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The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in 
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for the 
Department of the Interior and Related Agencies for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2003. The bill provides regular annual ap
propriations for the Department of the Interior (except the Bureau 
of Reclamation) and for other related agencies, including the Forest 
Service, the Department of Energy, the Indian Health Service, the 
Smithsonian Institution, and the National Foundation on the Arts 
and the Humanities. 
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ction 308(a)( l A of the Congressional Budget and Impound
m, nt ontrol Act o 1974 (Public Law 93- 344 , a amended, re
quire that the report accompanying a bill providing new budget 

uthori y contain a t atem,ent detailing how the au hority com
pare ' ith the report: submitted under section 302 of the Act for 
h mo recently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for 

the fi cal ,year. Thi information follow ,: 
(In mlllinns of dollars] 

Budget aulhont' ......................................................... . 
Oulla •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••• 

Sec. 302(b) 

Discret onary 

, 19,730 
18,969 

,\and a tory 

63 
64 

lhis b1ll-

D1saeliona ry 

19,730 
19,260 

, andatoJY 

63 
64 

Th · ,allocatioil for fi cal year '2003 include $1 440 000 000 in, dis
cr tionary bu~d,get authority for conservation pendi11g pursuant to 
1 ect:ion 251(c of the Balanced Budget and Em rgency Deficit Con
trol Act of 1985 as amended and '$1 052 00 000 in outlays. There 
i al o $400 000 000 in outlays attributabl to additional 2002 
emergenC)' firefightin,g funds included in the out]ay total. 

Su_ flvlARY OF TRE BILl~ 

The ~Committee has conducted hearings on the programs and 
projects pro,rided for in the Interior and Related Agencies Appro
priations bill for 2003. The hearings are contained in 9 published 
,,olames totaling nearly 10,000 pages. 

During the course of the hearings, testimony was taken at 14 
hearings on 11 days, ,not only from agencies which come under the 
juri diction of the Interior Subcommittee, but also from Members 
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of Congress, and, in \vritten form, from State and local government 
officials, and private citizens. 

The bill that is recommended for fiscal year 2003 has been devel
oped after careful consideration of all the facts and details avail
able to the Committee. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY RECOMMENDED IN BILL BY TITLE 

Activity Budget estimates O>mmittee bill f1scal 
fiscal year 2003 year 2003 

Title I, Department of the Interior: New Budget (obligational) 
authority ........................ , ......................................................... . $9.450.753,000 $9,969,175,000 

Title II, related agenc1es New Budget {obligational) authority 9.488.163,000 10,444 950,000 

Grand total, New Budget (obligational) authority ...... 18,938,916,000 20 414,125,000 

Comm1ttee b1ll com· 
pared w1th budget 

estimates 

+$518,422,000 
+956,787 ,000 

+1 ,475,209,000 

T OTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE D EPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED A GENCIES 

In addition to the amounts in the accompanying bill, which are 
reflected in the table above, permanent legislation authorizes the 
continuation of certain government activities without consideration 
by the Congress during the annual appropriations process. 

Details of these activities are listed in tables at the end of this 
report. In fiscal year 2001, these activities are estimated to total 
$3,384,125,000. The estimate for fiscal year 2002 is $3,584,842,000. 

The following table reflects the total budget (o~ligational) author
ity contained both in this bill ar1d in permanent appropriations for 
fiscal years 2002 and 2003. . 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES TOTAL BUDGET AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2002- 2003 

Item 

lntenor and related agenc1es appropriations bill ................... . 
Permanent appropnat10ns Federal funds ............................. . 
·Permanent appropriatiOns, trust funds . . .................................. . 

Total budget authority ............................................... .. 

Fiscal year 2002 

$19,167,770,000 
2,588,751,000 

624,897,000 

22,381,418,000 

F1scal year 2003 

$20,414,125,000 
2,548,278,000 

595,918,000 

23,558,321,000 

R EVENUE G ENERATED BY AGENCIES IN BILL 

Change 

+$1,246,355,000 
- 40,473,000 
- 28,979,000 

+ 1,176,903,000 

The following tabulation indicates total new obligational author
ity to date for fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and the amount rec
ommended in the bill for fiscal year 2003. It compares receipts gen
erated by activities in this bill on an actual basis for fiscal year 
2001 and on an estimated basis for fiscal years 2002 and 2003. The 
programs in this bill are estimated to generate $6.1 billion in reve
nues for the Federal Government in fiscal year 2003. Therefore, the 
expenditures in this bill will contribute to economic stability rather 
than inflation. 

F1scat year-
Item 

2001 2002 2003 

New obligational authority ........................................................ $18.892,320,000 $19,167,770,000 $20,414,125,000 
Rece1pts 

Department of the Interior ............................................... 10,865.661 ,000 6,609,623,000 5.719,689,000 
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2001 

2 ,019.000 
7,836,000 

11,297,516,000 

2002 

20,972,000 
7.187,000 

7,037,782,000 

00 

122,036,000 
7,233,000 

6,1 8,958.000 

Tl1 l v J • ' d1i l1 q u • r i n r d u c i 11 . l1 11 b t k 11 pur, u -
11t t, l1 B l 11c d Budg t , nd Em rg 11 . · D ficit 'on rol ·t f 

19 5 if uch r du ion r r quir d in. fi · l , r 2003 i d fi11 d 
by h ommitt a foJlo"' : 

, provid d for by . · ion 256 1 (2 f Public L v 99- 177 
tn ·nd .d nd forth purpo~ · of Pr . id n i lOrd r i. u d pur u
Jlt o cti 11 254 of · id Act, l1 t rm. program. proj ct nd · c
ivi . , for it m und r th jt1ri diction of th Appro riatio11. ub
ommi on h D partm n of th Int rior nd l . d A~ n-

ci , of th Hou of R pr n tiv and tl1 na e i d fin d 
, 1 Jl .. i m p cific lly id 11 ifi d in abl or writt n m.at rial . 
fortl1 in h Int rior nd R 1· t d Ag nci Appropria ion Act or 

ccompanying committ r port or h con£ r nc r port and ac-
111pan)ring joint explanatory tat m nt of th m nag r of th 

con111Ji t e of con£ r nc · 2 any Go ernm nt-o\vned or Govern
m n ·-op rated facili )'. and 3 management unit , . uch as National 
park National £ ·· , fi h hatcherie , wildli~ r fug , research 
t1nit r gional St t and oth r administrative uni · and the lik , 
for 'vhicl1 fund are provided in fiscal year 2003. 

Tb ommittee ~en1phasizes that any item for which a pecific 
dol] r am.ou11t i m ntion d i11 any accompanying report including 

11 incr a e ov r h budget timate approv d by th Committ 
hall b ubject to p ercen ag reduction no gr ater or les th n 
h ~ perc ntage r eduction applied to all dome tic di cr tionary ac

coun s .. 

F EDERAL F rDI OF I DIA PR tRAM 

Th ommittee recommend appropriations of new budget au-
thority aggregating $5.2 billion for Indian progran s in fiscal year 
2003. Thi is an increase of $99 million above the budget r eque t 
and an increa e of $230 million above the amount appropriated for 
fi ca) year 2002. Spending for Indian ervices by t he Federal Gov-
rnment in otal is included in the following table. 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Budget Alllhority 

Department of Agriculture ........................................................................ . 
Department of Commeice .......................................................................... . 
Depart~ment of Defense .............................................................................. . 
Department of Justice ................................................................................ . 
Oepart~ment of Education ........................................................................... . 
Department of HHS ...........................................•....................................... 
Oepa~rtment of HUD .................................................................................... . 
Department of Veterans Affairs ................................................................. . 
Department of the Interior .......................................................................... . 
Department of lalbor .................................................................................. . 
Department of Tiransportation ................................................................... . 

Ascal year 2001 Ascal ~r 2002, Ascal ~r 2003. 
actual enacted budget est1mate 

611 ,737 
41,884 
1,8,000 

202,960 
1.852,991 
3,l25,858 

731 ,557 
538 

2,617,113 
71,919 

265,481 

$671 ,438 
17,534 
18,000 

237,122 
1.97 ,208 
3,341 ,815 

731 ,557 
551 

2,664,262 
73,919 

281,411 

711 ,397 
12,534 

0 
201 ,264 

2,064,089 
3,421 ,043 

729,500 
565 

2,770,316 
70,014 

202,029 
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[In thousands ot dollars] 

Budget Authouty 

Environmental Protection Agency .............................................................. . 
Small Bustness Administration ................................................................. . 
Smithsonian Institution ............................................................................. . 
Army Corps of fingineers ........................................................................... . 
Department of the Treasury ....................................................................... . 
Other Independent Agencies ...................................................................... . 

lr()tCII .............................................................................................. . 

fiscal year 2001 
actual 

216,109 
1,250 

37,305 
23,777 
5,000 

76,785 

9,900,264 

CONSTITUTIONAIJ AU'rHORITY 

fiscal year 2002, 
enacted 

228,698 
0 

67,896 
26,007 
5,000 

80,059 

10,419.477 

Fiscal year 2003, 
budp,et estimate 

232,276 
1,000 

53,517 
23,63 1 
5,000 

78,846 

10,577,02 1 

Clause 3(d)( l ) of rule XIII of the House of Representatives states 
that: 

Each report of a committee on a bill or joint resolution of a public 
character, shall include a statement citing the specific powers 
granted to the Congress in the Constitution to enact the law pro
posed by the bill or joint resolution. 

The Committee on Appropriations bases its authority to report 
this legislation from Clause 7 of Section 9 of Article I of the Con
stitution of the United States of America which states: "No money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of Appropria
tions made by law. * * *" 

Appropriations contained in this Act are made pursuant to this 
specific power granted by the Constitution. 

ACCRUAL F UNDING OF RETIREMENT COSTS AND POST-RETIREMENT 
HEALTII BENEFI'FS 

The President's Budget included a legislative proposal under the 
jurisdiction of the House Committee on Government .Reform to 
charge to individual agencies, starting in fiscal year 2003, the fully 
accrued costs related to retirement benefits of Civil Service Retire
ment System employees and retiree health benefits for all civilian 
employees. The Budget also requested an additional dollar amount 
in each affected discretionary account to cover these accrued costs. 

Without passing judgment on the merits of this legislative pro
posal, the Committee has reduced the dollar amounts of the Presi
dent's request shown in the "Comparative Statement of New Budg
et Authority" and other tables in this report to exclude the accrual 
funding proposal. The disposition by Congress of the legislative 
proposal is unclear at this time. Should the proposal be passed by 
Congress and enacted, the Committee will make appropriate ad
justments to the President's request to include accrual amounts . 

The Committee further notes that administration proposals re
quiring legislative action by the authorizing committees of Con
gress are customarily submitted in the budget as separate sched
ules apart from the regular appropriations requests. Should such 
a proposal be enacted, a budget amendment formally modifying the 
President's appropriation request for discretionary funding is then 
transmitted to the Congress. 

The Committee is concerned that this practice, which has always 
worked effectively for both Congress and past administrations, was 
not followed for the accrual funding proposal. In this case, the Of
fice of Management and Budget (OMB decided to include accrual 
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Tl1 on1n1i . 1· con i11u d th con ervation initiativ tart d 
i11 ti 1 VIII of th fi c·:tl y ar 2001 Int rior and R, lat d Agenci 

p}Jropria io11 .Act. Th tabl b low i11clud s funding informa ion 
£ r tl1at i11i i ·iv .. ontinuin.g it commitm nt to this important 
i11iti iv h otnmitte ha r comm nded a total of 

1 _ 0 000,000 for fi c 1 )' ar 2003. Thi amount i equal to th 
111 xi111Un1 n1ount a\railable for appropriation through the Int rior 

11d R 1, 't d Ag nci Appropria ion Act for fiscal year 2003. Th 
fundi11g u11d. r tl1 con rv,ation initiati,,e i ummarized in th ~ 

_ bl b )O\ J. 

Federal land Acquisition: 
BL , Federal land AcqUisition .................................................. .. 
f\ Federal land AcqUisition ................................................... .. 

PS Federal land Acquisthon ................................................... . 
Dept gmt, BIA ~ ater settlement ............................................. . 
FS Federal land Acqu1stl10n ...................................................... .. 

Subtota l, Federal land Acquisition ....................................... .. 
PS States1de l ' CF Grants (and Admmtslralion) ..................... . 

Subtotal, Federal and State l'/CF ......................................... . 

State and Other Conservation Programs: 
Stalle • tid life Grants ................................................................. . 
A' lncenh e Gran~t Programs ................................................... . 
n· St d h. G P ~el . ar s, tp r~ants mgram .............................................. . 
F\\ Coop. Endangered Species Conserv. Fund ......................... . 
A\'S r orth American Wetlands Consen•. Fund ........................... . 

F\' ultinational Species Fund ............................................... .. 
USGS State Planning Partnerships ............................................. . 
Coope1a'li •e Conservation lniliati e (BU, , F\'IS, NPSt .............. .. 

2002 Enacted 

49,920 
99,135 

130,117 
.....•..••...•...•..... ,. 

149,742 

28,914 
14 ,000 

l 60,000 
40,000 
10,000 
96,235 
43,500 
(3,000) 
(4,000) 
25,000 

•••••••••••••••••••••• •••• 

2003 Requ st 

3 44,686 
3 70,384 
3 86 057 , 

3 3,000 
3 130,510 

3 334,637 
lA 200,000 

113 60,000 
3 50,000 
310 000 
3 91 ,000 
3 43,560 
( 1 ,000) 
(4,000) 
13,578 
50,000 

2003 commnt 
rocommcnd t1on 

49,286 
82,250 
99,099 

0 
146,336 

530,971 

s 100,000 
s 40 000 I 

s 10,000 
5]21,400 

43,560 
5,000 
4,800 

25,000 
26,000 
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Subcategory/appropriation account 

FS, Forest legacy ........................................................................ . 
FS, Forest Stewardship ............................................................... . 

Subtotal, State & other conservation programs .................... . 

Urban and H1storic Preservation Programs 
NPS Htstonc Preservation Fund .......... . ......................... . 
NPS Urban Parks & Recreation Recovery Grants ..................... . 
FS Urban and Commumty Forestry . . . . . . ....................... . 
Youth Conservatton Corps (BLM, FWS, NPS, FS) ........................ . 

Subtotal, Urban & Htstonc ..................................................... . 

Payments m Lieu of Taxes BLM .................................................... .. 
NatiOnal Wtldhfe Refuge Fund shanng -FWS ................................. .. 

Federal Infrastructure Improvement Programs ................................... . 

Total, Conservation Spendmg Category ................................ .. 

2002 Enacted 

65,000 
(33,171) 

339,735 

74,500 
30,000 
36,000 

7,000 
147,500 

50,000 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

184,851 

1,295,000 

2003 Request 

3 69,797 
3 49,526 

437,461 

67,000 
300 

36,235 
7,000 

110,535 

15,000 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

220.102 

1,317,735 

2003 committee 
recommendation 

5 60,000 
36,898 

472,658 

76,500 
30,000 
36,235 

7,000 
149.735 

7 70,000 
8 5,000 

211,636 

1,440,000 

(1) There was a $25m resc1ss1on of these funds m FY 02, amount shown 1s after rescission; {2) $5.000,000 for tribal grants mcluded in 
State Wildlife g1dnts category; (3) requested from LWCF in 2003: (4) includes $50 million for Coop Conservation lmtiattve. (5) mcludes fund
ing from land and Water Conservation Fund; (6) includes $30,000,000 for Savmg America's Treasures 7) an additional $160 million for Pill 
is not in CSC; (8) an additional $14,414,000 for refuge fund is not in CSC. 

CONSERVATION PARTNERSHIPS 

The Committee has not agreed to start a new cooperative con
servation initiative, as proposed by the Department of the Interior, 
but wholeheartedly supports the concept of cooperative efforts to 
address critical habitat restoration and protection needs. The Com
mittee believes that the goal of conservation through partnerships 
should be accomplished using existing cooperative programs. The 
current challenge cost share programs in each of the land manage
ment agencies are excellent examples of partnership efforts that le
verage Federal funds. The Committee strongly believes agencies 
should view partnerships as an approach to doing business rather 
than an opportunity to create new programs or new administrative 
entities to accomplish cooperative conservation. The total amount 
added to the budget request to address cooperative partnerships 
through existing programs at the Department of the Interior is 
$41,000,000 as detailed below. In addition, the Committee rec
ommends continuing the landowner incentive program and the pri
vate ste\vardship grant program, which were started in fiscal year 
2002 under the Fish and Wildlife Service. The $50,000,000 for 
those t\vo new programs is continued for fiscal year 2003. 

The Committee has recommended increases in the challenge cost 
share programs in the Department of the Interior. In the Bt1reau 
of Land Management, an increase of $10,000,000 is recommended, 
which more than doubles the funding to a total of $19,000,000. 
Under the Committee's recommendation for fiscal year 2003, fund
ing for the National Park Service challenge cost share program will 
be incr-eased b $7,000,000, an increase of 100 percent, for a total 
availability of 14,000,000. The amount not set-aside for Lewis and 
Clark projects will actually increase by 350 percent from 
$2,000,000 to $9,000 000. In the Fish and Wildlife Service about 
$3 500 000 in refuge operations is ct1rrently used for the challenge 
cost share program and the Committee has recommended adding 
$3 000 000 for that program. 



I 11 l1 ~ i h 11 \ i1 ~~ i l1 1 11 i l1 
n 111 ~ 1 .. 1 i1 £u1 · i 11 r l · i 1 p r , · l1· 

I n1 t r· t I ili t d r 1 f 1 d . 11, lllll i 
h l 1> I 1 ni. p 11 .. 1 r . . i 11 i 1 ' i' p 11 r I 

11 .. u 11 - 11 r p · ~ , . I 11 i i l1 i 1 r l1 r f-
u l1· 11 1 l1 r pr .. 111 11 111111i r~ -

........ J , 1 d it r f 1 D r 11-r , fu ~ iJlV . i'' p ·i~Q 
... .... .. J r I p ~ ~ 1 u i 1 I fri 111 Jl · 11 d v lUll I r . 1 0 0 0 0 £ r 
in' ~ i p j , ~ 11 r ) p ·, ~ u11d r 11 r 11 1 r £or i 11 1 ~d 
Jj] ,dli~ Jlr · 111 I 0 £ r p r il) n r 1 i11 ' ill p 

\ 7.. hi 1 11 ' i l1 l1 , p ion l1 · · l1 11 d h r p · r 11 r 
\ rj]) p ·, \ id~ d~di j , n ) JCU.ll 'd 1ddr~ . . thi pro b) tn 1 QQQ 1QQQ 
£ r 1 l progr n1. '1 ~ 0 0 000 £ r joi11 v Jltur progr tn~ i11 nli-

~ ... ""'r , bird 1 n' g 111 n ,''2 '000 000 for fi l1 p,· I .g' prQj c · nd 
'1 I 000 £ r qu,· i nui 11 , 1 r l. Tl1 1n1nitt h · l o 

r c 11 111 nd d . n in r f , 12 000 ~000 £or h bi . con. rv~ :io1 
pJ 11 1· 11 ~d ·q·ui i io11 u1ld r l1 coop r . iv 11cl· 11g r d p ci 
\..~'"" .. n r\r i 11 fu.n ~d . 

Th 111nli · · l 11 11. t }} · ortl1 An1 ric n W tl nd 
on ~'"'' ·i n progr m i11 h Fi l1 a11d Wildli£ . rvic i an xc 1-

] , 11 . 111pl f h po' ' r of 011 r,,a ion partn · r hip . Lik " i 
·11 I omn1it c · 11 in u · o up port fu11ding for th · tiona I Fi h 
11d Til ~dli£ . Foui)Id.· ion i11 l1 Bur au of Land . an g m nt )J, 

Fi h , 11d ildli£ rvic th N tion.al Park S rvice, and th For-
r\ ·c . Th. ~ 11 n1it ugg , t that th Na ural R ourc 

D, 111 g A n1 n progt .. anl hould be xamin d for enhanc d 
r tora io11 partn r l1i pot 11tiaL 

Tl1 omn1i 11ot that l1 Fore t S r,rice had a11 ~acti,re ch l-
1 11g co t h.ar program u ing a\railabl fund · a r c ntly a fi -
c· I , r 2000 th Fore t · r\ric et a id $35 057 000 and antici-.. 
p,~ d 56 517 000 in coop r~ator contribution .. This funding pro-
due d tr 111 ndou 011-t11 ground accompli hments providing ub-
tan i l ~co11 1\'atioil J,e,, rag of 11on-Fed ral fund and ucc s £ul 

coop ra1 jon ' 7itl1 ma11y local groups. The Co111mittee ha additional 
in rue ion £or the Fore t er,rice challeng~e CO' t hare program 
und~ r he ation,al £ore t y tern lle,ading. The om.mittee expects 
h~ Fore t S 1:\'ic to ree tabli h thi program. 

Th omn1i 1 e trongl)' ~encourage the Departm nt of th Inte-
rior · n ~d · h Fore 1 S r\ric to u e proven exi ting programs, and 
u t}}e exi ting criteria for those programs to m et the goals of 
coop rati'' co11 er,ration. In the fiscal year 2004 budget, the Com
nti e ncourage 1 he Department of the Interior and the Forest 

er,rice to expand program \-.rith proven track records £or 
le' ~eraging Federal fund to d~eli er on the groun.d h.abitat restor.~
tiOJl a11d protection. Th~e fiscal year 2004 budget justification hould 
include a cro scut table of pa1·tner hip ·programs for each land 
ma11agement agency including information on Federal funding and 
co t baring by program. The Department of the Interior and the 
Fore t Ser\rice should also r~eport to the Committee no later than 
De~cember 31, 2002 on the current status of their conservation 
pru:·tnership programs. 
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ENERGY RESEARCH RESPONDING TO THE NATIONAL ENERGY 
POLICY 

Last year the Committee wholeheartedly welcomed the Adminis
tration's National Energy Policy. The Committee was disappointed 
that the budget request for fiscal year 2003 for energy programs 
did not more fully embrace research in many critical areas. The 
Committee agrees that the Department of Energy must do a better 
job of measuring potential progra1n success and of refocusing or 
discontinuing programs that are not yielding results. However, the 
Committee also believes that new programs must continue to be ex
plored and promising research need to be expanded if we are to 
achieve the goals of energy independence, dramatically lower en
ergy consumption, and significantly reduced emissions of harmful 
pollutants from energy production and use. 

The Committee's recommendations are responsive to those goals 
and to the underlying National Energy Policy. The recommenda
tions include $1.9 billion for energy programs in the Interior bill, 
an increase of $126 million above last year and $175 million above 
the budget request. The recommendations reflect a balanced ap
proach to handling both the supply and demand sides of the energy 
issue. Likewise, there is a balance between research on tech
nologies for traditional and alternative fuels. We need both tradi
tional fuels and altemative fuels and we need to find ways to use 
all fuels and technologies more efficiently and more cleanly. 

The Committee continues to support the President's clean coal 
power initiative and has recommended large increases in funding 
for the weatherization assistance program and for State energy 
grants. The Committee also has recommended restoring most of the 
reductions proposed in the budget request for energy conservation 
research and for research to improve fossil energy technologies. We 
need to do all these things if we are to have a balanced and ration
al national energy strategy. 

The Committee agrees with the Administration that some pro
grams have not been as productive as anticipated. In the past the 
Committee has recommended the elimination of dozens of such pro
grams in the energy area and will continue to do so in the future. 
The nature of research is such that failures must be acknowledged 
and not perpetuated in order to make room for ne\v ideas and un
anticipated breakthroughs in technologies. 

Much of the funding in the Interior bill is intended to provide 
seed money for new ideas. Once those ideas result in new tech
nology and are adopted by industry, the Federal role is completed. 
Too often in the past, the government has not terminated programs 
that have not yielded results or has continued to participate in pro
grams once they were market ready. Those mistakes should not be 
repeated. Most energy innovations come about through the actions 
of industry and small entrepreneurs and without Federal assist
ance. It is not the job of the Federal government to pick "winners 
and losers" in the energy area. The marketplace and the consumer 
are the ultimate decision makers. The Federal role is an important 
one but it should not extend be)'Ond basic and applied research. 
The Committee, in its recommendations, has attempted to main
tain diversity of energy research and not cross the line into mar
keting. 



ubli p· r i ip i 11 in r cr ,. n fund d in tl1i bill i 
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r nd r .· . 1 nd, 1n n g d lY tl1 For 1 1 • Th _ "'or t, 

~ rvi n1 n g 192 mi]Ji 11 'r _ , ll -· r 220 mil]i n - i. i p r 
__ r~ · nd ·r· c · tl1ou · .11d ,,olu11t ~ r . B.. cont.r t h - -

tio11 1 P· rk r\ric 111an g 84 rnillion acr , ha · bout 286 mil-
]jon i i or. nd r 120 hou. _ nd volunt r . Tl1 U. . Fi h 

rtd "ildU£ r i · 1nan. g . 95 nJillioll cr . ha 41 million vi i-
. r · JlllU IJy nd tr· ct 35 thou · nd volunt r . Th Bur u of 
L· 11d an g n1 nt ha th larg t land ba e of the land m n g · 
m nt g · nci .. \''i h 262 million acr . BLM ba . a·bout 52 million 
vi i or annuaJ]y nd a tract 17 tl1ou and volun eer . The on1-
n1i cotl i11u t plac a high priority on maintaining h 
r cr tio11 program 11 uring that th Am rican public ha at 
Ild uplifting experi 11ces on tl1e Nation' public land . The Com

mi t i · grat ful to all th \ ' Olu11 er who are l1 Iping to mak th 
public la1ld b er place for ·h.e vi i i11g public and for g n ration. 

0 COln ·· 

Th ommi t i concerned \vith the limited amount of Depart-
Ill n of he Int rior nd Fore t Service la'v enforcement re -ourc 
i11 outhern Arizona. More illegal immigration is occun·ing in thi 
r gion thru1 any other area of the country. These illegal immigrant 
a11d drug muggling activities damage the natural and cultural r -
o·urces reduce ,,i itor safety and erode public confidence and en

joyment of the e lands. Further warming and cooking fire built 
a11d aban.doned by illegal immigrant have caused vvildfires tha 
l1av · d tro)red over 40,000 acres of valuable wildlife habitat and 
ar tremely dangerous to the surrounding communities. In
cr a ed laV\' enforcement resources are needed in s uthern Arizon.a, 
a.nd h Committee directs the Secretary of the Interior and the 

hi f of the Fore t Ser\rice to assign additional federal law enforce
mel1 officer~ o outhern Arizona. 

TITLE I DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGE E T 

The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the multiple 
u e management: protection a11d development of a full range of 
natural resources including minerals timber, rangeland, fish and 
\~ 'ldlife 'habita ~ .and \~rilderness on about 262 rnillion acres of the , 

;ation: public land and for management of 700 millio·n additional 
acre of Federally-o\vn~ed subsurface mineral rights. The Bureau is 
the second largest supplier of public outdoor recreation in the 
¥lestern United States. 

Under the ·multiple-use and ecosystem management concept the 
Bureau administers the grazing of approximately 4.3 million head 
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of livestock on some 161 n1illion acres of public ]and ra11g ~ .. a11d 
manages over 48 000 \\7ild horses and bt1rro on1 262 millj o11 
acres of wildlife habitat, and over 117,000 n1ile f fi h ri l1abi
tat. Grazing receipts are estimated to be about $14 millior\ in fiscal 
year 2003, compared to an estimated $14 n1illio11 i11 fi cal year 
2002 and actual receipts of $14 million i11 fi cal year 2001. 'Tl1e Btt
reau also administers about 49 million acres of contmercial 
forestlands through the "Management of Lands and Resource '' and 
"Oregon and California grant lands'' appropriation . Tin1ber re
ceipts (including salvage) are estimated to be $26.7 million i11 fiscal 
year 2003 compared to estimated receipts of $18.0 million i11 fiscal 
year 2002 and actual receipts of $12.5 million in fi cal y ar 2001. 
The Bureau has an active program of soil and watershed manage
ment on 175 million acres in the lower 48 States and 92 million 
acres in Alaska. Practices such as revegetation protective fencing, 
and water development are designed to conserve, enhance, and de
velop public land, soil, and watershed resources. The Bureau is also 
responsible for fire protection on the public lands a11d on all De
partment of the Interior managed lands in Alaska, and for the up
pression of wildfires on the public lands in Alaska and the western 
States. 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RE OUR('g~ 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .. .. ......................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... ,. 
Recommended, 2003 ........................... , ..................... , .................. , ... , ... .. ,. 

$775,632,000 
812,990,000 
826,932,000 

ComA~~:~;~ation, 2002 ......................................................... :. . . . . . . . . . +51,300, ooo 
Budget estimate, 2003 ..................................... ....... .................... + 13,942,000 

The Committee recommends $826,932,000 for management of 
lands and resources an increase of $13,942,000 above the budget 
request and $51,300,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 



Land Re.aources 
Soil , water a nd a .i r managemen·t ........................ . 
Range management ~- , ...... .. ...... , . .. ....... .... , ..... ~· ... .... .. ,. 
Fo.restry management ..... .... ... .. ....... ...... ...... , ........ . . 
R .. . t .1.par1 an. m,a,n·agemen .. , . ... ....... .. .. .... . , . ..... ..• ... • ~· •. . 

Cul tur.al reoources management . .. ................ .. ... . 
Wi ld horse and burro management ................ .. .... . 

Subtotal, Land Resources ..... .. ..... ...... ..... ..... . . 

Wildlife and Fisheries 
Wildlife management ... .... .......................... . 
Fisheries management . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... .... . .. 

Subtotal, w.ildli fe and 'Fi.sheries ...... .. .. ...... .. ..... . . 

Threatened and endangered species .. .. ... ........... .. ..... . . 

Recreation Managemen t 
Wilderness management .... .................. ........ .. ... . 
Recreation resources management ......... . .......... . 
Recrea t.ion opera tiona (fees) ..... .. ..... .......... . .... . . 

Subtotal, Recreation Management ...... ............ . 

Bne·rgy and Minerals 
0 ,, '1 d 1 an gas ...... ...... .. ,. . . .. . . . . . . . .............. . ~· .. 
Co a il management . . . . . . . . . . ,. . . . . ........... ,. ~· .... ... ... ,. 
0 ther mineral re soU'rc e,s .. .. .. ......... ........ ....... .. ... . 

Subtotal, Energy and M'ine .rals .. .......... .. .... .. .. .. . 

Alaska minerals ... .. , .. ,. , . .. .. ,. , ................ ,. , .. , . . . ,. , .. . 

Management o :f La·n ,ds and .R~e :so·urc ~es 

(:Dollar,s .in 'T:houoand·s ) 

FY .21010.2 FY 2 1003 
Ena.ct·ed :R,eques't 

34 ,·469 
70,697 

'7,629 
22,806 
14,181 
'29,665 

179,447 

'25,318 
12,'110 

37,428 

21 ,6 '~18 

17,232 
45,7 162 

1,295 

64,289 

76,609 
81,828 
0.,-096 

95,:533 

4,.000 

34,;683 
69,,754 

7.235 
21 ,786 
14,382 
29,'717 

'1'77,557 

22.086 
1 '1,669 

33.755 

21,.288 

17,.093 
44,,603 

1 ,.000 

62.696 

84.,.936 
9,,.588 

1'0,3'17 

'104,,841 

2,228 

Recommend,ed 

36 .. 058 
71 . 7,2,9 

7,235 
22,111 
15 35'7 ,, 

29,, 71'7 

182.,207 

'22,346 
12,'1169 

34,'51 ·5 

21 ,,7160 

17.488 
40,,593 

1,302 

59.:383 

!86 1936 t 

9,568 
10,317 

106,,84'1 

.2.22~8 

ouuncnd c d ·v ,c . 

Enacted Reauest 

+1..589 
+1,.03 

3 ... - ; - .,. 

-695 
+1 ,,'1'716 

+52 

-2.972 
59 

-2,'913 

-+·1 4 

+256 
-:5.1,69 

+7 

·-4 .'906 

+'10 .• 327 
+7 160 
-1-221 

+'11,,308 

· '1,,77,2 

325 
+97:5 

··= 

+ .11 , 1650 

60 
500 

60 

+395 
-4 .010 

+30 

-3,313 

+2.000 

+2,000 



Realty and Ownership Management 
Alaska conveyance ......................•............ 
Cadastral survey ................................... . 
Land and realty management ......................... . 

Subtotal, Realty and Ownership Management ...... . 

Resource Protection and Maintenance • 
Resource management planning ....................... . 
Resource protection and law enforcement ............ . 
Hazardous materials management ..................... . 

Subtotal, Resource Protection and Maintenance .. . 

Transportation and Facilities Maintenance 
Operations ......................................... . 
Annual maintenance ................................. . 
Deferred maintenance ............................... . 
Conservation (infrastructure improvement) .......... . 

Subtotal, Transportation/Facilities Maintenance. 

Land and resources information systems ............... . 

Mining Law Administration • 

Adm.ini s tra tion ..................................... . 
Offsetting fees .................................... . 

Subtotal, Mining Law Administration ............ . 

Workforce and Organizational Support 
Information systems operations ..................... . 
Administrative support ............................. . 
Bureauwide fixed costs ............................. . 

Subtotal, Workforce and Organizational Support .. 

Management. of Lands and Resources 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

36,338 
14,546 
33,813 

84,697 

33,035 
11,947 
16,709 

61,691 

6,640 
30,310 
12,917 
28,000 

77,867 

19,756 

32,298 
-32,298 

--

16,395 
49,266 
63,645 

129,306 

FY 2003 
Request Reconwtended 

35,067 
14,022 
36,161 

85,250 

47,301 
12,112 
16,814 

76,227 

6,428 
30,613 
11,889 
29,028 

77,958 

19,341 

32,753 
-32,753 

---

16,449 
50,111 
66,316 

132,876 

35,067 
14,022 
36,261 

85,350 

47,551 
14,412 
16,814 

78,777 

6,428 
31,933 
12,889 
33,028 

84,278 

19,744 

32,696 
-32,696 

---

16,449 
50,111 
66,316 

132,876 

-

Reconwended v s . 
Enacted Request 

-1,271 
-524 

+2,448 

+653 

+14,516 
+2,465 

+105 

+17,086 

-212 
+1 ,623 

-28 
+5,028 

+6,411 

-12 

+398 
-398 

+54 
•845 

+2,671 

+3,570 

--
+100 

+100 

+250 
+2,300 

--
+2,550 

---
+1 ,320 
+1 ,000 
+4,000 

+6,320 

+403 

-57 
+57 

---

--
---
--

~ 
~ 



Challenge cost share ...... . .......... . ......... .. ..... . 
Conse.rva tion , .. , ... , ..... , ... , ........ , .. , .. ,. , .. ..... , ...... , ... . 

Adjustment ·for conserv.atlon spending . ... ... ..... ... ........ . 
Conservation (Youth Conservation Corps ) .............. . 

Total, :Management of .Land's and Resources ....... . 
Ap.propr i .a tions , ... , .. ....... .. .. , ........... ....... . 
C~on~se~~a ·ti ~on ............ , ........... , ........ . . 

.Management of L .a·nd·s ,and R· ·esou:r~c ~e ,s 

(Dollar:s l :n Thousands ') 

FY '2 '00.2 py 210103 
Enac 'ted Request Reconccte.nded 

-'1,,000 
1,,000 

77.5.632 
(746,632) 
(29,000) 

8,;973 
10,000 
-1,000 
1.000 

,81:2,990 
(772,962} 

~(40,028) 

8,'973 
10,,000 
·-'1 ,,000 
'1,000 

·82611!932 
(7~82 ,, '904) 

(44,,02.8) 

Reconau 
Enact~ed 

8,,'973 
10,.000 

·--

+:51 ,,300 
(+36,,27~ 
(+1:5,02~ 

181: 

-
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Land resources. The Committee recommends $182,207,000 for 
land resources, $4,650,000 above the budget request and 
$2,760,000 above the 2002 level including increases above the 2002 
level $2,060,000 for fixed costs, $2,150,000 for NLCS reallocation, 
$1,000,000 for the Bureau's new science initiative, $1,500,000 for 
range monitoring, and $600,000 for NLCS, and decreases of 
$794,000 for travel reductions, $500,000 for the Idaho Department 
of Agriculture weed program, $1,000,000 for the National Center of 
Weed Management at Montana State University, $400,000 for the 
Headwater Reserve, and $1,856,000 for challenge cost share re
allocation. In addition, the San Pedro Partnership is maintained at 
the 2002 level of $1,000,000. 

The Committee is concerned that the Bureau's range conserva
tionist staff levels have decreased dramatically, reducing capability 
to provide rangeland health monitoring and service to grazing per
mit holders. The Committee recommends that the $1,500,000 be 
used to increase the Bureau's capability to place more personnel in 
the field to address more effectively rangeland health issues and 
increase service to grazing permittees. 

Last year the Committee required the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of the Interior to charter an interagency group 
to address rangeland assessment and monitoring issues at both the 
local and national levels. Also, they are to develop a coordinated 
plan and budget to carry out standardized soil surveys and ecologi
cal classification on all the Nation's rangelands. The Committee ex
pects the Secretaries to provide a detailed progress report by Feb
ruary 1, 2003, on how they have responded to that direction, and 
include in the fiscal year 2004 budget justifications projected budg
et and personnel needs to initiate coordinated inventory, assess
ment and monitoring of the Nation's rangelands on a continuing 
basis. 

Wildlife and fisheries. The Committee recommends $34,514,000 
for wildlife and fisheries, $760,000 above the budget request and 
$2,913,000 below the 2002 enacted level including increases above 
the 2002 level of $395,000 for fixed costs and $260,000 for NLCS 
reallocation, $500,000 under the fisheries subactivity for biological 
support of use authorizations, and decreases of $3,917,000 for chal
lenge cost share reallocation, and $152,000 for travel. 

Threatened and endangered species. The Committee rec
ommends $21,760,000 for threatened and endangered species, 
$472,000 above the budget request and $142,000 above the 2002 
enacted level including increases above the 2002 level of $257,000 
for fixed costs, $385,000 for NLCS reallocation and $1,000,000 for 
planning, and a decrease of $1,500,000 for challenge cost share re
allocation. 

Recreation management. The Committee recommends 
$59 383 000 for recreation management, $3,313 000 below the 
budget ~equest and $4,906,000 below the 2002 enacted level in
cluded increases above the 2002 level of $792,000 for fixed costs, 
$900,000 NLCS, $302,000 under recreation management for moni
toring, $500,000 recreation access, and decreases of $4,115,000 
NLCS reallocation $285 000 for travel, $300,000 for Utah map

ing, $1,700,000 'for dhallenge cost share reallocation, and 
1,000,000 for undaunted stewardship. 
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11 , d 1 , 1 iilclu~di11g incr a~ abo,r~e tl1e 2002 le\r 1 of $1 169 000 

for fi ~ d co , 1 0 000 for LC reallocation $1 600 000 £ r 
r igl1 ~ -of-, a 1 a11d 400 000 for r , Jl<e\ :rabl n.~erg_y and decrea es of 

1 500 000 for h la k l 11ds ~datal),a $300,000 for he Utah 
ur,, .. 1 , 350 000 for th. on a11a survey and · 466 000 for tra,rel. 
R ource ]Jrotection artd ntain.tenan.ce. Th Committee rec-

on1n1~ 11d $78 777 000 for re ource protection and m intenance 
12 550 000 above th~e bt1dget requ~e t an.d $17 086 000 above the 

2002 11act d level in.cluding increa es ab0ve the ,2002 of $704,000 
for fi 7 ed. co 14 000 000 for land management plans, $250,000 
for the ''7 t oja,,e plan $500 000 for NLCS $400,000 for Cali
forrria de rt rang·er $500,000 £or Impe1ial Sand Dunes law en-
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forcement, and $1,000,000 for mitigation of environmental degrada
tion caused by illegal immigrants in southeastern Arizoila, and a 
decrease of $268,000 for travel. 

The Committee previously acknowledged the concern that has 
been raised over the condition of the Bureau's land use plans, and 
is providing an additional $14,000,000 as requested for this plan
ning effort in 2003. 

The Committee is aware that the BLM is completing the regional 
plan amendments to the California Desert Conservation Plan re
quired by a lawsuit settlement involving the Endangered Species 
Act. These plans, to be completed in fiscal year 2003, will require 
increased funding to implement and to avoid further litigation risk. 
Therefore, the Committee strongly advises the Department and the 
Bureau to fund this plan in the 2004 budget. 

Transportation and facilities maintenance. The Committee rec
ommends $84,278,000 for transportation and facilities mainte
nance, $6,320,000 above the budget request and $6,411,000 above 
the 2002 enacted level including increases above the 2002 level of 
$502,000 for fixed costs, $1,220,000 for NLCS reallocation, 
$100,000 for the Pacific Crest Trail, $1,000,000 for California 
desert corr1munications, and $4,000,000 under infrastructure im
provement for fish passage improvements (culverts) on Bureau 
lands, and a decrease of $411,000 for travel. 

The Committee recognizes the significance of the national scenic 
and historic trails administered by the Bureau, and has provided 
an additional $100,000 for maintenance of sections of the Pacific 
Crest National Scenic Trail in California and Oregon. 

Land and resource information systems. The Committee rec
ommends $19,744,000 for land resource information systems, 
$403,000 above the budget request and $12,000 below the 2002 en
acted level including an increase above the 2002 level of $121,000 
for fiXed costs and a decrease of $133,000 for travel. 

Mining law administration. The Committee recommends 
$32,696,000 for mining law administration. This activity is sup
ported by offsetting fees equal to the amount made available. 

Workforce and organizational support. The Committee rec
ommends $132,876,000 for workforce and organizational support 
the same as the budget request and $3,570,000 above the 2002 en
acted level includin increases above the 2002 level of $3,483,000 
for fixed costs, and 501,000 for administrative support, and a de
crease of $414,000 for travel. 

The Committee recognizes the extraordinary cost savings and 
positive environmental benefits achieved by the military through 
the implementation of pulse technology as a major component of its 
battery management programs. The Committee believes that the 
Bureau would also benefit significantly and directly from the use 
of this technology to extend the life of vehicle batteries. These ben
efits include savings in battery replacement costs, reduction in 
overall maintenance costs for vehicles and ancillary equipment, and 
a resultant increase in safety for personnel. The Committee urges 
the Bureau to incorporate this technology in its ongoing purchase 
and maintenance programs for vehicles. The B~reau should report 
to the Committee by December 31, 2002, on Its plans to comply 
with this direction. Beginning with the fiscal year 2004 ~udget re
quest, the budget submission should include an accounting of the 
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har . 11 r~ 111111 n 7 
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~ ~ ·11i. l'li h-pri ri . , I tivi1, .. ' i. i11 lttd. 
11 rv ti 1 p 11 ill ' , t g~ r. ,. 

I)Jll·~ Jll·i t io11 nact d. 200~ ............................................................. . 
1 u d t, , ti n1 . , ~ 0 0 3 ...................................................................... . 

. 7 ,42 to 
5:3,7" t 

55,332t00 R contJll 11d d 2003 ............................................................................ . 
• on1·pa•·• on: 

AJ>l>l" pt·i, _ti 11 , 2002 ................................................................... . 
l3ud t ti111 t , 2003 ............................................................... . 

- 23.0 9, 0 
+1,~7 ,0 

Tl1 111111it r coll1D1 11d '655 332 000 for ''' ildJand fir m Jl-
g Jil 11 ] 7 · 000 · bov _ ll budg r qtl t 11d $2. 0 · 9 000 

b l ' ' t 11 2002 na t d l v J. 
Tl1 - ppr pri tio11 in lud $278 639 000 for pr par dn nd 

fir, u of' 'l'li ·h 12 • 74 000 J1a b n provid d for d £ rr d. n1 in-
11 n " 11d ,, pi l in1prov m n Jld . 000,000 ll I 4 n pro-

' 'id d C r h join fir ci 11c program· 160 351 000 1 for fir 
uppr i 11 op ra iOJ) · a11d 2 6 ~342 000 i for o h r op ration of 

\ 'lli l1 '10 00,000 i for h rt1raJ fir a i 11c p1·ogram 
'7 91 5 000 i for l1azardou fu l r due io11 $1 1 407 000 i for 
}J ' ri]dl nd urba11 itlt rfac - I nd $20 000 000 i £ r r tora io11 
11d. r h, hili · _ io11 of ur11 cl v r ar a . \Vi hin h fu11d provid d 

~ r , :rjldlaJJd fir h on1n1i t ha includ d $152 000 o r -im-
bur T1·ini . , oun · , for expe11 incurr d in · h 1999 
.._.. ' ,d, 11 · ir . Tl1 on111 it direc tl1at th nativ plant r ora-
l io11 p ·ogra111 11d £u.ndi11g ~ hould b n1ai11 ained at ·h fiL cal .Y ar 
20021' 1. 

Bill Langrlag . L· 11guag~e i. i11clud~ed und. r Titl I G n ral Pro
vi i 11 · ]]o, 'Illg for ,,,i]d]and fir .a tivjtie on non-F ~ d ral land . 
lJangu g i, i11clud d u11d r h '\'ildland fir manag ment accOLlnt 

J]o, i1 g h~e fi · ag~ 11ci, o en er i11 o fir facility J a e ' ri h local 
0111n u11i i . La11gu,ag i al o included under Titl III Gen ra] 

,....,., rovi i 11 allo\ 1i ng h _ ecr tar.' of ·he I11 ~erior and the • cr tary 
of gri 'tll ur o n · r into reciprocal agr ement, \Vit foreign na-

• 
I JOJl . 

Tl1 o 1n1i · ~ e i eo11c rn~ed abou ri ing uppre , ion costs and 
th - lack of inc 1 l\'e to co11 id r co during a larg -fire incid nt. 
Th Olllllli1 te beli ,, s hat cost containment hou]d become more 
promi11, 11 among tl1 ~e priori ie for suppres ing 'vildland fires. 
Tl1 r for tl1e Olllini e ~directs the Forest Service and the De
p r 111 11 of h~e I11 erior o ake the follo,vi11g steps designed to in
cr, a co 1 co11 ciou 11e s du1-jng such incidents: 1 directly mon
i or e\7alua1 , ,an ~d r port publici on the costs of each large-fire in
cid nt follo\J.ring i con~clu io11· 2 e\r,aJuate ,and report on the cost 
efiec iv ne, of all T)rpe I and Tjrpe II incident mana.gement team.s 
at t.h en~d of each fire eason · 3 at the end of each. year, evaluate 
and report on the fire cos s of each Forest Service National Park 
Se1"'\ ice Bureau of Land _ anagement Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
and Fi h an~d · · ildlife land unit experiencing large wildfires that 
.rear· and (4 establish a uniforr11 aatomated cost-reporting system 
to upport the e requirements efficiently and effectively. 
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The Comrnittee is well aware that making progress in containing 
suppression costs will require. a dedicated effort by many Federal 
and non-Federal cooperators pursuing a wide range of coordinated 
and vital activities on their own lands to manage hazardous fuels 
appropriately, mitigate wildland-urban interface hazards, and im
prove the effectiveness and efficiency of wildland fire suppression. 
Clearly, the resources required to meet these cross-boundary needs 
will be more than the Federal government alone can supply. There
fore, the Comn1ittee directs the Forest Service and the Department 
of the Interior to jointly develop equitable and effective collabo
rative mechanisms for prioritizing needed activities and sharing 
their costs among the various Federal, State, local, tribal, and pri
vate landowners involved, including those in wildland-urban inter
face communities. 

To support development of such collaborative mechanisms, the 
Committee directs the Forest Service and the Department of the 
Interior to contract for a thorough, independent study of how po
tential mechanisms, such as a matching grant program, could 
work. This study shall consider how best to take advantage of rel
evant existing Federal programs for disaster mitigation, biomass 
utilization, and community and private fire protection programs. 
The Departments should equally share the cost of this study; a pre
liminary report should be available to the Committee by May 31, 
2003, and the final report should be completed by September 30, 
2003. 

The Comrnittee is aware that the Forest Service and the four In
terior bureaus participating in Wildland Fire Management activi
ties use different systems and procedures for determining their 
readiness for control of wildfires. We have been informed that the 
Departments have been engaged in efforts to design and develop 
tools for fire program managers that would be used by the Forest 
Service and all of the Interior bureaus. The Committee is encotlr
aged that the Departments have been working together to develop 
common systems to plan their activities; however, we are concerned 
that a complex system may require significant funding and take 
many years to develop. 

The Committee therefore directs the Departments to design and 
develop a focused automated system for preparedness resource 
planning to replace the systems currently in use by the fire man
agement agencies. The Committee believes that a limited system 
can be designed and implemented by the end of fiscal year 2004. 
The development and design of the information technology system 
for fire preparedness will be conducted according to standard Fed
eral regulations for planning, budgeting, acquisition and manage
ment of capital assets. The Committee further directs that the 
agencies deliver quarterly progress reports that describe project 
status and provide updated cost information. 

