some familiarity
with the project, since it is located in
the district which I have the privilege
to represent. Water is an issue. It is an
issue in the West; it is an issue in Cali-
fornia.

We will probably be dealing this
week and over the next few weeks and
perhaps months with some of the issues
of a shortage of various energy
projects. We can avoid shortages in
water if we work on it early, if we get
on some of these projects now.

What this project does, as both the
previous speakers indicated, is it is not
just something that is good for the dis-
trict I represent or the area 1 rep-
resent, but is in fact a test project for
this new type of desalinization, where
you are getting the water, rather than
directly out of the ocean on the coast,
you are actually bringing the water
out underneath the sand, and then
back to a desalinization plant, which is
off the coast.

That is why it does not have the neg-
ative environmental impacts putting a
plant directly on the coast right
against the water would be. But, also,
the sand itself has the effect, we be-
lieve, of filtering this water on its way
to the desalinization plant, which both
reduces the cost, reduces the waste
that is created in desalinization, and
possibly, we believe, makes the project
considerably more efficient and there-
fore cheaper.

So what this project, if it is success-
ful, will do is it will create desaliniza-
tion that will be both less impactful on
the environment, result in a higher
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