The Committee has been repeatedly disappointed with the inabil
ity of the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture to produce 
accurate and timely cost information regarding specific fire sup
pression projects. Agency officials have told us that this is the re
sult of the use of different accounting and finance systems by the 
wildland fire management agencies. The Committee urges the De
partments to consider the potential for unified accounting for the 
wildland fire management appropriation accounts in the future. 
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y. Tll · 11ci \\')]] · p · d to prod tl r port pro1n ptly ~ ' l1 n 
r qu ~ t d b. ' th OD11l1i t . If l1 r r ny chni I in1p di-
Dl 11 omp]-riJlg V'ith hi dir ctiv g 11cy fi11 11 offi i I. 
1nt1 bri f l1 on1n1i on ho impedjm nt nd b pr par d 
to a r al fJlativ o]u iOil 0 h proj ct CO t r porting probJ m . 

Tl1 ommit l1 r comm 11d d an addi ional · ppropri tion of 
, 200 nljllio11 o cov r un n icip t d fi cal y ar 2002 \Vildland fir 
o t fo · t}) Bur au of I.Jand Ma11ag m n . Th 2002 fir a. on i 
h· pi11g up o b 011 of th mo t cata trophic in r c nt m mory. 

At h b ginni11g of Ju]y th amoun of fore t and gra land, 
burn d xc d d 3.1 millioTl acr . a figur n ar]y trip] th 10 
y r av r g for thi ime of y ar and a figur lmo 50 p rc nt 
high r h n l1 di a trou 2000 fir ea on. Official at th 'Na-
ioJlal lilt ragenC)' Fir ·nt r hav indicat d publicly that th y b -

li v th p · k of th v~'e tern fir ea on ha yet to com and th 
Bur au of Land Ma1 g ment ha inform d th Comn' itt that it 
fir uppr ion budg t model indicate that $200 million above th 
appropriation curr n Jy available to the agency would be requir d 
for th dir ct co t of figh ing fire during 2002. The Committee b -
Jj v tha it i ntial to pro\ride these amount in ord~er to avoid 
undu di rt1ption ither in the firefighting program or in other D -
partm ntaJ program from \vhich fund might have to be divert d 
if ppropria ion ar inadequate. 

J) 

Approp1iat.ion '.)nacted. 2002 ............................................................... . 
Bltdg t e tin1 t . 2003 ............................ .......................................... . 
R com m n d d , 2 0 0 3 ........................................................................... . 

. .· ?002 ~ ppropJJ8tlon ~ .................................................................. , .... . 
Budg t, tim at~ 2003 .......................................... ................. .... . 

$9,978.000 
9,978,000 
9,978,000 

0 
0 

The ~eJl r .al Hazardou aterials Fund \Va established to in-
clud ft1nding for r medial inves igations/fea ibility studies and 
cl anup of hazardou '"a te ite for '"hich the Department of the 
In rior i liable ptlr~ uant to the Comprehen ive Environmental 
R pan e, Con1pen atio·n and Liabilit:y Act and includes sums re
co' ered from or paid b)1 a party a reimburse.ment for remedial ac
tion or re~ ponse acti,ritie . 

The ommittee recommends $9 978 000 for the cent ral haz-
ardous mate1;als fund. 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ..................................... ......................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ................................ .. ....................... ................. . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 

$13,076,000 
10,976,000 
10,976,000 

Comx_arison: 
ppropriation, 2002 .. .. .. .......... ... ..... .......................... ................... - 2,100,000 

Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . ... .. .. .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . . .. . . . .. . .. .. . . ... .. .. . 0 

The Committee recommends $10,976,000 for construction the 
same as the budget request and $2,100,000 below the 2002 enacted 
level. 

PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ..... ..... ................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ..................................................... ................. . 
Recommended, 2003 .................. ............................................. ........... . 

Comx_~~:~;~a tion, 2002 .... .. .. .............. ..... .......... ..... ... .... ......... ......... . 

$210,000,000 
165,000,000 
230,000,000 

+20,000,000 
Budget estimate, 2001 ..... .... ........ ... .. .......................................... +65,000,000 

Paytnents in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) provides for payrnents to local 
units of government containing certain federally owned lands. 
These payments are designed to supplement other Federal land re
ceipt sharing payments that local governments may be receiving. 
Payments received may be used by the recipients for any govern
mental purpose. 

The Committee recommends $230,000,000 for PILT, of which 
$70,000,000 is derived from the conservation spending category. 

LAND ACQUISITION • 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $49,920,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...... .... .. .. .... .. . . ... .. .. ...... .. .. . .. . ... .. . .. . . .. . . ... . ..... .... .. 44,686,000 
Recommended, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49,286,000 

Comx_~:~;~ation, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 634,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ................................................................ +4,600,000 

The Cornmittee recommends $49,286,000 for land acquisition, an 
increase of $4,600,000 above the request and $634,000 below the 
enacted level. This amount includes $43,286,000 for line item 
projects, $1,500,000 for emergencies and hardships, $500,000 for 
land exchanges and $4,000,000 for acquisition management. 

The Cornmittee recommends the following distribution of funds: 
Commzttee 

Area and State Recommendation 
Beaver Creek Nat'l Wild & Scenic River/White Mountains NRA 

(.AK.) ........................ ...................... ... ....... .. .................. ... ................ .. ... . 
Black Forest Lake ( CA) ................................. ................ ........................ . 
Carrizo Plain National Monument (CA) ............................................. . 
Cerbat Foothills Recreation Area (AZ) ............ .. ................................. .. 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (WY) ................................. . 
Cosumnes River Watershed (CA) ........................................................ . 
El Dorado Preserve ( CA) .............. ......... ..... ..... ........ ..... ......................... . 
Golden Bair Ranch (easement*) (CO) .................... ............................. . 
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument (UT) ...................... .. 
King Range National Conservation Area (CA) .................................. .. 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (ID) .......... .......................... . 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (MT) .................................. . 
Lower Salmon River Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ID) 
Moses Coulee (W A) ...................... .......................... · · · · · · · · ... · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · 
National Historic Trails of Wyoming (WY) ............. .. .... .............. ·· · · · ·· · · 
Otay M011ntains (CA) ..................................................... ······ ················· 
Patterson Bend (CA) ................................................. ....... .. , ................. , .. . 

$750,000 
650,000 

4,350,000 
500,000 
536,000 

2,500,000 
3,600,000 
1,500,000 
2,000,000 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 

200,000 
500,000 

1,000,000 
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l io ... nd at ion I \ 'i) nd • ni ~c l iv •· ( T i ............................ . 
u 1:1 11 d ' 1 i ,, ,. ( ' ' ) ................................................................................... . 
• , nt · J o n ~ n Ja into 1oun in i n l 'lonurn n'l, 1\ ) 
. l vr k , p i,, I 1 r t i 11 - 1 n lll n t r."'"~·· 

• I 1· l .- c f ~~tic I J1nvironn1 nh I con rtl!J u,· n J ~ uti ~t 1 

Rc. mm~ndnltnn 

3,1 0 ' ,r.:o , 
2 r: ,00 
1, 00,1 0 
1,4 , 0 

Jl Z I _ ) 'l Z . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 , Q 0 
n k 1 t\' r 1 ird of 1 r ' I , ionf I ..,on 1·v iot r a (11 ) . .. .. ..... .. 2., 00 000 
p p r ~-~ . 1· k/1 k r l( (\ _, ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. 1 , 0 0 0, 0 
J> J) r • nuk • out.h 1• ork n k l iv r 11 .......... ..... ... .. . .... ............ .... ~,000 .,00 

\ ' I!i u g n \ ' 1 n d ( l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 -------

l1qu liz t,ion] yn1 nt ............................................... . 

Tot 1 ···················"········································································· 
1ot ~ . Ln nn1 flnts a ubj cl to puhlic ace ss. 

43,2 6,000 
4,000,000 
1 500,000 

500,000 

u11c for tl1 13· ir R.anch i condition d on BLM. pro-
viding publi ·:t 'C ·hi. prop rty. Th mon y for Con umn . 

iv r ·at r -}l ·d i r ri t d to co11 rvation ea ement. Th 
I '] 000 000 for ·- . t Eug 11 W tland comp] te th federal har 
f hi. pr ~ ct. 
Tl1 - 1 nd acqui itio11 program i funded under th conservation 

p 11dil1g at gol}' . 

J)propl·i,Jt io11 n ct d '2002 ............................ .. ................... ............ . 
]3 u<lg t t.i111 t , 2003 ............ ......................................................... . 
J o n:1111 n cl d 2 0 0 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................................................... . 

• on1 par1 on: 

$105,165,000 
105,633,000 
105,633,000 

J\ p p top ri I t ion , 2 0 0 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . .. . . . . . + 4 6 8, 0 0 0 
I tt(lg t. im t , 2003 .................................................................... 0 

TIJ · amount r comm nd d by the ommittee compared with the 
budg t _ 1 i1n · b)' ac i\rjt)' .are ho~vn in the following table: 



Western Oregon resources management .................. . 
Western Oregon infoxntation and resource data systems .. 
Western Oregon transportation & facilities maintenance 

Oregon construction and acquisition .......... . Western 
Jobs in the woods .. , . . . ............................... . 

Total, Oregon and California Grant Lands ....... . 

• 

• 

• 

Oregon a ·nd California Grant Lands 
(Dollars· in Thousands) 

FY 2002 
Enac ted 

FY 2 0 0 3 Reconwtended vs. 

85,949 
2,195 

10,919 
294 

5,808 

105,165 

Request Recouanended Bnacted Request 

86,355 
2,206 

10,958 
299 

5,815 

105,633 

86,355 
2,206 

10,958 
299 

5,815 

105,633 
~ 

+406 
+11 
+39 

+5 
+7 

+468 

• 

--·-
---
--
---
---

~ 
00 
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Th nlJlli I r n1n1 nd ·1 £ r l1 n tld 
· li£ r11i gr . nt I· 11.d ' h~ . 111 l1 budg t r qu t 11d 

000 · l ov h 20012 n , . t d l " ' 1 i11 ·1 udi11g 11 in r fr 111 
th 2002 1 v J f ·1 0 000 £ r fi , ~ d o~ t · nd · d cr f 
$600 000 ~ r t.r v l. Th , futld r pro,id d for 011 t.ru tion 11d 

qui it.ion p r a ti 11 nd m i11t n nc 11d n1· 11 g tn 11t ctivi i""."" 
on th r v d I nd in th 1 · r go11 ~ nd alifornia J 11d gr 11t 

counti ~ of''' t r11 r go11. 

J H \ 1}!, ll!J l'J 

1\pprop ri, t i on nact d, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1 0, 000,000 
Budg t, tin1at , 2008 .. ........................ ......................................... .... 10,000,000 
R cotnrn nd d, 2003 ....... ....................... .......... ........... ......... .......... ..... 10,,000,000 

• 

on
1

Ap';r~;;
1

t:i t ion. 2002 ............................................................. · · · · · ·· o 
B u d g t t i n1 t , 2 0 0 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

Tl1 . omn1jtt r comn1end an ind fi11ite appropriatio11 of not 
1 th.an $10 000~000 to be de1;ved from public land receipt and 
Bankh ad-Jon Farm Tenant Act land gra'zing receipt . R c ipt · 
ar u ed for con truction purchase and maintenance of range im-
provement ~ uch a e ding, fence con truction, w ed control 
\Vater d velopm nt fi h and \Vildlife habitat improven1 nt, and 
planning and de ign of tl1e e project . 

., l~H\'1 E H J{ ,E" 1) EJ> ., I 'I' 1\ I 1• ORF ltJ I'l'URE~ 

Appropt;ation en ctcd, 20 2 ............ .................................. ................ . 
Budg t e tin1n t 2003 ...................................................................... . 
R comm nd d 2003 .......................................................................... . 
0 ffi t, t i 11 g fee ................................. ......... ................ ........ .................. . 

$8,000,000 
7,900,000 
7,900,000 

- 7,900,000 

Th Committee recommends an ind finite appropriation esti
nlated to be $7 900 000 the budget reque t , for service charge . d -
po it , and forfeiture . Thi appropriation is offset \vith fee~ col
lected under specified ections of the Federal Land ·Policy and Mat1-
agement Act of 1976 and other Acts to pay for reasonable admini -
trative a11d other co ts in connection \vith rights-of-\\'ay applica
tion from the p1ivate ector miscellaneous cost-recoverable realty 
ca e timber contract expenses repair of damaged land , the 
adopt-a-hor e program: and the pro,rision of copies of official public 
land document . 

Appropt; t ion enacted 2002 ............ ................................................. . 
Budget e t in1ate 2003 ...................................................... ................ . . 
R contmend d, 2003 ......................... ............................................... .... . 

• ompart ou: 
ppropt·iation 2002 ..................................................................... . 

Budget est:in1ate 2003 ............ ........ .. .... ..................................... . 

$12,405 000 
12,405,000 
12,405,000 

0 
0 

The Con1n1ittee recommends an indefinite appropriatio esti
mated to be $12.405 000, the budget request, for miscellaneous 
trust funds. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
pro,rides for the receipt and expenditure of moneys received as do
nations or gifts tsection 307 . Funds in this trust fund are derived 
from the administrative and sunrey costs paid by applicants for 
con,reyru1ce of omitted lands (lands fraudulently or erroneously 
omitted from original cadastral surveys) from advances for other 
ty·pes of sur,reys requested by individuals, and from contributions 
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made by users of Federal rangelands. Amounts received from the 
sale of Alaska town lots are also available for expenses of sale and 
maintenance of town sites. Revenue from unsunreyed lands, and 
surveys of on1itted lands, administrative costs of conveyance and 
gifts and donations must be appropriated before it can be used. 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SER\TJCE 

The mission of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is to conserve, 
protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their habitats for the 
continuing benefit of people. The Service has responsibility for mi
gratory birds, threatened and endangered species, certain marine 
mammals, and land under Service control. 

The Service manages nearly 95 million acres across the United 
States, encompassing a 538-unit National Wildlife Refuge System, 
additional wildlife and wetlands areas, and 70 National Fish 
Hatcheries. A network of law enforcement agents and port inspec
tors enforce Federal laws for the protection of fish and wildlife. In 
fiscal year 2003, the Service will celebrate the lOOth anniversary 
of the establishment of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ......... , .................................................. ., .............. . 

$850,597,000 
903,604,000 
918,359,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 .......................... ,.. .. ... .. . .. .. . ... .. ... . .. ... .. . . ... . ..... +67, 762,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .................. ... .. .... ....... ...... ........ ....... ... ...... + 14,755,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



I Kcolog.ical .Sarv.i.ces 
Endangered species 

Candida t ·e conserv.a ·ti.on .... ........ .. ... ... ............... . 
J..~i ,st .i" ng . ................ ... .. ........................ .. . 
Consultation , . ....... .. .. .. .. .. , . .. .. ... .... .. ... .. ..... .... .. . . ...... . 
Recovery . ........... .. .. .... ... .. ... .. .. , . .. .. , .............. .. .. 

Subtotal, .Endangered spec:ies .............. ... .. .. .. .. . 

Rabi tat conservation ........... . .... ... ...... .. . ......... .. .. . . 
Conservation (invasive species) .................. . 

En vi ronmen tal con tam'lnan ts ... . ... ... .... .. ..... .. .. .. .. ..... .. ..... . . 

Subtotal, Ecolog.i ~cal Services ... .. . .. ..... .. ... .. ... .. .. . . 

Refuges and Wildlife 
Refuge operations and maintenance ................ . .... . 

Con:servation (cooperative conservati·on initiative) 
Conservati·on (infras·truc ture imp.rovement) . .. ....... . 
Conserv a t .i on (You·t:h Conservation Corps) .. ......... . 
Conservation (challenge costGharc and invasi ve 

.• ) spec 1. es , .. , . ...... .. ,. , .. ,. , . .. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. ,. , ... .. ..... ... .... . 

Sal ton Sea recove:ry ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ...... .......... ... .. 
Migratory bl rd manag·e.men 11o. ... .. .. .. .. ... .. .. ... ... .............. .. 
Law enforcement operati,ons .. .. ........... . ....... .. . . .. .. .. 

Conservation ( infr.as true ture improvcmen t) . ..... .... . . 

Subt,otal, Refuges and Wildlif,e .......... .. .. .. ... ... . . 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

'7,1620 
'9000 

' 
45,501 
63 ;617 

' 
1.25,738 

83,409 
--

0.579 

21 '9,726 

293.'964 
--

23.000 
2,000 

--
993 

28,616 
48,4 '1 

2.000 

398 '984 ,, 

Resourc·e Manag~emen ·t 
1(Doll .ars in Thousand'&) 

FY' 20 103 
R·eque.s t Reconunend,ed 

8,1682 
9,077 

47,770 
60,21.5 

t25.744 

74,623 
--

10 '7.80 
' 

211.,1 ·47 

316,475 
5,000 

52.006 
:2.000 

, __ _ 

998 
2.8,,310 
4 '9 '928 ,, 

2.000 

456.717 

8.682 
'9,077 

47,770 
64,715 

'130.2·44 

80.728 
3000 

' '1 '1 ? ,8Q 
. •' 

2.25,,.252 

3'16.475 
--

:52,006 
2.000 

5,000 
'998 

30,3'10 
49,'928 

2.000 

Reconan 

+1.,062 
+77 

+2,269 
+1 ,098 

+4.506 

-.2.681 
+3.000 

+'701 

+5,526 

+2.2.'511 

+29 .. 006 
-

+5000 
' 

+5 
·+1 ,,169 

1,.517 
-

59.733 

It 

-

.. -. 
+4,500 

-+-4 .500 

+6.105 
+3.000 

+500 

.. ... _ 

-5.000 
-
• •• 

-+·5.000 
-

+2.000 
-·-· 
--

.000 



Fisheries 
Hatchery operations and maintenance ............•.... 

Conservation (infrastructure improvement) ........ . 
Fish and wildlife management ..............•••..•..•• 

Conservation (infrastructure improvement) ...•..... 
Conservation (invasive species) .........••.....••. 

Subtotal, Fisheries ............................ . 

General Administration 
Central office administration ...................... . 
Regional office administration ..................... . 
Servicewide administrative support ................. . 
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation .............. . 
National Conservation Training Center .............. . 
International affairs .............................. . 
Conservation (cooperative conservation. initiative) .. 
Cost allocation methodology ........................ . 
National Academy of Sciences review of state · 

wi.ld'life grants . ................................. . 
• 

Subtotal, General Administration ............... . 

Total, Resource Management ..................... . 
Appropriations ...........................•.. 
Conservation . .............................. . 

-

FY 2002 
Enacted 

51,362 
4,000 

48,547 

103,909 

15,530 
24,792 
53,295 

7,705 
15,526 

8,130 
--

3,000 

--
127,978 

850,597 
(819,597) 

(31,000) 

Resource Management 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 Reconwtended vs. 
Request Reconm~nded Enacted Request 

45,952 50,952 -410 
4,000 4,000 --

44,811 46,711 -1,836 
--- 2,000 +2,000 
--- 1 ,000 +1 ,000 

94,763 104,663 +754 

14,569 14,569 -961 
24,217 24,217 -575 
57,762 58,512 +5,217 
7,670 7,670 -35 

15,592 15,592 +66 
8,167 8.167 +37 

13,000 -- --
-3,000 

+5,000 
--

+1 ,900 
+2,000 
+1 ,000 

+9,900 

• 

---
---

+750 
--
---
---

-13,000 
--

-- 1,000 +1,000 +1 ,000 
- ----·-- -

140,977 129,727 + 1, 7 49 -11 ,250 

903,604 918.359 +67. 762 
(825,598) (847 ,353) (+27,756) 
{78 ,oo~L - {71.Q06)_ - -~ <+49.90_~ 

+14,755 
(+21 ,75~ 

{-7,00q 

tv 
-J 



'll1 111 . 1itt r , Jl)ll . 1 d . l £ r r ur n n 
n1 11 t, n i 11 r f ' 1 7 5 0 · b o v th bud t. r u t ' 11 d 
. · 7 7 2 000 b v tJ1 fi · 1 J' · 2 02 l v l. \ i bjn thL tln t, 
.' ~o 06 00 ~ r il)fT . t,ru tur jn1pr v rn 11 t nd . l2 000 000 for l1 
. ' uth ·on ·rv iotl orp j fund d und ~ r th ·on~ T" ti 11 p ·nd-
iJl T c. t g r}. h 11g to t h bud g r q u , t r d 1J d b 1 ~ ' . 

E l i al r i . 1'h omn1jtt r comm nd . $225,252 000 
~ r 'o]ogi aJ rvi . ·~11 in ·r of $1 105 000 bov h budg t 
r qu t. 

ithjn l1 cologi · 1 rvic tivity incr a r comn1 nd ·d 
for nd 11g r d p ·i r c v ry program~ includ 3 000 000 for 
\ a J1in on , ln1on gran .. to b dmini t r d through th 

· io11 Fi b nd \ ildli[i Fou11d tion $500 000 for manat pro-
tion nd $1 000 000 to addr h ba klog of r cov ry ·:tc ion . 
~.hang r co1nm nd d for habitat con rvation program includ 

in r of $7,430 000 for th Partn r for Fi h and Wildli£ pro-
g.r m and $1 675 000 for coa tal program . The incr a for th 
Partn r for Fi h and Wildlife program include $1 000,000 to con-
inu th nu ria radication program at Black\vater MD 

$500 000 to co11 inu the Columbia River estuary r earch proj ct, 
$1 100 000 for bull trout con ervation in Wa hington tat 
$1,400 000 for the Wa hington Stat eco y tern proj ct, $500 000 
for Georgia tream bank restoration $750 000 for Walla Walla 
Ba in habitat con ervatio11 planning $1 000 000 for invasive pe
ci con rol $1 000,000 for Spartina control in Willapa Bay, WA, 
and $180 000 in pro·ect planning to continue support for the Ne\\' 
Jer ey Meado\vland tudy. The increase for coastal program in
clude $200,000 for th Long Live the Kings program $175,000 for 
he Hood Canal Salmo Enhancement Group, $300,000 is for th 
rogram in Tampa Bay and the Florida panhandle and 
1 000,000 for ne\v co t shared projects with an emphasi on 

inva ive pecies control. The increase for inva ive species control 
including Spartina control are derived from the conservation 
p nding cat gory. 

An increa e of $500 000 is recommended for the environmental 
con aminant program to address the program backlog. 

R efu.ge a.n.d wildlife. The Committee recommends $458 717,000 
for refuge and \\rildlife an increase of $2,000,000 above the budget 
reque t. 

Change recommended for refuge operations and maintenance in
clud an increa e of $10 000 000 for refuge operations of which 

5 000 000 i to continue "minimum taffing" implementation, 
$3 000 000 i for the challenge cost share program for new cost 
hared project \vith an emphasis on invasi e species control, and 
·2,000 000 i for on refuge invasive species control using friend\ 

group, and volunteers. There are also decreases of $5 000 000 for 
the coopera ive conservation initiati,re and $5 000 000 for refuge 
maintenance. The increases for challenge cost share and invasive 
species programs are deri,red from the conservation spending cat-
ego11' · 

The Committee is a\vare that non-native invasive species are a 
serious problem for the National Wildlife Refuge System. It has 
been cited as the System's top threat in a recent survey of refuge 
managers. Inva i''e plants degrade the valuable habitat for which 
the refuges \Yere created. Over the past few years, the number of 
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friends groups or support organizations for refuges has grown to 
more than 200. These groups provide a great potential for many 
volunteers to assist refuge staff in addressing the growing threat 
of non-native invasive species. The Comn1ittee recommends that 
the refuge system offer its fullest cooperation and encouragement 
for these volunteer forces by setting priority areas for cleanup, con
ducting appropriate training, and making available the proper su
pervision, tools, and equipment necessary for friends groups and 
volunteers to be effective in fighting invasive species on National 
Wildlife Refuges. 

The Committee encourages the Service to use other programs to 
support control of invasive species in and around refuges, including 
coastal wetlands restoration grants and the partners for fish and 
wildlife program. The Committee also encourages the continued 
use of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to leverage Fed
eral funds. 

A total of $998,000, the budget request, is recommended to con
tinue the Salton Sea recovery program, contingent on matching 
funds from the State of California. The Commjttee does not object 
to including this program in the regular operations account in fis
cal year 2004 and beyond. 

An increase of $2,000,000 is recommended for migratory bird 
management, of which $1,000,000 is to address goose depredation 
and $1,000,000 is to continue to advance the joint venture pro
grams toward the fiscal year 2004 target funding levels outlined in 
the fiscal year 2001 statement of the managers that accompanied 
the conference report for that year. The Comrnittee appreciates the 
Service's requested increase for the joint ventures program in the 
budget request but notes that it is insufficient to make reasonable 
progress towards meeting the 2004 target funding levels. The Com
mittee agrees to the following distribution of funds for joint ven
tures: 

Jomt venture Ftscal year 2002 Ftscal year 2003 Ftscal year 2004 
target 

----------------------------------------------------------
Atlantic Coast •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Lower Mississtppl ....................................................................................... . 
Upper MISSISSIPPI .......•.•................•........•.....••..•........•............••.•...•....•....... 

Prairie Pothole ............................................................................................ . 
Gulf Coast .................................................................................................. . 
Playa Lakes .......... ...................................................................................... . 
Ra1nwater Bas1n ..................................................................................•...•. 
Intermountain West .......................................... .......................................... . 
Central Valley ............................................................................................. . 
Pac1f1c Coast ................................... ........................................................... . 
San Franc1sco Bay ..................................................................................... . 
Sonora n ..................................................................................................... . 
Arct1c Goose ............................................................................................... . 
Black Duck ............................................. ...... ............................................. . 
Sea Duck .................................................................................................... . 
Administration ............................................................................................ . 

Total + •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

506 000 
576,000 
363,000 

1,248,000 
448,000 
369,000 
278,000 
469,000 
417,000 
378,000 
269,000 
278,000 
210,000 
188,000 
340,000 
662,000 

6,999,000 

626,000 
647,000 
481,000 

1,310,000 
551,000 
505,000 
328,000 
687,000 
471 ,000 
510,000 
310.000 
328,000 
276,000 
263,000 
426,000 
698,000 

8,417,000 

800,000 
750,000 
650,000 

1,400,000 
700,000 
700,000 
400,000 

1,000,000 
550,000 
700,000 
370,000 
400,000 
370,000 
370,000 
550,000 
750,000 

10,460,000 

Fisheries. The Committee recommends $104,663,000 for fish
eries, an increase of $9,900,000 above the bu.dget request,. including 
increases of $5,000,000 for hatchery operations and ma1n:tenance, 
of which $4,000,000 is for the Washington State hatchery Improve
ment project and $1 000 000 is to restore the fiscal year 2002 level 
for the hatchery pro~a~, and $4,900,000 for fish and wildlife man-
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,. or, . fi 11di11 t r h 'r l.J It fi h nd \ ri] li£ r ·~ ........... r j , 11 J ~ -
--~ n1 t h fu11d. 11 u I r 1 i11 in h 'I lU : t i11 f 1 u · 
, r i for , o .. ]) 1· i , fi h p · , g pro j 
i ~ r * dn1ini t,r· j,,, ·o . >#i _ ·d ' 7ith tl1 t 1 111p • . ' pr -
n .. · 111 · n d '1 0 0 i for q u, i · n 1i ~ n · n tro I ' 1 h j h i d -
1·iv d fi· 111 th rv ti Jl p 11dit. at gor .. 'lh '01 n1itt. · 
11 • l1 · t tb ill r a D r fi h p ,, g pr d ct;~ i ~ p r-t, _ f 
. · · ( . 000 0 hilJ -\\rid ffort t .addr b i. cri i 1 probJ n1. '1 h r · 
i. I. o · 4 0 00, 0 00 r c n1 m 11 l d i n h u r au f I.J n d , a 11 · g -
111 11 lld ·$] 4 000,000 r con11n nd d in h For .. t ' rvi, . 1 undin 
for th fi l1 p· .. ag injti· tiv i i11clud d und r tll inf1· ru tur 
j111prov n1 nt ubcat go1·i of th con rvation . p ndj1lg gor. ' · 

~ n ral Aclnu:n.i tra,tion,. 'l'h Co1rnnitt r 'COtntll nd · 
tt'129 727 000 for g ncral admini tration, ad cr a.· of $11 .250 000 
b lo''' th budg t r qu t . including incr as of $750 000 to r tor 

rvice\vide upport and $1,000,000 for a National Acad my of 
ci nc r ,rj 'vV of the S rYic ' crit ria for tat Wildli~ Grant~· 

plan and of Stat plan a11d a decrea e of $13 000 000 for th co
op rative con ervation initiative. 

Tl1 Committee has not agreed to tart a n Vl cooperativ con
rvation initiative but \vholeheart dly upport. th cone pt of co

operative effort to addre s critical habitat restoration and prot c
tion need . For the Fish and Wildlife Service the C,ommittee ha 
r commended adding funding to existing program that hav a 
proven track record in this regard. The Committee ha. al o plac d 
a11 emphasis on addre. sing invasive species control through co t-
hared projects. Recommended increase include $3,000 000 for the 

r fuge challenge cost hare program, $2 000 000 for on refuge 
inva ive pecie control projects u ing friends groups and volun
t r $1 000 000 for inva ive specie e;ontrol project under the 
Part11ers for Fish and Wildlife program $1 000 000 for Spartina 
control in Willapa Bay, Washington \vith the expectation that he 

tate and other partner will provide additional funds to address 
hi problem $1 000 000 for the coastal program $1 000 000 for 

joint venture programs under migratory bird management, 
. 2 000 000 for fish passage, and $1,000,000 for aquatic nui. ance 
control. The Committee strongly encourages the Service to follow 
thi model of u ing proven existing programs to meet the goals of 
cooperati e conser·vation. 

The Committee agrees to the follo\ving: 
1. The amount paid for the cost allocation methodology in theRe-

ource Management account may only exceed that paid in fiscal 
year 2002 where such costs are clearly the ~direct result of in
creased space and increased staffing. The Service should consider 
contracting for an independent outside review of its cost allocation 
methodology by the National Academy of Public Administration. 

2. The Peregrine Fund should be funded at $400,000 in fiscal 
year 2003 . 
• 

3. The planning function for land acquisition has been trans-
ferred from the land acquisition account to the resot1rce manage
ment account as proposed b)' the Service. The Service needs to es
tablish strict criteria to evaluate new and expanded refuge pro
posals. 
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. 4. T~e Service sho~d continue to assist the Corps of Engineers 
m t~e1r comprehensive review of alternative approaches to pre
servmg the Meadowlands wetlands area in northern New Jersey 
and _the Comtn~ttee has provided $180,000 for this purpose. The 
Semce should mclude the necessary funds for this effort in future 
budget submissions. 

5. The Service should continue its support and increase funding 
for joint ventt1re programs in order to achieve the target funding 
level by fiscal year 2004. This prograrn continues to be one of the 
greatest successes of the Service; with funding leveraged to a great
er extent than all other Service progratns combined. 

6. The Comrnittee continues to be concerned about the Service's 
inability to complete its strategic plan for fisheries. In answer to 
a hearing question for the record, the Service responded by report
ing on the status of a plan for hatcheries. The continuing emphasis 
on hatcheries rather than on habitat protection and restoration has 
been a continuing problem with the fisheries program. 

7. The Committee strongly supports the Service's efforts to obtain 
reimbursement from the Bureau of Reclamation for mitigation pro
duction at the Jones Hole NFH and the Hotchkiss NFH. Those 
funds should be used to address the most critical hatchery mainte
nance needs. 

8. The proposed program reduction for hatcheries is rejected 
without prejudice. Such proposals in the future must be in the con
text of the strategic plan for fisheries and must be fully explained 
and justified in the budget request before the Comtnittee will con
sider them. 

9. The Committee supports the consolidation of the Service's Di
versity and Civil Rights Division. This is the type of specific man
agement reform that should be pursued by the Service and the De
partment rather than assessing arbitrary funding reductions 
against all prograrns. The Committee also supports the limited use 
of funds by the Service to contract for employment-related legal 

• services. 
10. Support costs managed at the regional office and head

quarters levels must be budgeted under the regional office oper
ations and headquarters operations line items. No assessments or 
"cross-charges" should be imposed on program accounts to cover 
these costs or costs associated with regional or headquarters initia
tives. 

11. The Service should continue to support the Forest Service's 
Carhart Center at the same level as in fiscal year 2002. 

12. The ongoing drought in the Southwest continues to place cer
tain species recovery programs in jeopardy. The Committee com
pliments the Service for moving towards increased Silvery minnow 
captive breeding efforts rather than relying solely on river habitat 
as in the past. The Service should expand these options to other 
streams throughout the Southwest. 

13. Last year the Congress directed an independent review of the 
science committee review on the progress of the Mexican gray wolf 
reintroduction program in New Mexico and _Arizona. The _Service 
has not complied with that direction. Questions of potential con
flicts of interest and other controversies surrounding the program 
could further damage the recovery effort if an independent review 
is not undertaken. The Committee recognizes that there has been 
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~ lll it 1 p · ,, n 1 i11 }l, pr · 111 r J t i n hip ' 'i th l · l ' -
rn111 11 t 11 d j i z n, , l u pr ' ·, u pr .. nl d .. i i, 11 h · , r -

u] t d i 11 i n i fi .~ n · d i ru f h .. r\ i ~ 111 ll n1 11 f tl1 
pr ·· lll. ll rvic · l1 uld 11 i11u t ' ' rk. ·l , . 1 ''i h illl-
p .· t d I o · 1 o n1111 u11i i . . 11 d l1 i r · J · • d o ffi i I . 'I l1 · n 1 Tin it 
i . 11, ·rl d th tl1 , ' r,rj pp r to ~ ppro· ·h l1 ' If r intro-
du. · i 11 pr gr n1 public J" J tioil x r i J'ld v r t t , tJ1 

u · of ll · progr m r th r th n r olving probl n1 nd i u . 
'.1 h " rvic hould on. u]t \Vith th om111itt on ho''' it 'rill fund 

ddi ion a] _. Wild liD rvi . p r 01111 l in th ftl ur .~ 11d c11 

n , pJ· n. to d ''i from h original \Vo]f r i11 rodtlc ion pl~tn. Th 
' mtnitt · J o ~p c h rvic to oppo trongly bird par .Y 

la\ ' uit ain1 d at adding additio11 J co tly r quir m nt for r -
i11 roduction p1·ogram op r ion on lo ·al ranch r , . 

14. Th ommitt recogniz th extraordinary co t aving nd 
po i iv nviro11m n aJ b n fit achi ved by th military througl1 
h impl m n ation of pul e t chnology a a major compon 11t of it 

b tt ry n1anag ment program . Tl1 ommitte b li v hat th 
Fi h and Wildli.D r\ric \vould al o ben fit ignificantly and di-
r ctly from th u of hi technolog)' to xtend the li~ of v hicl 
batt ri . Th e b n fit include aving in batt ry r pl c m nt 
co t , reduction in overall maintenanc co t for hicl \ and ancil
lary quipment and a re ultant incr a e in afety for p ~ r onne]. 
Th Con1mittee urge the S J ... ~.rice to incorporat thi technology in 
it 011going purcha and maint nanc program for v hicl . Th 

rvice ~ hould report to the Commi tee by December 31 2002, on 
i pla11. to comp1)' 'A7 .th thi dire tion. Beginning with the fi cal 
. , ar 2004 budget requ . t, the budget ubmi ion hould inclu.d an 
accounting of the extent to \vhich battery pul e technology L b ing 
n1ployed and the avings expected and realized a a re ult of th 

u e of thi technology. · 
15. Th Committ e encourages tl1e United State Fish and Wild

li£ S rvice to upport he Caddo Lake Ramsar Wetland Scienc 
proj ct 'rithin the increa es pro ided by the Committee for re-
ource management. The Caddo Lake wetland are classified a. 

R ourc Categot)' 1 wetland by the United States Fish and Wild
life Se1\rice and provide habitat for a nu1nber of endangered ~ pe
cie . Further1 hL project \viii develop model program for commu
nity-ba ed and locally-designed \Vetland conservation. 

B1:ll language. The ommjttee recommends bill language per
mitting the limited use of funds for incidental expenses related to 
promo ing and celebrating the Refuge ent nniaL The Committee 
und r tands that these expenses \~lill be co, t-shared by friend 
groups and other private contt;butions. 

Bill language is also included under General .Provisions Depart
ment of the Interior requiring the Service to imple·ment fully the 
fi h marki11g program related to efforts to preserve endangered 
species of salmon. Thi action has been taken because of the sig
nificant endangered species benefits derived from applying a visual 
mark to hatchery fish: most notabl)r the ability to monitor easily 
and manage hatchery stray rates, and to differentiate hatchery fish 
from natw·al fi h for broodstock management and stocl{ assessment 
purposes. The Committee expects the Service to be a full partici
pant in thi-. effort h)' ensuring that hatchery fish that are suitable/ 
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available for selective fisheries are visually marked to assist in the 
identification and recovery of wild salmonid stocks. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ......... ...... ....... ................. .. .............. ...... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................. .. ................... .................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .... .. .. .......... ............................... .................... ...... . 

Com A.~~:~;ria tion, 200 2 ... .. ........... ............. .. .......... ..... ... ...... ............ . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .................. ............. ...... ... ....................... . 

$55,543,000 
35,402,000 
51,308,000 

- 4,235,000 
+ 15,906,000 

The Committee recommends $51,308,000 for construction, a de
crease of $4,235,000 below the fiscal year 2002 level and 
$15,906,000 above the budget request. 

The Committee agrees to the following distribution of funds: 

Project 

Bear R1ver NWR, UT ..................................... . 
81g Branch Marsh NWR, LA ......................... . 
Bitter Lake NWR. NM ............ . . ............. . 
Black-Footed Ferret Wildlife Research Ctr, 

co. 
Bosque del Apache NWR, NM ............... .. 
Bozeman F1sh Technology Center. MT ........ .. 
Bozeman F1sh Technology Center, MT ..... .. 
Bndge Safety Inspections (Serv1cew1de) ... . 
Clark R. Bavm Forensics Laboratory, OR .. .. 
Clark R. Bavin Forens1cs Laboratory, OR .. . 
Craig Brook NFH, ME . .. ........... . 
Dam Safety Program (Serv1cew1de) ............ .. 
D. C Booth NFH, SO ................................... . 
Harns Neck NWR, GA .................................. .. 
Iron R1ver NFH, WI ...................................... .. 
Jackson NFH. WY ........................................ .. 
Jordon R1ver NFH, Ml .. . ...................... . 
Kl~math Basm NWR complex CA .............. .. 
Northwest Power Planmng Area .................. . 
Orangeburg NFH SC ................................... . 
Ottawa NWR, OH .......................................... . 
Quilcene NFH, WA ....................................... .. 

Sachuest Pomt NWR, Rl ............................. .. 
Savannah NWR, GA .................................. .. 
Security upgrades (Serv1cewide) .................. . 
Shawangunk NWR. NY ................................. . 
Sonny Bono Salton Sea NWR, CA ............... .. 
V1sitor Contact Stations ............................. .. 
Wolf Creek NFH, KY ...................................... . 

Subtotal, Line Item Construction .. 

NatiOnwide Engineering Services: 
Cost Allocation Methodology ....... . ... 
Environmental Compliance Manage-

ment 
Seismil Safety Program ...................... . 
Waste Prevention and Recycling ........ . 
Other Engineering Serv1ces ............... . 

Subtotal, Nationwide Engineering 
Services. 

80-696 D-2 

[Dollars 10 thousands 1 

Oescnption 

Dikes and related facilities (eel ................. . 
Restroom/support fac1llty [c) ..................... .. 
V1s1tor center/standard des1gn (d/c] ......... .. 
Endangered spec1es facility [cc] ................ . 

Equipment for salt cedar control .............. .. 
Se1sm1c safety/3 bUIIdmg rehab [p/d] ...... .. 
Laboratory/adm1mstrat10n bu1ldmg [c) ...... .. 
·• . .•....•..•..•.... . .......••.•••••..•.•..••..•.•..••••..•• 

Security upgrades . . .... . .. .. ............... : .... . 
Forens1cs laboratory expansion [c] ............ .. 
Wastewater treatment compliance [p] ...... .. 
········ . . . ....... . .. ·····•···. ·••· ..•..•....•.••..•.•.•....•..•. 

Exhibits for v1s1tor center ........................... . 
Off1ce renovat1on . . . . .. .. . . ... .. .. ...... . 
Replace domes at Schacte Creek [cc] ....... . 
Se1sm1c safety rehab1lltat10n [d) . . .. .. ... . 
MN Togue/Great Lakes stockmg vessel [d] 
Water supply and management .................. . 
F1sh screens, etc . . .. ............................... . 
Orangeburg substatiOn dam [eel .............. .. 
Vis1tor center/standard des1gn (d/c) .......... . 
Se1sm1c safety rehab of hatchery buildmg 

[d) 
Exh1b1ts for v1s1tor center ... ..................... . 
V1s1tor center/standard des1gn [d/c] .......... . 
........ ,...... . . ········•··········•·••·•··•··•••••···· 
Demolish runways [p/d] . . . . .................... .. 
Se1sm1c safety rehab of shop buildmg [cc] 
Several locatiOns/standard des1gn ............ .. 
V1s1tor center tee] ...................................... .. 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Budget 
request 

0 
0 
0 

3,240 

0 
150 
500 
560 
765 

6,235 
200 

1,365 
0 
0 

2,000 
80 

800 
1,000 

0 
4,144 
1,100 

45 

0 
1,100 
1,700 

0 
200 

0 
0 

25,184 

. 3,000 
1,400 

200 
150 

5,468 

10,218 

Com
mittee 
rec-

om men
dation 

1,000 
150 

1,950 
3,240 

400 
150 
500 
560 
765 

6,235 
200 

1,365 
550 
350 

2,000 
80 

800 
1,000 
4,000 
4,144 
1,950 

45 

250 
1,950 
1,700 

300 
200 

2,000 
1,800 

39,634 

3,000 
1,856 

200 
150 

6,468 

11,674 

Difference 

1,000 
150 

1,950 
0 

400 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

550 
350 

0 
0 
0 
0 

4,000 
0 

850 
0 

250 
850 

0 
300 

0 
2,000 
1,800 

14,450 

0 
456 

0 
0 

1,000 

1,456 
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Tot I I 35,402 51,308 15.906 

ommit agr e to the following: 
• 1. o admini trativ or other a s smen may be I vi d 

individual projec . All admini trativ overhead hould be 
in h nationwid engineering service activity or in the ~ neral op-
ration ac ivity under Re ource Management. Thi 1nstruction 

al o plie to fund a ailabl from prior years. 
2. Committee has recommended restoring funds for the erv-

ice' demolition and environmental compliance needs. These funds 
hould be continued and increased, as needed, in future budget re

que . 
3. The Committee strongly upports the standardized desi ap-

roach for vi itor center and visitor contact stations, and t e ef
orts of Friends Group and others to rovide cost sharin for these 

facilities. The Com1nittee recommen s providing the I Federal 
hare of funding for 3 facilities-Ottawa , Savannah , 

and Bitter Lake with the understanding that each of these 
projects will be sup lemented with private funds. 

4. The Service s ould use prior year balances from completed 
projec to com lete the exhibits at the Great Falls Discovery Cen
ter in Tur11er ails, MA. This is a cooperative effort between the 
Silvio 0. Conte National Wildlife Refuge, the Massachusetts De
partment of Environmental Mana ement, and seven other patt
ners. The Co1nmittee understands t at no more than $200,000 will 
be used to complete these exhibits. 

Bill language is reco,Jnlnended to per1nit the Service to enter into 
a contract for the full scope of the Clark R. Bavin Forensics Lab
oratory, OR expansion effort. 

LAND ACQUISITIO 

Ap@ropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
J3uCiitE!t ~tilll8tA!, 200~ ...................................................................... . 
~llllllencl~, 200~ .......................................................................... . 
Com arison: 

Bu get estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$99,135,000 
70,384,000 
82,250,000 

-16,885,000 
+11,866,000 

The Co1n1nittee reco1n1nends $82,250,000 for land ac uisition, an 
increase of $11,866,000 above the budget request and 16,885,000 
belo the enacted level. This a1nount includes $64,750,000 for line 
item pro·ects, $2 000,000 for inholdings, $2,000,000 for emergencies 
and bar hips, $1,000,000 for exchanges, $2,500,000 for cost alloca
tion methodology and $10,000,000 for acquisition manageme t. 

The Co1nrnittee recorn1nends the following distribution of funds: 

Alaska Peninsula N WR (TDX) (AK) ........................................•...........• 
1EIIlc:fl l6t~llc:ll (C::<:)) •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1EIIlc:lt lESilJf NW16t ~A) ............................................................................ . 
BalconiesiC~n onlands NWR (1'X) .........................................•.....•....••. 
1EI\lt!ll()!l ~j·~ (~) ....................................................................... . 
C~tll81lll 1Bti"t!Jr NWR (~) ...................................................................... . 
C::llt; lJslllllCI NWR ~) ........................................................................... . 

Commitw 
R«ommendtJtion 

$2,500,000 
5,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
3,000,000 
2,500,000 
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Area and State 
Dakota Tallgrass Prairie WMA (ND/SD) ............................................ . 
Detroit River NWR (MI) .. .. ........... .... ......... .. .......................... .,. ............. . 
Edwin B. Forsythe NWR (NJ) ................... .......................................... . 
Great Meadows NWR (MA) .................................................................. . 
Great Swamp NWR (NJ) .................... o 0 ••••••••••••••••••• o· •• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

J.N. "Ding" Darling NWR (FL) ............. .... .......................................... .. 
Lower Suwannee NWR (FL) ................................................................ . 
Minnesota Valley NWR (MN) .............................................................. . 
National Key Deer Refuge (FL) .............................. 0 ............................ . 

Northern Tallgrass Prairie NWR (MN/IA) ........................................ .. 
Ottawa NWR (OH) ....... 0 •••••••••••••••••• •• • ••• ••••••••••••••••• •••• •• • •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Pe1ican Island NWR (FL) ..................................................................... . 
Pond Creek NWR (AR) ......................................... ·o ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Prime Hook NWR (DE) ...... ......................... ......................................... . 
Quinault Indian Reservation (WA) .................................................... .. 
Rappahannock River Valley NW A (VA) ......... 0 .................................... . 

Red River NWR (LA) ............................................. ... ............................ . 
San Diego NWR ( CA) ...... .. ....................... ... ......................................... . 
San Joaquin River NWR ( CA) ................. .. .......................................... . 
Savannah NWR ( GA) Mulberry Grove ............................................... .. 
Silvio 0. Conte NFWR (VT . CT) .. 0 .......................................... . 

St. Marks NWR (FL) ............................................................................ . 
Stewart B. McKinney NWR (CT) ........................................................ . 
Trinity River NWR ('IX.) ........................................................................ . 
1V\TallltJLLl River NWR (NJ~ ............................................................... . 
Western Montana Project (MT) ........................................................... . 
Willapa NWR (WA) ............................................................................... . 

Subtotal: Federal Acquisition projects ..................................... . 
Acquisition Management ...................................................................... . 
Emergency & Hardship ........................................................................ . 
Exchanges .............................................................................................. . 
In holdings ................ ...................................... .. .... .. ..................... : .......... . 
Cost Allocation Methodology ................... ·o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Tc:>it;c:JLJl ................................................................. ........................... . 

Committee 
Recommendation 

1,000,000 
3,500,000 
2,250,000 
1,600,000 
1,000,000 
3,000,000 
1,000,000 
4,000,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
1,750,000 
1,000,000 
1,350,000 
5,000,000 
3,000,000 

500,000 
2,000,000 
2,500,000 
4,000,000 
1,000,000 
2,000,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
2,300,000 

750,000 
750,000 

$64,750,000 
10,000,000 

2,000,000 
1,000,000 
2,000,000 
2,500,000 

$82,250,000 

The Committee was disappointed with the Service's fiscal year 
2003 budget submission and continues to encourage the Service to 
institute much needed reforms in the acquisition priority system. 

The land acquisition program is funded under the conservation 
spending category. 

LANDOWNER INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

The Landowner Incentive program provides funds to States, ter
ritories and tribes for matching, competitively awarded grants to 
establish or supplement landowner incentive programs that provide 
technical and financial assistance to private landowners. The pur
pose of these incentive programs is to restore and protect habitat 
of Federally listed, proposed or candidate species llnder the Endan
gered Species Act, or other at risk species on private lands. Eligible 
grantees include the States, the District of Columbia, Indian 
Tribes, Puerto Rico, Guam, the U. S. Virgin Islands, the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and American Samoa. 

• 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .................................. .......................... .. 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................. •o ••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 

Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 

$40,000,000 
50,000,000 
40,000,000 

ComK~;:g;riation, 2002 ......... ...................... ......... .... ........................ o 
Budget estimate, 2003 ......................... o ........... •o··· •••• ... ... ••• ... • ..... - 10,000,000 

The Committee recommends $40,000,000 for the landowner in
centive program, a $10,000,000 decrease from the budget request 
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Jl , ur p · d · fund d u.tld r ·}1 f rn1 bill ompl n1 n~ Jld upp}, -
1n 1 l1 r' i I 1 Jldo' ' ll r progr 111 , h n1 ~tm un1 x 1 t~ 
Jl O · i b] . 

_ T l!J Vl 1 l, 1111 J{ , 11 

Tl1 pri\, t rd hip gran . program pr vicl gr· nt '11d 
otb r i tanc individual , 11d grou.p ng· ged in Joe J, pri-
v, t, Jl 'd ,,olun ar ' 011 rva ion ffort ha - b n fit ~ d rally li t-

d propo d or , Jldid p ci , or otl1 r t ri k peci . 

J)propli tiotl 1:\n ac · d, 2002 ......................................... .................... . 
Bud t tim t , '2003 ...... o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••• 

$10,000,000 
10,,000,000 
10,000,000 R com n1 n d d , 2 0 0 3 ......................................... 0 ••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

.. 

• 

pprop1i t ion , 2002 ................................................................... . 0 
omp n on: 

B udg t t im t , 2003 ............................................................... . 

Th on1mitt e recomm nds $10 000,000 for h priv,at t ward-
hip gr nt prog·ram th am a the budg t requ t ' nd th fi~ I 
, · r 2002 l v 1 . 

l ER Tl \ TF.i • l E RED l)E 'J.E, ' EJ~\1 TJ , F I 

EiaJJt ., p rc n of th habitat for more than l1alf of l1 li t d n
d 11g r d and l1r at ned p ci i 011 privat land. Th Coopera
t iv Enda11g r d peci s Con r ation Fund provid grant~ to 

atld terri ori for endangered peci recovery action, on 
no11-F deral land and pro,rid fund for non-Federal land acqui i-
ion to facilitate habita prot ction. Indi,ridual at and terrj-

tori pro,ride 25 percen of gra11t project co t . Co t haring i r -
due d o 10 percent ' h n tV\' O or more States or territorie ar in
vo], d in ,a project. 

ppropti ation enact d '2002 .......................... . 0 ••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• 

Bucig t im.at . '2003 ........... , ............ 0 .. 0················0······ ·· ··············· ····· 
Recommend d ?.003 ......... , ... .............................................................................. . 

• on1pan on: 
Appt'"Opti ation. 2002 .... 0 .. .. .............................. 0 ..... ................. 0 .. 0 .. . 
Bttdget. e t imat ., 2003 ................................................................. . 

$96,235, 000 
91,000,000 

121 ,400,000 

+25 ,165,000 
+30~400 ,000 

Tl1e ~ommittee recomme.nds $121 400,000 for the coo erative en
dangered pecies conservation fund an increase of ·ao,400,000 
a·bove he budget reque t and $25 165,000 above the 2002 level. In
crea es include $30 000 000 for habitat conservation plan land ac
qui ition and $400 000 for administration. The recommended level 
i necessary to addres the growing demand for HCP land acquisi
tion. This program is funded under the conservation spending cat
egor)' . 

Bill language is recommended to derive the HCP land acquisition 
portion of this account from the Land and Water Conservation 
Fu.nd instead of deriving the entire funding from the L WCF as 
proposed in the budget request. 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE FUND 

Through this program the Service makes payments to counties in 
which Service lands are located, based on their fair market value. 
Payments to counties are estimated to be $26,528,000 in fiscal year 
2003 with $19,414,000 derived from this appropriation and 
$7,114,000 from net refuge receipts estimated to be collected in fis
cal year 2002. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .. ............................ .... ........................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. .. .......... .. .. .. .. ..... ..... ... ...... .. .... .. ...... ... ..... ..... .. . 
Recommended, 2003 .... ......... ... ....... .......... .... ... .. .. .. .. .... .......... .. .......... . 
Comparison: 

$14,414,000 
14,414,000 
19,414,000 

Appropriation, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . +5, 000,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .... ... ....... .. .. .... .. .... ......... .. ... ... . ....... .. ... ..... . +5,000,000 

The Committee recommends $19,414,000 for the National wild
life refuge fund, an increase of $5,000,000 above both the budget 
request and the fiscal year 2002 funding level. Within the amount 
recommended, $5,000,000 is derived from the conservation spend
ing category. 

The Committee continues to be concerned about the priorities of 
the Service with respect to meeting its obligations under the Na
tional wildlife refuge fund. The Committee strongly disagrees with 
the Service's emphasis on acquiring more land without cominensu
rate funding increases for the national wildlife refuge fund. Refuge 
revenue sharing payments have dropped from 66 percent of the au
thorized level in 1998 to 55 percent in 2002. With the $5,000,000 
increase recommended by the Committee, the payments will be 
raised to 70 percent of the authorized level. 

NORTH AMERICAN WETLANDS CONSERVATION FUND 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, through the North American 
Wetlands Conservation Fund, leverages partner contributions for 
wetlands conservation. Projects to date have been in 48 States, 10 
Canadian provinces, 21 Mexican states and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 
In addition to this appropriation, the Service receives funding from 
receipts in the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration account from 
taxes on firearms, ammunition, archery equipment, pistols and re
volvers, and from the Sport Fish Restoration account from taxes on 
fishing tackle and equipment, electric trolling motors and fish find
ers and certain marine gasoline taxes. By law, sport fish restora
tion receipts are used for coastal wetlands in States bordering the 
Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, States bordering the Great Lakes, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, the freely associated States in the Pa
cific, and American Samoa. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .......................................... ................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........ ......... ................................. ............. ....... . 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................................ ............ ··.· ... . 

$43,500,000 
43,560,000 
43,560,000 

Comparison : 
Appropriation, 2002 ... . ... ..... ......... .. .. ........ . .. .... .. . ....... ... .. . ... . ..... ... +60,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . ... . ........ . 0 

The Committee recommends $43,560,000 for the North American 
wetlands conservation fund, equal to the budget request and an in
crease of $60,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. This program is 
funded under the conservation spending category. 
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Th ommi h c to i i u d1nini r i -
for1n in h orth ri I n con ion p ogr: . 
cificall , h numb r of i · i b ouncil ff howd 
due d d onl on per on hould be n i · i (•" 

n no ). In ddi ion h rvic hould ot pa airf1 fo 
cil tafT to at nd ouncil meetings and mor oun il 
hould b conduc d in h hington . . r . Th ..,.·. 

-

from th r for1n hould b dir c d to rd y m i o -
toring of compl d projec ; periodic audi of gr ; al ion 
of th biological ffectivenes of th program· d i pl -
m nting an electronic gran rocess. Th rvic hould r po ... 
th Committee no later than anuary 31, 2003, on i pl i -
plem nt these reforms and should report annually in h b dg t 
JU tification on progre s in this area. 

Bill Language is continued specifying that the increa e abo h 
fi cal year 2001 level i to be devoted to projec in the U · d 

tate . The Committee has recommended continuing thi languag 
based upon the lar e number of hi :priority unfunded proj ct ap
plications in the .S. as compare With project application fro""" 

anada and Mexico. 

NEOTROPICAL MIGRATORY BIRD CO SER TIO 

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Ac of 2000 au ho -
izes ants for the conservation of neotropical migrato bir in 
the nited States, Latin America and the Ca1·ibbean, · h 75 p 
cent of the a1nounts available to be expended on projec ou id 
the U.S. There is a three to one matching requirement under · 
program. 

p~ropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
~~llllllellded, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Com arison: 

Bu get estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$3,000,000 
0 

5,000,000 

+2,000,000 
+6,000,000 

The Co1n1nittee reco1n1nends $5,000,000 for the neotropical mi
gratory bird conservation progra1n, an increase of $5,000,000 abo e 
the budget request and $2,000,000 above the 2002 level. The Ad
Jnini tration proposed $1,000,000 for this progra1n as part of the 
multinational species conservation fund. This program is funded 
under the conservation spending category. 

This program provides critically needed resources for conserva
tion of neotropical 1nigratory birds. The Co1nmittee expects the 
Service to continue to ad1ninister this grant pro through the 
Service's division of bird habitat conservation, fo owing the model 
of the orth American wetlands conservation progra1n, and in close 
coordination with the Service's international progratn. 

MULTINATIO AL SPECIES CO SERVATION FUND 

This accot1nt combines funding for programs under the former re
wards and operations (African elephant) accot1nt, the for1ner rhi
noceros and tiger conservation accot1nt, the Asian elephant con
servation prograan, and the great ape conservation progra•n. 

The African Elephant Act of 1988 established a fund for assisting 
nations and organizations involved with conservation of African 
elephants. The Service provides grants to African Nations and to 
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qualified organizations and individuals to protect and manage crit
ical populations of these elephants. 

The Rhinoceros and Tiger Conservation Act of 1994 authorized 
programs to enhance compliance with the Convention on Inter
national Trade in Endangered Species (CITES) and U.S. or foreign 
laws prohibiting the taking or trade of rhinoceros, tigers or their 
habitat. 

The Asian Elephant Conservation Act of 1997 authorized a grant 
program, similar to the African elephant program, to enable co
operators from regional and range country agencies and organiza
tions to address Asian elephant conservation problems. The world's 
surviving populations of wild Asian elephants are found in 13 
south and southeastern Asian countries. 

The Great Ape Conservation Act of 2000 authorized grants to for
eign government, the CITES secretariat, and non-governmental or
ganizations for the conservation of great apes. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .............................................. ............................ . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 .............................. ..................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ..................... 00 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

$4,000,000 
5,000,000 
4,800,000 

+800,000 
-200,000 

The Committee recommends $4,800,000 for the multinational 
species conservation fund, an increase of $800,000 above the fiscal 
year 2002 level and $200,000 below the budget re uest. Changes 
to the budget request include a decrease of 1,000,000 for 
neotropical migratory birds (which is funded in a separate account) 
and an increase of $800,000, which includes $200,000 each for Afri
can elephant conservation, rhinoceros and tiger conservation, Asian 
elephant conservation, and great ape conservation. The Committee 
expects these funds to be matched by non-Federal funding to lever
age private contributions to the maximum extent possible. This 
program is funded under the conservation spending category. 

STATE WILDLIFE GRANTS 

The State wildlife grant program provides funds for States to de
velop and implement wildlife management and habitat restoration 
for the most critical wildlife needs in each State. States are re
quired to develop comprehensive wildlife conservation plans to be 
eligible for grants and to provide at least a 25 percent cost share 
for planning grants and at least a 50 percent cost share for imple
mentation grants. This program is funded under the conservation 
spending category. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recomme11ded, 2003 ............ ..................................... ..... o .................. o. 
Comparison: 

$60,000,000 
60,000,000 

100,000,000 

Appropriation, 2002 ································oo····· ························ :. .. . +40,000,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........................ o ................. o··· .... ··o··. 0 0 .. .. 0 • +40,000,000 

The Committee recommends $100,000,000 for State wildlife 
grants, an increase of $40,000 000 above both the budget request 
and the 2002 level, after adjusting for the $25,000,000 rescission in 
the 2002 Act. Within the amount provided, $5,000,000 is for com
petitively awarded grants to Indian tribes. 
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' i\TIO T L p lll{ SER\11 E 

Tl1 mi ion of th National Park S rvice i to pre erv 
uni1npaired the natura] and cultural re ources and values of the 
11a io11al park y tern for the enjoyment education, a11d in ·piration 
of th.i. a11d future generation . The National Park Service cooper
, te ' rith part11er to ~ext nd the benefits of natural and cultural 
re, ource con er,ra ion and outdoor recreation throughout thL coun
tr)' a11d h \~lorld. 

The a ional Park Service established in 1916 has . tewardship 
re pon ibilitie for the protection and preservation of the heritage 
re ow·ce of the National Park System. The system consi ting of 
385 parate and distinct units is recogn'zed globally as a leader 
i11 park ma11agement and resource preservation. The national park 

~ " t m repre e11 much of the finest the Nation has to offer in 
ern1 of c ner.. historical and archeolo,gical relics, and cultural 
heritag~e. Througl1 its ' 'aried sites the National Park Service at
temp s to ~explain America:s history interpret its culture, preserve 
e· amples of its natural ecosystems, and provide recreational and 
education,al opportunities for U .. S. citizens and visitors from all 
o'er the .,~,orld. In addition the National Park Service provides 
support to tribal local and State governments to preserve cul
turall:y significant ecologically important, and public recreational 
lands. 
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OPERATION OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ...... ........................................ ............................ . 

Comx_~:~;~ation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$1,487,075,000 
1,584,565,000 
1,605,593,000 

+ 118,518,000 
+21,028,000 

The amounts recomrnended by the Cornrnittee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



Park Management 
Resource s t ·ewardship . .... ... ........... .... .......... .... . 
V,isi tor services , .. ,. , .......... , ..... .... , ... ..... , . ... , ... , ... . 

• • 
Ma~n ten,ance ... , ... , .. , ... , .. , ..... ....... ...... ... .... .. ... ... , .. ,. 

Conserv.ation (Youth Conse.rvation Corps) . ... ...... ... . 
Pa.rk sup.por't . ..• ..•• ..•...... ..••.•. .......•. ... ....•... ..• ,. 

Conservation (·coo.Perative conservation ini tiative) 
Conservation (challenge costshare) . .... ... ........ .. .. . 

Subtotal, Park Management . ...•.•••. .•.•. ..•... .•• .•.. 

External administ.rat.ive costs .... ... .... ..... .. .... ... ...... .. . 
Emergency supplemental (P . . L. 107 - 117) . ... ........... ... .. . 

Total, Operation of the .National Park System •.•. 
Ap,propr i at i on·s .... ... ...... .... ... .... ... .. . .... .... .... . 
Conse:rva t .ion , .. ,. , . . ,. , ..... , . ... , ..... , .. , .. , . . .... , .... 
Emergency appropr.iati,ons ..... ... ... ... .. ... ...... . 

Opera ·ti ~on of ·t 'h ,e .N.a ·ti ~onal :P,ark Sy:s ·t ,em 
(Dollars i ·n 'Thou·aan·da ) 

F"i 2 ~0 ~02 

Enacted 

31·8,,312 
297.,091 
479.,201 

2 000 
·' 

275,,025 

1,371 ,.629 

105,:348 
0,098 

1 ,.487,075 
('1 ,,474,977) 

(2,000) 
(10,098) 

FY 21003 
Reques t R~ecottananded 

334,923 
309,·681 
529,4'2,6 

.2,000 
278,:297 

22,000 

1.476 .. 329 

108,236 

1,,584,,5'65 
(1 .,560,,5'65 ) 

(.2.4,000) 

346 320 ,, 
32.2,·6 
53'7.,660 

:2,000 
2~81.713 

-
,000 

"497 .. 357 

108 .. 236 

1 ,1605,,5'93 
(1 .,596.5'93) 

(9,,000) 

Re ·C ·O llC:il 

Enac 't ed 

28,008 
25,573 
58,·459 

6688 • 

7,000 

125.72,8 

• 7 ~888 II 

-10,.098 

1 '18.5'18 
(+1.21.,616) 

(·t7 ,000) 
1(-10~0~ 

s t 

·+ 1 1 397 ' - - . 

' 
'983 

8.'23 

+3,,4'16 
.?? 000 

' 7.000 

.-.... 

.. " 

tv 
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The Committee recommends $1,605,593,000 for the operation of 
the National Park System for fiscal year 2003, an increase of 
$21,028,000 above the budget request and $118,518,000 above the 
enacted level. The Committee has provided an additional 
$21,028,000 in new funds and redirected $15,000,000 of the funds 
proposed for a new initiative to pay the full amount needed for un
controllable expenses, to restore the $4,000,000 for CESI, and to 
provide a $20,000,000 base increase for the parks. 

While the Committee commends the Administration for providing 
substantial increases in the repair/rehabilitation and cyclic ac
counts to prevent new backlog maintenance needs and to maintain 
recently refurbished projects, there is still concern that the parks 
basic operational budgets have seriously eroded over time. This is 
one of the reasons that the Committee has supported the develop
ment of business plans. 'Fhe Comrnittee encourages the Administra
tion to consider the parks' operational shortfalls along with the 
backlog maintenance needs in the 2004 budget submission. 

The Committee expects that the $20,000,000 increase be spent 
exclusively on park base increases and the nationally designated 
trails with only one exception. The Service may spend up to 
$750,000 to expand the Business Plan program. The Committee 
continues to be pleased by the improvements and refinements that 
the Service is making on this initiative. The Committee expects 
that some of this new funding will be used for salaries and training 
costs to initiate a formal intake program to attract more of these 
exceptional students to permanent employtnent within the Park 
Service. These students possess the training and skills in dis
ciplines that are too rare in the Service. The Committee encourages 
the Service to continue working with the National Parks Conserva
tion Association to attain additional private funding to further ad
vance this program. 

Resource Stewardship. The Committee recomrnends 
$346,320,000 for resource stewardship, an increase of $11,397,000 
above the request and $28,008,000 above the enacted level. Ir1-
cluded in this amount are increases above the enacted level of 
$6,658,000 for base operations, $6,900,000 for inventory and moni
toring, $4,250,000 to accelerate natural resource inventories, 
$3,100,000 to assess watershed conditions, $500,000 to monitor 
water quality in parks, $200,000 for water resource protection and 
restoration, $400,000 for additional cooperative ecosystem study 
units, $2,150,000 for native and exotic species management, 
$500,000 to complete resource projects in Alaska, and $4,450,000 
for uncontrollable increases. Programmatic decreases include a re
duction of $100,000 for greenspace for living, and a general travel 
reduction of $1,000,000. 

The $4 000,000 to continue the critical ecosystems studies initia
tive in the Everglades has been retained. In addition, the Com
mittee does not accept the proposed language requiring $9,000,000 
to be provided as reimbursement to USGS for Natural Resource 
Challenge related programs and activities. The Committee under
stands that USGS has been a partner in the Challenge and that 
many Challenge activities are appropriately carried out using 
USGS. However the Committee believes that USGS should con
tinue to be used' as the vendor or partner of choice where it is the 
best source for completing the work as deterrr1ined by the Park 
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5 459 000 abov th n ct d 1 v I. Includ d in hi · 1nouJ1t · r 
incr a abov th enact d l \'el of $7 509 000 for ba incr . 
$4 1 000 for count r t n·ori m, $500 000 for project m , n· g In n 
inforn1 tion }' tern $1 000 000 for a trategic bu ine , advi < r 
$8 400 000 for repair and rehabilitation $7,640 000 for co11dj i 11 
a s n1ent $1 600,000 for facilit~y maintenance soft, ar , m 
$25 000 000 for cyclic maintenance and $8,171 000 for uncontr I~ 
labl expen e . There is a programmatic decrea e of 1 ,' 2, 000 for 
travel. 

Within fund available for the repair/rehabilitat·on tld c. Jj , • 
main enance accoun , the Service should provide $233 000 for l1 
Bachlott House and $45 000 for the St. Mary's Mu urn at 'urn
berland I land NS, $400,000 to repair hi toric tru.ctures a Gr · 

mokey l!ountain NP and $200,000 for repair at Belle Ha- n 
1ari11a 'vitl1in the George Wa hington Memorial Parkw y. 

Park . upport. The Committee recommend $288 713 000 for 
ark support a deer ase of $11,584,000 below the req,ue t and 
13 688 000 abo,,e the enacted level. Included in this amount ar 

incr a e abo,re the enacted level of $1,659 000 for ba increa e 
$7 000 000 for the existing challenge cost share program $700 000 
for rvice,vide IT planning and management, $100 000 for Gl n 

a11 .. ron Dam adaptive management, and $5 457 00 for uncon rol
labl xpe11 es. There is a programmatic decrea e o 1 228 000 for 
travel. The $7 000 000 challenge cost share increase i fund d 
under the con er'lation spending category. 

The Committee expects the Service to continue to allocate one 
tl1ird of the funds pro\rided for the challenge cost share program to 
l1e National Trails S)'Stem. The Committee also directs the Service 

to provide $1 000 000 to support work on the creation of an inte
grated Geographic Information Syste,m' (GIS for the National 
Trail 8)' tern. 

E:rtern.al Ad111.in.istratiue Costs. The Committee recommends 
$108 236 000 for external administrative costs the same as the 
budget request and $2:888 000 above the enacted level. Included in 
this amount is a11 increase above the enacted level of $2,888,000 for 
fixed cost . 

South. Florida lnitia.tiue. The Com,rnittee is concerned about re
cent efforts to alter significantly the Interim Operational Plan 
(lOP) for the protection of the Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow. The 
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proposed new plan appears to pose significant threats to the park, 
in the form of water pollution and disruption of natural water 
flows, and may compromise the ability to move forward with true 
restoration. The Committee is concerned that the proposed lOP 
may not be operated in a way that is consistent with the author
ized purposes of the modified water deliveries and C-111 projects. 

The Committee directs the Everglades National Park to prepare 
a comprehensive report concerning possible impacts of the proposed 
lOP on water quality in the park, and the preservation and res
toration of natural hydrologic regimes. The report must be sub
mitted to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations by 
September 30, 2003. The Service is also directed to list the lOP 
project components and their funding sources. This report should 
be submitted by December 1, 2002. 

The Committee has included bill language under the Service's 
land acquisition account directing the expeditious completion of the 
flood protection system for the 8.5 square mile area and clarifying 
that Congress intended the Army Corps of Engineers to implement 
a flood protection system known as "alternative 6D" which com
bines both land acquisition within the 8.5 square mile area and 
construction of an interior levee and seepage canal to provide the 
necessary flood protection to the 8.5 square mile area. 

In addition, consistent with the Committee's longheld position 
that, to ensure true restoration of the natural system, it is impera
tive that the Secretary of the Interior have a co-equal role with the 
Army Corps of Engineers and the State of Florida, bill language is 
included under General Provisions, Department of the Interior 
mandating that the Secretary of the Interior be a full partner on 
the interagency RECOVER team. This is done to ensure that the 
Interior Department's technical expertise is fully incorporated and 
that the primary Federal interest in the Comprehensive Plan, the 
restoration of the Everglades, is achieved. 

Park Construction. The Committee continues to be concerned 
about the scope and cost of visitor facilities proposed by the Serv
ice. Given the magnitude of the deferred maintenance backlog, it 
is crucial that all levels of Park Service leadership take responsi
bility for assuring that projects are conceptualized with the needs 
of the rest of the system taken into consideration. Currently, the 
Service appears to condone the practice of superintendents and 
planners seeking funding for construction projects outside of the 
Service's own construction priority setting process. While these at
tempts, may in some cases be successful, they are accomplished at 
the expense of their colleagues' projects which are included in the 
budget request and removed to accommodate lower priority 
projects. 

While OMB and the Service often mistakenly view these substi-
tutions as Congressional add-ons or earmarks, it is important to 
recognize that the entire line item construction program is ear
marked by the Administration in the annual budget submission 
and that as mentioned above, many "earmarks" are initiated at 
the park 'level. If the Service is truly inter~ste~ in seein~ i~s prior
ities followed it must become more proactive 1n admorush1ng and 
disciplining the internal proponents of projects that are presented 
to Congress outside of the budget process. 
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· proj ct l ·for 11 fu11d ar in l1and both tb F d r l and non
F d l'" "I co11 ribu ion, . Fi11ally the Service l1ould mak ure that 

J1 p rt11 r hip gr m nt i in \\'riting. Ther hav be n many in
aile ,~,h r h proj ct cope changes and the partner and th 
omn1itt ha,, a dif£ rent recollection of the original com·mitment. 
Other. Th on1mittee upport the decision by Ozark National 

c 11ic Riv r\ · .. to r tain the carpentry and mainten.ance osi-
ioil at th park. Tl1 ommittee recogniz the urgent nee at 

R, for key carp _try and maint nanc per onnel V\'ho have p -
ci liz d kill in pr perly maintaini11g park faciliti s . The Com
mi e xpec that the e carpentry and maintenance po ition will 
be r tajn d. 

Tl1 ommittee urge the Ser,rice to give priority con ideration to 
provid . ufficient fund for necessary re·pair m,aintenance facility 
improven1 nt and taffing at the Wright Brother National Memo
rial and ape Hatteras National Sea hore in preparation for the 
Fir, t Flight ente11nial eel bratio11. 

Tl1 r,ric hould co11tinue to upport the Carhart Center at the 
a111~e 1 ,, I a pro·vid d i11 fiscal year 2002. 

Tl1 on11ni te recognizes the extraordinary cost savings and 
po. i i ,, e11\rironmental bene.fit achie,red by the m "litary through 
·h in1plem. ntation of pulse technology as a major component of it, 
b t err n1anage1nent programs. The Committee believes that the 

ational Park Service \Yould also benefit significantly and directly 
fro1n h u e of thi technology to extend th.e life of ve.hicle bat-
erie . The e benefi s include savings in battery replacement costs 

reduction in o,r~erall maintenance costs for vehicles and ancillary 
eq·uipment and a re ultant increase in safety for personnel. Th.e 

ommittee urg~e the Set'\rice to incorporate this technology in its 
01 going purchase and maintenance programs for vehicles. The 
Ser,rice should report to tl1e Committee by December 31, 20024 on 
i pla11 to compl)' with this direction. Begin·ning "'rith the fiscal 
. rear 2004 budget request the budget submission should include an 
accounting of the extent to ,,rhich battery pulse technology is being 
employed and the savings ~expected and realized as a result of the 
u e of this technologJ'. 

The Committee is a\\rare of recent developments relating to the 
identification of the site of the first official reside·nce of the Presi-
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dent of the United States at the cmTent location of Independence 
National Historic Park in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. It has been 
discovered thai George Washington and his household, including 
eight Mrican American slaves, were quartered at the first Execu
tive Mansion for six and one half years. Therefore, given the histor
ical significance of this issue, the Committee urges the National 
Park Service to appropriately commemorate the concerns raised re
garding the recognition of the existence of the Mansion and the 
slaves who worked in it during the first years of our democracy. 
Furthermore the Committee directs the Director of the National 
Park Service to submit a report to the Committee no later than 
March 31, 2003, detailing the actions taken at Independence Na
tional Historic Park to properly address and resolve this issue. 

The Committee urges the National Park Service to continue 
making the War for Freedom Project a priority. The War for Free
dom Project, a collaboration between the National Park Founda
tion, the University of Maryland and the National Park Service is 
a national, internet based curriculum to help students at all levels 
better understand the Civil War Period using letters written by M
rican Americans and National Park Service War sites as resources. 

Bill language is included which prohibits the creation of a new 
Associate Director for Law Enforcement, Protective and Emergency 
Service. 

UNITED STATES PARK POLICE 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ··················································!··········· 
Budget estimate, 2003 ................................ .... .. ............. ................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

$90,555,000 
78,431,000 
78,431,000 

Appropriation, 2002 .................................................................... - 12,124,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. 0 

The Committee recommends $78,431,000 for the United States 
Park Police, the same as the budget request and a decrease of 
$12,124,000 below the enacted level. The decrease below 2002 re
flects one time security enhancement costs. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION 

The National recreation and preservation appropriation provides 
for the outdoor recreation planning, preservation of cultural and 
National heritage resources, technical assistance to Federal, State 
and local agencies, administration of Historic Preservation Fund 
grants and statutory and contractual aid. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ..... ..... ........... ..... ......................................... · · ..... . 

$66,159,000 
46,824,000 
56,330,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 ............................................................ ....... . - 9,829,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. ................................. ............................. +9,506,000 

The Committee recommends $56,330~000 for national recreation 
and preservation, an increase of $9,506,000 above the request and 
$9,829,000 below the enacted level. 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimate by activity are shown in the following table: 



'Recr~oo ti.on :prtOg"r.amo ••••••. .. ,. ,. •••••••• , .••••• ,. ,. , .. , .•... ..• 
Natu.ral .P~OfJr&Jr.ls ... ......... ......... ,. , ..................... , ... 
~cu.l. tu·ra 1. :p :r .o.gr.oms .......... , .................. • •. ,. ·• • .. • .. • • • • • 
In t.arna'ti,onol park aft ai ro ....... .•.••••••••. .• .. .. .......• .. 
Hnviron:mentel .and c:omnli .anc:.e :roview •.....••••••••••.•. 
Grant adJ:n.i:niG itr.ation .... .. ......... .. ........ .. ... .. ......... .. 

Heritage Partner.ahi:p Programs 
CoDaaiooionc Bnd gran'tG , ••..•••• .••••.• . . .. . ,. .• . . . . . . . . 
Adminie 'trative aup,port ........... • ......... .......... . 

Subt.ot.al, Horitago Pa·rtnerohi.p Programn , ......... . . 

Sta·t.·utory or Cont·ractual ~id 
.Anchor age Nu·se.um •••• , . .... ..... , .............. ..... ........ .. . 
Barnonof t :Nuoeum I .Ersk:i. n :House ............ .. ......... . 
Bi .shop Mu•eum • • Fall• of Cl.yde ................ .. ...... .. .. 
Bro'WD .P.ounda ti.on •• .• ,. , ........... ...................... .. . . 
Chesapeake Boy Ga:t ·eway ...... .. .. .. ........... .. ... .. ....... .. 
Dayton .Avia·ti,on Heritage Comm.is.si.·on ....... ........... .. 
iOQnv•r Na'tural :Hiotory and Science Huocum .•..•...... 
Ice .Age :Na·ti·onal Sci ·cntifi.c Res•rv• ....... ..••..•.... 
l ·ncso,pondence Min•, 'A'I:. • ....... ............ .. .. .. .. .. ........ .. 
J.am.oa tow:.1 2 0 07 •• ,. , •• .••••••••••••••••••••• .•••••••••••• 

Jobnatown Area Heritoage Anooc:iation ...• .• .• ... .••••.••.• 
Lake Rooaovol ·t .For\ma ...... ,. , ... , ......... ... , .. ,. , .•.•...• 
,~:roy Ri v.er .................. , .......•..........•.... 
:t-tandan On-,a- ,Sl,,anlt V,illage ••• , •••••••••••• ,. ,. ,. ,. , • .••••.•• 
Marti.n Lu'thcr lti.ng, Jr. Ccn.t ·er ..•• •••.. .. , • .. .. .. ..••••... 
Morr.io Thompson CUltural and ViDitor Cen~ter . ......... . 
Nnti·onnl Cona1ti tution Center, PA ••••••••••• .• .• ..•••.•• 
Native :Hawaiian culture and art·c ·program, •••••••••••• 
'New Orl·eD.ns Jazz 
Penn Center National landn.ark. SC • ••••• •• .• .• .• .• .• .•••••• 
Root~evel t 1Cam,pob•llo In·torna tional Par:k Co11a•i.aaion .. 
Sewall-:Bel·mont House •.••••• , .••••••••..• .•.. , .......... . 
S 't. Chnrl,eo lnt·erpretive Center ......... ............. . 
Vancouver National Hia't ·ori1c reeerve ...... .............. . 
'VUl·can Stalt ·• ·pa·rk •••...•. , •• .• , ••••••.•••.••••••••••••• 

Subltotal, Sta·t.utory or ~contractual Aid .. .. .. ... ..... . 

Total, National Recreation and Preaervation •...• 

Na·ti,onal Rccr~ea tion and 'Pr~c•crvation 
(Doll.ar~• in 'tbows.and.cJ 

Fl' 2002 

549 
10,930 
20,7169 

1,718 
39·7 

1,582 

'3.092 
17 

13.209 

2.500 
250 
300 
101 

1,200 
299 
7:50 
806 

1.500 
200 
49 
50 

500 
750 
S?JJ 
750 
'500 
740 
166 

1.000 
7166 
,500 
500 
·400 

2.000 
17.005 

66.1·59 

FY :3003 
Reg_uota 't :RocOi:ll•nd.CS 

552 
10.948 
19.748 

1 ,719 
400 

1.585 

7.616 
• ·jg 

7.735 

-
--

101 
7 
t1 
-

806 
--
49 
-

:203 

-
528 
--

740 
66 
-

800 
---
-

4.137 

·46.,824 

552 
10.948 
21.•A4X 

1,719 
400 

1.585 

1(.770 
19 

14, 

---
-

'10 
7 

-

49 
50 

200 
-

528 

500 
740 
166 

-
802 
·-
---

4.939 

56.330 

R•cO':ft4t.n1S•iS v•. 
bact.ecs 

+3 
.., 
·~7Q 

" '1 
-+3 
"3 

• , ~678 

.. 
-t1 

_, 500 

·250 
-300 

-
-4!02 

-
·750 

• • 500 
-200 

-
-300 
-750 

--

-150 
.~ 

--
·1.000 

+36 
-500 
-500 
--400 

•,"000 

-12.066 

-e 

R<IKN•Dt. 

.. 

-
+7 

·•7 

-
~ 

-
-

-
~ 

-
-

-
-
-
·-
--
-~ 

-
" 
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Recreation programs. The Committee recommends $552,000 for 
recreation programs, the same as the budget request and $3 000 
above the enacted level. 

Natural programs. The Committee recommends $10,948,000 for 
natural programs, the same as the budget request and $18,000 
above the enacted level. 

Cultural programs. The Committee recommends $21,298,000 
for cultural programs, an increase of $1,550 000 above the request 
and $529,000 above the enacted level. The Committee has retained 
the $300,000 for Heritage Preservation Inc, and the $250,000 to 
continue the Louisiana Heritage Education Model at the National 
Center for Preservation Technology Training located in 
Natchitoches, Louisiana. In addition, the Committee has provided 
$1,000,000 for National Register programs. 

International park affairs. The Committee recommends 
$1,719,000 for international park affairs, the same as the budget 
request and $1,000 above the enacted level. 

Environmental and complia1tce review. The Committee rec
ommends $400,000 for environmental and compliance review, the 
same as the budget request and $3,000 above the enacted level. 

Grant Administration. The Committee recommends $1,585,000 
for grant administration, the same as the budget request and 
$3,000 above the enacted level. 

Heritage Partnership Programs. The Committee recommends 
$14,889,000 for heritage partnership programs, $7,154,000 above 
the request and $1,680,000 above the enacted level. This total in
cludes $14,770,000 for individual heritage areas and $119,000 for 
administration. The Committee recommends the following distribu
tion of funds for each heritage area: 

Project 
America's Agricultural Heritage Partnership (Silos and Smoke-

stacks) .... ... .. ...... .. .. .. ..... . , ............ .............................. ...... ........... .......... . 
Augusta Canal National Heritage Area ..... .. ....... ... ... .... ............... ....... . 
Automobile National Heritage Area .. ...... .. .. ......... .. ................ ..... ...... .... . 
Cache La Poudre River Corridor .... ... ........... ...... .... ...................... ...... .. 
Cane River National Heritage Area ........ .. ... ..... ................... ..... ......... .. 
Delaware and Lehigh National Heritage Corridor ...................... .. .. .. . 
Erie Canal way National Corridor .. ..... ....... ..... .... .. ... .............. .. .... ....... . 
Essex National Heritage Area ... .. .. ... ............. .......... ... ....... ...... ............ . 
Hudson River Valley National Heritage Area .... .. ............. ...... ... ...... .. . 
Illinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor ..... ..... ...... .. . 
John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley National Heritage Center 
Lackawanna Valley National Heritage Area ... .. ................................. . 
National Coal Heri' age ...... .. .. .... ...... .. .. ........ ... .. ....... ................ ... ......... . 
Ohio and Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor .... ................. ......... . 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley National Heritage Center 
Rivers of Steel National Heritage Area .. ...... ............. ............ ...... ..... .. . 
Schuykill River Valley National Heritage Area ................................. . 
Shenandoah Valley Battlefields National Historic District ..... ......... . 
South Carolina National Heritage Corridor ............. .......................... . 
Tennessee Civil War Heritage Area ................................... .............. ........ . 
Wheeling National Heritage Area ... .......................................... ............ . 
Yuma Crossing National Heritage Area .............................. ............... . 

Project total ..... .... .... ............. ... ............................................ .......... . 

Ar1,0Uni 

$700,000 
600,000 
700,000 

50,000 
800,000 
900,000 
600,000 

1,000,000 
1,000,000 

600,000 
800,000 
600,000 
210,000 

1,000,000 
800,000 

1,000,000 
500,000 
500,000 

1,000,000 
210,000 
800,000 
400,000 

$14,770,000 

Statutory or contractual aid. The Corr1mittee recommends 
$4 939 000 for statutory or contractual aid, an increase of $802 000 
ab~ve the budget request and a reduction of $12,066,000 below the 
enacted level. 
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Th I-Ii, ori Pr r v io11 u1 _d , uppor t l1 , t t hi ri 
rvation ffj "' to p rfor1n vari t .. r of furl · i n i1 clttditlg: 

n1 n g 111 11t nd d111inj ra io11 of . xi ing .,, nt l)]ig· ti r -
vi ''' · nd d vi 0 11 d raJ proj c . a11d · io11 d t rn1irn, i 11 

_ 11d nomin· ion to h tio11 1 R gi r T A. t · r ifi at,jo11 
11d · ch11i · ! pr rvatioJl rvic . TJ1 ~ a J. o r i ' ' pr J)-
r t i \Vi hin tat o d v lop da a for plaJlning u . 

ppropri 'Lion nact d, 2002 ............................................................. . 
13ttdg t, t i1nat , 2003 ...................................................................... . 
R com m n d d, 2 0 0 3 ............................................................ .............. . 
J o1npa ri on : 

ppropt·ia t io11 , 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget t im t 2003 ........................... ..... ............................... . 

Th · mou11t r commend d by th ommi con1p· ~ 
budg sti1nat by act ivity ar ho'''J1 in th follo,vi11g 

. '74,500,00 
7,000,000 

7 ,500, 0 

+2,000,00 I 

+9/)00,000 

d ' i h th 
l l . : 



Historic Preservation Fund 
{Dollars in. Thousands) 

FY 2 002 FY 2003 ReCOituuended vs. 

------------------------ ------- -----=E:.:n:.:.=a:.:c:...:t:.:e:.:d:_ _ __:R:,:e~q~u~e:::..:::.s t Rec<:>nunended -~~~c_t_e_d __ Request 

Sta t e historic pres ervation offices .................. . 
Tribal grants . ....................................... . 
Grants .f or mil lennium initiative ..................... . 
National trust {endowment) ........................... . 

Total, Histori c Preservation Fund .............. . 

• 

• 

39,000 
3,000 

30,000 
2,500 

34,000 
3,000 

30,000 
---

40,000 
4,000 

30,000 
2,500 

+1 ,000 
+1,000 

---
---

+6,000 
+1,000 

---
+2,500 

~-----

7 4,500 67,000 76,500 +2,000 +9,500 

CJl 
~ 



'fh r n1111 11d • '7 0 ri -
i Jl iJ I r ·· f 0 _ b v t b r 

.' 2 0 I v t.h , n · d I \ · l. 
T h t t, J ," Jl1 u n p r vi d, ·l • • . 1 0 0 0 for h · _ 't t t 

p ~_ ~ ~ ~ ·rv· ti 1 ffi , 000 000 6 r rib I : ·· 11 t , '30 , 00 000 for 
tl1 , ' , , 1n ri , Tr ~ ur pr gr Jn nd :2 500 000 £ r a • 11 
t th iOll ' I 'lrtl t for ]~].i t ri - 1 r rv io11 to · ~ i in th p t -
p t,u I · r , nd Jn int n, 11 of hi toric i · of th N _ io11 J Tru - .. 
Th om11Jit int J)d~ that h grant fund \Vill b m d v ilabJ -
und r l1 fo] lo,ving t rnl · nd ondi ion . 

1. 'rh full amou11t gr nt d to h N tio11 1 Tru t i to b d po -
it d into p rm, 11 ntly r rict d Hi toric Sit F11nd ccount iJl 

th · am mann r a o h r National Tru t ndo\vm nt fund~. An 
i11conl attributabl to th · grant will b dd d to th Hi toric L it 
Fu11d ndo\vm nt account and \vill b made availabJ for author·-
iz d grant purpo . 

2. Th National Tru t will mak di tribution from h moun 
d po it d in th ndo\vm nt fund account for th care a11d m int -
nanc of National rrru t Hi toric Sit in amount con i t nt \\1i h 
it r gularly tabli l1ed pending rate. 

3. In accordance with e tablished National Tru. t policy, di ·tribu
tion f1·om the National Trust Hi toric Sites Fund accou11t \viii b · 
matched a expended, dollar for dollar, with 110n-Fed ral fund 
rai d for th car and maintenance of National Tru t Hi to1ic 
Sit . Con equently, no further match requirement \Vill be required 
for the grant. Work carried out by the National Tru t under th 

·ant will be in conformance \vith the Secretar)7 of the Interior' 
tandards for the Tr atment of Histot;c Places. 
4. T.he National Tn1 t \vill maintain adequate records and ac

count relating to all financial transactions of and distribution 
from, the National Hi toric Sit s endowment accoun and will 
n1ake uch record a\railable for audit and inspection by the Na
tional Park Service and the Comptroller General for a period of five 
)' ar~ follo,,ring the date of the grant. 

Tl1e ommittee ha accepted the Administration's bill language 
cha11ge r garding eligibility of projects under tl1e Save America' 
Tr a ure program. 

The Hi totic Pre er,ration Fund is funded under the conservation 
p 11ding category. 

Appropriation enacted 2002 ................................. .. .... ....... .. ................ . 
Budget e t imate 2003 .................. .... ...... ....... ...... ........... .. ................. . 
Recommended, 2003 ............... ................................................ .............. . 

• 

$387,668,000 
322 384,000 
325,186,000 

omxan on: 
ppropriation 2002 ..... .... ................................. ....... .. ...... .... .... . .. - 62,482,000 

Budget e tim ate. 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + 2,802, 000 

The Committee recommends $335 186 000 for construct ion, an 
increase of $12 802 000 abo,,e the budget request and $52,482,000 
belo'v the enacted Ie,,el. 

The Committee recommends the following distribution of funds: 
Projt.~l 

Acadia W lfE (rehabilita tion) ............................. .. ... ... .... ............... ... . 
Acadia lP. 1E (ut ilities upgrade) ... ............ ..... ........ ........ ............... ... . 
Alice Fergu on Founda ion. fD (rehabilitation) ......... ............ ........ ... . 
Apo t le I lands , fL. \''I (lighthouse) ..... .. .................. ........ ... ..... .. .. ... ... . 
Apo t.le Island 1\TL, '''1 (utility system) ........................... .... .... ...... ... . . 

Amount 
$3,351,000 

5,171,000 
400,000 

1,600,000 
1,030,000 
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Project 

Badlands NP, SD .................................... ....................................... ....... . 
Bent's Old Fort NHS, CO .................... · ................................................. . 
Big Bend NP, TX ( Chisos Basin Campground) .................................. . 
Big Bend NP, TX (rehabilitation) ........................................................ . 
Big Bend NP, TX (sprinkler system) ................................................... . 
Big Cypress National Preserve, FL ..................................................... . 
Big South Fork National River & Rec Area, KY!I'N (upgrade exhib-

its ) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . 
Blue Ridge Parkway, NC .............................................. ... ............. .. .. ... . 
Canaveral NS, FL ................................................................................. . 
Cape Cod NS, MA (Highland's Center) ............................................... . 
Cane & Ka.rst, NM ................................................................. ..... .......... . 
Colonial N'I-IP, VA ................................................................................. . 
Craters of the Moon NM, ID ............ ................. ... .................... ............ . 
C11rn berland Gap N'I-IP, KY .................................................................. . 
Cumberland Island NS, GA (St. Mary's) ............................................ . 
Cumberland Island NS, GA (Plum Orchard) .................................... .. 
Cuyahoga NP, 0 H ................................................... 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Death Valley NP, CA (rehabilitation) ................................................ .. 
Death Valley NP, CA (Scotty's Castle) ............................................... . 
Denali NP, AK ............................................................................ 0 •••••••••• 

Eleanor Roosevelt NHS, NY ................................................................ . 
Everglades NP, FL (waste treatment) ............................................... .. 
Everglades NP, FL (water system) ..................................................... . 
Fort Stanwix NM, NY ........................... .. .................................. ........... . 
Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania NMP, VA ......................... .. .............. .. 
Gateway ~' NY ...................................................................... .......... . 
General Grant NM, NY ........................................................... .. ........... . 
George Washington Carver NM, MO .................................................. . 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, VA (Arlington Boathouse, 

EA) ...................................................................... ..... ............. ........ ... ... . 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, VA (Arlington House) ....... . 
George Washington Memorial Parkway, VA (complete EA, Mt. 

V errton Trail) .............................................................. .. ..................... . 
George Washington Memorial Parkway/Mt. Vernon Trail, VA ........ . 
Gettysburg NMP, PA (conservation work) ......................................... . 
Glacier NP, MT ..................................................................................... . 
Golden Gate ~, CA (Alcatraz barracks) ................ .... ................... .. 
Golden Gate ~' CA (building 640) .. ... ............... ............................ .. 
Golden Gate ~, CA (Cliff House) ........................................... ... ..... . 
Great Sand Dunes, CO ......................................................................... . 
Homestead NHS, NE ....... .. ...................................... .. ........................ .. . . 
Independence N'I-IP, P A .................................................... .................... . 
Indiana Dunes N'I-IP, IN ............................ ... ........................................ . 
Jean Lafitte N'I-IP, LA (Chalmette failing drainage & Barataria ex-

hi.bits) .................................................................................... ... .. ........ . 
John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley NHA ................................. .. 
Lincoln Library, IL .................................................. ........ ..................... . 
Mammoth Cave NP, KY ....................................... ... ............................. . 
Manassas NBP, VA ................................................. ........ ............... ...... . 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area. MN (St. Anthony 

Center exhi hits) .. ...... ..... ..... .... ........ ................................... ....... ..... .... . 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area, MN (Twin Cities) ... . 
Morristown NHS, N J ............................................................................ . 
Mt. RainierNP, WA ....................... ............... ....................... ....... ......... . 
Mt. Rainier NP, WA (Guide House) ........... ........................................ .. 
Mt. Rainier NP, W A (rehabilitate electrical system) ........................ .. 
National Capital Parks-Central, DC (Lincoln Memorial preserva-

~ilc:>JI:ll) ................................................ .... ................................ ...... .......... . 
National Capital Parks-Central, DC (Lincoln Memorial security) ... . 

Oregon Caves NM, OR .................................... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ··· · · · · · ·· · · · · · 
Rocky Mountain NP, CO ................................. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Saratoga N'I-IP, NY (exhibits) .................................... ............ .............. .. 
Stones River NB, TN (trails) .............................................................. .. 
SW Pennsylvania Heritage Commission, PA .................................... .. 
Tallgrass Prairie National Preserve, KS ........................................ · .. .. 

Amount 
3,842,000 
1,325.000 

464,000 
246,000 
673,000 

2,000,000 

400,000 
1,624,000 
1,600,000 
1,725,000 
2,000,000 
4,221,000 
1,283,000 
5,583,000 
2,720,000 

442,000 
3,000,000 
2,007,000 

547,000 
3,171,000 

300,000 
4,594,000 

13,295,000 
3,239,000 
2,250,000 
3,299,000 
1,840,000 

300,000 

600,000 
616,000 

250,000 
200,000 

2,500,000 
1,500,000 
1,210,000 

600,000 
1,914,000 
4,424,000 

300,000 
4,923,000 
2,389,000 

500,000 
1,000,000 

10,000,000 
555,000 

1,493,000 

1,000,000 
750,000 

3,200,000 
4,400,000 

244,000 
2,701,000 

5,192,000 
6,183,000 
6,100,000 

21,781,000 
1,044,000 
2,335,000 

300,000 
500,000 

3,000,000 
2,891,000 
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[ 'Ill "" [io t )' ............................................................................................ . 
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207 , 9:~ , ou 
3,'100~000 

12.r.:oo,ooo 
2,,700,000 

31,960,000 
25,400,000 
27,292 00 
13, 96,000 

Total 'onstruction ................. ,..,............. .. .... .............. ... ...... ......... 325, 186,000 

Tl1 on1mittee ha included a11 additional $10 000,000 a pro-
po d in the budget request, to enha·nce th capacity of the Servic 
o e. ct1t th capi al infra tructure program that contribute to 

reducing he deferred mainte11ance backlog. Significant funding in
cr a have been provided by this Committee over the last ix 
year in line ite,m con truction, repair and rehabilitation, and th 
£ e d monstration program. The Committee realizes that ad.ditional 
capacity i needed in the Service to keep these projects moving to
\Vard completion, it eluding project specifications, compliance, and 
con ract a\vard and modification. 

The Set\rice hould note that the Committee approved a 
3,500.000 reprogramm·ng request in fiscal year 1999 and provided 

additional funds and flexibility in the construction account over the 
pa t everal years to respond to the additional workload. Given 
that upport provided and considering the budget constraints fac
ing tl1i bill the Ser\rice is expected to resolve its problems with 
unobligated balances. The Service should not ask for additional 
fund in the near future for this purpose. 

In addi ion the Committee directs that the regions not use these 
fund xclu ively to hire permanent staff. As much as possible the 
fund ar to be u ed to hire contractual assistance. The Committee 
""-ypect to b informed before any ne\v staff is hired using these 
fund . None of the funds provided are to be used for planners, as 
he ommittee i. co11Cerned that additional planners tend to result 

in more ne\v projec.ts rather than progress to,vards reducing the 
backlog of maintenance. 

No11e of he funds are to be used to conduct construction super
vi ion in-house. consistent v;rith the program guidelines used for 
he Denver Sei\rice Center. In-house design is also subject to the 
arne program guidelines as the Denver Service Center. Staff, 

\vhether federal or contract, funded \vith these rnonies are to be 
u ed e .. clusi,Tel)' in the park construction program. 

None of these funds are to be allocated until the Service presents 
the Committee with a plan detailing how the funds will be used 
and allocated. The plan must address how the Service will address 
fluctuating workloads associated with project work. The Committee 
does not intend that any of these funds be used to pay expenses 
associated \vith existing staff all of these dollars are intended to 
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enhance and expand capacity beyond existing levels. The Com
mittee expects a plan each fis~al year on how these funds are to 
be allocated. Any change to these annual plans must be approved 
by the House and Senate Cotnrnittees on Appropriation. 

The Service is directed to itemize by park and project how con
struction planning dollars will be allocated in the annual budget 
justifications. The Committee expects a report by December 1, 
2002, providing this information for fiscal year 2003. While the 
Committee will consider a modest contingency allocation for unex
pected planning needs, the majority of the funds are to be associ
ated with specific projects. The Committee should be notified about 
any major change in the scope of a project. 

Bill language has been included under this account which limits 
the Denver Service Center staff, funded by the Construction Pro
gram Management and Operations Activity, to 160 full time equiv
alent employees including all full time and part time personnel and 
employees detailed to the Center or working on Center related 
projects. This is consistent with the National Academy of Public 
Administration report. The Committee understands that the Serv
ice Center is under that capacity at this time. 

Bill language is also included, which permits the transfer of 
$2,000,000 to the City of Carlsbad, New Mexico for the construction 
of the National Cave and Karst Research Institute to be operated 
and constructed in accordance with the provisions in Public Law 
105-325. The Committee understands that the Service enthusiasti
cally supports the construction of this cost shared center, which 
will fulfill an important scientific research nee4. 

Bill language is also included, which requires Committee ap
pFoval of spending for any new large facility including visitor cen
ters, educational or interpretive centers, curatorial or administra
tive facilities with a total cost in excess of $5,000,000. This provi
sion also applies to partnership and fee demonstration projects. 

The Committee has provided $400,000 to be matched with non
federal funds for the Alice Ferguson Foundation for backlog main
tenance needs; $1,600,000 to complete lighthouse repairs at Apostle 
Islands NL and $464,000 in planning funds to rehabilitate the 
Chisos Basin Campgrounds at Big Bend NP. In addition, $400,000 
in planning funds is provided to upgrade exhibits at Big South 
Fork National River and Recreation Area in Kentucky. 

Also provided is $1,600,000 to complete the rehabilitation of two 
historic structures at Canaveral NS; $2,000,000 for the construc
tion of the Cave and Karst Center; $1,725,000 which completes the 
federal share of the Highlands Center at Cape Cod NS; $2,270,000 
to complete the St. Mary's Center at Cumberland Island NS and 
$442,000 for continuing restoration at the historic Plum Orchard. 

The Committee has included $3,000,000 for rehabilitation work 
at Cuyahoga National Park; $547,000 in planning funds for Scotty's 
Castle at Death Valley NP; $300,000 in planning funds for im
provements to the historic structural and cultural landscapes at El
eanor Roosevelt National Historic Site. None of these funds are to 
be used to plan for, construct, or improve facilities used by park 
partners. Such improvements should be funded by non-federal 
SOllrces. 

Planning funds in the amount of $300,000 each are provided to 
both the George Washington Carver NM and Homestead NHS. 
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Th fund m, , 110t b xp 11d d un il th rvic pr n . 
n1 r d iJ, d pl n ·o l1 on1n1it on J1o th fund ~ ill b 
p n . Th folio~ ing fund r provid d to th or~ Wa hington 

.. .&.,'- tnori ' I P rk\ ' y $600 000 to com pi t th nv1ronm n l -
cooDl n oci t d \Yith th Arlington boathou propo I 

$250 000 to compl t , n1 nt, for th Mt rnon Trail nd 
$200 000 for improv m nt to th parkway. 

Al o includ d i $2,500 000 to con1pl t con rvation work at 
G y burg ' P. In addition, $600 000 i to compl t con truction 
planr1ing, including d ign docum n and con truction drawin , 
forth propo d mu um of Japan -Am rican hi tory at Pre i .io 
BuiJding 640. In accordance \Vith thi publidprivate partner hip 
thi complet th F deral contribution. All funding for actual con-
truction of thi facility i to be rai ed through non-fed raJ sourc . 
Th Committee ha included $500 000 for failing drainage prob-

1 m at Chalmette Battlefield and for exhibits at the Barataria 
unit both located \vithin the Jean Lafitte NHP in Louisiana; 
$1,000 000 for the John H. Chafee Blackstone River Valley NHA 
and $10 000 000 for the Lincoln Library. Also included is 
$1 000 000 for exhibits at St .. Anthony's Center, \vhich is part of the 
Mississippi National River & Recreation Area in Minnesota. 

The Committee has included $750,000 in the planning ortion of 
the Services construction budget for the National Park ervice to 
lead a public planning process associated with dis,position of the 
former T\vin Citie Bureau of Mines Research Center. Mter 
lengthy discu sions rith the Department of the Interior, the Metro
politan Airports' Commission decided against acquiring the Center. 
Th Committee i, informed that the Department of the Interior has 
concluded that reuse of the Center as an office complex for its bu
reau and offices is not economically viable. The Committee agrees 
\vith this conclusion and with the decision of the Department to ex
amine other options, including returning the site to natural condi
tions. 

The Committee understands that while the responsibility for the 
ite rests \vith the Secretary of the Interior, the National Park 

Senrice participated extensively and effectively in prior public ef
fort to determine the potential future uses of the site. The funds 
provided \viii allo\v the Park Service to oversee the necessary stud
ies and revie,vs associated with the potential disposal of Federal 
property. The Service should use the funds provided to obtain the 
necessary a sistance for the studies and reviews, including con
tracting for services as appropriate. 

Other Department of the Interior bureaus, including the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, should provide such assistan.ce as is nec
essal1r to facilitate the Service's accomplishment of this work. The 
Committee does not intend for the Service's oversight of this proc
ess to disrupt or interfere \vith the ongoing operations at t he Mis
sissippi National Ri,rer and Recreation Area (MNRRA), and thus 
provides the resources necessary to accomplish this workload. 

While the Park Service is being asked to coordinate the process, 
it is imperative that other public interests, including the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and local and state governments participate in 
the public revie'v and comment periods. By requesting Park Service 
to lead this process, it is not the Committee's intention that the 
site be transferred to the MNRRA. The Committee understands 
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that this option is inconsistent with MNRRA's comprehensive man-
agement plan. 0 

The Committee has provided $3,200,000 to complete the federal 
share of rehabilitation work at lV1orristown NHS. Also included is 
$6,100,000 for the National Underground Railroad Freedom Center 
in Ohio. This completes the federal share of this project. 

The Committee also recommends $300,000 for exhibits at Sara
toga NHP in New York; $500,000 for Stones River NB to plan for 
a tour route and pedestrian trail; $3,000,000 to continue work at 
the SW Pennsylvania Heritage Commission in Pennsylvania; and 
$500,000 to continue oral histories of the Tuskegee Airmen. 

The Committee has included $3,500,000 for the Washita National 
Battlefield. This completes the federal share of this project. This fa
cility will also house the Black Kettle National Grassland office, a 
unit of the Forest Servjce. An additional $750,000 for the Forest 
Service portion of this project is included in the Forest Service cap
ital improvement and maintenance account. The Committee ex
pects the Park Service to make appropriate and suitable space 
available to the Forest Service to enable it to provide information, 
including historical and current program orientation. The Forest 
Service should not be required to pay more than $20,000 per year 
for routine maintenance and basic utilities, an amount slightly 
higher than its current expenses. 

The Committee expects that interagency collaboration on facili
ties, as well as cultural and natural resource protection and use, 
will result in greater long-term efficiency and better service to the 
public. To facilitate this collaboration, all future personnel place
ments by either agency at these sites should be considered for max
imum interagency staffing opportunities. 

Within the amount provided for equipment replacement, 
$350,000 is earmarked for two replacement vessels at Apostle Is
land NL in Wisconsin. 

Of the total amount provided for construction, $53,736,000 is 
funded under the conservation spending category. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ......................... ............ .. ....... ... ................ .. 0 

••• 

Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 .............................................. , ..................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 . , .............................................................. . 

-$30,000,000 
-30,000,000 
-30,000,000 

0 
0 

The Committee recommends the rescission of $30,000,000 in the 
annual contract authority provided by the 16 U.S.C. 4601-lOa. 
This authority has not been used in years, and there are no plans 
to use it in fiscal year 2003. 

LAND ACQUISITION AND STATE ASSISTANCE 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ........................................... , ...... · ·· · · · ··· · · ·· 
Budget estl·mate, 2003 ................ ·· ··· ··· · ·· ··· ·· ·· · ... , ......... . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Recommended, 2003 ............. , ..................... · ··· ·· ·········· ·· ·· ···· ··· ······· ··· ···· 
Comparison: 

Appro Pn. ati· on 2 0 0 2 . . . ................. , ....................... · . , .. · · · ' •.........•... ,... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .................. , .................. · · ··········· ···· ··········· 

$274,117,000 
286,057,000 
253,099,000 

-21,018,000 
- 32,958,000 
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}!,b , 1.~ nding 1.atlon I rlist;oric l I rv (\''A) ............................ . 

t r driclc bur nd . pot ylvanill ount.' 13attl fi ld 1 tnori ... 1 7 A ) 
:tOld n t, (P1cardo 1 anf·h) ( ;\ ) ......................................... ... . 
1r t and 1 uno tion l 'lonunl nt and P1· s t·v · ( ) ............. . 
-u]f I land ion 1 s hor 1, ) ................................................. . 

J-Ia'''ai~i Volcano , tional Park (fJJ ) ............................................... .. 
lc _g 'I':r il \ rJ) ................. ................................................................ . 
I ndi n 1 un at ional ],.,ak hore (1 1 ............................................ . 

I,., k. 1 ad 1a ion I R cr tion J.\r a ( T) ................................... ..... . 
],., itt 1 Rock n traJ lligh chool t,ion l J~ ist;oric it · (AR ........... . 

1loc~c in Bend at,ional a1·k (T ) .................................................... . 
b d tion 1\ 'ild and 'c ni Riv r t'I' ) ........................................ . 
innacl s ion 1 onun1 nt ( ) ............................................ ....... . 

$8,000,000 
39 ,000 

1,03 ,000 
5 000,000 
1 ,] 00,000 
1 ,] 00,000 
2,500.,000 
7,000,000 
4,000,000 
.5,000,000 
.3,000,000 
1 000,000 
3,500,000 

130,000 
1,300,000 
1,500,000 
] ,000,000 

1 i ca ·a ,vay ])ark ( •ID) .. ....................................................................... 500,000 
J oint R Jat ion 1 a hor ( .JA) ..... ............... ................. ... ..... ....... l ,500.,000 
Prince \\JilH 1n For st Par (\T ) ......................................................... 700 000 
l\iclunond 1ational l3a t.l · fi ld Park (\ 7 A) ........................................... 2,000,000 

aguaro ationnll' rk (AZ) ................................................................. 2 320,000 
nt 1onic .. 1ountain ational R creation Area ( A) ................. 2,500,000 

'h nandoah \TaUey Bat.il field a.t'l HistoJ;c Di trict (\ 7 A) ............. 2 000,000 
. 1 l?ing B ar Dun a t,ional I.~akeshore (l\11) .................................. 1 000,000 

outh Florid Re tor tion (grant to tate of Flot;da) ........................ 19,500,000 
Tin1ucu n EcnlogicaJ and Histot;c Pres rve (FL) ................................ 1,320,000 
\T 11 y Forg r\ tiona} Hi torical Park (PA) ................................ ........ 2,000.000 
\ 'i rgin I land ~ · tiona I P ark-Salt River (\ ' I ) ............................... .... l ,500,000 
\\'rang 11- t. Elia National Park and Pre er ve (AK) ........................ 700,000 ------

ubtotal: Federal Acqui itiot projects ...................................... 79,099,000 
cq ui sit ion M at1agem e11 t .............................. , ........................................ . 

E111 1' encie a1·d l1i p ....................................................................... . 
I ri)l1oldi z1gsi'Exchat1g s ........................................................................... . 

t .te id ·1·a 11 · .................................................................................... . 
.. t ·t.e .ide dmini t J·,ation ....................................... , ........... ................... . 

12,000,000 
4,000,000 
4,000,000 

150,000,000 
4·,000,000 

Tot 1 .................................................................... ......................... 253.,099,000 
Fu1)d pro' "ded for Santa Monica Mountain National Recreation 

hould be matched \vith non-Federal monies. This means new 
lan,d or ne\\' dollar dedicated to protection of park lands within the 
recreation area boundaries. B)1 June 30th of each year, the Serv
ice hould certif\r the level of non-Federal contributions to land ac-

• 

qt1i itio11 at thi ite. The Ser,rice is encouraged to review non-Fed-
eral appr.ai als in certifying the non-Federal contribution. 

Bill la11guage is included under this account directing the expedi
tious completion of a flood protection system for the 8.5 Square 
1ile Ar~ea component of the Modified Water Deli,reries Project. This 

project i critical to restoring more natural \Vater flows to Ever
glade ational Park and future restoration, efforts recently author
ized by Congress. The language makes clear that Congress intends 
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the Army Corps of Engineers, in cooperation with the Department 
of the Interior, to implement a flood protection system known as 
"alternative 6D" which combines both land acquisition within the 
8.5 Square Mile Area and construction of an interior levee and 
seepage canal to provide the necessary flood protection to the 8.5 
Square Mile Area. 

The land acquisition program is funded under the conservation 
spending category. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

Bill language is provided that will allow the Park Service to col
lect and accumulate funds collected from concessionaire and other 
private entities for utility services to be used to make repairs to 
utility systems. Current authority does not allow the accumulation 
of funds beyond the fiscal year in which they are collected. 

In addition, bill language is provided that will allow the Park 
Service to benefit from partnership projects involving State, local 
or tribal governments. The Service is currently precluded from en
tering into reimbursable agreements with State and local govern
ments without receiving the funds in advance of the work being 
performed. 

UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

The United States Geological Survey was established by an act 
of Congress on March 3, 1879 to provide a permanent Federal 
agency to conduct the systematic and scientific "classification of the 
public lands, and examination of the geological structure, mineral 
resources, and products of the National domain". The USGS is the 
Federal Government's largest earth-science research agency, the 
Nation's largest civilian mapmaking agency, and the primary 
source of data on the Nation's surface and ground water resources. 
Its activities include conducting detailed assessments of the energy 
and mineral potential of the Nation's land and offshore areas; in
vestigating and issuing warnings of earthquakes, volcanic erup
tions, landslides, and other geologic and hydrologic hazards; re
search on the geologic structure of the Nation; studies of the geo
logic features, structt1re, processes, and history of other planets of 
our solar system; topographic surveys of the Nation and prepara
tion of topographic and thematic maps and related cartographic 
products; development and production of digital cartographic data 
bases and products; collection on a routine basis of data on the 
quantity, quality, and use of surface and ground water; research in 
hydraulics and hydrology; the coordination of all Federal water 
data acquisition; the scientific understanding and technologies 
needed to support the sound management and conservation of our 
Nation's biological resources; and the application of remotely 
sensed data to the development of new cartographic, geologic, and 
hydrologic research techniques for natural resources planning and 
management. 
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Mapping, Remote Sensing, and Geographic Investigations 
Cooperative topographic mapping .................... . 
Land remote sensing ................................ . 
Geographic analysis and monitoring ................. . 

Subtotal, National Mapping Program ............. . 

Geologic Hazards, Resource and Processes 
Geologic hazards assessments .......... ..... .......•. 
Geologic landscape and coastal assessments ......... . 
Geologic resource assessments ...................... . 

Subtotal, Geologic Hazards, Resource & Processes 

Water Resources Investigations 
Hydrologic monitoring, assessments and research 

Ground water resources program ................... . 
National water quality assessment ................ . 
Toxic substances hydrology ....................... . 
Hydrologic research and development .. ... ......... . 
National streamflow information program .......... . 
Hydrologic networks and analysis ...... ........... . 

Subtotal, Hydrologic monitoring, assessments 
and research .. ............................... . 

Federal-State program .............................. . 
Water resources research institutes ................ . 

Subtotal, Water Resources Investigations ....... . 

United States Geological Survey 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 FY 2002 
Enacted Request Recommended 

81,067 80,940 
35.849 32,828 
16,361 15.526 

133,277 129,294 

75,004 
77,973 
79,833 

232.810 

5,421 
63,096 
13,919 
13,876 
14.310 
24 .886 

135,508 

64,318 
6,000 

- -

205,826 

73,971 
73,217 
77,468 

224,656 

6,422 
57,321 

--
13,680 
12,214 
23,852 

113,489 

64,339 
-·--

177,828 

82,651 
35,945 
16,481 

135,077 

74,481 
80,012 
80,199 

234,692 

6 .445 
63.631 
14,025 
15,287 
14,310 
24 ,723 

138,421 

64,855 
6,402 

209,678 

Reconanended vs . 
Enacted Request 

+1,584 
+96 

+120 

+1 ,800 

-523 
+2,039 

+366 

+1 ,882 

+1,024 
+535 
+106 

+1 4'11 t 

---
-163 

+2,913 

+537 
+402 

+3,852 

+1 1711 
+3,117 

+955 

+5,783 

+510 
+6,795 
+2, 731 

-
+10,036 

+23 
+6.310 

+14,025 
+1 ,607 
+2.,096 

+871 

+24,932 

+516 
+6,402 

+31,850 

en 
~ 
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Biolog,ical Research 
.Biological resea·rc.h and monitoring .... ............... . 
Biological infoxn&ation management and delivery ..... . 
Cooperative research units ......................... . 

Subtotal, .B.iologica 1 Research . ...... . ........... . 

Science su.p,port . .. , .. , . ....................... .. ... ........ . 
F . 1 .. . ·&C..l. l.. t .l.eS • ..... ..... ........................... ...... . .... 

Adjustment fo.r conservation spending .. ..... .. .... ....... .. . 
co·nservat ion ..... , .............................. , .. , .... . 

Total, Uni ted States Geological Survey ...... .... . 
Appropriations ... ........... .... .. ............. . 
Conservation . ................ . . , ... , ....... .. .. . 

United s ·ta tes Geological ISurv·ey 
(Dollars .in Thousands ) 

FY 200.2 FY '2003 Rec·onuuended 
Enac·ted Reques ·t Rec·onanended Ena·cted --- .. - __ _ 

1.33 •. 502 
18,917 
1.3.970 

166.389 

861255 
·89,445 

-:25.000 
25,,000 

'914.,002 
(889.,002) 

(25,000) 

127,61.9 
18,893 
13,969 

160,481 

,86,104 
·88,975 

-1.3,578 
1.3,578 

867,338 
(853,,7'60 ) 

('13.,57·8) 

1.30.,985 
:2.3,936 
1:5.493 

170,41.4 

87,369 
191 ! 175 

-25,000 
25.000 

928.·405 
(903,405) 
·(25,000) 

-2,51'7 
+5,0119 
+1 ,5'23 

·4,,025 

+·1 114 . - -

·-t- ·1 .• 730 

9,933 

+1,,265 
+2.200 

-11.,4'22 
+11 .422 

·+1.4 ,403 +61 ~067 
(+14 .·403) (+49,164~ 

(+ 1 '1,42~ 

I~ 
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The Con1nlittee recommends $928,405,000 for surveys, investiga
tions, and research, an increase of $61,067,000 above the budget 
request and $14,403,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

For the third year in a row the Comrnittee has restored a num
ber of high-priority research programs that were proposed for re
duction or elirnination by the Office of Management and Budget 
during the budget process. Officials at the Office of Management 
and Budget seemingly believe that the Department of the Interior 
no longer needs science on which to base natural resource policy 
decisions. This is not the position of the Congress as articulated in 
previous Interior bills, nor is it the position of the National Acad
emy of Sciences which has provided recommendations on a pro
gram by program basis detailing the need to expand not eliminate 
the very programs that the Office of Management and Budget has 
targeted as unnecessary. The Committee strongly urges the De
partment and OMB to continue to fund these critical science pro
grams in the base budget in future years. 

National mapping program. The Committee recommends 
$135,077,000 for the national mapping program, $5,783,000 above 
the budget request and $1,800,000 above the 2002 enacted level in
cluding increases above the 2002 level of $900,000 for fixed costs, 
and $1,000,000 for energy assessments, and a decrease of $100,000 
for travel. The America View program is maintained at the enacted 
level of $3,000,000. 

The Committee understands that the U.S. Geological Survey has 
embarked on a decade-long effort to establish a digital database 
known as the National Map, which will update existing geo
graphical infrastructt1re information. This project will replace over 
55,000 existing paper topographical maps that are, on average, 23 
years old. These maps, which cover both the natural and the built 
environment and the associated digital data, represent our most 
extensive geographic data infrastructure. This critical asset is be
coming increasingly outdated as the demand for this capability is 
growing. January 2001 marked the beginning of a major USGS ef
fort to transform the current paper series into a seamless, inte
grated, and on-line database known as the National Map. This 
strategic project requires extensive partnerships with State and 
local governments, other Federal agencies, non-governmental orga
nizations, universities, and the private sector. The Committee un
derstands that these alliances are being forged to construct the Na
tional Map. · e portions of this digital infrastructure will be pro
vided through these partnerships based on common standards and 
definitions, the vast majority of these spatial data will need to be 
provided by the Survey and other Federal agencies. 

Digital spatial data are essential to almost all sectors of the na
tional economy. The private sector needs current and accurate dig
ital geographic data, which will be provided by the National Map 
Program. Examples include: 1) road and highwa~y data used for 
fleet vehicle routing by trucking companies, home delivery by re
tailers and location-based services by restaurants; 2) digital ele
vation' data for cellular telephone tower siting, airline and gene.ral 
aviation flight path planning, brush and _forest fire spre~d mode~I?g 
for insurance companies; 3) topographic ~ata for pri~ate utility 
power line and pipeline maintenance, planning and routing; and 4) 
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Jl]t d 1 · ngdon1 r liz d gr t vin :T, fJ·on1 iJl v t,nl 11t in ll'lod
l"Jliz d digit 1 n1 ppi11g i11fr~ ructur . Th r · ur11 on i11~ tm nt 

fi· nl inlprov n1 11 in a "c to · .11d u of digital g ogl''' phic dat . 
' , r in th 11 ighborhood of $10 to $15 for v ry dollar i11v L t d. 
']'hi p bib y n 1 o function a. · ba lin for hom l nd . u-
rit} ffor a \V k to prot ct our criti ·aJ infr . tructur ,. Th d -
v Jop1n nt of h · digital product \vill improv perform nc , 
Jo, r coL t a11d r due th redundancy of geographic d v lopm nt 
by diffi r nt ag nci and level of government. It will va tly im
prov ci ·iz n acces to current geographic information and 'vilJ fi
nall)' unl a h th integrating po,ver of digital map a11d inform.r -
tion y t m . Tl1e Committee strongly encourages th Admini tr -
ion to make completing and maintaining the National Map a high 

priority. 
Geologic h.azard ·' resou.rces an.d processes. The Committ r c

omm nd $234 692 000 for geologic hazards, re ource , and proc
e , $10 036 000 above the budget request and $1 882 000 abov 

the 2002 level including increases above the 2002 J v l of 
$1,930 000 for fixed costs, $2 000,000 for the coa tal program, 
$500 000 for a sciet tific study into the impact of global du t ev nt. 
impacting the continental U.S., $1 200,000 for energy a e ment , 
and 500,000 for geothermal assessments, and decrea e of 
'f 324 000 for travel, $1 000,000 for monitoring equipment at 
Shemya Ala ka, $450,000 for the Lake Moja\re tudy, $500,000 for 
the North Carolina coastal erosion study $1,500,000 for the Ala ka 
mineral project, and $474 000 for the Yukon Flats study. 

Last year the Committee provided additional funding to begin 
the process of expanding the Survey's coastal program consistent 
'"ith the National Academ.Y of Sciences recommendations for a com
prehen i''e national program. The Committee has provided an ad
ditional $2,000,000, \vhich \Vill focus on moving the V\'Ork in Tampa 
Ba from the pilot study phase to a fully operational project a part 
of the National coastal program. 

The Committee has maintained funding for light distancing and 
ranging (LIDARJ technology at the .2002 level to assist with the 
li ting of Chinook Salmon and Summer Chum Salmon und.er the 
Endangered Species Act. 

The Committee has continued the Survey's current program 
that addres \Vater quality, land subsidence, and sea-level rise in 
coa tal Loui iana. 

l¥a.ter resou~rces inuestigation.s. The Committee recotnmends 
$2091678,000 for '''ater resources in\restigations, $31 850,000 above 
he budget request and $3,852 000 above the 2002 enacted level, 

including increases above the 2002 level of $1,913,00() for fixed 
costs, $1,000.000 for the US/Mexican border initiative, $1,000,000 
for the Lake Pontchartrain study $500,000 for the Potomac River 
basin ground \Vater study $580,000 for the long-tertn Estuary As
sessment, and $400 000 for the Water Resot1rces Research Insti
tutes and decreases of $348,000 for travel, $200,000 for the Berk-
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ley Pit, $299,000 for the Lake Champlain study, $499,000 for Ha
waii ground water, and $195,000 for Noyes Slou h. 

The Committee has provided an additional 1,000,000 to begin 
the process of developing a baseline water quality assessment of 
Lake Pontchartrain's drainage basin. This study should be a col
laborative effort with Southeastern Louisiana University. 

The Committee has provided an additional $580,000 for the 
Long-Term Estuary Assessment Group for a total program level of 
$1,000,000. These funds were provided so that the Survey can con
tinue to participate in the university based consortium, called the 
Long-Term Estuary Assessment Group, for the pllrpose of devel
oping assessment and monitoring systems relating to the Mis
sissippi River. 

The Committee has provided an additional $500,000 to work 
with the Interstate Commission for the Potomac River Basin in de
veloping a basin-wide groundwater assessment. 

Biological research. The Committee recommends $170,414,000 
for biological research, $9,933,000 above the budget request and 
$4,02fi,OOO above the 2002 enacted level including increases above 
the 2002 level of $2,704,000 for fiXed costs of which $1,000,000 is 
for the cooperative research units to maintain the current staffing 
levels, $120,000 for Great Lakes vessel operations, $180,000 for two 
additional researchers at the Great Lakes Science Center, 
$1,000,000 for amphibian research, $500,000 for genetic research at 
the Wellsboro laboratory, $300,000 for inventorying and monitoring 
in the Cherokee National Forest, $500,000 for the NBII Tennessee 
node, $500,000 for the NBII New York node, and $400,000 to estab
lish a new fish and wildlife cooperative research unit at the Uni
versity of Nebraska, and decreases of $235,000 for travel, $748,000 
for the lead mining study in the Mark Twain National Forest, 
$180,000 for the Yukon River salmon study, $416,000 for Great 
Lakes vessel equipment, $300,000 for the pallid sturgeon study, 
$50,000 for the Tunison laboratory, and $250,000 for the terrapin 
study. 

The Committee has realigned the Gap Analysis Program by shift
ing $3,900,000 from the biological research and monitoring sub
activity into biological information management and delivery sub
activity. This realignment should result in management efficiencies 
for this high-priority program. 

Within the funds provided for biological research and monitoring, 
$2,700,000 is earmarked for chronic wasting disease research. The 
Committee directs the Department of the Interior and the Depart
ment of Agriculture, working with the appropriate Interior Bu
reaus, to provide a coordinated, detailed, and comprehensive budg
et request as part of the 2004 budg·et. 

Science support. The Committee recommends $87,369,000 for 
science support, $1,265,000 above the budget request and 
$1,114,000 above the 2002 enacted level, including an increase 
above the 2002 level of $1,217,000 for fixed costs and a decrease 
of $103,000 for travel. 

Facilities. The Committee recommends $91,175,000 for facilities 
$2,200,000 above the budget request and $1,730,000 above the 
2002 enacted level including increases above the 2002 level of 
$3,979,000 for fixed costs, $1,200,000 for the Center for Coastal 
and Regional Studies in Florida for the purchase of scientific equip-

80-696 D-3 
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Tl1 _d i i 11 1 ' 200 000 pro id d to tb nt r for oa t I nd 

,...,. ,giOtl'] I udi I \:rill b ,· ppli d o l1 co t a ~ oci t d \\'ith tl1 
····Jl · r xp· 11 io1 iJJ lud·i11g th outfi ing of . p cializ d labor -
ori ~ - 11 d d ·o uppor . n1, rging g o b n1.ical microbiologic ]_ 

· 11d cor· _- r f r~ · rcl1. 

~~ - ]..,~_ ....., 

'rh -i11< r 1 . n ,ag n1 11t ervice i re pan ibl for collecting 
~d· , · ribu in,g accou11ting and auditing r venues from min rallea 
011 F d r 1 · 11d Indian land . In fi cal year 2003, MMS expects to 
coll ct and di tribut about $4.2 billion from more than 78 000 ac-
j,,, F d r .al and Indian. l -a . 

Th M I o mana e the offi hare energy and mineral re-
ourc on h · atio ut r Continental Shelf. To date. the OCS 

progr m ha been focau d rimarily on oil and gas le a ing. Over 
b pa t v ral .~years MM h.a been exploring the po sible devel

opm nt of other mari e mineral resources, especially sand and 
gr, v ]. 

With the pa sage of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, MMS assumed 
incr a ed re pon ibili .Y for oil s ·pill research, including the pro
nlo ion of increa ed oil spill respon e capabilities, and for oil spill 
financial re pon' ibility certifications of offshore platforms and pipe
lill . 

ppropria ion enacted 2002 ................................................................ . 
B udg t , tinl.a.t;e 2003 ....................................................................... . 
Reoon1J11ended., 2003 .......................................................................... . 

• ontpan on: 

$150 667,000 
164,222,000 
164,721,000 

Appvopria· ion .. 2002 ...................................................................... + 14,054,000 
Budget e tim ate, 2003 . . .. . . . . .. . .. ... . .. ... . .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . +499, 000 

Th ,amount recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budg t e tim.ates h.Y activity are sho\vn in the following table: 



OCS Lands 
Leasing and environmental program ..................• 
Resource evaluation ......................... .. ....•. 
Regu.la tory program ................................. . 
Information management program ..................... . 

Subtotal, ocs Lands ............................ . 

Royalty Management 
Compliance and asset management ..................•.. 
Revenue and operations ........................•.•.•. 
Indian allottee refunds ............................ . 

Subtotal, Royalty Management .... . .............. . 

General Administration 
Executive direction ................................ . 
Policy and management improvement .................. . 
Administrative operations ........••..............••. 
General support services ........................... . 

Subtotal, General Administration .............. ~ . 

• 

Subtotal (gross) ...•..•.•...•.....•........••... 

Use of receipts ...................................... . 

Total, Royalty and Offshore Minerals Management. 

Royalty and Offshore Minerals Management 
{Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 Recommended vs. FY 2002 
Enacted Request Recouunended Enacted Request 

-

38,573 
24,989 
49,572 
14,894 

128,028 

48,106 
35,223 

15 

83,344 

2,003 
4,036 

15,970 
20,016 

42,025 

253,397 

-102,730 

37,633 
25,348 
50,512 
24,050 

137,543 

48,724 
34,545 

15 

83,284 

2,030 
4,095 

16,638 
20,862 

43,625 

264,452 

-100,230 

150,667 164,222 

37,633 
25,348 
51,011 
24,050 

138,042 

48,724 
34,545 

15 

83,284 

-940 
+359 

+1,439 
+9,156 

+1 0,014 

+618 
-678 

--
-60 

2,030 +27 
4,095 +59 

16,638 +668 
20,862 +846 

43,625 +1 ,600 

264,951 

-100,230 

164,721 

+11,554 

+2,500 

+14,054 

+499 
--

+499 

---

---
---
--

--
-

+499 

--

+499 
-

0) 
-.J 
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... '"" p . ~ r xp n r l t d to t.l1 filli11g of th ~ tr gi P tro un1 
R rv . Th oJnn1itt l1 continu d h offi hor oil nd g~-.~~ 
1 ing n1or tor·iun1 und r : n r~ I Provi ion D p r n1 nt of th 
I11t ri r. 

Tl1 omnJitt r cogniz h xtr ordin ry co t I aving nd 
p i i,, n ironm ntal b n fit acl1i v d by th wJlit r. througl1 
1 h impl m ntatio11 of pul e technology a a major compon nt of i 
b . t · ry manag m nt program . Th ommitte b li v that h 
\ rvic \Vould .al o b nefit ignificantly and directly from th u 
of hi t cl1110logy to xtend the life of vehicle batteri . Th b n-
fitl includ aving in battery replacement co t , r ducti n in 

ov r 11 maint nanc costs for vehicle and ancillary quipm 11t 11d 

r ultant increase in afety for per onneL Th ommitt urg~ 
th rvic to incorporate this technology in it ongoing purcll.~ L, 
and m.aintenance program for vehicles. The Servic hould r port 
to th Committee by December 31, 2002, on i plan to comply 
,,rj h thi direction. Beginning \vith the fiscal year 2004 budg t 1· ~ -

qu . t, the budget submission should includ an a coun ing of th 
v .n... t llt to which battery pulse technology i being n ploy d ' nd th 
aving expected an d realized as a result of th. of thi t cb--

nology. 

Appropr iation nacted, 2002 .. ........................................................... . . '6, 1 05, 
6,105, 00 

,1 05,000 
Budg t tirna te, 2003 ··· ······ ··· ····· ·· ··· ································o·······o········o· 
R commended, 2003 0 •• • • • • 0 00. ···o·· 0 • • 0 •• 0 •• •• •• 0 o• ·o 0 • • ••••• •••••••••••••••• •••• o··· o ........... . 

• ompan on: 
Appt·opriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget e timat e , 2003 .............. .................................................. 0 

The Committee recommends $6,105,000 to be deriv d from tl1 
Oil pill Liability Trust Fund, to conduct oil spill research an.d fi 
nancial respo11sibility and in pection activities a~ sociated with th 
Oil Pollution Act of 1990, Public La\v 101- 380. The Committ e r c
ommendation is equal to both the budget request and the fiscal 
r,ear 2002 )e,rel. .. 

0 FFI E OF S URF E Ml I G RE L . ~ATIO A D E . FORCEME T 

Th Office of Surface Mining Reclama ion and Enforcement 
O~S. through its regulation and technology account, regulate 
urface coal mining operations to ensure that the environment i~ 

prot cted during those operations a·nd that the land is adequately 
reclaimed once mining is completed. The OSM accomplishes this 
n1i sion by providing grants to those States that maintain their 
O\vn regulatory and reclamation programs and by condu~cting over-
ight of State programs. Further the OSM administers the regu

latory programs in the States that do not have their own programs 
and on Federal and tribal lands. 

Through its abandoned mine land (AML) reclamation fund ac
count the OSM provides environmental restoration at abandoned 
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coal mines using tonnage-based fees collected from current coal 
production operations. In their unreclaimed condition these aban
doned sites may endanger public health and safety or prevent the 
beneficial use of land and water resources. 

REGULATION Al~D TECHNOLOGY 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ...................................................... ...... .............. . 

ComA~~:~;~ation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$103,075,000 
105,367,000 
105,367,000 

+2,292,000 
0 

The arnounts reco1nmended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



Environmental r~e :storati ,on .. ... .... .... ... , ...... .... ...... .... ... ... . 
Envi :ronmental protecti.on .. ....... ... ... ... .. .. ... ... .. .... .. ...... . 
Technology devel·opment .and tran·sfer .. ... .. ........ ... ...... . 
Fi·nancial managemen·t ...... ............ .. ... .... ... .. ... ... .. .. ..... . 
~ . d' . t • oxecu t .1 ve l. ,rec -100 . .•.. , .... , ... , ... , •• , ..... , ••. .. .•••.. ...•... 

Sub to tal, Regulation and Technology ... ... ..... ...... . 

Ci vi '1 :pena.l t .i .e.s . . , . .... ............ ... , .... .... , . .. .............. . 

'To tal, Regulation and Technol·0 .9Y . .... .... .... ........ . 

FY '200:2 
Enac ·ted 

1160 
77,.7·41 

2,. 151 
477 

12.271 

02,800 

275 

103.075 

Regulatio.n an·d ·T,echnology 
(Dollars in Tbouaanda) 

FY .2010.3 .R.It.O: c onxmen d 
R~equest R~econcnended Bnac t~ed :R,,prn 

1·62 1162 .... 

79;159 79,159 +1 .,41 ~8 

1.2 .. 593 1:2,593 -+A 
485 485 +8 

12.,1693 1.2,.1693 

105,,09.2 105,,092 

275 275 

105,367 105.367 :2.29.2 

lili •• 

-.J 

··= 
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The Committee recotnmends $105,367,000 for Regulation and 
technology, including the use of $275,000 in civil penalty collec
tions, which is equal to the request and $2,292,000 above the 2002 
level. The Committee rejects the proposal to increase the West Vir

"nia allocation by $2,000,000 by reducing other primacy States by 
1,000,000 and providing the entire $1,000,000 increase to West 

Virginia. The Committee notes that in July 2000, West Virginia 
received a special Federal appropriation of $9,800,000 that is not 
yet fully expended. Until that time, it is unfair and inappropriate 
to penalize other States for problems in West Virginia. Accordingly, 
the Committee directs that the increase for regulatory grants be 
distributed to all States in the normal fashion recognizing that in 
recent years funding for this program has not kept up with infla
tion. The OSM has authority to make regulatory grant adjustments 
as needed. 

ABANDONED MINE RECLAMATION FUND 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 . . .. ........ .. ... .. . . . ... ..... ... .. .. .. .... ... .. ...... ........ $203,455,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. .. .... .. .... . ......... .. .. .. . ..... ... .. .... ..... .. .. . .. ...... .. .. . .. . 17 4,035,000 
Recommended, 2003 .................. .......... ... ..... ....... ..................... ... ....... . 184,745,000 

Com.A.~~:~;~ation, 2002 ... ....... . ... .. ....... ...... ..... ... .............. .. ........ ... ... . - 18,710,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + 10,710,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



Env.ironmen tal re:a tor a tion . ........... .................... . 
Technology devel~opment and tran.sfer . .................. . 
F • .. l 
~nanc.1.a . :management ... ... ... .. . .... ... ..... .. .... ... ... ... ...... . 

Executive di rec 'tion .. ... ...... ... ........ ..... ..... .......... . 

Total, .Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund ......... . 

Abandoned Mine R~eclamation Fun~d 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY .200.2 
Enacted 

186,,697 
4,, t36 
6,,070 
6,.552 

203.455 

FY 20.03 Recoum~ndcd vs. 
Request Rec~ommended :BnaC'ted Reques !t 

------ ~· 

156.987 .. 

4, 1·64 
6,179 
6,705 

174,035 

1167,1697 
·4, '1,64 
'6,179 
16,'705 

1,84,.7,45 

-19,000 
28 

+109 
153 

-18 .• 710 

10,,710 

+'10.7'10 

·-...J 
It\:> 
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The Committee reco1nmends $184,745,000 for the Abandoned 
mine reclamation fund, a decrease of $18,710,000 below the 2002 
funding level and $10,710,000 above the request. The Comrnittee 
recognizes the great amount of reclamation work that remains to 
be done and has increased funding above the request for this pro
gram. The Committee has continued the authority for the Appa
lachian Clean Streams Initiative at $10,000,000 and the emergency 
funding and authorities as in fiscal year 2002, and discontinued the 
special authority for Maryland. The Committee rejects proposals to: 
reduce Federal high priority projects, cut travel, and not fund fixed 
cost increases. The Committee encourages the OSM to work more 
closely with the Federal land managing agencies to fund and repair 
abandoned mine land problems that are risks to human safety and 
health, and the environment. Federal lands administered by the 
agencies funded in this bill have a huge backlog in this program 
area. 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs was created in 1824; its mission is 
founded on a government-to-government relationship and trust re
sponsibility that results from treaties with Native groups. The Bu
reau delivers services to over one million Native Americans 
through 12 regional offices and 83 agency offices. In addition, the 
Bureau provides education programs to Native Americans through 
the operation of 117 day schools, 54 boarding schools, and 14 dor
mitories. Lastly, the Bureau administers more than 45 million 
acres of tribally owned land, and 10 million acres of individually 
owned land and over 309,000 acres of Federally owned land, which 
is held in trust status. 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ...... ......... .. ...................................... ... ... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...... .................... ................... ....... ........... .... ... . 
Recommended, 2003 ....... ................ .. ...... ..... ...................................... . 

$1,799,809,000 
1,837,110,000 
1,859,064,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 ... .... .... ..... ....... .. .... ................... ........ ..... ... .... +59,255,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ......... ...... .... . ..... ............ ....... .. ............ ...... +21,954,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 



Tribal Priority Allocations 
~Tribal gove,~r:Mlerl 't , . . , .. .......... , . ..... , ..... , .. ~· , ...... ..• 
H u.man s e r "v i c e a . ,. • .• • • ,. • . . . . . . . ,. . .• _ • ,. • .. .• • • • .• • • .• . . . . . . . 

Ed uc a. t i .·otl .. . .. . • . ,. . • . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . • .. . • .. • ,. • .. . . . . . . . . ,. . 
Publ :.lc a .afcty and j ·usticc ........ ... ....... ..... ...... ..... . . . 
Conmauni ty ·development ............... .. ... .... ........... . . 
Resource:s ma·nagement . .. .. ........ .... .... .... ....... ... . . . .. .. . 
T r u s t s e rv i c e s . .. . ,. . .. . . . . . . . ,. . .. . . ,. . . ,. . .. . .. . . ,. . ,. ,. .. .. . . . . 
General administration .............. ... .. ......... ..... . 

Subtotal , Tr.ibal Pr.iority Allocations .. .. ....... . 

Othe.r Recurr.ing P.rograms 
Education 

Schoo.l operations 
Fo.~ard- funded . ............... , ...... • ... ... ... .. . 
Other school operations ............ .. ........ . . . 

Subtotal, School operations ... ...... ........ .. . 

Continuing education ................•............. 

Sub total , Bduca tion ...... ... .... . ... .. . ....... . 

Resources management ............... ................. . 

Subtotal , Other Recurring Programs ............. . 

Non- Recurring Programs 
CouwLrmi ty development ............ . ........... .. . .... . 
Resources management ................... ... ........... . 

• T-rus t serv.1.ces .....•.•.........•. .• ....... , .. , • . ..••.... 

Subtotal, Non-Recurring Programs ............... . 

To tal, Tri bal Budget System . ........ ..... ....... .. .. . 

FY 2 10:0 .2 
:Bn 

378.95'6 
151, 1'99 
50,037 

1.417 
39,7~84 

56,743 
4'9.,205 
24.815 

7.52.156 

436,427 
67,588 

504,015 

41 ,118 

545,1:33 

4'1 ,835 

5869968 

3,175 
:32;611 
37 .01'2 

72,.7.98 

1 .. 411 ,922 

Opera·tion 
(,Dolla. • . 

'FY 20103 

,, - h 1:n T , ou 

Reconaucndcd 

388,.'94'9 
1·48,,'951 
50,,165 

1,.3.82 
40,.726 
~st.S17 

58-383 •• 

25.,461 

'775,534 

4·52,984 
69,832 

522,·616 

39,118 

561 ,,934 

34,,258 

596,192 

30,215 
37 295 

' 
67,5'10 

1,439.,236 

390,069 
'152.95'1 
:50;1165 

111382 
40.'72~6 
16111.51 '7 
5811383 
.2.5 .• ·461 

780.654 

4'54 .985 
~69, ,832 

524.,817 

4'1,1'18 

565,935 

41 ,261 

607 f 1'96 

--
33 3'29 

' 
.37.495 

70,824 

1.458.1674 

Reco:u:u;;;etu5ed ·v ,u. 

Bnac 't ·ed .Requ·e_fj, 't 
-

1'1,1t3 
1,75 
1·12.8 

... 35 
2 

+.4,77·4 
+9.178 

~ 1646 

+1.8,,·558 
·+2,244 

20.802 

-·· 
+20,:80.2 

-57.A 

+'20 228 It 

-3175 
" +718 

+483 

·· '1,974 

46.'75'2 

+1 ,. 120 
+ .ll 000 

II - -

-
-
..... 
-
.-.. 

+'2,001 
I.·-

+'2,,00'1 

2.000 

4,001 

·+7.003 

+1 1..004 

+.3,, 114 
+:200 

-..:r 
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BIA Operations 

Central Office Operations 
Tribal govez:t»tnen t . ................................. . 

• H\JD\an serv1.ces . .....................•..•...•........ 
Couwtuni ty development .•.•.•.•.....•....•.•..•...•... 
Resources management ....••.•...........•.•......•... 
Trust services . .................................... . 

General administration 
Education program management .........•............ 
Other general administration ......••.•............ 

Subtotal, General administration .•............ 

Subtotal, Central Office Operations •.....•..•..• 

Regional Office Operations 
Tribal gove~ent . ................................. . 

• 8\lrlla.n se~1ces . .................................... . 
CoJDrDUn.i ty developm,en t . ............................. . 
Resources management ...••.........••.•.............. 
Trust se~ices . .................................... . 
General administration •.•...........••••••.•.••.•.•• 

Subtotal, Regional Office Operations .. .•.....••• 

Special Programs and Pooled Overhead 
Bduca tion ................. . ............... ~ ........ . 
Public safety and justice .......................... . 
Couununi ty development ..................•............ 
Resources management ...................•............ 
General administration ..•......................••... 

Subtotal, Special Programs and Pooled Overhead •. 

Total, BIA Operations ....•..............•....... 

Total, Operation of Indian Programs ..........•.. 
• • 

P'Y 2002 
Enacted 

2,649 
909 
886 

3,476 
3,129 

2,435 
44,622 

47,057 

58,106 

1,324 
3,067 

847 
4,365 

23,669 
29,407 

62,679 

16,039 
160,652 

8,623 
1,311 

80,477 

267,102 

387,887 

1,799,809 

Operation of Indian Programs 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 
Request Reco1muended 

2,654 
907 
875 

3,488 
8,823 

2,409 
53,334 

55,743 

72,490 

1,336 
3,162 

853 
5,449 

24,383 
29,040 

64,223 

16,273 
161,368 

1,061 
1,307 

81,152 

261,161 

397,874 

1,837,110 

3,154 
907 
875 

3,488 
8,823 

2,409 
50,379 

52,788 

70,035 

1,336 
3,162 

853 
5,449 

24,383 
29,040 

64,223 

16,273 
161 ,368 

6,032 
1,307 

81,152 

266,132 

400,390 

1,859,064 

Reconunended vs. 
Enacted Request 

+505 
-2 

-1 1 
+12 

+5,694 

-26 
+5,757 

+5,731 

+11,929 

+1 2 
+95 

+6 
+1 ,084 

+714 
-367 

+1 ,544 

+234 
+716 

-2,591 
4 

+675 

-970 

+12,503 

+59,255 

+500 
-
-
---
--

--
-2,955 

-2,955 

-2,455 
• 

---
--
-
--
--
---
---

-
-

+4,971 
-
-

+4.971 

+2,516 

+21,954 
-

.....:] 
Ol 

• 
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$7 0 654. 000 for rib J pri rit. · 11 · t i< n. 1 i11 r , f 
$5 12 0 000 b o v l1 bud r q u . 11 d '2 , ~ . I v t l'l fi -
cal y · r .2002 n ct d 1 1 i11 ·ludi11 . itl ·r '.· v l1 
1 v l of $11....,0 000 pro\rid b fi 11din · . i , ll ' ' t ril , . 
$.2 000 000 for l1 I D fund '4 00 00 £ r ril ·.I 

-$2 054 000 for liM acco·unt m 11 g In 11t. '5 for J'l r . 
velopme11t on tru t land , $477,000 for 11 ' tur 1 r , ur . r l· · l , ... "'". 
nergy d v lopn1ent, $2 000,000 for gri ··uJ ur ~ r t]l 1 1 11 1 , 

of managem nt plan $1,500 000 for £ t· _· ·r . 11 .( n g 1 1 1 
$8 125,000 for trust I ervice for ru. t r £ ·11:1 ffi r1 ' r.; · 6 · 
fixed co t , and $1 194 000 for int rn I tr n £ r . 

Oth.er recu.rrZ:ng progra.m. . The ommi 
$607,196,000 for other recurring program '11 00 
budget requ t and $20,228,000 abo,le b fi c· I y · r 2 2 11 

r , ~...., Dl 1 1 _ 

11 

level, including increases above the 2002 J v -l of 2 
ISEP formula fund. . $3,000 000 for earl)' l1iJdl1o ~ d \' 1 1 _ J 1 

$2 000 000 for tudent transportation $1 900,000 for f: . ilit,i 1 ·-
ation $6,000 000 for admini trative co t grants $50 000 £ ~ th 
imber-fish-,,rildlife rogram $1 000 000 for Chippe'''a/ t ~ ,. "J" -

t. , fi heries, and 6 193,000 for fixed co t and d cr a f 
$480 000 for irrigation O&M, $69,000 for the sea ott r progr · n 
$803 000 for the Bering Sea Fisherman's A sociation $150 000 for 
tl1e Nez Perce Tribe, $317,000 for the upper Colu.mbia Ri r trib . 
$34 7 000 for the hugach Regional Resources Commi ion and 
$ 199 000 for internal transfers. 

The ommittee recommends $524 817 000 for school operatio11 , 
$20 802 000 abov the 2002 enacted level. The Committee doe not 
upport the cl1ool privatization initiati'' e. The Committ e fully 
upport he Pr sident' education reform effort and agree wi ·h 

the D partment that tribes that '''ant to manage tl1 ir O\VJl I ·cl1ool 
hould be gi\ren that opportunity. Limited. funding in the pa t for 

basic need uch as facilities operations, student t1an~ ·portation 
and administrative cost grants has served as a disincentive for 
tribes to take over the administration of BrA-operated schools. The 
Committee firmJy believes that strengthening basic education fund-
ing and increasing support for administrative cost grants are the 
ke)' incenti,,e to improving local tribal operations of tl1e BIA 
chool and enha ncing the quality of education. Written testimony 
hat the Commit t ee received from the tribes and tribal organiza

tions \va O\'er'''l)elmingly opposed to the proposed privatization 
irri iati,,e and pre sed for a focus on expanding funding for existing 
education programs and implementing newly enacted education 
legislation. T.he Committee encourages the Department and the 
Bureau to con ult v~rith the tribes and to exarnine the BIA school 
)'Stem n eeds and ne"r legislative requirements thoroughly in de-
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veloping its 2004 budget request to ensure that no Indian child is 
left behind. 

Non recurring programs. The Committee recommends 
$70,824,000 for non recurring programs, $3,314,000 above the 
budget request and $1,974,000 below the fiscal year 2002 enacted 
level, including increases above the 2002 level of $650,000 for min
erals and mining, $300,000 for water management planning and 
predevelopment for the Seminole tribe to address water quality 
programs as part of Everglades restoration efforts, $1,500,000 for 
real estate services, and $193,000 for fixed costs, and decreases of 
$500,000 for the Cherion Foundation, $500,000 for the Alaska fire 
program, $75,000 for the Washington ferry assessment, $400,000 
for the tribal guiding program, $1,700,000 for the distance learning 
project, $25,000 for irrigation drainage, $320,000 for unresolved 
hunting and fishing rights, $350,000 for Alaska legal services, and 
$7 4 7,000 for internal transfers. 

Within the $3,000,000 provided for the "Jobs in the Woods" ini
tiative, $400,000 should continue to be used by the Northwest In
dian Fisheries Commission for the Wildstock Restoration Initiative. 

Central office operations. The Committee recommends 
$70,035,000 for central office operation, $2,455,000 below the budg
et request and $11,929,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted 
level, including increases above the 2002 level of $5,700,000 for 
trust services as part of the bureaus trust reform efforts, 
$5,500,000 for information technology issues as part of trust re
form, $500,000 for the branch of acknowledgment, $156,000 for 
fixed costs, and $7 4,000 for internal transfers, and a decrease of 
$1,000 for general administration. 

Regional office operations. The Committee reco1nmends 
$64,223,000 for regional office operations, the same as the budget 
request and $1,544,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level, in
cluding increases above the 2002 enacted level of $1,000,000 for 
minerals and mining, $500,000 for the land title records office, 
$613,000 for fixed costs, and a decrease of $569,000 for internal 
transfers. 

Special rograms and pooled overhead. The Committee rec
ommends 266,132,000 for special programs and pooled overhead, 
$4,971,000 above the budget request and $970,000 below the fiscal 
year 2002 enacted level including increases above the 2002 level of 
$3,000,000 for facilities operations, and $1,485,000 for fixed costs, 
and decreases of $500,000 for the Indian Arts and Craft Board, 
$100,000 for the Ponca tribe economic develo ment plan, 
$1,000,000 for the Yuut Elitnauviat learning center, 1,000,000 for 
the aviation training program, $401,000 for intra-governmental 
transfers, $2,000,000 for employee displacement costs, and 
$454,000 for internal transfers. 

Bill Language. Language is included under administrative pro
visions allowing the Bureau to contract for management, oper
ations, and maintenance services for the San Carlos Ir1·igation 
Project. 

The Cornmittee is aware of concerns that the Solicitor may not 
be providing the Indian Arts and Crafts Board with adequate legal 
representation and urges the Solicitor to provide appropriate legal 
representation for the Indian Arts and Crafts Board in enforcement 
of the Indian Arts and Crafts Act. 
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pp1·opri ion n ct d 2002 . 0 0 0 •• 0 . 0 . 0 ••• 0. 0. 0 . 0 ·o •• 0. 0 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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• on1p 11 on: 
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t ·a 57 ' 132 000 
345,252,000 
345,25.2,000 

- 11,800,000 
0 

Th amounL .... _, recommet1ded by the Committee compared with the 
budg · in1a b~ r acti,rit)' are ho\vn in the following table : 



Education . ........................................... . 
Public safety and justice ............................ . 
Resources manage.men t ................................. . 
General administration ............................... . 
Construction management .............................. . 

Total, Construction ............................ . 

• 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

292,503 
5,541 

50,645 
2,179 
6,264 

357,132 

Construction 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 Recommended vs. 
Request Reconat~nded Enacted Request 

292,717 
5,046 

39,173 
2,182 
6,1 34 

345,252 

292,717 
5,046 

39,173 
2,182 
6,134 

345,252 

+214 
-495 

-11,472 
+3 

-130 

-11 ,880 

---
--• 

---
---
--

-.J 
<:.0 
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$5,046 000 for publi a£ ty a11d ju tice tl1 am a th budg t r -
qu t and $495.000 b lo''' the fi cal )' ar 2002 nact d 1 v J includ
i11g a11 incr a~ abov 4 tl1 2002 l v I of $5 000 for fixed co~ · and 

d crea of $500 000 for fire protec io11. 
Re~ ource. 11za.nage1nen.t. The ommitte recon1m 11d 

$39 173 000 for r ource managen1 nt, the same a the bu.dget re
qu.e t a11d $11 472 0 belo\v the fi cal year 2002 n ~ cted level, in
cluding i11crea e ab v the 2002 level of $57 000 for fixed costs 
a11d $701 000 for internal tran £ rs for FERC acti,riti · . and a d -
crea of $12,230 000 £ r the . avajo jrrigation project. 

Gerteral acl1n.in.istratZ:on.. The Committee r commend 
8 316 000 for g n ral admini tration, the same as th budget r -
u t an.d $127 000 belo\\' the fiscal year 2002 enacted level, includ

iilg a n increa e abo\7e the 2002 level of $73,000 for fixed cost and 
deer a e of 200 000 for construction program management. 

1 L 1D J\ D \V TEl 'L I .1 ETTLE .E. T ELLA . EO U~ 

ppropria tion en acted 2002 ............................. ....... ................. 0 o • 0 •••••• 

Budge·t - ti111ate 2003 ....... o••·o •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••• 

R co n1 mended 2 0 0 3 ............................................. ....... ...................... . 
• on1pa.11 on : 

$60,949.,000 
57,949,000 
60,949,000 

ppt·optiatioit 200.2 0 •••••• 0. •• • •• • • • ••••• •• • •••••• • • • • • • • • •• ••• • • •• • • • •• • • • • • • • • •• • •• • • 0 
Budget e t imate, 2003 ... 0...... ... ......... .. ... ... .. .. .. ...... .... .. ... .. ..... . .. .... +3 000,000 

Tl1e ~Committee recommends $60 949,000 for Indian land and 
' 'at r claim settlements and mi cellaneous payments to Indians 
~$3 000 000 abo,re the budget request and the same as the 2002 en
acted le,,el. Fun>ding includes $625 000 for White Earth, $250,000 
for Hoopa-Yurok $24 728 000 for the Ute settlement, $142,000 for 
P:~rramid Lake $5 068 000 for Rocky Boys, $19,000 000 for the 
Schivi,,rtz Band of ,~,hich $3 000 000 for land acquisition is funded 
under this account rather than the departmental management as 
propo ed in the budget request $3,136,000 for Santo Domingo 
Pueblo and $8 000 000 for Colorado Ute. 
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INDIAN GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAlvl ACCOUNT 
• 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................... , ....................... ..... .... . 
Recommended, 2003 ......... ............................ , ......................... , ............ . 
ComKarison:. . 

ppropnat1on, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................. , ..... ............. . 

$4,986,000 
5,493,000 
5,493,000 

+507,000 
0 

The Committee recomtnends $5,493,000 for the Indian guaran
teed loan program account the same as the budget request and 
$507,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES 

INSULAR AFFAIRS 

ASSISTANCE TO TERRITORIES 

The Office of Insular Affairs (OIA) was established on August 4, 
1995 through Secretarial Order No. 3191, which also abolished the 
former Office of Territorial and International Affairs. The OIA has 
important responsibilities to help the United States government 
fulfill its responsibilities to the four U.S. territories of Guam, 
American Samoa, U.S. Virgin Islands and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Marianas Islands (CNMI) and also the three freely 
associated States: the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), the 
Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) and the Republic of Palau. 
The permanent and trust fund payments to the territories and the 
compact nations provide substantial financial resources to these 
governments. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............... ....... ........ ............................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .............. ................................. , ....................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ........... ........................................ ....................... . 

$78,950,000 
70,217,000 
73,217,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 ............................................................................ - 5,733,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........................................ ..................... .......... +3,000,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 



Territorial 
O.f .fice of 
Technical 

Assistance 
In·sul ar Af·f airs ...... , .......... .... . ... ... .... . 

• as s1 s t anc c , ... , ..... , ....... . ~· ... , .. , ...... , ..... . 
Maintenance assistance fund ....... ....... ..... .. ..... .. . 
Browr1- tree ~snake .. , ........ , .. , .. , ...... , ..... , .... , .. , .... ~· ,. 

· .Insular management controls ..... ... ..... ... ...... . ..... . 
C 1 f 

.. . ,. . 
ora ree · .l.nl. t~. a t~ ve ............ .. ...... .............. . . 

Subtotal, Terr.ito.rial Assistance . .... ..... ......... . 

American Samoa 
Operations grants . ........................ , ......... . 

Northern Marianas 
Covcnan t grants , . ... , ...................... , .......... . 

Total , Assistance to Territories ............... . 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

4.528 
16. ~961 

2 300 I 

2,350 
1,491 

500 

28,130 

23, '100 

27,720 

78t950 

Assi,s tance to T~e .rri tori·e .s 
('Dollars in Tbouo.a ·nds) 

FY 2 003 
Reaues ·t :Re ·c .ouunen·dcd 

5,,295 5,295 
7 .. 461 10_.4'6 
2,300 .2,300 
2 350 

' 
2,350 

1 ,,·4'9'1 1 ,4'91 
500 '500 

19,397 22,397 

23. 100 23,,100 

27,'720 2'7.720 

70 . .217 7.3,,217 

Rec~o.m:::u 

Enact·ed 

767 
-6.,500 

-

--
-5.733 

--

-5.'733 

nded 'Vu. 

R~equcs ·t 

.. -. 
3.000 

· ~· --· 

3.000 

.., .. 

3.000 
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The Committee recommends $73,217,000 for assistance to terri
tories, $5,733,000 belo\v the fiscal year 2002 level and $3,000,000 
above the budget request. 

Territorial Assistance. The Committee recommends $22 397 000 
for territorial assistance, $5,733,000 below the fiscal ye~r 2002 
level and $3,000,000 above the budget request. Increases to the 
budget request include $1,000,000 for court-mandated improvement 
p~ojects in the U.S. Virgin Islands, $1,000,000 for compact impact 
a1d to Guam, and $1,000,000 for the Prior Service Benefits Admin
istration. Further instructions on this latter matter are under the 
Covenant grant heading below. 

The Committee approves the proposed staffing increase to ad
minister the new Compact financial assistance program which, 
hopefully, will soon be established for the Federated States of Mi
cronesia and the Republic of the Marshall Islands. The Committee 
encourages the Administration to consider establishing an inter
agency group on Insular affairs in order to more effectively coordi
nate the various efforts in government. The Committee encourages 
the Department to work diligently with the Marine Resources Pa
cific Consortium, coordinated by the University of Guam, to en
hance management and preservation of coral reefs among the Pa
cific Islands of the CNMI, Guam, American Samoa, the Federated 
States of Micronesia, the Republic of Palau, and the Republic of the 
Marshall Islands. 

American Samoa. The Committee recommends $23,100,000 for 
American Samoa as requested and enacted for 2002. The Com
mittee continues to be concerned about fiscal conditions in Amer
ican Samoa and encourages the Administration and the American 
Samoa government to complete and implement a financial reform 
package forthwith. 

Northern Mariana Islands/Covenant grants. The Committee 
recommends $27,720,000 for CNMI covenant grants as requested 
and enacted in 2002. The Committee approves the proposed in
crease to CNMI impact aid and the reduction to the CNMI labor 
initiative now that other Federal agencies absorb the cost of their 
CNMI operations into their operating budgets. The Committee 
notes that the statutory earmark for CNMI construction for fiscal 
year 2003 is $5,420,000. The Committee directs that $10,000,000 
be allocated for CNMI construction grants, a $1,000,000 reduction 
from the budget request but an increase of $4,580,000 above the 
current statutory requirement. The Committee has included lan
guage authorizing $1,000,000 of Covenant grant funding to be used 
to continue payment of benefits under the prior service benefits 

rogram. In addition, the Committee has provided an additional 
1,000,000 for the prior benefits program under the technical as

sistance program. The Department is directed to meet \vith rep-
resentatives of the Prior Service Benefits Board of Directors to de
velop a proposal for future funding at a reduced level and to ar
range for transfer of program administration to ~ppropriate pen
sion or social security systems in the freely associated states and 
the CNMI. 

Guam. The Committee notes the $4,580,000 payment to Guam 
using Covenant grant funds and an addition~ $1,000,000. in tech
nical assistance funding are to address the 1mp~ct. resultmg from 
the implementation of the Compact of Free Association. 
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FY 2002 
Enacted 

Compact of Free Association- Federal services ....... . 7,354 
Mandatory payments- program grant assistance ...... . 14,500 

Enewetak support . .................................... . 1,391 

Total, Compact of Free Association ............. . 23,245 

• 

• 

Compact of Free Association 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 Reconanended vs. 
Request Reconwtended Enacted Request 

-
7,354 7.354 

12,000 12,000 -2,500 ---
1,391 1.691 +300 +300 

·---

20,745 21,045 -2,200 +300 

00 
01 
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ppt~opt·iation n nct d, 2002 ··············o·······o·•·o·•·o·•·o······o···················· 
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• 
.-~oinparl~on: 

$69,946,000 
78,596.,000 
72,533,000 

Appropt;ation, 2002 ... o.oo .. o ............... o···o•••oo ... o·······o··o······o···........... +2,587 ,000 
Budget - tim te, 2003 ,.o·•·o······o···· .. ·······················...................... - 6,063,000 

Th amounts recommended by the Committee compared with th 
budget e timates by activity are shown in the following table: 



• 

Departmental Management 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 Reconwtended vs. FY 2002 
Enacted ---r----------------------------------===:.::..:::..::.:=-----=R::e~q:.:u::::es t:_ Recommended Enacted R~que s t 

Departmental direction ............................... . 
Management and coordination .......................... . 
Hearings and appeals ...............................•.. 
Central services . .................................... . 
Bureau of Mines workers compensation/unemployment ...•. 
Eme rgency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) .............. . 

Total, Departmental Management ................. . 

• 

• 

• 

12,964 
24,905 

8,559 
20,425 

888 
2,205 

69,946 

13,405 
26,455 

8,198 
26,429 
4,109 

--

78,596 

13,005 
26,455 

8,198 
24,034 

841 
--

72,533 

+41 
+1,550 

361 
+3,609 

-47 
-2,205 

+2,587 

-400 
---
--

-2.395 
-3.268 

-6,063 

(X) 
-.J 
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OFFJ E OF TJ~IE SoLI rr R 

~ . ..-: .. L J~JE, A' 1D EXPE E, 

1\ppropriation nacted 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget, timat 2003 ................... ................................................... . 
R commend d, 2003 ............................................................................ . 

• ompan on: 

$45,000,000 
47,773,000 
47,473,000 

Appropriation, 2002 .................................................................... +2,473,000 
Budget estimate 2003 ... . . . . . . .. . . . . . ... . . . . .. .. . . .. . ... . . . ........ ...... ... . . . . . .. . . - 300,000 

The Comn1ittee recon1m. nds $47 473 000 for the Office of the So
li itor, a decrease of $300,000 from the budget request and 
$2.4 73. 000 above the enacted level. 

OFFI g F I .· PE TOR GE TERAL 

ppropriation enacted 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate 2003 ......................................... .............................. . 
R,ecommended 2003 ........................................................................... . 

• ompanson: 

$34,302.000 
36,659,000 
06.239,000 

• 

Appropriation. 2002 ....................... .......................... ................... . + 1,937,000 
Budget estimate 2003 ................................................................ -420,000 

The Committee recommends $36,239,000 for the Office of the In
spector General a decrease of $420,000 below the budget request 
and $1 937 000 abo\re the enacted level. 

The reduction pro\rides the same rate of uncontrollable expenses 
as provided for other Interior bureaus. 
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NATIONAL INDIAN GA1viiNG COl\II!viiSSION 
• 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 
Budget estimate, 2003 ....................................................................... 2,000,000 
Recommended, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2, 000,000 

Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . .. . . ....... ... . . . . . ..... ... . .. . .. . . 0 

The Committee recommends $2,000,000 for the National Indian 
Gaming Commission the same as the budget request and 
$2,000,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

OFFICE OF SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR AMERICAN I NDIANS 

FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $99,224,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... ........ $151,027,000 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................................................... 141,277,000 

Budget estimate, 2003 .. ...................... ... ............. .... .......... .......... - 9, 750,000 

The Committee recommends $141,277,000 for the office of special 
trustee for American Indians, $9,750,000 below the budget request 
and $42,053,000 above the fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

Executive direction. The Committee recommends $2,530,000 for 
executive direction, an increase above the 2002 level of $34,000 for 
fixed costs. 

Operations. The Committee recommends $39,516,000 for oper
ations, including increases above the 2002 level of $15,767,000 for 
fixed costs, $4,848,000 for the office of trust fund management, and 
$2,400,000 for field operations. 

Litigation support and records. The Committee recommends 
$3,129,000 for litigation support and records, including increases 
above the 2002 level of $80,000 for fixed costs, $200,000 for records 
operations, and $300,000 for litigation support. 

Program support services. The Committee recommends 
$5,451,000 for program support services, including a program in
crease above the 2002 level of $1,226,000 and a decrease of 
$503,000 for fixed costs. 

Improvement initiatives. The Committee recommends 
$90,651,000 for improvement initiatives, including increases above 
the 2002 level of $2,500,000 for OST data cleanup, $2,000,000 for 
BIA data cleanup, $4,000,000 for records management, $4,000,000 
for policies and procedures, $1,000,000 for risk management, 
$5,050,000 for trust im rovement coordination, $1,975,000 for the 
three trust breaches, 7,500,000 for historical accounting, and 
$10,000,000 for trust net to address high-priority computer security 
problems, and decreases of $14,124,000 for fixed costs, $2,000,000 
for the probate cleanup, $2,000,000 for trust asset account manage
ment system, and $2,200,000 for training. 

Bill Language. The Committee remains very concerned about 
the escalating costs associated with the Cobell v. Norton litigation 
and with the effect this litigation is having on the Department's 
trust reform efforts. Therefore, the Committee has included anum
ber of legislative provisions (under General Provisions, Department 
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~vbich future approp iatio11 for this type of acti\7ity are warranted. 

Tl1 om·mitte l1a al o includ d a provision limi ing the hi tor-
ical accounti11g to a m re defined period. By limiting he hi torical 
accounting tb ommittee \vill focus it limited re ources on a 
manageable group of account for \vhich results can be produced 
'''i l1in a reasonable period of time and at a more reasonable co t . 
. B)' pecifying the tarting date for the accounting it is the Com
mittee intent that the balance in each account a of that date 
hall b accepted as correct for purposes of the accounting. Thi 

pro,ri ion al o includes language limiting until further action by 
the Congres , any hi torical accounting beyond that described in 
the provi ion. 

Further accounting shall not proceed until the Committees on 
Appropriations and the rele,rant Committees of jurisdiction have 
had an opportunity to re,rie\v the comprehensive plan now under 
de,relopment by the Department, the Ernst and Yot1ng report, and 
the re-ults of the focused accounting funded in this bill. Such a re
\rie\v \vill provide the Congress the opportunity to consider options 
for further accounting or other legislative remedies. 

The Committee note that the Special Master and the Court 
1onitor appointed by the Court to review various aspects of trust 

reform at the Department are receiving compensation for their ac
ti,rities that exceed those of the Chief Justice and the Vice Presi
dent of the United States. The Committee believes that, by any 
measure the current level of compensation is excessive. Therefore, 
gi\ren current fiscal and budgetary constraints, the Committee has 
included a general provision that caps the compensation for each 
of these Court Officers at no more than 200 percent of the highest 
Senior Executi,re Service rate of pay. For fiscal year 2003, that 
maximtlm amount is $276 400. 
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With minor exceptions the current Special Trustee Advisory 
Board has been in place since the Board was first constituted, even 
though the Trust Reform Act established a nine member Board to 
be appointed by the Special Trustee for a period of two years. Re
cent events, including the EDS report, the decision to replace the 
High Level Implementation Plan with a new Strategic Plan, the 
Secretary's proposal to create a new organizational structure to ad
dress trust refortn, and the establishment of a new Office of Histor
ical Trust Accounting, speak to the need for a new board with a 
new perspective and fresh ideas. In addition, the Committee re
mains concerned over the appearance of a conflict of interest hav
ing the named plaintiff in the Cobell v. Norton litigation on the Ad
visory Board. Therefore, the Committee has included a general pro
vision reqt1iring the appointment of a new advisory board. 

The Committee is very concerned that the ongoing Cobell v. Nor
ton litigation is jeopardizing the ability of the Department of the 
Interior to successfully implement trust reform. The Committee 
finds it particularly troubling that almost every individual in a po
sition of leadership has been subject to a contempt of court motion 
by the plaintiffs in the case. It is clear to the Committee that this 
legal strategy is resulting in some of the best people having to 
recuse themselves from working on trust reform, and it is becoming 
more difficult for the Department to hire talented people to take on 
the difficult responsibilities. If this situation continues unabated it 
will surely result in the inability of the Department to implement 
trust reform. To help ameliorate this extraordinary situation, the 
Committee has included a general provision that would help the 
employees in the Department pay for legal costs arising from this 
litigation. It is the Committee's hope that this language will create 
Sl1fficient incentives to allow the Department to continue to seek 
out the best and the brightest for this challenging work. 

INDIAN LAND CONSOLIDATION 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ......................................................... .... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........................ ................................ .... .. ........ . 
Recommended, 2003 ........................... ............................................... . 

$10,980,000 
7,980,000 
7,980,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 ............................................................ ..... ... - 3,000,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

The Committee recommends $7,980,000 for Indian land consoli
dation the same as the budget request and $3,000,000 below the 
fiscal year 2002 enacted level. 

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE AsSESSMENT AND RESTORATION 

NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE ASSESSMENT FUND 

The purpose of the Natural Resou~ce Damage. Assess~ent Fund 
is to provide the basis for claims aga1nst responsib]e parties. for the 
restoration of injured natural resources. Assessmen~s ultimately 
will lead to the restoration of injured resources and reimbursement 
for reasonable assessment costs from responsible parties through 
negotiated settlements or other legal ~c~ions. Operatii?-g on a " ol
luter pays" principle, the program ant1c~pates recovenn~ ~ver 54 
million in receipts in fiscal year 2002, With the vast maJonty to be 
used for the restoration of injured resources. The program works 

• 
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$5,497.000 
5,538,000 
5,53 ,000 

+41 000 
0 

Th Committee recommends $5,538,000 for the natural re ourc 
damage assessment fund \vhich is equal to the budget request and 
$41 000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. The Committee encour
ages the Service to use the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 
for some of its restoration work under this program. The Founda
tion has a proven track record in establishing partnerships and 
lev raging Federal funds for habitat restoration. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

The Committee recommends continuing several provisions car
ried in previous bills as follows. Sections 101 and 102 provide for 
emergency transfer authority with the approval of the Secretary. 
Section 103 provides for warehouse and garage operations and for 
reimbursement for those services. Section 104 provides for vehicle 
and other services. Section 105 provides for uniform allowances. 
Section 106 provides for twelve-month contracts. Sections 107 
through 110 prohibit the expenditure of funds for Outer Conti
nental Shelf (OCS) leasing activities in certain areas. These OCS 
provisions are addressed under the 'Minerals Management Service 
in this report. Section 111 limits the investment of Federal funds 
by tribes and tribal organizations to obligations of the United 
States or obligations insured by the United States. Section 112 pro
hibits the National Park Service from reducing recreation fees for 
non-local tra\rel through any park unit. Section 113 continues per
mitting the transfer of funds between the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and the Office of Special Trustee for American Indians. 

Section 114 pro,rides perrnanent authority to the Secretary of the 
Interior to negotiate and enter into agreements and leases with 
cert ain entities associated \vith Fort Baker. The language permits 
fun.ds to be retained from leases and proceeds from agreements, for 
the preservation, restoration, operation, maintenance and interpre
tation of Fort Baker. The funds are available until expended. 

Sectio.n 115 continues a provision allowing the hiring of adminis
trative la\v judges to address the Indian probate backlog. 

Section 116 permits the redistribution of tribal priority allocation 
and tribal base funds to alleviate funding inequities. 

Section 117 continues a provision requiring the allocation of Bu
reau of Indian Affairs postsecondary schools funds consistent with 
unmet needs. 

Section 118 continues a provision limiting the use of the Huron 
Cemetery in Kansas City to religious purposes. 
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Section 119 continues a provision permitting the conveyance of 
the Twin Cities Research Center of the former .Bureau of Mines for 
the benefit of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

Section 120 extends for one year a provision regarding the use 
of transportation fees under the National Parks Omnibus Manage
ment Act of 1998. 

Section 121 continues a provision authorizing a cooperative 
agreement with the Golden Gate National Parks Association. 

Section 122 continues a provision permitting the Bureau of Land 
Management to retain funds from the sale of seeds and seedlings. 

Section 123 continues a provision perrnitting the sale of improve
ments and equipment at the White River Oil Shale Mine in Utah 
and the retention and use of those funds by the Bureau of Land 
Management and the General Services Administration. 

Section 124 continues a provision authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to use helicopter or motor vehicles to capture and 
transport horses and burros at tl1e Sheldon and Hart National 
Wildlife Refuges. 

Section 125 authorizes federal funds for Shenandoah Valley Bat
tlefield NHD and Ice Age NST to be transferred to a State, local 
government, or other governmental land management entity for ac
quisition of lands. 

Section 126 continues a provision prohibiting the closure of the 
underground lunchroom at Carlsbad Caverns NP, NM. 

Section 127 continues a provision preventing the demolition of a 
bridge between New Jersey and Ellis Island. 

Section 128 continues a provision prohibiting the posting of signs 
at Canaveral National Seashore as clothing optional areas if it is 
inconsistent with county ordinance. 

Section 129 permits the use of funds for incide11tal expenses re
lated to promoting the Centennial of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. 

Section 130 authorizes the National Park Service to enter into a 
cooperative agreement with Capitol Concerts. 

Section 131 requires the Department of the Interior to provide a 
summary of the Ernst and Young report on the historical account
ing of the named plaintiffs in Cabell v. Norton. 

Section 132 limits compensation for the Special Master and 
Collrt Monitor appointed by the Court in Cabell v. Norton to 200 
percent of the highest Senior Executive Service rate of pay. 

Section 133 requires the Special Trustee for American Indian to 
appointment new Advisory Board members. 

Section 134 allows the Secretary to pay private attorney fees for 
employees and former employees incurred in connection with 
Cabell v. Norton. 

Section 135 allows the Interior firefighting Bureaus to engage in 
firefighting activities on non-Federal lands. 

Section 136 extends the deadline for submission of reports and 
termination of the Commission to create a National Museum of M
rican American History and Culture Plan for Action to September 
30, 2003. . . 

Section 137 makes funds appropriated m the Labor, Health and 
Human Services Education and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act for fiscal yec::r 2002, for the National Museum of Mrican Amer-
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t in th ompr l1 n ive Plan the r e oration of the :Ev rgl d 
i achiev d. 

ction 139 requir the Fi h and \\1ildli£ S rvice to rn rk 
hatch ry almon. 

S ction 140 nam ~ th vi itor center at the Bitt r Lake National 
Wildlife Refug in N \\7 Mexico the Joseph R. Skeen Vi itor C nt r. 

Section 141 tablishe a thirteen member Commis. ion to tudy 
th e~ ct of gatning on Indian country. 

TITLE II RELATED AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

FOREST SER\TICE 

The U.S. Forest Service manages 192 million acr , of pu.blic 
lands for multiple use Nationwide, including land in 44 Sta es and 
Puerto Rico. The For st Service administer a vvid, variety of pro
grams, including forest and rangeland research , tat and private 
fore try assistance, ~rildfire suppression and ft1els reduction, coop
erative forest health programs, and human resource programs. 1"he 
National Fore t S)'Stem (NFS) includes 155 National fore t , 20 
Na ional grassland 20 National recreation areas, a National 
·allgrass prairie, 5 National monuments, and 6 land utili~ation 
projects. The NFS is managed for multiple use, including timber 
production recreation, -wilderness, minerals, grazing, fish and wild
life habitat management and soil and water conservation. 

During the past t'vo years the Congress has funded the national 
fire plan submitted by the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Inte
rior and th,e governors. The Committee remains co1mnitted to the 
national fire plan and understands that this requires the long-terrr1 
in,rolvement of Federal, State and local governments and tribes, 
\''orking "'ith citizens and industries. The Committee has invested 
in a broad program which: (1) provides firefighting resources and 
personnel; (2) funds rehabilitation and restoration; (3) invests in 
active management to reduce wildfire risk by reducing hazardous 
fuels; (4 provides State, volunteer and community assistance and 
invests in research and development; and (5) requires continual 
and careful accot1ntability to monitor perfortnance. If appropriated 
funds are inst1fficient during emergency situations, other available 
funds may be used for fire suppression but the Administration 



95 

must take action to replenish these funds so that the normal pro
gram of work of non-fire activities is not halted. The National Fire 
Plan is discussed in more detail under the wildland fire manage
ment account heading. 

FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH 

Research ~nd developmen~ sponsors basic and applied scientific 
research. This research proVIdes both credible and relevant knowl
edge about fore~ts and rangelands and new technologies that can 
be used to susta1n the health, productivity and diversity of private 
a.nd public land~ to meet the needs of pr~sent and future genera
tion~. Research IS conducted across the U.S. through six research 
stations, the Forest Products Laboratory, and the International In
stitute of Tropical Forestry in Puerto Rico as well as cooperative 
research efforts with many of the Nation's universities. The Com
mittee stresses that this research and development should support 
all of the Nation's forests and rangelands and that technology 
transfer and practical applications are vital. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .. . ... ..... .. . .. ... ..... ... .. . ... ... .. ... .. ... ..... ... . .. . .... $241,304,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ... . .... ... . ... .. .. ... . ......... ... .. . . . . .. . ... .. . .. ... .. . ... .. ...... .. 242,798,000 
Recommended, 2003 .. ... .... .. . .. .. . .. ........ .... ... .. ......... ...... ..... .... .. .. . .. ... . .. .. 252,000,000 

Bu get estimate, 2003 ............... ... ..... .. .......................... ........ ... .. +9,202,000 

The Committee recommends $252,000,000 for forest and range
land research, $9,202,000 above the budget request and 
$10,696,000 above the 2002 funding level. Th.e Comrnittee rejects 
the proposed budget and allocations as they are poorly conceived 
and were not coordinated at all with key constituencies. The Com
mittee's recommended allocation does not make funding available 
for the program initiatives and redirections contained in the budget 
request. 

The Committee expects that future budget submissions will be 
responsive to recommendations in the recent National Research 
Council report, "National Capacity in Forestry Research", and 
input from the Secretary's Forestry Research advisory council, the 
National Association of Professional Forestry Schools and Colleges, 
the State foresters, and industry and public user groups. The Com
mittee also expects that futllre budgets will be better coordinated 
with other USDA and Department of the Interior research bureaus 
and be responsive to the national fire plan and other key agency 
efforts such as invasive species and long-term forest productivity, 
as well as areas of demonstrated Congressional support. The Com
mittee also encourages the Forest Service to reevaluate the current 
budget structl1re and determine if the public rnight not be better 
served with explicit line items and associated outcomes as was the 
case in the past. 

The overall allocation includes $241,304,000, the same funding 
level as in 2002, plus an increase of $3,000,000 ~or the forest inven
tory and analysis (FIA) program,. a $1,7~o,oqo Increase for the ~d
vanced housing research consortium ~hie~ ~ncludes work at Mis
sissippi State University and other uruver~It1es, a total of. $30o,oqo 
for the International Arid Lands Consortium ($300,000 IS also 1n 
State and private forestry for an age~cy-wide total o.f $600,qOO), a 
$500,000 increase for work on adelg1ds and other 1nsects 1n the 
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Th fo .. , i11v ntor)' a11d an Jy i (FIA progr m ' ithin r , , rch 
i £u11d d a l1 fi cal )' · r 2002 1 v J $36,498 000 pltl · 11 • ddi-
i 11 1 $3 000 000 m ·ntion d · .bov . Th 01nmitt ncourag l t~h 

. t to b Jp o t- har th · program .. Th Committ ha al o in
cJud d FIA fu 1ding ill o h r account . Stat and Privat for ~ tr)' 
incltld $9 00 000 for co t-sl1are ffort ' :rithin tb for t r ~ ourc 
i11forn1ation and ana]y i activity $4,004 000 · bov th r qu t 

11d $2 .0 000 \Vithin th for st h alth acti\ritie . Th tiona] for-
.. t nJ c ount in lud $6 200 000 for FIA activiti \Vith1n h 

i1 ,, 11 ory a11d mo11itoring activity. The FIA o a] r comm nd d 
fu1ldi11g i $57 508 000. Tl1i i more than doubl the appr priat d 
fu11ding provid d i11 1 cal .'ear 1998. 

T Trj D PRJ\1 J\ TE F Rr~, TR1' 

Through cooperative programs 'vith Stat and local governm nf 
for t i11du try cot1servation organization and non-indu rial pri
va fore t la11dO\Vll rs the Forest Service support the prot c ion 
and manag m nt of th n arly 500 million acre of non-F d.eral for

t in the country. T cl1t1ical and financial assistance i of~ red to .. 
improv v~ildla11d fir ma11agement and protect communi ie, from 
'~-'ildfir .· control insects and disease; improve l1arvesting and proc

ing of for s products; conserv · en,rifonmentally important for
. and enhance te\;vard hip of urban and rural forests. The For

~e t Ser\ice pro,rides pecial expertise and disease ppresl ion for 
, 11 Fed ral and tribal ]and a \veil a cooperative assistance \vith 
th S ates for State and private lands. 

1\ .pprop1;a tion enacted 2002 .............................................................. . 
Budg~et e tima:te 2003 ........... ........................................... .................. . 
R com tt1e11ded ?.003 ...................................................................... .... . 

• ompa1, on: 

$291 .221,000 
277.363,000 
279,828,000 

Appropria ~ ion 2002 .................................................................... - 11,393,000 
Budget estima e. 2003 ................................................................ +2,465,000 

The amount recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estitn.ates by acti rity are sho'''n in the following table.: 
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Forest Health Management 
Federal lands forest health managament .........•.... 
Cooperative lands forest health management ......... . 
Emerging pest and pathogens fund ................... . 

Subtotal, Forest Health Management ............. . 

Cooperative Fire Assistance 
State fire assistance .............................. . 
Volunteer fire assistance .......................... . 

Subtotal, Cooperative Fire Assistance .......... . 

Cooperative Forestry 
Forest stewardship ................................. . 

Conservation ..................................... . 
Stewardship incentives ............................. . 
Forest legacy program (conservation) ....... . ....... . 
Urban and conw1uni ty forestry (conservation) ........ . 
Economic action programs ........................... . 
Pacific Northwest assistance programs .............. : 
Forest resource information and analysis ........... . 

Subtotal, Cooperative Forestry ................. . 

International forestry ............................... . 

Total, State and Private Forestry .............. . 
A 

• 0 pproprl.a t1ons ............................. . 
Conse-rv-ation ............................... . 

-· 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

43,304 
25,000 

--
68,304 

25,310 
5,053 

30,363 

33,171 
---

3,000 
65,000 
36,000 
35,680 

9,425 
5,015 

187,291 

5,263 

291,221 
(190,221) 
(101 ,000) 

,. • 

State and Private Forestry 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 
Request Recououended 

44,374 
25,038 
11,968 

81,380 

25,353 
5,040 

30,393 

---
49,526 

--
69,797 
36,235 

-
4,996 

160,554 

5,036 

277,363 
(121 ,805) 
(155,558) 

50,374 
31,038 

81,412 

25,353 
5,040 

30,393 

--·-
36,898 

--
60,000 
36,235 
19,890 

-
9,000 

162,023 

6,000 

279,828 
(146,695) 
(133, 133) 

Reconauended vs. 
Enacted Request 

+7,070 
+6 038 

' 

+13,1 08 

+43 
-13 

+30 

-33,171 
+36,898 

-3,000 
-5,000 

+235 
-15,790 

-9,425 
+.3,985 

-25,268 

+737 

-1 1,393 
(-43,526) 

(+32, 133) 

+6,000 
+6,000 

-11,968 

+32 

--
--
--

--
-12,628 

-9,797 
--

+19,890 

+4,004 

+1,469 

+964 

+2,465 
{+24,89~ 
(-22,42~ 

c.o 
-.J 

0 
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p . 1 £o" , 11 11 rgi11g p t £u1Jd l1· · n1 ' i h u11r ali tic r ric-
i 11 . In · · d ·}1 OJDnli · l1a dd -d hi funding to l1 b .............. 
p · gr n i1 rd r fund ft1Jl. irnmi11 nt p , t probl n1 nd l1 on-
,goillg prog~·· 111. Tbi fu11dinlg hould fully fund th low-th -
~ pr d p .. mo l pr gra111 .and provid additional re o1:1rc for 
' 'Ork o ·o11 rol · nd ma11ag h Asian long-horn d beetle 1n urban 

. ing 11d d lgid, in b a~ . Under th \vildland fir man.ag -
111 n h · di11g h ommit ha added additional resource. to 
h lp pr v nt ou br ak and re tor fore t affected by outh rn 
pi11 b I . moun a.in bark be ties udden oak d ath .and oth r 
p t nd p hog · n . 

Coo]J rat1:u fire protection... The Committe recommend 
, 30.393 000 for coo erati,re fir protection in the State and privat 
for I 11' accoun . $3 000 above the 2002 funding l vel and equal 
to tl} budg t r qu for the e activities. The Committee has also 
provid d 11 805 000 bove the budget reque t for the cooperative 
fir portion of the national fire plan within the Vlildland fire m.an~ 
· g In n accoun including $58 000 000 for State fire assistance 

11d $8 500 000 for volunteer fire a i tance . 
.... ..~ ooperat1:u fore t~ '· Tl1e Committee recommends $16.2,023,000 

for coop ra i e forestry, $1 469 000 above the budget request and 
25 .. 26 , 000 bel0\\1 he 2002 funding level. Thi funding includes 
133 133 000 'rithin the conservation spending category 
14.425 000 above tl1 reque t and $32 133 000 above the enacted 

J, ,, I £or th~e .acti'\'i i .. The con rva ion spendj g category in
clud · I 60 000,000 for forest leg~acy $36,235 000 for urban an.d 
communit~y for tr. , and $36,898 000 for forest stewardship. Fund
itlg £or tl1~e £ore leg~aC)' program is derived from the land and 
''' ~ater con 1'\, ~ation f1..md LWCF as requested. Forest stewardship 
program funding do n.ot come from the LWCF although the Ad
mini ra io11 did make that reque t. 

Fore t teward l2.ip. The Co1nmittee re.commends $36 898 000 
for £ore t te\\'.ardship, $12 628 000 belo'v the request and 

3 721 Q.OQ above the enacted le\'el. The pro·po ed ne\v initiative 
ar~ no · funded. The 2002 funding level is maintained for the 
Che apeake Ba)' program $750 000 the National Agroforestry 
Center ( 420 000 and .activities in the Ne\v York City watershed 
( 500 000). The Committee notes the large infusion of new manda
tor~y funding from the Farm ~Security and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 which includes up to $5,000 000 in 2002 and $20,000,000 in 
2003 for the Fo1·est .Land Enhancement program and which re
place the ste"rardship incentives and forest incentives programs. 
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The Committee directs the Forest Service to include in its subse
quent budget justifications a clear exposition of plans for this man
datory funding and how this new program relates to and interacts 
with cooperative forestry programs receiving discretionary funding. 

Forest legacy program. The Committee recommends 
$60,000,000 for the forest legacy program, $9,797,000 below the re
quest and $5,000,000 below the enacted level. The Commjttee rec
ommends the following distribution of funds: 

State 

AL 
co 
CT 
DE 
GA 
GA 
HI 
IA 
IL 
IL 
IN 
fvlA 
MA 
MD 
MD 
ME 
MN 
MT 
NC 
NC 
NH 
NJ 
NM 
NY 
OR 
OR 
PR 
RI 
RI 
sc 
TN 
T 
TN 
UT 
UT 
\ .A 
VA 
VA 
VT 
'1\TA 
Vll 

Project 

Coon Gulf~ phase 2 .... ... .... ........... , ........................ , .......................................... . 
Spruce Mounts. in Ra.nch .......................................................... , .................. . 
Stone House B1·ook Project .......................................... , ............................... . 
Green Horizons, phase 2 ............................................... , ............................. . 
Pi_ne Mountain .................. , .......................... ................................................ . 
Sheffield ....................................... , ................. , ............................................... . 
McCandless Ranch . . ............................... , .. , ....................................... , ........... . 
Yellow River Forest Project ....................................................................... . 
Coon Creek Woods ..................................................................................... . 
~t~ 1Rti"~J' .................................................................................................... . 
Mt. Tea Ridge . 0 .. 0 0 0 0. 0 ................................................................................... . 

.Ka.rner Brook Ridge ................................................................................... . 
~"' Ho k uamp 1-roc .............................................................................................. . 
Pin tail ..................................................................................... , ...................... . 
Deer Creek ................................................ , .................................................. . 
Leavl.tt Plantation ...................................................................................... . 
North Duluth, phase 1&2 .......................................................................... . 
Schumann ................................................................................................... . 
RPM project ................................................................................................ . 
Fort Bragg borderlands ............................................................................. . 
Connecticut Lakes Head\vater . 0. 0 ... 0 ° .......................... .............................. .. 

• 

Lake Gerard, New Jersey Highlands ...................................................... .. 
Lagu.nas Bon i tas ........................................................................................... . 
East Branch Fish Creek, phase 2 ........................... ................................... .. 
South Eugene Hills ........................... , ......................................................... . 
Coburg H ill ................................................................ , ................................ . 
Rio Abajo North area, phase 2 ................................................................... . 
Weetamoo Woods, phase 2 .................................................. , ................... .... . 
Duvall Thai I Cox·r·idor .................................... ... ........................... , ................. . 
Great Pee Dee river, Coastal Forests phase 3 ........................................ .. 
~derson Tully ......................................................................................... . 
Jim Creek, Pickett State Forest ................................................................ . 
MeL a ughlin tr act ........................................................................................ . 
Castle Rock, phase 2 .................. ................................................................ . 
'Ra.-nge Creek #3 .......................................................................................... . 
Sandy Point ................................................................................................ . 
Romine project ............................................................................................ . 
Buffalo River Crossing ............................. , .................................................. . 
~IonitorBarns ........... ~ ...................................................................................... . 
Skykomish River Landscape, phase 2 ...................................................... . 
Bad Ri\'er Head"Yv~aters .. , ................... , .......................................................... . 

Pt·oject subtotal ......... , ................................. ..... .................. , .. ,.. ........................ . 
Forest. Service program administration and AON planning .................. .. 

Committee 
Recommendation 

$2,000,000 
1,875,000 
1,100,000 
2,000.000 
5,000,000 

100,000 
1,300,000 

700,000 
95,000 

305,000 
1,600,000 

525,000 
500,000 
150,000 
150,000 
600,000 
410,000 
600,000 

3,000,000 
600,000 

4,000,000 
4,000.000 
1,500,000 
1,500,000 
1,062,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 

250,000 
200,000 

4,000,000 
3,500,000 

838,000 
800,000 

2,000,000 
1,550,000 

575,000 
600,000 
200,000 
300,000 
920,000 

3,450,000 

55,855,000 
4,145,000 

Total .................. ........................................................ ,................................ 60,000 000 

During the past year the Committee has examined the forest leg
acy program in great detail and finds that there are substant ial 
manageme11t problems. This includes problems with national direc
tion and oversight, coordination, priority set t ing, and especially, fi
nancial management. The details of these findings are contained in 
a report dated June 14 2002, which the Committee will publish so 
all interested parties have access. The Comrnittee st ill feels that 
there is merit to the forest legacy conservation easement approach 
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established forest legacy areas, and they have no project proposals 
yet. The Committee action will ·prevent the funding of questionable 
projects which has occurred in the recent past when States received 
funding with no project stipulations. 

The Committee is concerned that the proposed restructuring of 
the West Branch project, ME, may not serve the best interests of 
the Nation or the forest legacy program. This project has gone 
through major changes. When first proposed to the Congress it was 
to provide conservation easements for over 600,000 acres. The 
project then was advertised by Maine as a $30,000,000 total project 
on 333,000 acres, requiring a $20,000,000 forest legacy investment. 
Now, the Committee understands that Maine hopes to utilize about 
$20,000,000 in forest legacy program funds to purchase 47,000 
acres fee simple and expects the Forest Society of Maine to com
plete a separate $12,000,000 conservation easement on adjoining 
282,000 acres. The Committee directs that the Appropriations 
Committees of both Houses of Congress shall be notified at least 
thirty days in advance of any proposal to commit or obligate funds 
for this project. Further, before any Federal funds are expended on 
this project, the Committee directs the Forest Service to dem
onstrate that the State and private cost share of $12,000,000 will 
be available and applied by January 2004, in order that the 
planned leveraging of forest legacy funds for this project is not di
minished. 

Urban and community forestry. The Committee recommends 
$36,235,000 for the urban and community forestry activity as re
quested, $235,000 above the 2002 funding level. This recommenda
tion includes $500,000 to support the Northeastern Pennsylvania 
community forestry program and $1,000,000 for the Chicago 
Greenstreets program. Last year the Committee encouraged the 
Forest Service to use urban and comrnunity forestry funds to de
velop special living memorials, using trees, to commemorate the 
tragic events of September 11, 2001. The Forest Service targeted 
$1,500,000 of available funds for this special emphasis program. 
The results have been tremendous but the work of creating lasting 
memorials for individuals and communities has not been com
pleted. Accordingly, the Committee directs the Forest Service, 
working in close harmony with the involved States and local par
ticipants, to focus the same level of funding in fiscal year 2003 for 
planning, development, and implementation of the living memorial 
projects in New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and critical sur
rounding areas. 

Economic action programs. The Committee recommends 
$19,890,000 for economic action programs, $15,790,000 below the 
2002 level and $19,890,000 above the request. Within the economic 
action program the Committee recommends the following distribu
tion of funds: 

Progror. c-omponent • 

Economic recovery ................... ............ 0 0 0 •••••••••••••••••• 0 • •• •••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••• 

Rural development ...... ........... , ............................................................... . 
Forest products conservation & recycling ........................................... . 

pecial projects: 
Allegheny NF area regional tourism, PA .................................... . 
Arid Lands Research Consortium ..... .. 0 •• ,0 ••••••••••••••• 0 •••• 0 ••••••••••••••••• 

Cradle of forestry conservation ed, NC ..... .. ............................... ·o. 

Committee 
recommendatinn 

$5,000,000 
5,000,000 
1,500,000 

200,000 
300,000 
590,000 
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l1 1 llll.i " " . eli · gr \ i h l1 dn1 ini r ti011 , prOJlO. ' I 

I liilliJl· 1 ir ··1 .. - }J 0110n1ic c i 11 pr gra111 . Th co . h r 
f or . provid vit/ l] · paci ·. , bujldi11g for rur .J .con1muJ1i~i \ \ Jli 'h 
· 11 1d gr tl , ·b for · t d p 11d 11t con1mun1t1 . Th on1m1 t 

11· gr d ·~ pll . ou h l acifi _ orth\\' ~ t A. i. tanc p cific 
fu11diJ1g li1 i 1n bu b fut1ding for cot1omic r cov ry 11d rur l 
d~ , J pm 11 t r it1cr d to par ially off: t thi cha11g . P· cific 
1 r }1\ , , r con1n1 uni · i rna)' otnp te for l1 fu11d · on n 

I ual fiooti11g ' 7i t ll otl1 r for ~·t d p nd nt commu11i ie . Th con
r v t io11 d.uca ioi\ fu11di11g for th radl of For tr and th Pi -

g l1 or t In ti ·t1t i ·o th Educa ional R. arch on ortiutn of 
\ T • r11 orth · roli11 · . 

For , t re ource l:n,fornza.tl:on, and a.n.al ' i. .. The ommitte ha 
provid d )9 000 00 _ $4 004 000 abov th r que t and $3 985 000 
,· I ov~ l1 200,2 na ted lev I for th For t resource information 
~· 11d · nal~y i ac i\rity creat d in fi cal year 2001. Th ~ fund 
l1ould be u d i11 par 11er hjp ,vjth h tat fore ter '-1 and oth r 

to I 11l1 11c }}e fore t in,,entor)' and a nal.}' i. program. 'vhich i 
n:tan· g d \Vj l1jn tl1 for e t re earcl1 and development branch . Th 
f1.111d l1ouJd be u ed o .ace 1 rat the in\rentory cycle time. 

Int rnat1:on.al fore. t;r)'· International fore tr)' i provided 
6 000 000 .$964. 000 abov he reque and $737 000 abo e th.e fi -
· 1 ar 2002 funding level. The ommittee i encouraged by th 
u.cc ~ I fu1 par n r hip in the international Jlrogram. Tl1e Com

ll1itt xp c l1 e effort o continue and the internation.a] pro
gr alll l1ould pr ovide for t11' and timb r expertise o the Federal 
gov r 1n1 11 · poliC)' d liberations. 

ATIO 1~ F01~J1~ T 8'l TE If 

\ 7i l1i11 1 h,e Ta ional Forest S~ys em \Vhich cove s 192 million 
a r .l1ere ar~e ,51 congressionall)' design.a t ed areas including 20 
T ~a ion~a1 r crea io11 areas and 7 National scenic areas. The NFS 

i11clu ~de a ub tantial ,amount of the Nation softwood in\rentor)7 • 

I11 fi cal )'~ear 2000 o,rer 2.54 billion board feet of timber '''as har
v t ed on NF~S lands. More than 9. 000 farmers and rancl1ers pay 
£or permi to graze cattle horse sheep and goats on 74 million 
a re of gr,a sland open forests , and other forage-produ~cing acres 
of he ational forest system. The NFS includes over 133,000 miles 
of trails and 23 000 developed faciliti~es including 4,,389 camp
grounds 58 major visitor centers and about one-half of th e Na-
ion s ski-lift capacit:y. Wilderness areas cover 35 million acres, 

nearl)' t'''o-thirds of the wilderness in the contiguous 48 States. 
The Forest Ser\rice also has major habitat management responsibil-
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ities for more than 3,000 species of wildlife and fish, and 10,000 
plant species and provides important habitat and open space for 
over 400 threatened or endangered species. Half of the Nation's big 
game habitat and coldwater fish habitat, including salmon and 
steelhead, is located on National forest system lands and waters. 
In addition, in the 16 western States, where the water supply is 
sometimes critically short, about 55 percent of the total annual 
yield of water is from National forest system lands. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ....................... ....................................... $1,331,439,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ....................................................................... 1,366,475,000 
Recommended, 2003 ............................................................................ 1,370,567,000 

ComX.~~:~;ria tion, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . +3 9,128, 000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. .. . . . ... . . ........ .. .... .... ............... .. ........ .... .. ... +4,092,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 

• 



Land management pl ann:i ng ............................ . 
Inventory and monitoring ................ , .. , .. .. ....... . 
,Recreation, heritage and wilderness .................. . 
Wildlife and fish habitat management ................. . 
Grazing management ............................ . ...... . 
Forest products .. , .................................... . 
Vegetation and watershed management ..... . , ... ,. , ........ . 
Minerals and geology management ............ , ... ........ . 
Landowners'hip mana,gemen t ................. , ... .......... . 

Law enforcement opera'ti ons .......... ... . .. , . ............ . 
Valles Caldera National Preserve ............. ......... . 
Expedited consultations .................... , .......... . 

Total, National Forest System .................. . 

FY 20 '02 
Enacted 

70 35'8 
' 

'173,,31 16 
245,,500 
1:31,84'7 
34,.77:5 

'266,,:340 
1,90,113 
48,,,956 
88,4:34 
79,000 

'2 800 ,t 

1,,331 ,4.39 

National Fo,rest System 
(Dollar,s in Thousands) 

FY 2100:3 
Reque ~st ,Recouunended 

'7,2,, 1 ~95 
'17,6,306 
252,444 
1 ~33,S06 

35,850 
:264,753 
'1'90,644 
53,635 
91,016 
,so '142 

t 

'984 
t5.000 

1 ,366,47'5 

77 ,395 
175,306 
254,444 
1331948 

0,,850 
265,353 
'192,24ft 

51 ,,1635 
'97,016 
:81 ,,392 

984 

1,370,567 

Reco.unn 
Enac 't ,ed 

+7,037 
-t~1 ,,'990 
+,8,,--. -,.-
+2,10 
~+6,07'5 

-'987 
+2,t31 
+2, 1679 
+,8,,582 
+:2,.392 
-1,,8116 

+39,128 

nded Vu. 

Requ~est 

5 '200 t 

-, .. ooo 
2,000 

'14.12 
+5,000 

1600 
+1,1600 
-~ ,,000 

+16.000 
+1 ,,250 

-15,000 
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The Committee recommends $1,370,567,000 for the National for
est system, $4,092,000 above the budget request and $39,128,000 
above the 2002 funding level. 

Land management planning. The Committee recommends 
$77,395,000 for land management planning, $5,200,000 above the 
request and $7,037,000 above the 2002 level. The Forest Service 
must limit pl · g activities to these funds and not use other 
funds to support the land management planning activity. The Com
mittee has included within the increase a total of $2,500,000 to ex
pedite the forest plan revisions for the Black Hills NF, SD. 

Inventory and monitoring. The Comrnittee recomrnends 
$175,306,000 for inventory and monitoring, $1,000,000 below the 
request, and an increase of $1,990,000 above the 2002 level. The 
Committee notes that this allocation includes $6,200,000, as re
quested, for activities associated with the Forest Inventory and 
Analysis program. Within the allocation the Committee has in
cluded increases of $500,000 for the Lake Tahoe basin and 
$300,000 for the Waldo Lake basin, OR, for watershed assessments 
and adaptive management activities to develop long-term, scientif
ically valid management for these ultra-oligotrophic watersheds 
and $180,000 for the National Forests of North Carolina for inven
tories of plants which may be harvested or collected. 

Last year the Committee required the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Secretary of the Interior to charter an interagency group 
to address rangeland assessment and monitoring issues at both 
local and national scales, and develop a coordinated plan and budg
et to carry out standardized soil surveys and ·ecological classifica
tion on all the nation's rangelands. The Committee expects the Sec
retaries to provide a detailed progress report by February 1, 2003 
on how they have responded to that direction and include in the 
next budget justifications a display of the projected budget and per
sonnel needs to initiate coordinated inventory, assessment and 
monitoring of the Nation's rangelands on a continuing basis. The 
Forest Service effort should include all staffs involved in inventory. 
USDA agencies, including the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service, should be full partners in this effort. 

Recreation, heritage and wilderness. The Committee rec
ommends $254,444,000 for recreation heritage and wilderness, 
$2,000,000 above the request and $8,944,000 above the 2002 level. 
Volunteer work and contributions by the recreation comrnunity are 
impressive and accordingly the Committee has provided funding in
creases in support of these efforts. The Committee recognizes the 
national significance and responsibility of the Forest Service to ad
minister the Pacific Crest, Continental Divide, and Florida Na
tional Scenic Trails and the Nez Perce National Historic Trail and 
directs that fundin for administration and management for these 
trails be increased 1,500,000 above the request. Similarly, funding 
for those parts of the Appalachian, North Country and Ice Age Na
tional Scenic Trails and the Lewis & Clark, Santa Fe, Anza, 
Iditarod, Oregon, California, Mormon pioneer, Pony Express, Over
mountain Victory and Trail of Tears National Historic trails man
aged by the Forest Service should be funded $400,000 above there
quest. The Committee directs the Forest Service to include a report 
in the fiscal year 2004 budget justification indicating the projects, 
activities and programs accomplished along these national scenic 



1 l ' , ·k. prop . 
·t Y' rk 1 11 tl1 . 

, l'" 
I 0 
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p rtn1 11t f ·h, In ri r i 11 'Our g d o n1 t \Vi l1 th F( r ~~ t, 
~ - rvi · d rtl_itl · fi J r quir 111 11 \ rhi h ll uld b bttil ill to 

""~ -~h bur u · Jld · g 11 budg t .. 
\ ' ildlifi and fi h habitat 1nanag 111 ';'n.t. Th omn1i r -

Jllll 11d ·1: : 9 000 for ''' ildli~ and fi h h bitat man g m nt 
11 i11 r _ of . 42 000 abov th r qu t · nd. $2 101,000 bov 
l1 2002 J v l. It1cltld d in th i ncr abov th r qu . t i~ 

0 , 000 ·on ·intl l1 thr a n d, nda11g r d and n itiv ~ p -
, i '''ork 011 ·11 _ tional For t in Nor h arolina· th remaind r 
i for fi d o .. 

r,a ing 1nanag 1nen.t.. The ommi t r commend $4·0,850 000 
£ r gr· 'Zi11g 111anagem nt $5 000 000 abov the r qu t, and 

6 07r:. 000 abo,, h 2002 funditlg level. Th ommit ha pro-
' id · d tl1i ]arg incr a~ to h lp h fore t get on ·rack witl1 

EP \vork r quir d for updating allo ment man.agem nt plan . 
\ itl1in Ti l III eneral Provi ion th Committ ha inc]ud d 
bill la11guage \ 'hie pro,ride co11tinuit:y for permi ee whil th e 
I1vironn1 n al a se men are b ing completed. 

]1 t . t procluct . T e Committee recommends $265,353,000 for 
for t produc $Ci00 000 abO'le th reque t and $987 000 belo\v th 
2002 fu11ding l veL The increa e include $300 000 to ontin.u - the 

R P project on the Col,rille NF WA and a $300 000 increase to 
·}1 b program on the ational Forest in North Carolina. 

\ l: ge.tation arz,d water h.ed n1,an.agemen.t. The Committee rec
oJnn1e11d $192 .244. 000 for ,,egetation and wa er hed management, 

1 600,000 abo,, he b·udget request and $2,131 000 above the 
2002 fundin,g lev I. The increa e .above the reque~ t include 

1 000 000 for mi igation of abandoned mines on he Wayne NF 
OH and 600 000 for \vatershed improvement a.ctivities in he 
Lak~ Tal1oe .Ba in. The Committee encourages the Forest Servjce 
o co11 ~11ue partn r hip acti,rities \vith the Canaan Valley Institute, 

\ T tl1a ar l1elping to re, tore Seneca Creek and other important 
• 

aqtl 1c ar -a . 
. in eral ~and geolog)' ma.nagem.en.t. The Committee rec-

omnl nd 51 -~635 . 000 for minerals and geology manageme 1t, 
I 2 000:000 belo''' the reque t and $2,679,000 above the 2002 fund
i11g l ' ' el. 

Land ow11.er h.ip n1anagem.en.t. The Committee re ommends 
97 016;000 for land 0\\1ner hip management, $6 000 000 above the 

reque t and 8, 2 000 abo e t.l1e 2002 funding level . The Com
mi tee pro,ride hi i11crea e becau e of the huge operational back
log a11d hortfall in this program area \Vhich pro\ides vital, basic 
public er\rice. The Con1mittee directs the Forest Service to main-
aii1 the full time land team to \Vork on the Pacific Crest Trail 

p ~oject and other similar projects and focus on those trails seg
men " 'here acces and public service needs are greatest. 
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Law enforcement operations. The Committee recommends 
$81,392,000 for law enforcement operations, $1,250,000 above the 
bud~et r_equest and $2,392,000 above the 2002 funding level. This 
funding Includes a total of $750,000 for the special law enforcement 
problems associated with marijuana eradication in the Daniel 
Boone National Forest and $500,000 for drug control problems on 
the Mark Twain NF, MO. 

Other. The Committee has provided $984 000 as requested for 
management of the Valles Caldera National Preserve, NM but 
notes that if there are specific infrastructure needs, such funding 
should be requested under the capital improvement and mainte
nance appropriation and compete with other Forest Service 
projects. 

The Comrnittee directs that overall fundin for Land Between 
the Lakes NRA (KY and TN) be no less than 8,400,000. The For
est Service should determine the appropriate funding mix from all 
accounts, not just the NFS appropriation. 

The Cornmittee recomrnendation includes the full funding re
quested by the Adrninistration for the Quincy Library Group 
project in California. 

The Coznmittee has not included the new funding requested in 
the NFS account for transfer to the Interior and Commerce depart
ments as reimbt1rsement for endangered species consultations. The 
Committee has retained this authority as in the past two years 
within the wildland fire management account. 

The Committee is pleased that there is an effort underway 
through the interagency invasive species council to deal with the 
serious national problem of invasive species. The Committee ex
pects the Agricultt1re Department, and others, to develop a fiscal 
year 2004 budget crosscut with shared interagency goals, inter
agency strategies, and interagency perforznance measures. The 
Committee is especially supportive of efforts to develop shared 
interagency performance measures for invasive species programs, 
and encourages the Forest Service and other agencies involved in 
the crosscut to develop these on an expedited basis, so that at least 
some of these performance measures may be applied during fiscal 
year 2003. The next budget justification should include a display 
on this issue. 

Challenge Cost Share Program. The Committee is concerned at 
the inability of the Forest Service to provide credible and accurate 
information regarding contributions of funds and services by third 
parties. Effective use of the Challenge Cost Share program and 
other opportunities to leverage federal funds is essential if the For
est Service is to manage the nation's natural resources and provide 
services to the public. The Committee finds the agency's record
keeping and accomplishment reporting in this area to be inadquate 
and expects prompt action to rectify the problem. Accordingly, the 
agency is directed to provide a comprehensive report to the Com
mittee by December 31, 2003, reflecting accomplishments through 
September 30, 2003. The information shall at a minimum include 
a display of work activities, funds or services contributed by third 
parties Federal funds leveraged, and accomplishments of the Chal
lenge Cost Share program. Further, the Committee directs the For
est Service to incorporate this information into the development of 
its field based project work planning system in order to assure that 
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Tl1 OJlJJl1itt r comm nd '1 513 449 000 for wildland fi1· 
111· nag 111 JJt. • 144 311 000 abov th budg t r qu t nd 

46 900 000 b lo\v th. 2002 fu11ding J v l. Th Committee r cog
Iliz , tl1e , riou ituation concerning \vildland fire man g m ~ nt 
, 11d th · n d for a u tain d commitment of re~ ource and tal nt 
througl1out th . ation. Thi · ffort r quir an int grated approach 
utilizing kill cro the ntir pee rum of th agency and from 
mall)' part11 r~ especially th State .. . 

Th natio11al fire plan agreed to by the Administration and the 
11 t.ion . gov rnor includ four major areas of focu. , a \Vell a the 
11 d for a 'COUI1tability and re earch and development for all a -
p ct . Th Admi11i rations budg t reque t recogniz only two a -
pect fighti11g fire ·· nd reducing hazardou fueL · the reque t near-
1. ig11ore th other t o critical aspects: restoration a11d rehabilita
tiotl a11d commuJJity a i tance. The Committee has used the 
c rc r ourc available to upport these latter aspects as well 

i11 i t on adequate accountability and upport for research and 
d ,, lopn1 nt for thi multi-billion dollar endeavor. 

B.z:ll language.. The Committee has not included the Admini tra-
ioil r qu t fior .a number of changes to bill language such a 

contracting auth rities for hazardous fuels or the establishment of 
''d1at '"a t rtned "fire plain easements'. The Committee has con
titlu d bill languag from fiscal year 2002 which provides ex
paild d con.tracti11g and cooperati,re agreement authorities that fa
ci]jta . ,,,i]dfire n1anage1nent and hazardous fuels reduction activi-
i peciall. ' i11 the ''rildland-urban interface. The Committee has 

al o included bill language a requested allo\ving the trans£er of 
cer1 ai1 fund to the Department of the Interior and the Depart
m nt of Co1nmerce to reimburse Endanger~ed Species Act mandated 
co11 ultation costs incurred during the implementation of the wild
fire program. The Committee expects that the respective Depart 
nl 11 \J\'ill pur ue sufficient funds for these activities in subsequent 
)' ar . The Committee remains very concerned that the Knutson
\ Tande·nberg (K\T reforestation fund has been used to fu d emer
gency fire suppression operations and that the e funds have not 
been repaid. The Committee expects the Administration to make a 
good faith effort r,o repay the KV-fund so that vital reforestation 
and land im·pro,,e!}ne.nt acti\7ities are not put at jeopardy. 

Wildfire preparedn,es . The Committee recommends 
640 000 000 for 'vildfire rnanagement preparedness, an increase of 
39.297,000 abo,,e the request and $17,382,000 above the enacted 

le,rel. 
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The Committee is aware that the Forest Service and the four In
terior bureaus participating in Wildland Fire Management acti,ri
ties use different systems and procedures for determining their 
readiness for control of wildfires. The Committee has been in
formed that the Departments have been engaged in efforts to de
sign and develop tools for fire program managers that would be 
used by the Forest Service and all of the Interior bureaus. The 
Committee is encouraged that the Departments have been working 
together to develop common systems to plan their activities, how
ever, the Committee is concerned that a complex system may re
quire significant funding and take many years to develop. 

The Committee therefore directs the Departments to design and 
develop a focused automated system for preparedness resource 
planning to replace the systems currently in use by the fire man
agement agencies. The Committee believes a limited system can be 
designed and implemented by the end of fiscal year 2004. The de
velopment and design of the information technology system for fire 
preparedness will be conducted according to standard Federal regu
lations for planning, budgeting, acquisition and management of 
capital assets. The Committee further directs that the agencies de
liver quarterly progress reports that describe the project status and 
provide updated cost information. 

Wildfire suppression operations. The Committee recommends 
$420,669,000 for wildfire suppression operations as requested in 
the budget, an increase of $99,378,000 above the total funding 
available for this activity in fiscal year 2002. 

The Committee is concerned about rising suppression costs and 
the lack of incentives to consider costs during a large-fire incident. 
The Committee believes that cost containment should become more 
prominent among the priorities for suppressing wildland fires. 
Therefore, the Committee directs the Forest Service and the De
partment of the Interior to take the following steps designed to in
crease cost consciousness during such incidents: 1) directly monitor, 
evaluate, and report publicly on the costs of each large-fire incident 
following its conclusion; 2) evaluate and report on the cost-effective
ness of all Type I and Type II incident management teams at the 
end of each fire season; 3) at the end of each year, evaluate and 
report on the fire costs of each Forest Service, National Park Serv
ice, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and 
Fish and Wildlife land unit experiencing large wildfires that year; 
and 4) establish a uniform, automated cost-reporting system to 
support these requirements efficiently and effectively. 

The Committee is well aware that making progress in containing 
suppression costs will require a dedicated effort by many Federal 
and non-Federal cooperators pursuing a wide range of coordinated 
and vital activities on their own lands to manage hazardous fuels 
appropriately, mitigate wildland-urban interface hazards, and im
prove the effectiveness and efficiency of wildland ·fire suppression. 
Clearly, the resources required to meet these cross-boundary needs 
will be more than the Federal government alone can supply. There
fore the Committee directs the Forest Service and the Department 
of the Interior to develop jointly equitable and effective collabo
rative mechanisms for prioritizing needed activit ies and sharing 
their costs among the various Federal, State, local, tribal, and pri-
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' 1 dir ct h a enc · s to establi 11 s and.ard coding practice and 
proc dur for 1re ppression activities beginning i11 fi cal y r 
2003. \~7 expect t he agencie to develop a protocol tha · \vould \vork 
in ach fiJJa11cial , y t m a11d be followed by each ag ncy. The pro-
oco] hould provide clear standard in truction for assigning co ·t 
od · to b u d for each fire event. Th protocol h.ould be '"' l l

utl d r tood ,a11d uniforn11)' u ed by fir manag ment and finance of
fie r i11 ach ag nc.1. The agencies ''rill be expected to produce re
port protnptly \· 'h n r eqttested b,y the Committee. If there are any 
.... ·~. l1nicaJ in1p dim ~ nt to compl)ritlg with thi directive agency fi
Ilanc offici ] 1nust bri f the Committee on those impediment and 
b pr p, r ed to offer alternati,,e solution to the project cost report
i11g probl n1. 
Oth~er ,wildfire operation . Th Committee recommend 

452, 750~000 for oth r \vildfire operations, an increase of 
105,014 000 above the request and an increase of $36,340 000 

abov h fu11ding in fi cal )rear 2002. Th Committee recom.mend 
h follo,,ring di t ributio11 of funds \'\rithin the Forest Senrice for 
he vital portions of the national fire plan: 

OTHEH WILDFIRE OPERATIONS 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Hazardou~s Fuels ................................................................................... . 
Rehabilita,lion and restoration ............................................................. . 
Fire facilities Bac•·log ......................................................................... . 
Research and De relopment ................................................................. . 
Joint Fire :SCience .................................................................................. . 
State F1re Assistance ........................................................................... . 
'olunl~ Fire Asststance .................................................................... . 

FY 2002 enacted 

209,010 
62,668 
20,376 
27,265 
8,000 

56,383 
8,262 

Requesl 

228,109 
3,624 

0 
21,427 
8,000 

46,455 
8,240 

Committee rec
ommendation 

$228,l09 
63,000 
20,376 
27,265 
8,000 

58,000 
8,500 
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OTHER WILDFIRE OPERATIONS Continued 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Forest Health- Federal Lands ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Forest Health Cooperative Lands .................................................... . 
Economic Act10n Programs ................................................................. . 
F1re Pla1n Easements ............................................................................ . 

Subtotal Other Wildf1re Operat1ons ................................... . 

FY 2002 enacted 

6,982 
4,992 

12,472 
0 

416,410 

Request 

6,955 
4,979 

0 
19,947 

347,736 

Committee rec
ommendation 

12,000 
15,000 
12,500 

0 

452,750 

The Committee has provided the budget request, an increase of 
$19,099,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level, for hazardous fuels re
duction work. Within this total, the Committee has also continued 
the previous funding of $5,000,000 for the Community Forest Res
toration Act and up to $15,000,000 for use on adjacent non-Federal 
lands when hazard reduction activities are planned on national for
est system lands. The Committee stron ly encourages the Forest 
Service to work with the University of izona, or allow the Uni
versity, to reduce hazardous fuels around the telescopes on Mt. 
Graham, AZ. 

The Committee has provided $20,376,000, which was not re
quested by the Ad1ninistration but is equal to the 2002 enacted 
level, to continue the effort to reduce the wildfire facilities mainte
nance and reconstruction backlog. Adequate facilities are essential 
as increased staffing and resources are brought to bear in this pro
gram. Within this funding, the Committee designates $1,200,000 to 
rehabilitate the Medford, OR, airtanker base . . The Committee ex
pects that the State of Oregon and the local counties will be full 
partners in maintaining and staffing this base in the future. The 
Committee also includes $650,000 for the interagency wildfire sta
tion at Pinhook, FL. 

The Committee has also restored $63,000,000 for the burned 
area rehabilitation and restoration program first proposed in fiscal 
year 2001. The Committee expects the Forest Service, in close part
nership with the Department of the Interior, to continue the native 
plant program with at least $4,000,000 and work under the aegis 
of the Plant Conservation Initiative which unites the Federal land 
managing agencies with many partners; this funding should be 
used to develop a cooperative native plant program and not be used 
merely to support existing federal nurseries. This expanded pro
gram is designed to go beyond emergency stabilization to include 
the reintroduction of native plants into these burned over areas be
fore exotic species can gain a foothold and to encourage rural in
dustries to produce plant materials. 

The Committee has provided $8,000,000 for the joint fire science 
program, the same as the enacted level. This program is producing 
important scientific and technical information, often in collabora
tion with the nation's forestry schools, that is needed to support the 
large effort concerning hazardous fuels and other fire management 
issues. The Committee has also provided funding for research and 
development activities within the national fire plan. The research 
activities should have national scope including the east and the 
south. 

The Committee has provided $58,000,000 for State fire assist-
ance, $11,545,000 above the request and $1,617,000 above the en-
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b l at i l1 ill _ offi , including ci n ific and t chnical 
p r nn J a '"' 11 a p ciali t in tr atm nt, pr vention and r ~-

• 
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Tl1 . omn1i h r co1nm nded an additional appropriation of 
500 million o co · .. unanticipated fiscal year 2002 \vildland fire 

co for tll For l'\ri . Th 2002 fire ystem i haping up to 
b 011 f h mo cat· trophic in recent memory. At the beginnin.g 
of Jul.Y tl1 ~ amo·unt of fore t area burned. exceeded 3.1 milljon 

r a figur nearl. triple the 10 year average for thi time of 
' r · nd figure aln1o 50 percent higher than the di a trou 

2000 fir I a on. Official at the National Interagency Fire Center 
b ' ' indi at d publicly that they believe the peak of th western 
fir a on l1a )' t o come and in late June the U.S. Forest Servic 
i11formed th ommi tee l1at it fire suppression budget model e -
imat d that 787 million \Vould be required for the direct co t of 

figl1ting fir duri11g 2002 $466 million above the appropriations 
ctirr ntl~y \1ailable to the agency. The Committee believes hat it 
i . n ial to pro,ride he e amounts in order to avoid un.due dL
rup ion. ither in the firefighting program or in other Forest Serv
ic program from which funds might ha,re to be diverted if appro
pria ion .are inadequate. 

. ppropri tion enacted 2002 ....... ............ ... ............. .......... ................ . 
Budget ·i m a t:e 2 0 0 3 ........... .................... ....... ..... ............. ... ..... ......... .. . 
Re commended. 2003 ....... .... ..... ........................................................... .. . . 

• 

$546,188,000 
552,088,000 
o72,73l,OOO 

omx81'1 on: 
ppropriation 2002 .... .................... ... ........................................ ..... ... +26,543,000 

,Budget. e timate. 2003 ........ ............................................. ........... +20,643,000 

The Committee recommends $572,731 000 for capital improve
men and maintenance $26,543,000 above the enacted and 
$20,643 000 abo,,e the request. This recornrnendation includes 
$6~ 866 000 from the conservation spending category for deferred 
mruntenance needs infrastructure improvement, and conservation 
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activities. This conservatio11 category allocation is $14,000 000 
above the request and $3,866,000 above the enacted funding level. 
The conservation spending category funding includes the 
$50,866,000 requested for priority deferred maintenance and an ad
ditional $14,000,000 for priority fish passage barrier work de
scribed below. 

The Committee agrees to the following distribution of funds: 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Activity or project 

Facilities. 
Matntenance ................................................................... . 
Capital Improvement .. ,. .................................................... . 
CongressiOnal pnont1es . .. .......................................... . 

Allegheny NF Buckaloons, PA .................................... .. 
Allegheny NF Webbs Ferry, PA . . ........................ . 
Angeles NF, Rub1o Canyon rehab, CA ....................... .. 
B1g Bear center, CA . . . . ......................................... .. 
Black Kettle NG collocation OK ................................ .. 
Cherokee NF, Pnnce Gap, TN ................................ .. 
Cheoah RD off1ce reconst , NC ................................. . 
Cradle Forestry exhtblts, NC .. . ........ .. ............ . 
D. Boone NF, Cave Run lake plannmg, KY ............... .. 
Glad1e Creek center, KY ............................................. .. 
Grey Towers NHS, PA . .. .. , ................................... .. 
M1dewm Pratne NTP rehab, IL . . . . ... .. .............. .. 
Nantahala NF Cheoah Pomt cmpgrd, NC . .. ..... .. 
P1sgah NF, Lake Powhatan cmpgrd rehab, NC ...... . 
San Bernardtno NF dogwood cmpgrd rehab, CA .. .. 
Stanislaus NF Em1grant impoundments rehab, CA ... . 

Subtotal Congressional pnonttes ...................................... .. 

Subtotal Fac1ht1es ........................................................... . 

Roads 
Ma i ntena nee ....................................................................... . 
Capital Improvement .... ... .... .. .... .. ................... . 

Umatilla NF, N. Fk Touchet road rehab, WA ............ .. 
Subtotal Congressional pnonttes ....................................... .. 

Subtotal Roads ................................................................ . 

Trails 
maintenance ....................................................................... . 
capital improvement .......................................................... . 
Congresstonal priorities . . .. ............................................ .. 

Continental Dtvide Tra1l .............................................. . 
FL Nat1onal scemc tra1l ......................................... .. 
Ocoee R1ver-Thunder Rock tratl, TN ....................... .. 
Pike-S.I. NF, Corely Mtn tunnel #3, CO ...................... . 

Subtotal Congressional pnonttes ....................................... . 

Subtotal Tra1ls -································································ 

lr()tetl . ................................................................................ . 

Conservatton category~ 
Fish passage barners ......................................................... . 
Deferred Mamtenance .......................................................... . 

Subtotal conservatiOn category ...................................... .. 

Tota l wtth conservatton category .................................... . 

FY 2002 en- 2003 budget Committee Change from 
acted request recomm. request 

$93,926 
70,678 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••• 

20,843 

185.447 

159,291 
67,600 

• • • • • • • • ••• 

2,775 

229,666 

40,434 
26,955 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••• ••••••• 

••••••••••••• 

2,686 

$104,786 
95,7 14 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 
• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

0 

200,500 

153,358 
78.535 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

231,893 

36,664 
32,165 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

$104.786 
89,514 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

436 
100 

1,000 
550 
750 
300 

1,250 
150 
400 
250 
500 

1,000 
855 
250 

1,500 
80 

9 37 1 

203,67 1 

153,358 
77,557 
2 500 
2.500 

233,415 

36,664 
32,165 

• ••••••••••••••••••• 

1000 
500 
200 
250 

1,950 

0 
- $6,200 

0 
436 
100 

1.000 
550 
750 
300 

1,250 
150 
400 
250 
500 

1,000 
855 
250 

1,500 
80 

9,37 1 

3,171 

0 
-978 
2,500 
2,500 

1,522 

0 
0 
0 

1,000 
500 
200 
250 

1,950 
-------------------------------

70,075 68,829 

485,188 501,222 

•••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••• 

61,000 50,866 

61,000 50,866 

70,779 

507,865 

14,000 
50,866 

64,866 

1,950 

6,643 

14,000 
0 

14,000 
========================= 

546,188 552,088 572,731 20,643 
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J1 ( nJJJljt .. t i ' j]]iJlg o 1 t l1i pr I \ go for\ ,I rd I u \ ~ · r 
~ 11 r11 d tl1 t h ' ~. ~ 111 11 · • h u]d 11 grO\V · 1· rg 11d l1 
11 fu n d ~ l1 ) u I d u d D r , 1 i · ·· J n1 in t 11 · n • . n d n o t .. · u 1 -

1 i t u '6 ) • J tl , r i 11 ~· J r vi .. ' , f 111 · j < r c . pi · l on tr u · i on r r -
011 tru i 11 proj . Tl1 1n1nitt · ha. fttnd cl h c· pi I illl-

rov ·Dl 11t r qtl I t fully })u h fo]lo' ri11g proj c ar Jlot fund d: 
_ ~ p j d it. 1 F ' , · Pu rd u U ni v r · i ·,y Agri cu l tur H · 11 ; J Utl ul 

buiJdi11g nd oci d road . V\7ith ·h · hug b cklog of di-
] pidat d ] ~ d r J btl.ildi11g and ] b i't i~ in ppropri t to fund · 
u11iv J\ i _, building. Th om1nitt · retnain. co1nn1itted to h r -

rch Ul)it R pid it)' SD but u11d r~ tand that th curr n 
propo al for offic x.pan io11 a11d lab collocation ar too cos .I),. 
one mor appropriat d ign are made th Committ \Vil l r con-
id r hi proj ct. Th ta11i lau NF funding i to conduct NEPA 
Ila] -, i on r habilitation of h 12 dam. m ntion d in H.R. 4~:34 

'''hich pas ed th Hou e d.uring the 107th Congres . The Com
nli dir cts that the funds for the Grey Tow r National His oric 
it r habili ation be contingent upon recei\ring at lea t qual 

ma ching fund from the ommonwealth of Pennsyl,rania or oth r 
o·urc . 
Th om1nitt e ha provided fund for the Black K ttle NG OK 

collocation 'vith the W.ashita Battlefield National Historic Site. The 
on1mi t e directs the Park Ser\rice to make some suitable pace 

·,. vailable at the ' 'isitor center to provide basic Forest Service infor
nla io11 including hi torical and curre11t program orientation, an.d 
a] o dir c · l1at the Fore t Service not pay more than $20,000 per 
)' ar for routine maint n.ance and basic utilities provided for all col
located faciliti s an amount slightly higher than its cun .. ent ex
p n . Th ommittee expects that interagency collaboration o·n 
faciliti . as ''' 11 a cultural and natural resource protection and 
u '''ill re ult in greater lo·ng-term efficiency and better service to 
the public. To facilitate this collaboration all future per onnel 
placem. n by ei her agenc~y at the e sites should be consider d for 
n1aximun1 interagency staffing opportunities. 

Roa.d-. The Committee recommend $233 415,000 for road 
1naint nance and capital impro,rement $3,749 000 above the fi cal 
)' ar 2002 level and $1 522 000 above the request. The Co·mmittee 
ha m~aintained the road decommissioning authority a 
$15:000 000. The Committee expects to continue to receive regular 
update and a continued display in the budget justification, on 
progress in add.ressing the huge backlog of deferred maintenance 
and repair especially as it relates to t he activities funded through 
the road and trails fund and the infrastructure improvement funds 
provided in the consei\'ation spending category. 

Recreation on public lands continues to increa~ e rapidly with ap
proximately 220 million visitors to National Forests and Grass
lands and 65 million visitors to lands managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management. The Committee is concerned that the public 
have adequate access to these lands. Over a decade ago, a General 
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Accounting Office (GAO) report found that over 50.4 million acres 
of public lands administered by the Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management had inadequate access. The Committee is un
awa~e of ~hether access to Federal public lands has improved or 
declined since the 1992 GAO report. Therefore, the Committee di
rects that by January 31, 2003, the Forest Service and Bureau of 
Land Management submit a report(s) that includes the number of 
acres under their jurisdiction that curre11tly have inadequate public 
access by State, what steps have been taken or are currently un
derway to improve access, what actions are needed to improve ac
cess, and the extent to which a central repository of information ex
ists for those lands with access problems. 

Trails. The Committee recommends $70,779,000 for trails main
tenance and capital improvement, $704,000 above the fiscal year 
2002 level and $1,950,000 above the request. This fully funds the 
Administration's request for trails capital improvement and main
tenance. The Committee expects that the National scenic and his
toric trails will have priority in funding allocations. Under the Na
tional forest system account specific directions are included for Na
tional scenic and historic trails operations. 

Conservation spending category. The Committee has included 
$64,866,000 for the conservation spending category within the cap
ital improvement and maintenance appropriation. This includes 
$50,866,000 for deferred maintenance as requested, a decrease of 
$10,134,000 from the enacted level. 

The Committee also has established a significant source of new 
funding to help remediate salmonid fish passage problems. This in
cludes $14,000,000 under this heading for the Forest Service, and 
an additional $4,000,000 for the Bureau of Land Management and 
$2,000,000 for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Committee 
conducted a hearing on this topic and remains concerned that older 
culverts are preventing fish passage to thousands of miles of up
stream habitat that could be used by salmonid fish, including listed 
species. Culvert replacement is a very cost-effective way to increase 
habitat available to salmonid fish. The Committee directs the For
est Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to coordinate jointly a course of action and provide 
a report to the Committee within 90 days of enactment of this Act, 
describing how activities will be coordinated for the accelerated re
placement of culverts blocking fish passage. This approach must at 
a minimt11n address the need for designation of a single lead agen
cy for consultation on these fish passage projects, a process that en
Sllres rapid completion of consultation on fish passage projects, and 
other methods to implement prompt accomplishments. The Federal 
agencies should consult and coordinate with States, watershed 
councils and others to help determine priority projects. The Com
mittee expects that all projects will have appropriate and continual 
monitoring and subsequent evaluation so improvements can be im
plemented and the effectiveness of this effort and specific tech
niques determined. The Committee notes that this new funding is 
an addition to the base allocations for the agencies; at the hearing 
the Forest Senrice indicated that $65,000,000 of the budget request 
for roads which the Committee has fully funded, would be to fund 
critical d~ferred maintenance. The base program, including funds 
from other sources such as the State payments bill, was estimated 
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o1np , on: 
pp1·op1·i t io11, 2002 .... .. .. . .. .. . . . . .. .. . . ... ..... .. . . . .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . ... . .. .. .. . . . . . . . - '3,40 , ~oo 

J3udg t tin1 2003 ................................................................ +t5, 2 ,00 

'rh 111n1 itt - r ·o1l1n1 11d · 4·6 336 000 for 1 11d a 'qui i ·ion 
._ ._l) i11 r a f . '15. -'26 000 -bov th r qu. t nd $3,.406 000 b lo\ ' 

l1 11 . d J v -L Tlti. 1nount i11clud $121 336 000 for }jn it n1 

pr~ d ct .'15 000 000 for acqui i io11 manag m nt $1 500 000 fo · 
c l1 qualiz· tion $2 000,000 for inholding nd $1~000,000 for \\711-
d rn . 

Th laJ)d a qui i ·i n i fund d und r th con rva.tion p ndi11g 
progr m. 

Th ommi e agr to th folJo\ ing di tribu ion of fund : 

An a ar1d laic 
p ch e it · a\' . F ~) ......... 0 ••••••••• 0 •••• ••••• ••• •• 0 0. ·O ••••••• ••• •••••••••••••• 0 ••• 

r p ho . F: B v r Brook \ t r h d ( 0 0 ••••• 0 . ............................. . 

B v rh ·ad • D rlod.g F' : \Vater h d, RY Timber MT) 0 ......... .. 

ha tt hooch . F: or . a . 1ountain ( rA) ........................ 0 •••• 0 •••••••• 

hcquan1 gon • icol t F s: i c. vVild Waterv.'ay (WJ) 0 ••• ., ••••••••• 

h rok . ~F: T nne ~ ountain (T ) .... o ... o ............. o·······o············ 
hi pp \Va · I • F: f\1 inn ot \Vi ldernes ter W'l i (! - ( IN) o• ••••• •••• 

i b o l .. f4~: L _ fade 1· ) .. ... 0 ... . ........... ·o ••• 0 •••• 0 ••••• • o •••••••••••• 0 •• 0 ••• 0 •• 0 0 •••••• 

oconino F: edona/Red Rock 1 .~ 1 • 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• •• ••• • 0 •• • 

olumbi _River Gorge . ~ · A (OR/WAJ ........... o······o·····o···o· .. ··········o·· .... . 
Daniel Boon F: orted Inholding (K\") ........... 0 ........................... . 

D 1 t TF: !JO,,, ~~ Y.azoo ) .... 0 ••••• 0 • ••• ••••••••• 0 •• 0 .o •••••• 0 •• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 0. 

D - oto F: 1 n Pond .1~ ) ·····o···o······o······o·o···· .. ······o••o••·o··o······o·····o·· 
b..,l t.head . F: 'van \Tall y ( T) ...... o •• 0 •••• 0 ••••••• 0 ••••• ••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••• 

Florid . ~ · ti on I ceni c TraiJ (FL) ..... 0 ••••••••• 0 •• 0 •••••• 0 ••••••••••••••••••• 0 ........ . 

F-. . t1ci 1\lariotl TF ( J ••••• o.ooo·······o················o··o····oo•o••oo····o··o·····o··o······ 
r~een .1ount.ain : Recr, ation & \Vater Enhancement (VT ······o··· 

Hoo ier TF: · nique Area (I J) .... 0 ............ . 0 ••••••••••• •o····o··· ........... o.o .. 0 ····o 
Huron .& t ""a W' : Great Lakes/Great Lands . II) ................... 0 •• 

Lo Padr F: Big ur J4~co y tern . ) ........................ 0 .................. 0 . 

ark 1\v in F: Ozark ~tns. tream and lake frontages . 0 ) .... . 0 

· i ide\vin T llgra Prai t·ie (I I_.~) ................................. 0. 0 ••••• , .................. .. 

f o tl o nga l1 '),I a , F {\\ 1) .............. 0 •• ·o •••• 0 •••••••• ·o ••••••••• ••• 0 •••• ·O ••••• 0 •• •••• 0 •• •• 0 ••••••• 

.· ultiple F' : hattooga \\1 • R/Chattooga River G /G.A/N'C) ...... .. 
· ulti ple F : Greater Y ello\\'St()ne Area . T) .. 0 •••• 0 ....... o· ...... ....... 0 •• • 0 

· lultipl W' : I-90 orridor/Plum t·eek and a cade onserva-
. io11 Parttlei· hip (\~'A) ...... 0 •o ·••o••oo···· ......... 0 o• · ... o o············ .......• 0 •••• o•· .... . 

lultipl , F : Idaho \\1ilderne & River (IDMT) ... 0 • •• •••••• ••• ••• 0 •• 

lul iple , F : Le'vi & lark at 1 His toric Trail (ID&1T) .............. . 
u]tiple I W : 1orth"'e t \~7i]d cenic River (OR/VI A) ........ 0 .......... .. 

· ultip] · F' : Pacific re t Trail (1 A/OR/\ A) o• ............ o .............. o. o .. . 
· fultif:le 

1 

~ : P~cific or~h~e t St.~~ms <qRJWA ) ......................... . 
0 ceo .a _ • u" annee \ l1dl1fe 011 tdor P1nhook (FL) .............. ... . 
Oz rk--St. Franci : Ark an a River and Stream (AR) ............. ... .. . 

a.n Bet·nai·dino . fF ( A) ·····o···o·· oo•o······ ........................ o .. o•···o·o···· •oo•·o .. o•· o• 
ants. Fe W: Gascon Point, Sawyer ( m1) ... ooo ·o .................. 0 .. 0 ...... 0 .. .. 

a\vtooth · F: ffiA Easement Program (ID) o•o•o·o············o·o······· ·· .. ······· 
ho hone · W: Felt Parcel (\\'Y) .. 0. 0 •• 0 .. ................. . ...... 0 .............. . ........ . 

T,ahoe F: orth Fork American River . ( A) .... .......... .......... · ·o •••• 0 0 0 ••••• 

Uinta & \\fasatch-Cache lF's: Bonneville Shoreline Trail (UT) · o· .. .. 
·ncompahgre & -an Juan NF' : Red Mountain (CO) ....... 0 ............... . . 

\1.7a atch C h NF· H" h u· (UT - ac e . 1g 1ntas ) ... o .... o·•·o· ... 0 ••••••••• 0 ••• o ............ 00 •• 

'ommrlt • 
comm ndatron 
$1 500,000 

·4,000,000 
5,000,000 
3,200,000 
3,000,000 
4,400,000 
1,950,000 
3,800,000 
2 500,000 

10,000,000 
3,500.,000 
2,000,000 

150,000 
1,500,000 
5 000,000 
2,000,000 
1,750,000 
1,500,000 
2,000,000 
3,000.,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
4~000,000 
2,00 .,000 
9,630,000 

4,500,000 
1 700 000 
1,000,000 
2,500.,000 
3,000,000 
4,000,000 
2,000,000 
3,000,000 
3 500 000 
5 500,000 
3,000,000 

450,000 
3.250,000 
2,265,000 
5,000,000 
2,540,000 
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Area and State 
Wayne NF: Select Lands (OH) ................... , ......................................... . 

Subtotal: Federal Acquisition projects ..................................... . 
Acquisition Management ........................................................ , .............. . 
Inholdings/Exchanges ................................................. , ..... , ... , .................. . 
Land Exchange Equalization Payment ............................................... . 
Wilderness Protection ............. , .................... , ....... ., .................................. . 

Total • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Committee 
recommendation 

751,000 

126,836 '000 
15,000,000 
2.000,000 
1,500,000 
1,000,000 

$146,336,000 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS FOR 1 ATIONAL FORE TS 'PECIAL ACTS 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .......... , ................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .......................... ..... ........ ........ ....................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 .............. .. .................................. ........... ...... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ... ........................... ............................ ... .. . 

$1,069,000 
1,069,000 
1,069,000 

0 
0 

The Committee recommends $1,069,000 for acquisition of lands 
for National forests, special acts, as requested. These funds are 
used pursuant to several special acts, which authorize appropria
tions from the receipts of specified National forests for the pur
chase of lands to minimize erosion and flood damage to critical wa
tersheds needing soil stabilization and vegetative cover. 

ACQUISITION OF LANDS TO COMPLETE LANDS EXCHA1 GES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ...................................... ... .. .................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ...................... ........ ............................ ......... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .................................................... ......... .. . 

$234,000 
234,000 
234,000 

0 
0 

The Committee recommends $234,000 as requested for acquisi
tion of lands to complete land exchanges under the Act of Decem
ber 4, 1967 (16 U.S.C. 484a). Under the Act, deposits made by pub
lic school districts or public school authorities to provide for cash 
equalization of certain land exchanges can be appropriated to ac
quire similar lands suitable for National forest system purposes in 
the same State as the National forests lands conveyed in the ex
changes. 

RANGE BETTERMENT FUND 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .... ... .......................................... ... ...................... . 

$3,290,000 
3,402,000 
3,402,000 

Comparison: 
Appropriation, 2002 . . ... . .. . . .. . .. ... . . .. .. ... .. .. . .. .. ... .. .. .. .... .. ... . ........ ..... + 112,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . .. . .. .. .. . . . .. . .. .. . . .. .. .. . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . . .. . . .. . . . .. .. .. 0 

The Committee recommends $3,402,000, as requested, for the 
range betterment fund, to be derived from grazing receipts from 
the National forests (Public Law 9~579, as amended) and to be 
used for range rehabilitation, protection, and improvements includ
ing seeding, reseeding, fence construction, weed control, water de
velopment, and fish and wildlife habitat enhancement in 16 west-
ern States. 



Jl Jl i .. Oil li t i 11 11 t , 2 2 ........... o .... o. o .. o o ....... o. o o ................... o ..• •. ..• 
I u _ t .. t i tll t- , 20 . . .... 0 0 ••••• 0 •••••••••••• • • 0 0 ••• 0 o o ..... 0 • •• •••• o. o 0 o ..•... .......•.. .. 
1 J 111, 1 11 _.I , 2 o , a .......................................................................... . 

• 
. ..._...ouonl Jl , ll : 

Jl l'" 1> 1; 't i o J 1 , 2~0 2 .. 0 ••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• o o o o o . o ... o .... .... 0 •• • •• • •• • •• • •••• • • •• • ••• 

I u d t;i 111 , 2 03 ........ 0 •• 0 •••••••••••• • ••••• ••• 0 •• 0 0 •••• o •• • •••••••••••• •••• • 0 

.11 ' IllLl ·t . r on11n 11d · 2 00 th l udg t, . in1 - £ r 
_..·ft. _ 11,· i 11 . 1 d b q u £ r for t n (l r 11 ·] 11 d r · l" ·l1 . 

u t 1 ri , fc .· h pr gr . n1 i 'On jJ) d in ubJi · I.~ \ 95- 07 l · 
. . . 1 · . t i 11 ( . mou11t ppropri t d and J)Ot n d ·d 

C r u '"r nt op r t ion n1 · _ , b inv t d i11 publi d b cuJ·iti . 
~. h J1 pri11 ip 1 11d arJ1i11g. fro111 ·h r ip ar j} bl 

t b • r . t - r\'l . 

ppropri • ion enact d, '2002 ....... ....... o •• o ...... 0 •• o• .............................. o .. 
]3udg t, "'ti tn t 2003 ...... o ············o····· ................ ····•o•• 0

••
00 ••··o· •00

'" •••••••• 

R con1 m 11d d, 2003 .......................... o •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

'on1p ri on : 
Appropl'·i t.ion , 2002 ··o················o·····································o·o···oo .. o .. o. 
Budg t stim t ., 2003 o ......• o .. o .. oo••o········o·o··································· 

Th omn1itt recommend $5 542 000 a requ . t d 
manag m nt of nat·onal fore t lands for ub i t nc u e 
k. 

.$5,4 '8,000 
5.,542,000 
5,.542,000 

+54,000 
0 

for th 
in Ala -

Th ommitt e has retained admini trative provisions contain d 
in pre,riou year . The Committee ha provided for a program of 

2 000 000 for the Youth Con ervation Corps, funded through th 
con ervation pending category. The Committee has also continued 
th autl1orit)' for tran fer to the National Fore t Found.ation 
, _FF and the National Fi h and Wildlife Foundation. The Com

mi. ee i e11couraged by these partnership efforts. The Committee 
i, al]o,,ring $300 000 in administrative funds to be used by the Na
ional Fore t Foundation for one more year despite the Administra
ioil reque t to end thi upport. The Committee h' s also contin

u d h '' 'ldland fire tran fer authot;ty, which allov.rs use of funds 
fron1 other accounts a\'ailable to the Forest Service during wildfire 

m rg 11cie ' 'hen other \'rildfire emergency funds are not avail
able. The ommittee expects the Adminis1 ration to promptly pre
par ·upplemental budg t requests \'llhen tl1ey transfer funds from 
o h r appropi;ation during Y.rildfire emer,geJJcies. The Committee 
ha not continued the special con,reyance authority for the Green 

. oun ain NF: \TT but the authority for the Pinchot Institute for 
Conservation is extended for four )'ear s . 

The Commi tee notes the expected increases in _. ndirect costs for 
the Fore t Ser' · ce despite the Administration's emphasis on 
treamlining agency operations and reducing such costs. While th.e 

Committee is skeptical that such costs can be reduced by 50 per
cent as proposed by the Administration it is imperative that sub
tantial reductions occur in order to increase the availability of 

funds for on-the-ground '''ork. Although the Committee has elimi
nated prescripti,,e bill language regarding management of indirect 
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costs, the Committee directs the Forest Service to continue to dis
play agency indirect costs in future budget justifications, continue 
its use of standard definitions for such costs, and report to the 
Committee any changes in such definitions. Further, the Com
mittee directs that indirect expenses charged to the Knutson-Van
denberg, Brush Disposal, Cooperative Work-Other, and Salvage 
Sale funds shall be limited to no more than 20o/o of total obliga
tions. 

The Cornmittee notes the shortfalls in the Field Leadership Deci
sions Initiative (FLDI) on page 181 of the appendix to the Budget 
of the U.S. Government. Whereas the Committee supports some of 
the intent of this initiative, such as more funding to field units and 
additional outsourcing, as discussed in a hearing with the Chief of 
the Forest Service. The Committee recognizes that much of the spe
cific details on page 181 are impractical. The Committee also dis
agrees with the large reductions in staffing promoted in this initia
tive for the next three years, reductions of 2500 persons per year. 
The Forest Service even proposed in its budget justification to take 
all 1245 of its FTE reductions from the wildfire program; this is 
clearly unacceptable. The Committee directs the Forest Service to 
rework its approach and restructure the FLDI and come up with 
a meaningful proposal regarding staffing and indirect costs. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 
• 

(DEFERRAL) 

The Committee recomn1ends the deferral of $50,000,000 in clean 
coal technology funding until fiscal year 2004. These funds are 
needed for the successful conclusion of existing clean coal projects 
but will not be required for obligation in fiscal year 2003. 

The Committee agrees that up to $14,000,000 in prior year funds 
may be used for administration of the clean coal technology pro
gram in fiscal year 2002. The Committee encourages the Depart
ment to budget for the administrative costs of the remaining clean 
coal projects together with the new clean coal power initiative in 
the fossil energy research and development account beginning in 
fiscal year 2004, and to keep these funds in the fossil energy base 
budget for future years. 

The Committee continues to support the U.S./China Energy and 
Environmental Center, which supports and assists the efforts of 
U.S. companies to promote the use of American clean energy tech
nology in China. This technology will greatly reduce emissions and 
improve energy efficiency. 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Fossil energy research and development programs make prudent 
investments in long-range research and development that help pro
tect the environment through higher efficiency power generation, 
advanced technologies and improved compliance. and stewards~ip 
operations. These activities safeguard ou~ ~omest1c energy secu~ty. 
This country will continue to rely on traditional fuels for the maJor
ity of its energy requirements for the foreseeable future, and the 
activities funded through this account ensure that energy tech-



·-- 1 i 1 u i 11 1 · v~ ' ri . l1 r p t u ·""' 

~~.d 1 1 r 1 1 J r , ffi I i ~ 1 . 

~vooi1 fi ] p j, 11 .. ' _I r l1i 11 ·r .. ' 111 t. , bu1 d 11 
l ,.,. .. .... :..;a fi . I £ r 1 ~ I ri p 11 r i 11. 'rh · r ' , b .. 
"'"~ " Ull _r , I Jlj ~ '· 1 l1 lo ' I t l ri j 1.. f 1., i11du ri Jiz d 

· :1. 1. · h. p · p ct . [! r t 1 • dv 11 . £ r co 1 Ild h r ~ iJ 
fu 1 ~ j u brig l1 · tl1 I £ r l r11 . i v 11 rgy I ourc · I u l1 

l r ' rind nd g tl1 rn1 1. l1 po r g n r ion · chn l · ~..~ 
r r h f11 ~d d u11d r tl1i . cou.11t h h go· J of d v l ping vir-
·u, 11 .. ' poilu i 11-:fi~ po' , r pl n ' ,ithitJ tl1 - n xt 15 or '20 y r 
· nd doubl.Ilg th mouTJt of 1 tricity produc d f1·om th m 
· lllOUJl t of £u l. 

A ppropri ~et ion nact d ~ 2002 ............................................................. . 
. udg t t imat 2003 ...................................................................... . 
1, con1n1 .. nd d 2003 .......................................................................... . 

• on1p t"l on: 

5 2,790,000 
4 1 9,305,000 
664 205,000 

Appropri ·ion , 2002 ....................................................................... +81,415.000 
Budg t im ti:\, 2008 ................................................................ +174 900,000 

Th ~amotln r comm nd d ·b,y th Committ compar d \\rith tb 
budg t timat b)' activity ar ho'''D in the follo,vi11g tabl .: 
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Clean coal power initiative .......................... . 
(By transfer from Clean Coal Technology) ........... . 

Total, Program level ....•....................... 

Fuels and Power Systems 
Central Systems 

Innovations for exinting plants ..........•........ 

Advanced Systems 
Integrated gasificat~on combined cycle .......•.. 
Pressurized fluidized bed systems ......•........ 
T-urbines ....................................... . 

Subtotal, Advanced Systems ...•......•.•..... 

Subtotal, Central Systems .................... . 

Distr~buted Generation Systems - Fuel Cells 
Advanced rcsoarch . ............................... ,. 
Systems developinent· .............................. . 
Vi:;ion 21-bybrids . ................... , ............ ,. 
Inn,ova ti. ve concepts . ............... ,. , ............ ,. ,. 
Novel generation . ................................ . 

Subtotal. Distributed Generation Systams -
Fuel Cells . .................................. ,. 

Sequestration R&D 
Greenhouse gas control ..............•.•........... 

Fuels 
Transportation fuels and chemicals ..........•..... 
Solid fuel a and feedstocks .........••............. 
Advanced fuels research .......................... . . 

Subtotal, Fuels . .......... ............. , ...... . 

Advanced Research 
Coal utilization science ....•.••.................. 
Materials . ...................................... ,. ,. 
Technology crosscut . ............................. . 
University coal research •••....................... 
HBCUD, education and training •.•.... .... .......... 

Subtotal, Advanced Research ............•..•... 

Subtotal, Fuels and Power Systems ........•. ..... 

Fossil Energy Research and Development 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

py 2002 FY 2003 Recommended vs. 
Enacted Request Recouaaended Enacted Request 

116,300 110,000 150,000 +33,700 +40,000 
(33,700) (40,000) - ( -33, 700) (-40 ,00~ 

(150,000) (150,000) {150,000) - -

-

23,500 

43,000 
11,000 
18,500 

72,500 

-
96,000 

4,000 
13 500 
13,500 
27,124 

-
58 .. 124 

32,177 

21.200 

40,650 
9.100 

14.000 

63 .• 750 

84.950 

3,,000 
10.000 
11.500 
22,500 
2,500 

49,500 

54,000 

25,200 

49,150 
12,100 
17,000 

78,250 

103.450 

3,000 
10,000 
13,500 
40 500 

4 000 

71,000 

42,000 

+1,700 

+6,150 
+1,,100 
- t ,500 

+5,750 

+7,450 

- 1 .000 
-3.500 

---
+13,376 

+4,000 

+12,876 

+.9,823 

+4,000 

+8,500 
+3,000 
-t3,000 

-4·14.500 

-
+18.500 

• --
+2,000 

+18,000 
+1 ,500 

+21,.500 

-1 2,000 

24,000 5.000 22,100 -1,900 +17,100 
5 000 -- 6,000 +1 ,000 +6,000 
3.200 -- 3,500 +300 ·t-3 ~500 -

32.200 5,000 31 ,600 -600 +26,600 

6,250 8,000 
7 000 9,000 

10.750 9 150 
3.000 4 000 
1 .ooo 1,500 

28,000 31 .,650 

246.501 225,100 

8 000 
9.,000 

11 ,150 
4,,000 
1.,500 

33,650 

281,700 

+1,750 
•2,000 

+400 
+1 ,000 

-+ ·500 

+5,650 

+35,199 

---
--

+2,000 
--
--

+2,000 

+56,600 

~ 
~ 
~ 



oaa 
Natural Gas Technologie 

&xplor.ation and producti·on o o • o o o o o ••• o o .o •••••••••• 

Gaa :bydrat ••. .......................... ,. ,. , ............ . 
lnfr,aat,ructur ............................................ . 
&merging proceaaing technol·ogy appl i ·cat.ion. , .•...•• 
Effective environmental pr·otecti,on .•... .. ..•••.••••• 

S'Ubtotal, Oa •. ,. , ....................... .. .. .. .... ,. , .... . 

Petroleum - Oil Technology 
Exploration and production aupporting reaear,c:.h ... .... ·o 

Reaervoir life ext.enaion/management .....•. ...... .. ·o .o o .o 

Effectiv nvironcental protection ............. .. .. . o o ·o 

Subtotal .• Pet·roleum - Oil Technology ....... .. .. ·o ·o ·o 

Cooparati've ~D. , ..... , .. , .... .. , ... , .............. . ........... . 
Foaail energy environmental re•toration •.•••.......... 
Import/e.xpc)l't authorization ..•..••••..... • •o •••••••••• o. 

Headquarter• progr•m direction. ·o ·o •• •• ·o • ••••••••••••••••• 

Energy Technology Cent•r program dir·ection .........•.• 
General plant ·projecta. ,. , ... ,. , .. ,. , .. ,. ,. , .. ,. , ............... . 
Advanced ·metallurgical procoaaoa . .• o • ••• ••• ••••••••••••••• 

Use of prior year balance a , • .•• .•• .•• .• .• .• .• .••.•.••••••••••.• 
National Acadeiiy of SciencC!a program r~viov •••. ..••.... 

Total. Poaail arch and Dev.elopnent •.• 

Foa•il 

FY .2 ·00.2 

20,500 
9,800 

10.050 
2.250 
.2,1600 

45.200 

32.,350 
1'2,'949 
10,700 

55,999 

8,240 
9,500 
2400 
' 18.700 

67.300 
3 •• 50 
5,200 
~.000 

-
582.790 

Energy Research and Dev.el o,p•:•en 
~~, (:Doll.ara i~n !'.ho 

15,·450 
t500 

-
-

2, 

22,590 

16.400 
9,500 
9,500 

35.,400 

'6000 • 
9,715 

.'500 
19.820 

.880 
2.000 
·'5,300 

-14.000 
-

'89 .. 305 

d 

·~~150 
10. 
0.'000 

600 
!0 

8.190 

30.~00 
1 ~. 
10,500 

'8.000 
9,7 '1 
3.000 

19,820 
67,880 

• 000 
6,1()()0 

-
·.ooo 

1.205 

a.ccaa 1n 

.. .650 
000 
-50 

+350 
•40 

·-1.:.; 
.. , 05 

-200 

-~~-0 

215 
600 

.. ., .120 

+6.000 
.. . , 000 

• 

4 

v-. 
L 

• 

·o·.ooo 
~ 

~;;».600 

14.000 

•2.000 
-
-

•3.000 
•"' 000 

7uu 
• ..... 000 
., 00 
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The Committee recommends $664 205,000 for fossil energy re
search and development, an increase of $174,900,000 above the 
budget request and $82,415,000 above the fiscal year 2002 le,rel. 
The large increases are due, in part, to the fact that in fiscal year 
2002 a portion of the funds for this program were derived by trans
fer of excess funds from the Clean Coal Technology account. In ad
dition, prior year unobligated balances were used to offset partially 
2002 requirements. The Administration proposed using clean coal 
funding and prior year funds again this year; however, excess 
funds are not available for transfer at this time. The Committee 
has recommended deferring $50,000,000 in Clean Coal Technology 
funding under that account. 

Changes to the budget request include an increase of $40,000,000 
associated ~rith the Committee's rejection of the propoRal to trans
fer funds from the clean coal technology program and an increase 
of $14,000,000 associated with the Committee's rejection of the use 
of prior year balance, which also would have come from the clean 
coal technology program. Other changes to the budget request are 
as follows . 

Fuels and Power Systems. The Committee recommends 
$281,700,000 for fuels and power systems including increases of 
$18,500,000 for central systems, $21,500,000 for distributed gen
eration systems, $26,600,000 for fuels programs, and $2,000,000 for 
advanced research. There is also a decrease of $12,000,000 for se
questration research and development. 

Increases for central syste1ns include $4,000,000 for innovations 
for existing plants and $14,500,000 for advanced systems of which 
$2,500,000 is to continue the ion transport membrane (ITM) oxygen 
project under the integrated gasification combined cycle activity 
and $6,000,000 is for other IGCC programs including Vision 21; 
$3,000,000 is for pressurized fluidized bed S),.stems, which assumes 
a broadening and renaming of that program as described in there
port language below; and $3,000,000 is for a direct fuel cell/turbine 
hybrid cost-shared project under the turbinesNision 21 program. 

In distributed generation systems, increases include $2,000,000 
for tubular solid oxide fuel cells under the fuel cellsNision 21 hy
brids program, $18,000,000 for the solid state energy conversio11 al
liance under the fuel cells/innovative concepts program, and 
$1,500,000 for ramjet technology under the novel generation pro
gram. 

In fuels programs, increases include $17,100,000 for transpor-
tation fuels and chemicals of which $2,100,000 is to continue the 
ITM syn as project and $15,000,000 to restore partially other pro
,...._ams; 6,000,000 for solid fuels and feedstocks of which 

3,000,000 is for advanced separations technology and $3,000,000 
is for cost-shared testing of byproducts from coal derived jet fuel; 
and $3 500 000 for advanced fuels research of which $1,500,000 is 
to continue' the C-1 chemistry program and $2,000,000 is for sulfur 
tolerant catalysts and cleanup technology for coal use in fuel cells 
under the advanced concepts program. 

The increase in advanced research is to restore funding for the 
focus area on computational science under the technology crosscut 
program. 

Na.tural Gas Technologies. The Committee recommends 
$48,190,000 for natural gas technologies, including increases of 
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, tor funding for hat program .. 

Oth 1'. Th ommitte recommend increa e of $2 000 000 for 
oop rati,, r earcb and dev lopm nt and $500 000 for fix. d co. t. 

i11 th import/ xport authorization program. Th ommi te al. o 
r con1ro nd an incr ..,ase of $3. 000 000 for contract . rvice. at th 

· ti 11al En rgy T c nolog)' Laboratory und r th program dir c
tion budg t activi y. n general plant project incre se inclu.d 
, 1. 000:000 for tl1 Al any R earch C nt r and $11 000 000 for 
funding th , eco11d . ar of a seven year r novation effort at the 

ational En rg)' T chnology Laboratory. An incr a e of $700 000 
for fix d co t i recotnmend d for the ad\'anced m tallurgical proc

program at ·h Alban)' Re earch C nt r. Th r i al o an in
cr a of $1:000 000 to initiate an ongoing annual revie\Y of pro
,gran1 b)' th a io·nal Academ.Y of Science . Finally the om
mi ·t e ha not agreed to the us of $14 000 000 in prio1· y ar baJ
allCe a xplained above. 

Tl1 ommitt e agre to h follo·\,~in .g: 
1. The 4 000 000 increa e for central y. tern /inn vation for ex

i ing pla11 hould be foeti ed in 3 area : 1 dev .]oping data on 
1n rc·ur ., mi io11 from different type of coal po\ver plants (a a 
fu11c ion of different coal t.)rpe and emi · ons con rol systems ; (2 
....,.,..pa11diJ1g mercut)' control research and development with empha-
i 011 controlling m rcur)' i11 plant burning lignite·· an.d (3) evalu

ating the effect of increa ed mercury level in coal power plant h)
produc a a re ult of en1i ions cot1trol. 

'2. The 6 000 000 increase for oth r IGCC (including Vi ion 21 
programs should be focused in 3 areas: (1) initiating research and 
d ' 'elopment on IGCC gas separation for mercur1' rerno\ral; (2) con.
ducting test run on multiple coal types \vith air and with oxygen 
at the \ .Til onville po,ver S)' terns de\7elopment facility; and (3) pur-
uing research and de,relopment on IGCC sensors and controls. 

3 .. The pre surized fluidized bed program should be renamed and 
broadened to include atmospheric fluidized bed and other advanced 

stem . 
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4. The carbon sequestration program should be more focused 011 
carbon capture. 

5_. ~e $9,000,000 i~crease for other exploration and production 
actiVIties under the oil technology program should be directed to
ward technology improvements to address the 200 billion barrels of 
oil that is not recoverable by conventional methods. Within this 
category pressure pulse technology for enhanced oil recovery should 
be considered. 

6. With respect to certain programs funded under the energy con
servation account, the NETL should continue to be actively in
volved in the management of the industrial gasification program 
and in the mining industries of the future program. Also, the petro
leum industries of the future program should be closely coordinated 
with the oil research and development programs funded under the 
fossil energy account. 

7. The cooperative programs with States and the energy effi
ciency science initiative are continued in fiscal year 2003 under 
the energy conservation appropriation. Half of the funding for the 
energy efficiency science initiative is managed by fossil energy, as 
legislated in the fiscal year 2002 Interior and Related A propria
tions Act. Projects under the cooperative programs with t e States 
should also be coordinated closely with the fossil energy programs 
so that the highest priority energy research projects are funded. 
This same direction applies to the reciprocating engines programs. 

8. The Assistant Secretaries for Fossil Energy and Energy Effi
ciency and Renewable Energy are directed to modify their current 
procurement practice to allow full and open competition to occur, 
when appropriate. This more flexible, pragmatic, and fully respon
sible approach will achieve technical integrity and improve funding 
efficiencies while maintaining realistic small and minority business 
goals. 

9. The Department should not withhold program funds appro
priated by the Congress without justifying such withholdings in ad
vance and in writing to the House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations. 

10. The $1,000,000 for the National Academy of Sciences review 
of programs should remain in the base for a continuing annual re
view by the Academy of programs, using the Academy's matrix, to 
measure the relative benefits expected to be achieved and to inform 
decision making on what programs should be continued, expanded, 
scaled-back, or eliminated. 

NAVAL PETROLEUM AND OIL SHALE RESERVES 

The Naval Petrolellm and Oil Shale Reserves are managed by 
the Department of Energy to achieve the greatest value and benefit 
to the Government. In fiscal year 1998, NPR- 1 (Elk Hills) was sold 
as ma11dated by the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1996. That Act also directed the Dep~rtment to conduct a 
study of the remaining properties 3 Naval Oil Shal~ Re:serves and 
NPR-2 and NPR-3. The National Defense Authonzation Act for 
fiscal year 1998 directed the transfer of two of the oil shale re
serves (NOSR-1 and NOSR-3) to the Department of the Interior. 
On January 14, 2000, the Department announced it wo~d ret~rn 
a portion of the NOSR-2 property .in .Ut~. to the Ute Indian Tr1be. 
Two properties remain under the JUrlsd1ct1on of the Department of 

• 
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$] 7,371,000 
20, 31 ,000 
20, 3] ,000 

onl}un·J on: 
Appropriation , 2002 ........ .......... ..... ....................................... ...... +3,460,000 
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Oil Reserves 
Naval petroleum reserves Nos. 1 & 2 ................ . 
Naval petroleum reserve No. 3 ...................... . 
Program direction (headquarters) ................... . 
Us e of prior year funds ......................•...... 

To tal, Naval Petroleum and Oil Sha l e Reserves ... 

• 

Naval Petrole11m and Oil Shale Reserves 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

5,144 
'7 ,235 
9,992 

-5,000 

FY 2003 
Request Recononended 

5,626 
7,250 
7,955 

-·--

5,626 
7,250 
7,955 

17,371 20,831 20,831 

Recouanended vs . 
Enacted Request 

+482 
+15 

-2,037 
+5,000 

+3,460 ---

~ 
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E l!Jl~ ~Y Co ERVATI 

The en rg)' con ervation program of the Departm nt of EJ) rgy 
conduct cooperativ re earch and developm nt project aim d · 
u taining economic grovvth through more ffici nt n rgy u~ . .. c

t ivit i · financed throt1gh thi program focu on improving x.i ting 
chnologi and d vel oping new technologie. related to re. id ntial . 

omm rcial indu trial and tran portation n rgy u . In fi c J y · r 
2001 fur1d and pro ·am \\' r e tran ferred f1·om th building . c-
tor and indu try ect r r search activiti to e tabli h a n ,,._, di -
tributed gen ration activi y that addre critical nergy n d for 
n x generation cl an, efficient fuel fl xibl t chnologi for indu -
tria] com1nercial and in titutio.nal application . Th technoJogi 
u th . \: 'ast ? at n !gy re~ect d d~ring e) ctricity gen .r ion 
fron1 m.tcro u ·b1ne , r c1procattng engJne and fu ] cell. 1n th 
form of cooling h ating and po,ver. Thi '''a t h · at u iJ i.zation i 
r~e[i rred to .as combined heat and po,ver ,. AL o fund d un d r th 

n rg)' conservation headin g are the Fed ral en er gy manag m nt 
program '"hich focu es on improving energy effici ncy in Fed r· I 
building ' the lo\v-income reatherization a i tan prograln, and 

tate energy program grant . 

1\ppropria ion enact d 2002 .................................... ......................... . 
Bttdget estimat 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended 2003 ......................................................................... , .. . 

• ompa11 on : 
ppropt"ia t.ion 2002 ................................................................... . 

Budget estimate . . 2003 .................................................................. . 

$912,805,000 
901,65 1,000 
984,653,000 

+71 848,000 
+83 002,000 

The amounts recommended by th Committee compared with the 
budget e timates h)' acti,rity are sho\vn in the following table: 
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Building Technology, State and Couanuoi ty Sector 
Building research and standards 

Technology roadmaps and competitive R&D ..•....•.•• 
Residential buildings integration •.••.•.•••..••••• 
Comm.rcial buildinga integration ................. . 
Bquipn•ent, rna terials and tools ..................... . 

Subtotal, Building research and standards ..•.• 

Building Technology Assistance 
Weatherization assistance ...•••...•••••••.••.•.•.• 
State energy program •....•..•••.••.•.••••.••..•••. 
Cououuni ty partnerships ..•......•.••.••••••••.•••.. 
Ellergy star program ............................... . 

Subtotal, Building technology assistance ..•... 

Cooperative programs with States .......•....•......• 
Energy efficiency science initiative ..•••..••.•••... 
Management and planning ..•.•.•...•....••..••.••••..• 

Subtotal, Building Technology~ State and 
Cou:auuni ty Sec tor •••••••••••••••.•••••••••••.•• 

i'odoral Energy Management Program • 

Program activities ................................. .. 
Program di·rec tion .................................... . 

Subtotal, i'edoral Energy Management Program ..... 

Industry Sector 
Industries of the future (specific) ........••..•...• 
Industries of the future (crosscutting) ••.•••.••...• 
Cooperative programs with States •••...........••..•. 
Boergy efficiency science initiative •.••.•.••.•...•• 
Management and planning ............................. . 

Subtotal, Indus try Sec tor •..•..•..•...•••.•..••. 

Energy Conservation 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2002 PY 2003 Recommended vs. 
Bnac ted Request Recoaanend_~d Boac ted Request 

6.857 
12,478 
4,510 

38,547 

62,392 

230.000 
45,000 
18,788 
3,000 

296,788 

2,000 
4,000 

15,090 

2,357 
13,478 
5,010 

31 ,718 

52.563 

277.100 
38,798 
20,037 
6.200 

342.135 

--
--

14,093 

2,357 
13,478 
5.010 

38,418 

59,263 

250,000 
50,000 
19,037 
3,200 

322.237 

2,000 
4,000 

14,793 
------------------------------------------

380,270 

18,900 
4,400 

23,300 

72,624 
60.900 

2,000 
4.000 

408,791 

23,425 
4,455 

27,880 

71,615 
57,109 

2,000 
---

9.400 7.635 

148,924 138,359 

402,293 

20,425 
4,455 

24,880 

77,615 
67,109 

2,000 
4,000 
9.135 

159,859 

-4,500 
+1 ,000 

+500 
-129 

-3,129 

+20,000 
+5,000 

+249 
+200 

+25,449 

-
-

-297 

+22 023 f 

+1 ,525 
+55 

+1 ,580 

+4,991 
+6,209 

-
--

--
--

+6,700 

+6,700 

-27,100 
+11 ,202 

-1.000 
-3,000 

-19,898 

+2,000 
+4,000 

+700 

-6,498 

-3.000 
--

-3,000 

+6,000 
+10,000 

---
+4,000 

-265 +1.500 

+10,935 +21 ,500 

....... 
tv 
<:.0 



Powe.r Technolo,gi·c .o 
Distributed g ~cnera:tion technologies c1evelop.ment. .. . . . . 
Management and :planning ........ .. .. ... ....... ..... .... .. . .... . . 

Sub·total ,, Power 'Technolo,gi·e.s .• .••• .••• .• .•••....••. .• .• 

T.ransportation 
Vehi c 1 e tech.ool ogy :R&D ............. ........ ... .. .......... . 
Fue l a ·u t ·i.l, i.za·ti.on 'R&.D . .. ........ ... .. ......... .. ......... .. . . 
Mater.ials t ·echnologies ..........•..... ....•.......... 
Technology de,ployment ............... ..... ............. . 
Cooperative programs with States .. .. ................ . 
Energy ef.ficiency ·science i .n:itia·t.ive ..... .... ......... . 
Management and p 1 anning ................ ............. .. 

9u.btotal, Tranapo.rt.a.t i on ....... ..... ... ........... . .. . ... . . . 

Pol icy and management ................ .......... .......... . 
National Academy of. Sciences pro,gram :review ........... .. 

Total, 'Ene:rgy Conservat·ion ....• .................. 

FY :2002 
Bnac lt ·od 

6l,·896 
'1,'950 

63 .. 846 

1.55;1 .22 
.25,908 
40,'293 
15,,160 

'2 .000 ,, 

4,.000 
10.232 

252,,7'15 

43.750 

912,805 

Bner·gy ·C·ODI&,e :rv,at.i ,on 
(:Doll.aro i n 'Thousands .) 

py .20 •0 '3 
R·eques·t Rec:onune·n CS ed 

62,2·84 
1,620 

63.,'904 

1·4'9,.280 
1·8,,483 
29,800 

5,000 

10 .. 101 

222.'664 

40.053 

901 .. ·65'1 

77,7~84 

1.920 

79.'704 

79.7180 
22.1,83 
38.900 
1·6 1600 ,, 

2.000 
4 000 

' 
10,401 

273,,864 

43,053 
'1 000 • 

984 1653 t 

+1 :5688 ,, 
·-:30 

·+24 ·658·' I - II 

-3.7.25 
-1 :393 

~ 

1 .. 440 

+'1169 

+21 ,,1·49 

·-697 
+1.000 

+7'1.848 

v.a .. 
quatJt. 

+'1•5 500 ,, 

300 

15,800 

30 ·500 . ,, 
+3,'7,00 
+9.100 
+'1 1600 • 
+'2,1000 

4 10'0'0 ·~ It 

·+300 

+5'1,;2.00 

·+3.000 
+1,.000 

•83,002 

..... 
CD 
0 



131 

The Cotnmittee recommends $984,653,000 for energy conserva
tion, an increase of $83,002,000 above the budget request and 
$71,848,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. Changes to the budget 
request are detailed below. 

Building Technolo y, State and Community Sector. The Com
mittee recommends 402,293,000 for building technology, State and 
community sector research, including increases of $6,700,000 for 
building research and standards, $2,000,000 for cooperative pro
grams with the States, $4,000,000 for the energy efficiency science 
initiative, and $700,000 for management and planning. There is 
also a decrease of $19,898,000 for building technology assistance. 

In building research and standards/equipment materials and 
tools, there are increases of $2,700,000 for space conditioning and 
refrigeration and $4,700,000 for building envelope prograrns of 
which $1,700,000 is for thermal insulation and building materials, 
$2,500,000 is for electrochron1ics in the windows technologies pro
gram, and $500,000 is for the National Fenestration Rating Council 
database, also in the windows program. There is also a decrease of 
$700,000 for technical/program management support. 

In building technology assistance, there is a decrease of 
$27,100,000 for the weatherization assistance program, which 
leaves an increase of $20,000,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. 
The Committee also recommends an increase of $11,202,000 for 
State energy programs ($5,000,000 above the 2002 level) and, in 
community energy programs, decreases of $1,000,000 for Rebuild 
America and $3,000,000 for Energy Star. 

The increases for cooperative programs with the States and for 
the energy efficiency science initiative restore funding for those 
programs to the 2002 level. 

The increase for management and planning partially restores 
funding for program direction. 

The increase of $1,000,000 to initiate an ongoing annual review 
of programs by the National Academy of Sciences is a follow-up to 
the Academy's report on measuring the success of energy research. 

Federal Energy Management Program. The Committee rec
ommends $24,880,000 for the Federal energy management pro
gram, which is a decrease of $3,000,000 below the budget request 
for progra1n activities. 

Industry Sector. The Committee recommends $159,859,000 for 
industry sector research, including increases of $6,000,000 for in
dustries of the future (specific), $10,000,000 for industries of the fu
ture (crosscutting), $4,000,000 for the energy efficiency science ini
tiative, and $1,500,000 for management and planning. 

In industries of the future (specific), increases include $3,000,000 
for petroleum refining to continue existing projects and to start 
small refiner projects (as directed last year), $2,000,000 for regional 
bio-based consortia under the agriculture program, and, $1,000,000 
for mining. 

In industries of the future (crosscutting), increases include 
$1,000,000 for materials research, $4,000,000 for combustion sys
tems to continue two of the three contracts under the industrial 
gasification program, $2,000,000 for sensors and controls for robot-

novations to restore the 2002 level, and 1,000,000 for technical as
sistance/best practices. 



Tl1 in r , ~ r h n~ r ffi ~ci ~ n~ i 11 ini i ti r tor ;;,~c 
l1 pr gr h~ 2002 1 I I. Th I on1mit omm nd . th f. 

fi ~ of Indu ri l T chn logi lor continuing th ~ coop r ti pro-
. · n1 ' · h h 1 in th budg t r qu , t. 

Th i11cr for m 11, g m nt nd pl nning i to r tor parti 11 
progr m dir c ion funding. . 

Pow r ~ hnologi /Di tribut. d Generation ~ chn.olQgt s. · Th 
ommitt r comm nd $79 704,000 for di tribut d g n r tion 

t chnolo,gi ~ including incr a ~ o~f $15 500 000 for di ~ribut d n-
rgy r . ourc and $300 000 for manag m nt and plann1ng. 
In di tribut d n rgy r ourc incr a e include $4,000,000 for 

microturbin , ,$3 000 000 for r ciprocating ngine $2,000,000 for 
dv nc · d mat rial and n or for power electronic to enhance 

th CO' t ffi cti n . of di tributed generation $500 000 for oil 
h at r arch in th fu I flexibilit program, $3,000,000 for ther
mally activ t d technologie , and 3,000,000 for application inte
gration. 

In management and planning increases include $200,000 to re
tor · partially the evaluation and planning program and $100,000 

to re tor partially program direction funding. 
Tran portation Sector. The Committee recommends 

$273 864 000 for transportation sector research, including increases 
of $30,500,000 for vehicle technology research and development, 
$3,700,000 for fuel utilization, $9,100,000 for materials tech
nology, $1,600,000 for technolo deployment, $2,000,000 for coop-
rative program w th States, 4,000,000 for the energy efficiency 

science initiative, and $300,000 for management and planning. 
In vehicle technology, in.creases include $4,000,000 for heavy ve

hicle propulsion in the hybrid program, $2,000,000 in fuel cell re-
earch/stack subsy tern components for research on a substitute for 

platinum in catalysts, $2,000,000 for advanced battery development 
in the electric vehicles program, $3,000,000 for heavy vehicle sys
tems optimization, and $19,500,000 for advanced combustion sys
tems as follows. The advanced combustion systems increase in
cludes $6,000,000 for combustion and emissions control, $3,000,000 
for light truck engines, $6,000,000 for hea truck engines, and 
$4 500,000 for off highway engines of which 1,000,000 is for rail
road/locomotives research, $1,500,000 is for fuel cell applications 
for off road vehicles, and $2,000,000 is for emissions reductions re
search. 

In fuels utilization increases include $1,000,000 for medium 
trucks $1 000 000 for heavy trucks, and $1,700,000 for fueling in
frastructure all in the alternative fuels program. 

In materials technology, increases include $500,000 for auto
motive propulsion materials, $7,000,000 for lightweight materials 
technologies, and $1,600,000 for the high temperature materials 
laboratory. 

In technology deployrnent, there is an increase of $3,000,000 for 
the clean cities program and decreases of $500,000 for testing and 
evaluation, $800,000 for EPACT replacement fuels, and $100,000 
for advanced vehicle competitions. 

The increases for the cooperative programs with the States and 
the energy efficiency science initiative restore those programs to 
the 2002 level. 
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The increase for management and planning is to restore partially 
program direction funding. · 

Other. The Committee recommends an increase of $3,000,000 in 
policy and management to restore partially funding for the regional 
support offices. There is also an increase of $1,000,000 to initiate 
an ongoing annual review of programs by the National Academy of 
Sciences, which follows up on the Academy's report on measuring 
success of energy research. 

The Committee agrees to the following: 
1. The Department should notify the Comrnittee in the fiscal year 

2004 budget submission on economies and efficiencies realized 
through the recent reorganization of the Energy Efficiency and Re
newable Energy organization. For example, the Committee expects 
that several positions can be eliminated as a result of the consoli
dation of budget and administration functions. 

2. The cooperative programs with the States and the energy effi
ciency science initiative should be closely coordinated with the Fos
sil Energy Research and Development program to ensure the high
est priority research needs across both the Fossil Energy and En
ergy Conservation accounts are addressed. Half of the funding for 
the energy efficiency science initiative is to be managed by fossil 
energy as legislated in the Interior Appropriations Act for fiscal 
year 2002. The mining industry of the future prograrn, the petro
leurn industry of the future program, the industrial gasification 
program, and the reciprocating engines program should also be co
ordinated closely with fossil energy. 

3. The Department should report to the Committee by December 
1, 2002, on what it is doing to implement the next generation light
ing initiative using funds appropriated for fiscal year 2003. Fund
ing for this initiative should be identified in the fiscal year 2004 
and subsequent budget submissions. 

4. The Rebuild America program should be restructured to a 
small nt1mber of manageable consortia rather than hundreds of di
rectly reporting individual programs. The regional support offices 
should assist with the restructuring and help manage the program. 

5. The Committee recognizes the extraordinary cost savings and 
positive environtnental benefits achieved by the military through 
the implementation of pulse technology as a major component of its 
battery management programs. The Committee believes that the 
Department of Energy would also benefit significantly and directly 
from the use of this technology to extend the life of vehicle bat
teries. These benefits include savings in battery replacement costs, 
reduction in overall maintenance costs for vehicles and ancillary 
equipment, and a resultant increase in safety for personnel. The 
Committee urges the Department to incorporate this technology in 
its ongoing purchase and maintenance prograrns for vehicles. The 
Department should report to the Committee by December 31, 2002, 
on its plans to comply with this direction. Beginning with the fiscal 
year 2004 budget request, the budget submission should include an 
accounting of the extent to which battery pulse technology is being 
employed and the savings expected and realized as a result of the 
use of this technology. The Department should also, through the 
Federal Energy Management Program, encourage the use of this 
technology throughout the Federal government. 
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9. Tl1 Nortll"' t AIJi 11c for Tr 11 portation T ch11ologi 
lJould b ~.pru1d d o u.pport th continu d d v lopm nt of n-
ial p " ' r y tn 1 d ad · nc d mi ion t chnologi for light 

dut. ' , nd l1 V)' duty v hicl . 
10. In h · fi c· l .Y r 2004 budg t, th D partm nt hould con-

id r i11 r . ing h ngin boo ting t chnology activity funding in 
t.h v l1icl t chnology program in order to explor engin. 
do' 'n izing opportuniti and r ulting efficiencie through the u 
of turbo l1· rg r .. 

11. Th $3 000 00 incr a e in vehicle tec'hnologies for heavy ve-
llicl y t m o·ptimization hould focus on technologies in two 
r · : 1 nti idling a d 12 a rodynamic drag. 

12. ITh As i tan S cretarie for Fossil Energy and Energy Effi
ci ncy and Renewabl Energy are directed to modify their current 
procur m nt practice to allow full and open competition to occur, 
v h .n ppropri t . Thi more flexible, pragmatic, and fully vespon-
ibl pproach \VilJ achi ve technical integrity and improve funding 
ffici nci '''hile maintaining realistic small and minority busines~s 

go 1 . 
13. The D partm nt hould not withhold program funds appro

priat d by the Congre without justifying such withboldings in ad
v nc ~ nd in \\Titing to the Hou e and Senate Com.mittees on Ap
propri tion . 

14. Th $1 000 000 for the National Academy of Sciences review 
of program hould remain in the base for a continuing annual re
vie'' by the Academy of programs, using the Academy's matrix, to 
m a u.re h. relati\' benefits expected to be achieved and to infor 
deci ion making on \vhat program should be continued, expanded, 
c led-back or eliminated. 

E 0 tQMJ REGULATIO 

The conomic regula -ion account funds the independent Office of 
Hearings and Appeals \vhich is responsible for all of the Depart
ment adjudication processes except those that are the responsi
bility of he Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The amount 
funded by this Committee is for those activities specific to this bill: 
mainly those related to petroleum overcharge cases. All other ac
tivities are funded on a reimbursable basis from the other elements 
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of the Department of Energy. Prior to fiscal year 1997, this account 
also funded the Economic Regulatory Ad rninistration. 

A . . d 2 $ ppropnatton enacte , 002 .................. ....... .. ....... ..... ... . .... ..... ....... ... 1,996,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . 1,487,000 
Recommended, 2003 .. .. .. ..... ... .. ... . ... . . .. .. .. ... ... ..... .... .. .. . .. .. ... .. ..... .. . .. .. ... 1,487,000 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

-509,000 
0 

The Committee recomrnends $1,487,000 for economic regulation, 
equal to the budget request and $509,000 below the 2002 level. The 
Comrnittee expects the Department to phase out direct funding for 
the Office of Hearings and Appeals from the Interior bill over the 
next two years. The Comrnittee continues to be concerned about the 
high cost of employees in this office and concerned that the case
work, funded by the Interior and related agencies appropriation, 
has not been brought to a timely completion. 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 

The Strategic Petrolet11n Reserve was created by the Energy Pol
icy and Conservation Act of 1975 to provide the United States with 
adequate strategic and econon1ic protection against disruptions in 
oil supplies. The SPR program was established as a 750 million
barrel capacity crude oil reserve with storage in large underground 
salt caverns at five sites in the Gulf Coast area. It is connected to 
major private sector distribution systems and maintained to 
achieve full drawdown rate capability within fifteen days of notice 
to proceed with drawdown. Storage capacity development was com
pleted in September 1991, providing the capability to store 750 mil
lion barrels of crude oil in underground caverns and to be ready to 
deploy at the President's direction in the event of an emergency. 
As a result of the decomrnissioning of the Weeks Island site in 
1999, the Reserve lost 70 million bat·rels of capacity. However, the 
Department has reassessed the capacities of the remaining storage 
sites and estimates those sites are currently capable of storing a 
total of 700 rnillion bart·els. During 1998, an inventory of 561 mil
lion barrels provided 60 days of net import protection. In 2002, 600 
million barrels provide 54 days of net import protection. The de
cline in days of net import protection is the result of the growth 
of U.S. requirements for imported crude oil and the reduction in 
U.S. domestic oil production. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$179,009,000 
168,856,000 
175,856,000 

-3,153,000 
+7,000,000 

The Committee recommends $175,856,000 for operation of the 
Strategic Petroleurn Reserve, an increase of $7,000,000 above the 
budget request and $3,153,000 below the fiscal year 2002 level. 
Changes to the budget request include increases of $4,000,000 in 
storage development and operations, which has been transferred 
from the SPR petrolet1rn account budget to pay for electricity costs 
associated with oil injection, and $3,000,000 in management to re
store funding to the 2002 level. 
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c-:w..pp!iopri tior1 r1ac d, 2 02 ...................... ..................... ................ .. . 
I udg. t , ti111 , , 2003 ............................................................... .. ..... . 
R o n1 rn r1 d d, 2 0 08 ........................................................ ... .... ...... ..... . 

• 

0 
11 ,000,000 
7 ,000,000 

I on1pan or : 
Appr pria· ·ion, 2002 ....................................... .. .. ..... ............... .. . . +7 ,000,000 
Budg ~ t, sti tn t , 2003 .......... ................. ... ..... .... .. ...... ..... ............ - ·4,000,000 

Tl1 on1mjt t r comm nd $7,000 000 for th PR p trol urn 
, ccount d cr a of $4,000 000 b low th budget r qu t and an 
incr of $7.000 000 abov the 2002 I v l. The d cr a e to th 
budg t r qu t r fl ct~ th tran £ r of $4 000,000 to the Strat gic 
P trol urn Re rv account to cover the el ctricity co ts associated 
' rith oil inj ction. Th funding provided in this account for fi cal 
y ar 2003 \vill complete th exi ting royalty in kind program and 
, upport th fillin.g of the SPR to its 700 million barrel capacity . 

. l~'Tl·I EA~ T liOME li E1\ Tl G OIL RE ERVE 

Th acquisition and storage of heating oil for the Northeast 
began in August 2000 when the Department of Energy, through 
the Strategic Petro urn Reserve account awarded contracts for the 
I a e of commercial torage facilities and acquisition of heating oil. 
The purpose of the r serve is to assure home heating oil supplies 
for the Northea t Sta s during times of very low inv~entories and 
ignificant threat to immediate supply of heating oil. The North
a t Home Heating Oil Reserve was established as a separate enti

ty from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve on March 6, 2001. The 
2 000,000 barrel r eserve is stored in commercial facilities in New 
York Harbor, Rhode I land, and New Haven, Connecticut. 

p,propri a tion enacted, 2002 ............................................. .... ............... . 
Budget e t imate, 2003 ................................... .... ........................ .... .... .... . 
Recommended, 2003 .... ................................. .. ... ........... ... ... ....... ...... ....... . 

• ompan on: 
Appropriation '2002 ............ ...................... ....... ......... ................. ... .. .. . 
Budget stimate, 2003 ..................................................................... . 

$0 
8,000,000 
8,000,000 

+8,000,000 
0 

The Committee recommends $8 000,000 for the Northeast home 
heating oil reserve equal to the budget request and $8,000,000 
above the fiscal year 2002 level. The program formerly was funded 
a part of the Strategic Petroleum Reserve account. 

E. E RGY I FORMATIO AD 1INISTRATION 

The Energy Information Administration is a quasi-independent 
agency \vithin the Department of Energy established to provide 
timely, objective and accurate energy-related information to the 
Congress executive branch, State gover11ments, industry, and the 
public. The inforn1ation and analysis prepared by the EIA is widely 
disseminated and the agency is recognized as an unbiased source 
of energy inforrnation by government organizations, industry, pro
fessional statistical organizations and the public. 
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Appropriation enacted, 2002 . .. . .... .... .. .... ... .... .......... .... .. .. . ... .. ...... ....... $78,499,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ....................................................................... 80,111,000 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................................................... 80,611,000 

ComK~~:~;~ation, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . + 2,112, ooo 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . ... .. .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . .. . . . . ... .. . . ... .... . . . . . . . +500,000 

The Comrnittee recommends $80,611,000 for the Energy Informa
tion Administration, an increase of $500,000 above the budget re
quest and $2,112,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. The increase 
above the request is for essential coaJ data system improvements. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE 

INDIAN HEALTH SERVICES 

SERVICES 

The provision of Federal health services to Indians is based on 
a special relationship between Indian tribes and the U.S. Govern
ment first set forth in the 1830s by the U.S. Supreme Court under 
Chief Justice John Marshall. Nt1merous treaties, statutes, constitu
tional provisions, and international law have reconfirmed this rela
tionship. Principal among these is the Snyder Act of 1921, which 
provides the basic authority for most Indian health services pro
vided by the Federal Governrnent to American Indians and Alaska 
Natives. The Indian Health Service (IHS) provides direct health 
care services in 36 hospitals, 58 health centers, 4 school health cen
ters, and 44 health stations. Tribes and tribal groups, through con
tracts with the IHS, operate 13 hospitals, 161 health centers, 3 
school health centers, and 249 health statjons (including 170 Alas
ka Native village clinics). The IHS, tribes and tribal groups also op
erate 11 regional youth substance abuse treatment centers and 
2,252 units of staff quarters. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 . ... . ... ......... ..... .. ...... .... .. . .. .. .. . ... . .... .......... $2,389,614,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........... .... .... ......... .............................. ............. 2,453,835,000 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................................................... 2,508,756,000 

Comx.::~;~ation, 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + 119, 14 2, ooo 
Budget estimate, 2003 ................................................................ +54,921,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 



Cl ,inical Scrv.icoG 
IHS and t ·r i bal health deli ve.ry 

Hoop.i tal and health clinic pr~og.r.ams ... , ..... , ...... . 
Dental health program ............•... . ............ 
Mental health ·program ........................... . 
Alcohol and substance abuse pr~o,gram .... , ... . . .. .. • .... 

Con t rae t ca·re , ...... , ......... ....... , ... ....... , .......... . 

Sub to t a 1 , C 1 1 n i c a 1 S e rv 1 c e s . . • . • . . . . • . . . . . . • . • • . 

Preventive Health 
Public health nursing ................... , ........... . 
Hea,l th education ................................... . 
Conmtuni ty health represen ta t,i vee program .........•.. 
Iuunun.ization (Alaska) ........... .. ........ ...•......... 

Subtotal, ,Preventiv"e Health .................... . 

Urban health projects ................................ . 
Indian health professions ............................ . 
Tribal manag~emen t ................. ,. , ........... ,. , ...... . 

D·irect o.p e rations ............ , ...... , ........ ,. , ......... . 
S_e 1 f-go·ve rnanc e ...................................... . 
Contract support costs ............................... . 
Annuitant heal th care ( :fox merly pa:id by DoD) ......... . 

Medicare/Medicaid Reimbursements 
Hospital and clinic accreditation (Est. col lecting). 

To tal, Ind.i an Health Services .............. ..... . 

FY 2 ~002 

1 11 1 53,, 711 
95 305 ,, 

47 ., 1 ~4'2 

1:35,005 
460,7716 

1,,891 ,939 

37,781 
10,628 
49,789 

1,526 

99,724 

30,947 
31,165 

2,406 
55,323 

9,,876 
268 .• 234 

-

(499,985) 

2 389, 6'14 
' ' 

l:'ndian :Real th s ~ervlces 

(:Dolla·r ,s i :n 'ThousanCin) 

FY 20103 

1,'1,68,540 
100,085 
50.626 

137,744 
4'68,130 

1,.'945;125 

39 .• 875 
11,063 
50,,774 

1,556 

103,268 

31.528 
35;37,3 

2 406 II 

55,3'1'2 
10,,089 

270~7 :34 

{449,985) 

2,453,835 

Reconaaended 

1 ,22,4 ,:540 
'100,285 
50,626 

137.'744 
483;130 

1 ,,'996,,325 

:39,875 
11,063 
50,77~4 

1,556 

103~'268 

:31,,528 
:35,373 

2,406 
:56,1:34 

1,089 
270.734 

1 '1,899 

( 44 9,,'985) 

2.508.756 

Reconinend,eo ·vu • 
,D.uactecS :R~equeo 1t 

+70,,829 
+,4,'980 
+3 ~4 ' . 

+2,7,39 
+22,3 

+104,,:386 

+:2,0 
+i435 
+985 

.... ,30 

+31544 

·581 
.... ,4.208 

, __ 
,+811 

-8,787 
2.500 

+11 ,.899 

(-50,,000) 

+1 '19,.1,42 

36,000 
0 
-
-

1'5.000 

-
-
-

* -

,. 
a,, 

-9,,000 

+'1'1.,899 

54.'9.21 
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The Committee recommends $2,508,756,000 for Indian health 
services, an increase of $54,921,000 above the budget request and 
$119,142,000 above the fiscal year 2002 level. Changes to the budg
et request are discussed below. 

Hospital and clinic programs are increased by $36,000,000, in
cluding $33,000,000 for the Indian health care improvement fund 
and $3,000,000 for the Lawton, OK hospital. Dental health pro
grams are increased by $200,000 to fund the increased use of vol
unteer dentists. Contract health services are increased by 
$15,000,000 to address the large unmet need for contract services. 
Direct operations are increased by $822,000 to address administra
tive shortfalls at Headquarters and Area Offices. Self-governance is 
decreased by $9,000,000, which leaves sufficient funds for the staff
ing and o erational expenses of the 8 FTEs in that office. An in
crease of 11,899,000 is provided to cover the cost of health care 
for Public Health Service annuitants. These costs were previously 
paid by the Department of Defense. 

The Corntnittee agrees to the following: 
1. The Lawton, OK hospital was constructed in the 1960s with 

Federal funds but never received any additional funds for staffing 
of new facilities. The situation has reached a crisis level with IHS 
needing to reprogram funds to keep the hospital operating in each 
of the last few years. This situation is unique to the Lawton hos
pital. These funds should remain in the base to cover ongoing oper
ational needs at the hospital. If additional funds are required, they 
should be justified in the 2004 budget submission. 

2. Funding for the Indian health care improvement fund is lim
ited to the 55 most underft1nded units. According to the IHS, this 
is the amount needed to bring those units up to 40 percent of need
ed funding. 

3. There have been no new self-governance compacts recently 
and therefore funds can be shifted from the self-governance account 
to other underft1nded programs. This should not impact existing 
compacts because the funds in this account were intended for 
shortfall costs associated with new compacts. After compacts are 
operational, costs should be funded from health program funds. 

4. Funds for the pharmacy residency program remain in the base 
for fiscal year 2003. 

5. The fiscal year 2001 direction on the use of loan repayment 
program funding should continue to be followed in fiscal year 2003. 

6. The budget increase of $4,000,000 for recruiting health profes
sionals should not be limited to former military and Department of 
Veteran Affairs health professionals. The IHS should pursue those 
recruitment possibilities as part of its overall recruitment program 
but, given the great need for health professionals, it should not set 
aside a specific amount of money for any particular population seg
ment of the recruitment pool. 

7. IHS needs to reexamine its estimates of administrative costs 
for operation of Federally-run health progratns and its estimates of 
residual costs for operation of inherently Federal functions at 
Headquarters and Area Offices and request increases for direct op
erations as needed in the fiscal year 2004 budget. 

Bill language is recomtnended, under Title III General Provi
sions, providing for a demonstration pro~am for the Cheyenne 
River Sioux Tribe in South Dakota. The tnbe has reported that, by 
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urr n l - r imat d to amount to ov r $876 million for tho· 

proj c h t are con idered to be economically fea ible. 

ppt·opriation nact d, 2002 ................................................................. . 
B·udg · t tim ~ 2003 ........................................................................ . 
R comm nd dt 2003 ............................................................................ . 

• omp n on: 

$369,487,000 
362,571,000 
391,865,000 

Appliopriation, 2002 ............................................... ........................ +22,378,000 
B udg t tim a · , 2003 .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . + 29 ,294., 000 

The amount recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget e timates by · ctivity are shown in the following table: 



Maintenance and improvement ............••.•.......•... 
Sanitation facilities •.............................•.. 
Construction facilities •................•.•.......•... 
Facilities and environmental health support ..•.•...... 
Equ.i~n t ............................................ . 

Total, Indian Health Facilities .....•........... 

• 

' 

-

FY 2002 
Enacted 

46,331 
93,827 
86,260 

126,775 
16,294 

369,487 

Ind·ian Health Facilities 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2003 ReconWlended vs. 
Request RecOJJunended Enacted Request 

47,331 
93,983 
72,000 

132,963 
16,294 

362,571 

52,331 
93,983 
94,294 

132,963 
18,294 

391 ,865 

+6,000 
+156 

+8,034 
+6,188 
+2,000 

+22,378 

+5 000 
' ---

+22,294 
---

+2,000 
-

+29,294 

~ 
.p.. 
~ 
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Fort Def1ance, A7. IJosp1lel ......................................................................... . 
tnneba o, t4E hospttal ............................................................................. . 

Penon. ~ clinic .......................................................................................... . 
Red , esa. ~ cl1n1c ................................................................................... . 
Ps nee, OK clin1c ...................................................................................... . 
St. Paul. AK cl1n1c ...................................................................................... . 
Stssclon, SO cl1 n1c ..................................................................................... . 
Cl1nton, 10K clinic ....................................................................................... . 
Belhel. AK staff quarters ........................................................................... . 
Small ambulato"~ facilities ................. . .................................................. . -
Dental untls ............................................. . ............................................... . 

iJCJtll1 ..................................................•.....•.....••.•..•............•........... 

2003 request 

$20.400,000 
8,241,000 

13,900,000 
7,653,000 

10,639,000 
11 ,167,000 

• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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72,000,000 

The Committee agrees to the following: 

Comm1lt rcc-
omm ndatton 

20,400,000 
8,241 ,000 

13,900,000 
7,653,000 

1 ?.,633,000 
Jl, 167,000 
3,000,000 
1,300,000 
5,000,000 

10,000,000 
1,000,000 

94,294,000 

Dllfr 

. ...................... , 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• 

1,994,000 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

3,000,000 
1,300,000 
5,000,000 

10,000,000 
1,000,000 

22,294,000 

1. The maintenance program funding increase needs to remain in 
h ba e budget for 2004 and beyond. Further increases will be nec

ar)' a existing facilities get older and as more hospitals and 
clinic are built and expanded. 

2. The increase for equipment should be focused on replacing O'Ut
dat d analog medical de,rices with digital medical devices an~d tele
medicine equipment and hould remain in the base budget. Further 
increa e \vill be neces ary as existing equipment becomes out
dated and a more hospitals and clinics are built and expanded. 

3. T.he Ser\rice should continue to work on needed improvem nts 
to the facilities priority system so that the full range of need for 
facilitie in Indian country is given appropriate consideration. 

4. The methodology used to distribute facilities funding should 
add1 .. e the fluctuating annual workload and maintain parity 
among IHS areas and tribes as the workload shifts. 

5. Funds for sanitation facilities for new and renovated housing 
hould be used to serve housing provided by the Bureau of Indian 

Affair Housing Impro\rement Program new homes and homes ren
O\ ated to like-ne'v condition. Onsite sanitation facilities may also 
be provided for homes occupied by the disabled or sick \vho have 
physician referrals indicating an immediate medical need for ade
quate sanitation facilities at home. 

6. Sanitation funds should not be used to prov1de sanitation fa
cilities for new homes funded by the housing programs of the De
partment of Housing and Urban Development. The HUD should 
pro\ride any needed funds to the IHS for that purpose. 
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7. The IHS may use up to $5,000,000 in sanitation funding for 
projects to clean up and replace open dt1mps on Indian lands pur
suant to the Indian Lands Open Dump Cleanup Act of 1994. 

Bill language is included to continue the Bethel, AK staff quar
ters project. Fiscal year 2003 is the third year of a four year com
rnitment to this construction project. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCIES 

OFFICE OF NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN RELOCATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

The dispute between the Hopi and Navajo tribes is centuries-old. 
The Hopi trace their origin on the the land back to the Anasazi 
race whose presence is recorded back to 1150 A.D. Later in the 
16th century Navajo settlement led to the isolation of the Hopi Res
ervation as an island within the area occupied by the Navajo res
ervation. In 1882, President Arthur issued an Executive Order 
which granted the Hopi a 2.5 million acre reservation to be occu
pied by the Hopi and such other Indians as the Secretary of the 
Interior saw fit to resettle there. Intertribal problems arose be
tween the Navajo tribe and the Hopi tribe revolving around the 
question of the ownership of the land as well as cultural differences 
between the two tribes. Efforts to resolve these conflicts were not 
successful and led Congress to pass legislation in 1958 which au
thorized a lawsuit to deter1nine ownership of the land. When at
tempts at mediation of the dispute as specified in an Act passed 
in 1974 failed, the district court in Arizona partitioned the Joint 
Use Area equally between the Navajo and Hopi tribes under a de
cree that has required the relocation of members of both tribes. 
Most of those to be relocated are Navajo living on the Hopi Parti
tioned Land. 

At this time approximately 233 households remain be relocated, 
of which 24 are full-time residents on the Hopi Partitioned Land. 
A total of 3,269 families have been relocated from the Hopi Parti
tioned Land. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........................................ .. ............................ . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$15,148,000 
14,491,000 
14,491,000 

-657 
0 

The Committee recommends $14,491,000 for salaries and ex
penses of the Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation, the 
same as the budget request and $657,000 below the 2002 enacted 
level. 
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Btld t t.im t , 2008 ............................................................... . 

Th on11ni t r co1nm nd $5 130,000 for h In titut of 
·i all Itldian a11d Ala ka Nativ ul ur and Art D v lop-

m J tl1 m a h budg r qu . t and $640 000 abov h 2002 
a~c -d 1 v l. 

-· JTll I I. '~TIT Tl 

Th mith onian In titution is unique in th Fed ral tab]i h-
m nt. E · abli h d by th Congre in 1846 to carry out th tru, t 
i11Clud d in Jam Smith on \vi]] it ha been engaged for ov r 150 
)' ar in th increa and diffu ion of knowledge among men" in 
accord.anc with th donor' in tructions. For orne year , it used 
only th fund made available by the trust. Then, before the turn 
of the century it began to receive Federal appropriation to con
duct om of it acti itie . With the expendjture of both private and 
F d ral fund over t e years, it ha grown into one of the world 
great scien ific, cultur I, and intellectual organizations. It operate 
magnific nt mu eums utstanding art galleries, and im .. portant re

arch center . Its collections are among the best in the world. Its 
traveling exhibits bring beauty and information throughout the 
countl)' . 

The Smithsonian attracted approximately 33,650,000 visitors in 
2001 to it museums galleries, and zoological park. Additional mil
lion al o view Smith onian traveling exhibitions which appear 
across the United States and abroad and the annual Folklife Fes
tival. As custodian of the National Collections, the Smithsonian is 
responsible for more than 140 million art objects natural history 
pecimens and artifacts. These collections are display d for the en

joyment and education of visitors and are available for research by 
the staff of the In titution and by hundreds of visiting students, 
cienti and historians each year. Other significant study efforts 

dra\v their data and results directly from terrestrial, marine, and 
a troph)rsical observations at various Smithsonian installations. 

The Smithsonian complex presently consists of 15 exhibition 
buildings in Washington, DC and Ne\v York City in the fields of 
cience history technology and art; a zoological park in Wash

ington DC and an animal conservat ion and research ce ter in 
Front Ro)ral Virginia; the Anacostia Museum which perforrns re
search and exhibit activities in the District of Columbia; a preser
,,atio.n storage and air and spacecraft display facility in Suitland 
Maryland· a natural presen'e in Panarna and one on the Chesa
peake Bay· an oceanographic research facility in Fort Pierce, Flor
ida; astroph)rsical stations in Cambridge, Massachusetts and Mt. 
Hopkins Arizona and elsewhere; and supporting administrative, 
laboratory _ and storage areas. 
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ................ : ............................................ . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 

Com X~~:~;riation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$420,960,000 
434,660,000 
436,660,000 

+15,700,000 
+2,000,000 

The amounts recommended by the Committee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



FY 200 2 
Bnacted 

Museum and research institutes ....................... . 206. 160 
Program support and outreach ......................... . 36,1,61 
Admi. ni s tr a t 'i on ......... , ............... , ... , ... .. ........ . 43,3716 
Facilities servi.ces .................... ....... . ... ..... . 113,556 
Brnergency appropriations ( P . . L. 107- :117) ..... . ........ . 21.707 
Offsetting reduction ................................. . -
Resci ss·ion of prior year unobligated funds .. ........ ... . ~-

Total, Salaries and Expenses ................... . 420.960 

• 

Smithsonian In.sti ·t·u ·ti ~o.n. 

(:Doll a r ,o .i .:n Thou.oands) 

F'Y 2003 
Reques't .Reconrme:nded 

'221 ,97·6 222,951 +1 16.'791 
35,,964 35.964 -1 197 
53,.976 53,976 -+·10.1600 

149,,639 138,814 +25.258 
- - -21.'70'7 

-t2,795 -'945 ·-94:S 
·-14 , 100 -'14.100 I - I' -1 ·4,,100 

434.660 436.660 +15.700 

+975 
- · 
-

-10.825 
-

+1'1,,850 

•2000 • ' t 
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The Committee recornmends $436,660,000 for salaries and ex
penses, $2,000,000 above the budget request and $15,700,000 above 
the enacted level. The fiscal year 2003 request contains 
$11,000,000 in salaries and expenses and $2,000,000 in the con
struction accot1nt for security needs. The Comrnittee has provided 
the $11,000,000 and moved the $2,000,000 from the construction 
request into the salaries and expenses account to be allocated in 
the following manner: $400,000 for the farm exhibit at the National 
Zoological Park, $750,000 to expand the ct1rrent research at STRI 
on microorganisms in tropical forests and soils, and $11,850,000 to 
relieve operational shortfalls. 

The Cornrnittee recomtnends that the Smithsonian Institution 
continue to assist other professional organizations in their efforts 
to create museum exhibits commemorating and celebrating the var
ious aspects and impacts of the Louisiana Purchase and its bicen
tennial on April 30, 2003. 

The Committee is concerned by recent controversial agreements 
between the Smithsonian Institution and certain benefactors which 
appear to cede undue control over Smithsonian exhibits to both cor
porate and individual donors. While it lauds the philanthropic in
tentions of these donors, it is concerned that a dominantly publicly 
funded organization must not compromise its duty to its core mis
sions of education and research when seeking private sponsorships. 
While the Committee does not have enough information to render 
judgment on each of these public controversies, it considers the re
cent agreement to remove the natne of Samuel P. Langley from the 
main theater complex of the National Air and Space Museum and 
replace it with that of a corporate sponsor to be particularly incom
prehensible. Sarnuel Langley was a noted aviation pioneer and the 
Smithsonian's third Secretary. No amount of money would seem 
adequate to justify denying him the recognition which he has en
joyed since the early 1980's when the much visited theater was 
named in his honor. Unfortunately, while this case seems particu
larly difficult to understand, it is by no means the only such con
troversy and confidence in the Smithsonian by many Members of 
Congress and by the general public has been shaken by what some 
see as the selling of the institution to the highest bidder. In re
sponse to these concerns the Committee requests that the Regents 
undertake the following actions: 

1. Institute a procedure so that all benefactor or gift agreements 
which include stipulations or specific requirements with respect to 
the design of exhibits or narning of facilities or parts of facilities 
are approved by formal vote of the Regents in open sessions rather 
than through the ct1rrent process of prelirninary approval by the 
Secretary and the Executive Cornrnittee with ratification by the full 
Regents. 

2. Direct the Secretary to reopen negotiations with the donor cor
poration regarding the narning of the I theatr~ at the National 
Air and Space Muset1rn with the goal of ret~rrung the name ?f 
Samuel P. Langley to this complex. The Com"?Ittee n?tes that tl?ls 
would not preclude recognition of the corporation for Its .generosity 
in some other way at the theater complex. The 9omm1ttee ~o~es 
that in making this request, it does not mean to .Imply opposi.ti.on 
to appropriate recognition of donors through na1n1ng opporturuties 
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l.1· i J t, · r _ . ' r in ' 'hi h tl1 ~'1njtb.oJ1i Jl J d r hip'" , · g-

gr . i ,, 1 .. , ·om pl j11i ng bou . hor ag of fu11d for t·i tic 1 maint -
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h L cr -t r. of th \ nJjth oni -n of lmo~ t 50 p rc nt to I v 'J 
hj )' ar of mor tba11 , '5 8,000 inclu.ding _ con ractu l bonu of 

$ 5 000. Th on11ni · t \ furth r di turb d to 1 arn that ·h 
mith onian a pa,y r fina11c d hilanthropic nd ducational or-

g niz· tion p )' 29 -mploy · a ari i11 exce of tho paid to 
cabin t offic r of th U .. Gov rnm nt. Whil the on1mitte r c-
ogniz th right und r it chart r for the Smi h onian to pay m
ploy at any l v 1 \\'ith tru t fund~ donated to it by th public, 
it i cone rn d that i11crea e in xecutiv compen ation of thi 
magnitude can \\' aken the public belief that the organization ha 
ju tifi d i n ed for incr a d taxpayer upport for it priority in-
ve tm nt . The Regen are reque ted to carry-out a revi w of the 
In titution execut·ve compen ation policie and report to the 
Committee prior to F bruary 1. 2003 the result of thi · review. 

Appropriation enacted 2002 ............................................................... . 
Budget e tim ate~ 2003 ............ .............................................................. . 
R commended, ?.003 ............................................................................. . 

• ompa1, on: 
Appropriation, 2002 ..................................................................... . 
Budget, e timat , 2003 ................................................................ . 

$67,900,000 
81,300,000 
81,300,000 

+ 13,400,000 
0 

The Committee recommend $81 300,000 for repair, restoration 
and alteration of facilitie the arne as the budget request and 
$13.400 000 above the enacted level. 

• 

Tl1e o.mmitt e urges the Secretary of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion to repair an.d re tore the Jack on,rille Bandstand which i cur
r ntly located next to the National Museum of American History. 

0 . TRU TIO 

ppropria tion enact d 2002 ............................................ ................. . 
Budget e timate 2003 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended 2003 ................... ... .. , ....................................................... . 

• 

$30,000,000 
12,000 000 
10,000,000 

omxan on: 
ppr~opriation, 2002 .............. .................................................. .... ~ 20,000,000 

Budget estimate 2003 ..................................................................... -2,000,000 

The Committee recommends $10 000 000 for construction of the 
National Museum of the American Indian, $2 000,000 helow the 
budget request (as explained in the previous account) and 
$20 000 000 belo"' the enacted level. 

NATIO AL GALLERY OF ART 

The National Gallery of Art is one of the world's great galleries. 
Its magnificent works of art are displayed for the benefit of mil-
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lions of visitors from across this Nation and from other nations. 
The National Gallery of Art serves as an example of a successful 
cooperative endeavor between private individuals and institutions 
and the Federal Government. The many special exhibitions shown 
in the Gallery and then throughout the country bring great art 
treasures to Washington and the Nation. In 1999, the Gallery 
opened a sculpture garden, which provides a wonderful opportunity 
for the public to have an outdoor artistic experience in a lovely, 
contemplative setting. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................ ................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ................................................................... , ... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 

CoA~:~;ria tion, 2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$71,115,000 
78,219,000 
78,219,000 

+7,104,000 
0 

The amounts recommended by the Cornmittee compared with the 
budget estimates by activity are shown in the following table: 

• 

• 



Care and uti l ization of art collections .............. . . 
Operat ·ion and maintenance ot build.ings and grounds ... . 
Protection of buildingo, grounds and contents ........ . 
General administration .... ............. .......... . ..... . 
Emergency .appropriations ( P. L. 107 - 117) ........ ...... .. . 

Total, Salaries and Bxpenees ......... . ... ....... . . 

n 2 10 02 
Enacted 

26,,019 
14,908 
14.,837 
13 ,203 
2.148 

7'1 ,11.5 

.National Gallery o :f .Ar·t 
1(Do l l a :r a i n Thouean ·do) 

FY 2003 
Re ques·t Reco mmended 

:2.5.721 
1:9,907 
1'7 84.5 · II 

'14,.746 
-

78,,'21 9 

27,840 
17.788 
'17 .84'5 
'14.7416 

·-

78 .• 21'9 

:R,ccou:ncndod v .o. 

Bnactcd :R,cqucc lt 

t. ~821 
2,880 

+3008 ,, 
+1,543 
-2.1·48 

+7.1v-t 

• :2.119 
-"" .1t.., 

-
-
-
-
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The Comrnittee recornmends $78,219,000 for salaries and ex
penses of the National Gallery of Art, the same as the budget re
quest and an increase of $7,104,000 above the 2002 level. Within 
the arno11nt recornmended there is a decrease of $2,119,000 for re
pair and maintenance and an increase of $2,119,000 to restore the 
special exhibits budget. The Comrnittee notes that, even after the 
recomrnended decrease for repair and maintenance, there is an in
crease of 163 percent in funding for that activity compared with fis
cal year 2002. 

The Comrnittee stresses that level funding for special exhibits is 
critical for both 2003 exhibits and for multi-year exhibition plan
ning. The Cornrnittee strongly believes that this special exhibitions 
funding should remain in the base budget in fut11re years. 

REPAIR, RESTORATION AND RENOVATION OF BUILDINGS 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 ................................................................ .......... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$14,220,000 
16,230,000 
16,230,000 

+2,010,000 
0 

The Committee recommends $16,230,000 for repair, restoration 
and renovation of buildings at the National Gallery of Art, the 
same as the budget request and an increase of $2,010,000 above 
the fiscal year 2002 level. The increase above the 2002 level is to 
continue implementation of the Gallery's long-term facilities im-
provement plan. . 

JOHN F. KENNEDY CENTER FOR THE PERFORMING ARTS 

The John F. Kennedy Center for the Perforrning Arts is a living 
memorial to the late President Kennedy and is the National Center 
for the Performing Arts. The Center consists of over 1.5 million 
square feet of usable floor space with visitation averaging 10,000 
on a daily basis. 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ................................................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$19,310,000 
16,310,000 
16,310,000 

-3,000,000 
0 

The Committee recornmends $16,310,000 for operations and 
maintenance, the same as the budget request and $3,000,000 below 
the enacted level. 

CONSTRUCTION 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .................................................. .. ·. · · · .. · · · 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................... · · · · .. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................... · · · .... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 ....................................... ..... · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · · · · · · · 
Budget estimate, 2003 ........................................ · ·· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·· · · 

$19,000,000 
17,600,000 
17,600,000 

- 1,400,000 
0 

The Cornmittee recommends $17,600,000 for construction, the 
same as the budget request and $1,400,000 below the enacted level. 
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Tll \ oodrov \ il . n In r11· i n I Jlt r for ·hol( r is 
uniqu in ti uti on ' ith , p i · 1 mi ion 'O rv · )jving 1n mo-
ri J to . r id n oodr V' WiJ 011. Th n r p rforn1 tl1i n1 n-

through it. rol n int rn ion J in it.u for d n d 
' 7 ·11 a, f ili ·or for dj cu ion~ mong , choJar publi 

)ffici 1 jo·urn li nd bu in I d r from ro th country 
n m jor Jong-t rm i u f· cing A1n rica and th " 'orld. 

ppropri tion nact d, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budg t timat , 2003 ....................................................................... . 
R comm nd d, 2008 .............................................................................. . 
,omp rison: 

$7,796,000 
.,488,000 
,48 ,000 

Appropriation , .200.2 ......................................................................... +692,000 
Budg t · timet . 2003 .................................................................. 0 

The Committee recommends $8,488,000 for salari and ex-
pen e the arne a the budget request and $692 000 above the en
acted level. 

N. TI0~1\L Fot·NDATIO ON THE ART~ AND THE HUMANITIE 

NATIONAIJ ENDOWMENT FOR 'rHE ART 

GRANT AND ADMIN! TRATION 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................ .. 
Budget estimate, 2003 ..... ....... .................................................................. . 
Recommended, 2003 .......... ..................................................................... . 

• 

om x~;:~;riation. 2002 .................. ...... ........ ... ................ ........ ... ..... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. ..... ............................. ................................... . 

$98,234,000 
99,489,000 
99,489,000 

+1,255,000 
0 

The amount recommended by the Commjttee compared with es
timates by activity are shown in the following table: 



(X) 
0 
' 0> 

<0 
0> 

0 
' 0> 

Grants 
Direct grants . ..................................... . 

State partnerships 
State and regional ............•................... 
Underserved set-aside ............................ . 

Subtotal, State partnerships ................. . 

Sub to tal , Grants . .............................. . 

Program support . ..................................... . 
Admi ni s tra tion . ...................................... . 

Total, A.r'ts .................................... . 
• 

• 

-

National Endowment for the Arts 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

47,827 

25,118 
6,805 

31,923 

79,750 

1,154 
17,330 

98,234 

FY 2003 
Request Reconwtended 

47,271 47,271 

24,802 24,802 
6,712 6,712 

31 ,514 31 ,514 
- . - . 

78,785 78,785 

1,304 1,304 
19,400 19,400 

99,489 99,489 

Reconwtended vs. 
Enacte d Request 

-556 ---

-316 • --
-93- -

-409 --
-965 --

+150 --
+2,070 

__ , +1 ,255 _____ _ 
------------------- -- - ----

~ 
01 
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National Endowment for the Humanities 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

FY 2003 Recouwtended vs. 
Request Recoumended Enacted Request --------------------------------------------------------------- -

Grants 
Federal/State partnership .......................... . 31,829 31 ,829 31.829 --- --
Preservation and access ............................ . 18,905 18,905 18,905 --- - = 

P\lbl ic programs .......................•............. 13,114 13,114 13,114 -- -
Research programs .................................. . 13,063 13,063 13,063 -- ---
Education programs ....................•............. 12,624 12,624 12,624 --- ---
Program development ................................ . 397 397 397 - - ---

S\lbtotal, Grants ............................... . 89,932 89,932 89,932 -- ---
Administrative Areas 

Admin is tra tion ................•...............•..... 18,450 19,700 20,000 +1 ,550 +300 

Total, Grants and Administration ............... . 108,382 109,632 109,932 +1 ,550 +300 -
• 

• 

~ 
01 
01 



TJ1 lllt li t r OI1ll!n tld .' 109 I ~ 2 00 [! r ... 11 t Jld I dnlin-
1 

i r t,i n . '1550 00 · ,~:, v th 2002 I v 1 Jld .·: 00 000 .b \ l1 
bud t r qu · t. Tl1 on11ni · t ll inc I ud d n i11 ·r · b ,, l1 ~ 
r u I t in ord ~ r to nha11c public rvic due· tion nd omrJl U-
n) · ti J ll t l1rough com put r ,,, b- it d I ign , nd imp) 111 11 i 11. 

Th om1nj t ha not prO\'id d fw1ding for a11 offic mov I o h 
om·mit xp c · to a uppl m 11t 1 budg,.,t r qu . if b 

n raJ S rvice .Admini tration proc d wi h . uch · 11 ac io11 tl d 
additional fund ar required. 

MA'P ll INc; 'RA 'r, 

Appropri· tion enacted, 2002 ................................................................ . 
Budget. estimate, 2003 ....................................................................... . 
R commended, 2003 ............................................................................. . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 .... .................... ...... .. .. .................................. . 
Budget estimat , 2003 ......... .......... ............................................. . 

16.122.0 0 
16,122,0 0 
16.122t0 0 

0 

The Committee recommend $16 122 000 for matchi11g gra11t. a 
requested and enacted in fi cal year 2002. Th Commi t not 
that regional humanities center are en.courag d to par icip t in 
the endowment' regular order granting proce~ . r th r han r 
marking funds as was done in fi cal y ar 2002. 

IN EU f I D Ll131 R} l!Jl , , I .,E. 

OFFI 'E OF 1 .. EU 1, El~\'1 I~. 

D AD ~I J, T1 'rl 

The Institute for M seum and Library S rvic (f L w cr -
ated in the Museum and Library Service Act of 1996 I Public L ' 
104-208) which merged library ser\'ice fun.ction of t .. D par -
ment of Education into the Institute of Mu eum rvic . Tb_ .. , 
functions now come under the Office of Mu eum r ic I 0 
portion of the IMLS. For fiscal year 2003 and ther aft r t b Com
mittee, as requested by the administration recommend tba fund
ing for the OMS appropriation \vill be consolidated \vith th library 
functions of the IMLS and funding will be pro\rided in tb Labor, 
Health and .Human Services, and Education appropriatio bill. 
This simplification will enhance administrative fficienC)' and 
achieve synergy by uniting library and museum communitie in 
common public service and educational efforts. 

CHALLENGE ~1ERICA AR'r F UND 

CHALLENGE AMERICA GRANTS 

Appropriation enacted 2002 .... .. ...................... .... .... ........ ... ............... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ..... ................... ..... .... .......... ... .... .. ... ................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .... .................................................... .. .... .... .. ... ..... . 
Comparison: 

$17,000,000 
] 7,000,000 
.&. 7,000,000 

Appropriation, 2002 ..... .............. ... .. ..... ......... .......... ... .. ........ ..... ... .. ..... 0 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . .. . . ... . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. ... . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . ... . . . ... . .. . 0 

The Cornrnittee recomrnends $17,000,000 for the Challenge 
America Arts Fund, as requested and enacted in fiscal year 2002. 
The fund created in fiscal year 2001, provides grants for outreach 
acti,rities of the National Endowment for the Arts. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

The Committee has modified bill language, requested by the Ad
rninistration in Title III General Provisions, concerning small 
grants and included the modified language under this heading. 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 

The Commission of Fine Arts was established in 1910 to meet 
the need for a permanent body to advise the government on mat
ters pertaining to the arts, and particularly, to guide the architec
tural development of Washington, DC. Over the years the Commis
sion's scope has been expanded to include advice on areas such as 
plans for parks, public buildings, location of National monuments 
and development of public squares. As a result, the Commission 
annually reviews approximately 500 projects. In fiscal year 1988 
the Commission was given responsibility for the National Capital 
Arts and Cultural Affairs program. 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .............................................................. $1,254,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,224,000 
Recommended, 2003 ..... .. ... . .... ...... ............ ..... ... ... ... ..... ... .. . . ......... .... ... 1,255,000 

Com.K~;:g;riation, 2002 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +31, ooo 
Buaget estimate, 2003 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . +31,000 

The Committee recommends $1,255,000 for the Commission of 
Fine Arts, $31,000 above both the enacted and requested funding 
levels. This increase partially offsets fixed cost increases. The Com
mittee encourages the Commission to work with Federal agencies 
and the District of Colutnbia government when those entities are 
designing new facilities, especially anti-terrorism related struc
tures. The Commission should not wait for the final review to pro
vide input. Recent experience demonstrates that early involvement 
not only leads to better final products, but also more timely imple
mentation of important projects. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL ARTS AND CULTURAL AFFAIRS 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .... ...... .. ...... ... .......... .......... ...... ............... $7,000,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . .... .. . .. .. ....... .... ...... .. ... . ...... ... ...... ... ..... ... . . .... ... . 7,000,000 
Recommended, 2003 ..... ...... ..... .... .... ...... ... .... .. ... ..... ... .... ..... .. . . .. . ...... ... 7,000,000 

Com.K~:g;riation, 2002 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ° 0 0 0 o 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

The National Capital Arts and Cultt1ral Affairs program was es
tablished in Public Law 99-190 to support artistic and cultural pro
~ams in the Nation's Capital. The Committee recommends 

7,000,000, the same as the budget request and the 2002 level. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

The Committee rejects the administration's proposal to repeal 
the authorization for this program and place this funding under 
the aegis of the District of Colt1mbia Commission on Arts and Hu
manities. The Comtnittee has exarnined this proposal closely and 
finds that it lacks merit. Accordingly, to prevent the further waste 
of agency staff time and resot1rces on such poorly ~onceived notions, 
the Comrnittee has included bill language which prevents any 

• 
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fut d b ·p 11d d o x _olin ~ prop , I 1 r l1~ i 11 I 
.l,r.Jilpi t 1 rt 11d ul tur 1 ff ir rogr n1. Tl1 ol ~ p1 i ~on i 
h ~ ffi I of Jl , g~ Jl} 11 11d Bu , g~ ,. 1hi h n1 .. p nd i ~ n 

fu11d I 11 l1i n1, r if h offic c n inu~ 1 ~ I uch h ng r 
' orth pur uing d . pi I r on,g~· ion 1 di ppro 1. 

] \7]~ ) ) ' JL HI r( HJ PHI!~' 

L l,f\RlE. 1 FJXl E 

Th, tion 1 Hi oric Pr rvation Act of 1966 t bli h d h 
Advi ory ouncil on Hi toric Pr rvation,. Th Ad i ory ouncil 
~ r authoriz d a ~ part of th Omnibu Park and Public Land 
Man,ag m nt Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-333 . Th ouncil man
date i to furth r th National policy of pre erving hi tori~c and cul
tural resource for the benefit of present and future g n ration . 
The Council advises the President and Congress on pre rvation 
matter and provides consultation on historic properties thr a n d 
by Federal action,. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .. . . . . ... . .. .. . . ..... .. . . . ... . . ... . . ... . . . ... . . .... .. ... .. .... $3,400~000 
Budget estimate, 2003 .... , ............................. ,. .... .. .... ..... ...... .. .. . . . ... . . .... 3,667,000 
Recommended, 2003 ...... ... . . .. . . ... . . ... .. ... . . .. . .. ... ..... .. ... .. .... ..... ...... ....... ... 3,667,000 

ComA~~:;~a tion. 2002 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . + 267. ooo 
Budget estimate, 2003 .. , ..... ,......................... ................................ 0 

The Committee recommends $3,667,000 for the Ad vi ory Council 
on Historic Preservation, $267,000 above the 2002 l v I an~d e ual 
to the budget reque t. The funding increase is to p rtiall o t 
fixed cost increases. The Committee has not provided fun ing {or 
an office move, so the Committee expects to see a supplemental 
budget request if the General Service Admini tration proceed 
with such an action and additional funds are required. 

NATIONAL CAPITAL PLAN I G COMMI 10 

ALARIES AND EXPE E 

The National Capital Planning Act of 1952 designated the Na
tional Capital Planning Commission as the central planning agency 
for the Federal government in the National Capital Region. The 
three major functions of the Commission are to prep re and adopt 
the Federal elements of the National Capital Comprehensive Plan, 
prepare an annual report on a five-year projection of the Federal 
Capital Improvement Program, and review plans and proposals 
submitted to the Commission. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 .............................................................. $8,011,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 ... ... . .... ............. ............. ........ .... ......... .... . .... .... . 7,253,000 
Recommended, 2003 ........................................................ ,. .... ..... .. .. ..... 7,553,000 

ComA~~:;~ation, 2002, .................................... ............................... - 458,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . . . . .. .. .. .. . .. . . .. . . . .. . . . . . ... ... .. . .. . .. .. . ... . ... . ... . ... . . . +300,000 

The Committee recommends $7,553,000, $300,000 above the 
budget request. The increase above the request is to offset partially 
fixed cost increases. The Committee notes that the 2002 enacted 
funding included a one-time emergency appropriation of $758,000 
to work on anti-terrorism planning. The Comtnittee encourages the 
Comtnission to continue their close collaboration with Federal 
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agencies and the District of Columbia government when they are 
designing new facilities, especially anti-ten·orism related struc
tures, and not wait for final review to provide input. Recent experi
ence demonstrates that early involvement not only leads to better 
final products, but also more timely implementation of important 
projects. The Cornmittee appreciates continued regular updates 
from the Commission concerning anti-terrorism structural improve
ment projects in the national capital region. 

UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM 

HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL MUSEUM 

In 1980 Congress passed legislation creating a 65 member Holo
caust Memorial Council with the mandate to create and oversee a 
living memorial/museun1 to victims of holocausts. The museum 
opened in April 1993. Construction costs for the museum came 
solely from donated funds raised by the U.S. Holocaust Memorial 
Museum Campaign and appropriated funds were used for planning 
and development of prograrnmatic components, overall administra
tive support, and annual commemorative observances. Since the 
opening of the museum, appropriated funds have been provided to 
pay for the ongoing operating costs of the muset1ro as authorized 
by Public Law 102-529 and Public Law 106-292. 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ............................................................. . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

$36,028,000 
38,663,000 
38,663,000 

Appropriation, 2002 ................... ........ ............................ ............. +2,635,000 
Budget estimate, 2003 . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 0 

The Committee recommends $38,663,000 for the Holocaust Me
morial Museum, the same as the budget request and $2,635,000 
above the enacted level. 

PRESIDIO TRUST 

PRESIDIO TRUST FUND 

Appropriation enacted, 2002 ...................... ....................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ...................................................................... . 
Recommended, 2003 .......................................................................... . 
Comparison: 

Appropriation, 2002 .......................... ......................................... . 
Budget estimate, 2003 ............................................................... . 

$23,125,000 
21,327,000 
21,327,000 

-1,798,000 
0 

The Comrnittee recommends $21,327,000 for the Presidio Trust, 
the same as the budget request and $1,798,000 below the enacted 
level. 

In the fot1r years that it has managed the Presidio, th~ Tru~t has 
made significant progress in achieving the key goals outlmed 1n the 
Trust's authorizing legislation: preserving _natural . z:e~ources, re
storing historic buildings, improving recreational facJl~ties, upgrad
ing park infrastructure, and making the park financ~all~ self-sus
taining by 2013. At this junctt1re in the Trust's organiz~tional evo
lution the Committee directs the Trust to contract With the Na
tional' Academy of Public Ad1ninistration. The scol?e of ~ork ~hould 
focus on finance and business management practices, Including fi
nancial assumptions and projections; a review of major capital con-
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tion 307 con intl lin1i a ·ion on · cc p ing 11d proc , . i11 . 
pp]i , ·ion for pat, n 11d OJl th p t 11 ing ofF 'd r· I 1 1 d. ~ p l'"-

tnit pro in,g of gr ndf tb r d pplic tion · nd p rn1jt. third
p r co11 r or to proc gt·· ndf th r d pplication . 

ction 308 limj · p ym ·n ~ for contract u.pport in p t 
)' r to t.h fu11d v ilabl in Ja\\' and accompanying r port I Il

guag in tho )' r. for h Bur au of I11dian Aff: ir nd th In
di n H. J h rvic . 

ctiOJ) 309 con inu provi ion pecifying r form 11d limi ·
iOil d aling \Vith t National Endo\\'ment for th A t . 

ctio11 310 conti . l a provi ion per1nitting th coli ~ ction nd 
u of privat fund the ational Endo'''ment for th Art nd 
th Nation· 1 Endo,vm t for he Humaniti . 

ction 311 continu direction to the National End · m nt for 
· h Ar on funding di tribution. 

ction 312 continue a limitation on compl ting and i.. u.ing th 
-)' ar program under the Fore t and Rang land R n ' able R -

I ourc Planning Act. 
ction 313 con inue a pro,ri jon prohibiting h. u of fund to 

upport go,, r11m nt-' id admjni rative function unl hey ar 
ju tified in l1e budg t proce and approved by the Hou e and Sen

Appropriation Commi tee . 
ec ion 314 continue a pro\rision \vhich p rmit th For t Serv

ice ·o tl the road and trail fund for backlog maintenanc .and 
priorit~y fore t health reatmen .. 

Section 315 con inue a provi ion limi ing th u. t, of an~ \vering 
machine during core bu ine how·~ xc pt in ca of merge1 cy 
and require an op ion of talking to a per n. The American tax
pa:yer de erves to receive per onal attention from public servant 

Section 316 continue a pro\ri ion carried la t year regulatin.g th 
export of V\'estern redcedar from . ational fore sy tern lan.d in 
Ala ka.. · 

Sec ion 317 ,prohibi . the Forest Senrice fro n usin.g projects 
under the recreation fee d·emonstration program to suppJant exist-
• • 1ng concessions. 

Section 818 clarifies the Forest Service land management plan
ning re,rision requirements. 

Section 319 clarifies the requirement for mu ually significant 
benefits \Vhen the Forest ~Service conducts cooperative agreements. 
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Section 320 continues a provision lirniting preleasing, leasing and 
related activities within the boundaries of National monuments. 

Section 321 amends legislation to extend for one additional year 
the Forest Service's authority for stewardship end result contracts. 

Section 322 makes a technical correction to the Cabin User Fee 
Fairness Act of 2000. 

Section 323 extends the Forest Service Conveyances Pilot Pro
gram. 

Section 324 deals with processing expired grazing pern1its by the 
Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service. This provi
sion was carried in previous years for the Bureau of Land Manage
ment. This year it has been extended to the Forest Service. 

Section 325 provides authority for the staff of Congressionally es
tablished foundations to use GSA contract airfare rates and Fed
eral government hotel accommodation rates when on official busi
ness. 

Section 326 authorizes a demonstration program for the Chey
enne River Sioux Tribe; which permits the Eagle Butte service unit 
to pay higher salaries and bonuses to attract health professionals, 
if they can do so at no additional cost. The tribe has reported that 
part-time contract employees currently are costing more than it 
would cost the tribe to hire full-time perrnanent employees under 
this demonstration program. 

Section 327 prohibits the transfer of funds to other agencies 
other than provided in this Act. 

Section 328 provides the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec
retary of Agriculture the authority to enter into reciprocal agree
ments with foreign nations concerning the personal liability of fire
fighters. 

Section 329 continues a legislative provision which was in the fis
cal year 2002 Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act. 
This provision limits funds for oil or gas leasing or permitting on 
the Finger Lakes National Forest, NY. 

RESCISSIONS 

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2), rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, the following table is submitted describing the re
scissions recommended in the accompanying bill: 

Department and activity 
Department of the Interior: Land and Water Conservation Fund 

(contract authority) ............................... .......... .. ............. ... ... .......... .. . . 
Smithsonian Institution: Salaries and Expenses ............. .... ... ...... ..... . 

TRANSFER OF S 

Amounts 
recommenlkd for 

reSCLSSlOn 

$30,000,000 
14,100,000 

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2), rule XIII of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, the following table is su~mit~ed describing the 
transfer of funds provided in the accompanYJ-ng b1ll: 

APPROPRIATION TRANSFERS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL 

Account from wh1ch transfer 1s to be made Amount Account to which transfer is to be made Amount 
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v b n in lud ·d ill prior · ppr pria io11. _ ·t . 
th t rt in ppropri t.i n i n1 r Jl1 in · v il-

bJ u11t.il · xp 11d d r 4 t nd h v il bilit of fu11d b ' nd ·h 
fi 1 .Y · r \Vll r progr 01. or proj c r continuing in n· tur 
und r th provL io11~ of authorizi11g 1 gi l· ion but for \vhi h h 
1 gi J tion do not p cifi · Jl .. ' uthoriz uch xt 11d d vajJ-

bility. Thi u hority nd to r ult in · vin,g by pr v n ing th 
pr c i of omtnit i11g fu11d t th nd of tl1 fi c I y r. 

Tl1 bi]] includ , in c r in in nc li'tnit tion on th obliga-
tion of fund for particular function or program .. Tl1 limita
tion includ re t,riction\ on th obligatio11 of fund for admini tra
tiv xp n e trav l xpen th u of con ul nt and pro
,grammatic area \Vithin th ov rall juri diction of a p rticular 

g ncy. 
Th Committee ha included limitation for official ntertain-

m nt or r ception and repr entation expen e for lect d agen-
cie in th bill. 

Languag i inclu d in the various part of the bi 1 to continu · 
ongoing acti\r:itie of tho e Federal agencie which re uire annual 
authorization or additi nal legislation which to date, ha not been 
nact d .. 
Language i included under Bureau of Land Managen1ent, Man

agement of land and resources p rmitting the u e of rec ipts from 
the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965; providing funds to 
the National Fi h and Wildlife Foundation under certain condi
tio·n · perrnitting the u e of fees from communication site rentals; 
limiting the u e of fund for destroying \vild horses and burros; and 
pern1itting the collection of fee for processing mining applications 
and for certain public land uses and permitting th u e of these 
fee for program operations. 

Language i included under Bureau of Land Management, 
Wildland fire management, permitting the use of funds from other 
accoun for firefighting· permitting the · se of fund for lodging 
and ub i tence of firefighters; permitting he accep ance and use 
of fund for firefightin.,g· perrnitting the use of grants contracts and 
coopera iYe agreements for hazardous fuels reduction, including 
co t- baring and local assistance; permitting reimbursement to the 
Fi h and Vlildlife Ser,rice and the National Marine Fisheri s Serv
ice for consultation activities under the Endangered Species Act; 
and permitting the u e of firefighting funds for the leasing of prop
ertie of the construction of facilities. 

Language is included und.er Bureau of Land anagement, Cen-
tral hazardous materials fu:n.d providing that sums received from 
a part .. · for remedial actions shall be credited to the account, and 
defining non-monetary payments. 
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Language is included tlnder Bureau of Land Management Pay
ments in lieu of taxes, to exclude any payment that is les; than 
$100. . 

Language is included under Bureau of Land Management, Or
egon and California grant lands, authorizing the transfer of re
ceipts to the Treasury. 

Language is included under Bureau of Land l\1anagement, Forest 
ecosystems health and recovery fund, pertnitting the use of salvage 
timber receipts. 

Language is included under Bureau of Land Management, Serv
ice charges, deposits, and forfeitures, allowing the use of funds on 
any damaged public lands. 

Language is included under Bureau of Land Management, Ad
ministrative provisions, permitting the payment of rewards for in
formation on violations of law on Bureau lands and providing for 
cost-sharing arrangements for printing services. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Resource management, allowing for the maintenance of 
the herd of long-horned cattle on the Wichita Mountains Wildlife 
Refuge. Without this language, the long-horned cattle would have 
to be removed from the refuge. Language also is included providing 
for the Natural Communities Conservation Planning program and 
for a Youth Conservation Corps; limiting funding for certain En
dangered Species Act listing programs; permitting payment for in
formation or rewards in the law enforcement program; and ear
marking funds for contaminant analysis. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Construction, permitting a single procurement for the ex
pansion of the forensics laboratory in Oregon. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Land acquisition, prohibiting the use of project funds for 
overhead expenses. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Landowner incentive program, providing matching grants 
to States and territories. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Stewardship grants, providing for grants for private con
servation efforts. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, North American wetlands conservation fund, limiting the 
use of funds above the 2001 funding level to U.S. projects. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, State wildlife grants, specifying the distribution formula 
and planning and cost-sharing requirements and requiring that 
funds unobligated after two years be reapportioned. 

Language is included under United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Ad1ninistrative provisions, providing for repair of damage 
to public roads; providing options for the purchase of land not to 
exceed $1; providing for installation of certain recreation fa~ilities; 
and permitting the maintenance and improvement of aquana and 
other facilities, the acceptance of donated aircraft, ~n~ cost-sha~ed 
arrangements for printing services. Language also IS Included lim
iting the use of funds for establishing new refuges. 

Language is included under National Park ~ervice, Operat~on of 
the National park system, to allow road maintenance semce to 
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1.~ 11 - _. g i, i11 )t_ld d und -r · tion l Park rvi Hi toric pr -

,.,.., _ i ~ 11 fund pro\ridi ng " grant to h ion l Tru t for Hi ori ~c 
Pr ~ rv ion. 

L 11,gu g i iJlc] ud d und r N a tiona] P rk rvic Land nd 
' t r con rv. ·ion fund~ r cinding $30 million in contr ct author-

• 

] '· 
· - 11guag i inclu.d d und r Na ional Park Service Land acqui i--

ion and tat a i tanc p rmitting th u e of fund to a i t h 
· t of Florid ' ri h Ev rglade re toration; m king the u of 

fund for E\' rglad conting nt on certain condition · limiting tb 
u of fu11d to tabli h a contingency fund for State grant ; and 
cl rif:ying Con .. gre ional intent with respect to land acqui ition and 
flood protection in the 8.5 Square Mile Area". 

Language i included under National Park Service Administra
tiv pro\ri ion requiring the inclusion of 18 U.S.C. 1913 in the text 
of grant and contract documents· preventing the implem.entation of 
an agreement for the redevelopment of the southern end of Ellis Is
land· limiting the u e of funds for the United Nation's Biodiversity 

onvention· perm· ting the use of funds for \vorkplace safety needs; 
permitting the coli tion and use of funds for repair of utilities; and 

uthorizing reimbursable agreements in advance of receipt of 
fund . 

La11guage i included under U.S. Geological Survey, Surveys in
ve tigations and research providing for two-year a\railability of 
fund for biological research and for the operations of cooperative 
re earch unit · prohibiting the conduct of new surveys on private 
property \\r:ithout permission; and requiring cost sharing for cooper
a ive topographic mapping and water resource data collection ac
ti,ritie .. 

Language i included under U.S. Geological Survey, Administra
ti,,e pro\ri ions perrnitting contracting for certain mapping and sur
\'eJ' ·· permitting construction of facilities; permitting acquisition of 
land for certain uses; allo,ving payment of expenses for the Na
tional Committee on Geology· permitting payments to interstate 
com.pact negotiators· and permitting the use of certain contracts 
grant and cooperative agreements. 

Language is included under Minerals Management Service, Roy
alty and offshore minerals management permitting the use of ex
ce receipts from Outer Continental Shelf leasing activities; pro
' iding for reasonable expenses related to volunteer beach and ma
rine clean-up activities; providing for refunds for overpayments on 
Indian allottee leases· providing for collecting royalties and late 
pa)7Irtent interest on amounts received in settlements associated 
"rith Federal and Indian leases; and permitting the use of revenues 
from a royalty-in-kind program . 
. Language is included under Office of Surface Mining Reclama

tion and Enforcement, Regulation and Technology, pern1itting the 
use of moneys collected pursuant to assessment of civil penalties to 
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reclaim lands affected by coal mining after August 3, 1977 and per
mitting paytnent to State and tribal personnel for travel and per 
diem expenses for training. 

Language is included under Office of Surface Mining Reclatna
tion and Enforcement, Abandoned mine reclamation fund, limiting 
the amounts available for emergency reclamation projects; allowing 
the use of debt recovery to pay for debt collection; and earmarking 
funds for acid mine drainage. 

Language is included under Bureau of Indian Affairs, Operation 
of Indian programs, limiting funds for contract support costs and 
for administrative cost grants for schools; permitting the use of 
tribal priority allocations for general assistance payments to indi
viduals, for contract support costs, and for repair and replacement 
of schools; allowing changes to certain eligibility criteria by tribal 
governments, allowing the transfer of certain forestry funds; and 
providing for an Indian self-determination fund. 

Language is included under Bureau of Indian Affairs, Construc
tion, providing that 6 percent of Federal Highway Trust Ft1nd con
tract :luthority may be used for management costs; providing for 
the t ransfer of Navajo irrigation project funds to the Bureau of Rec
lamation; providing Safety of Dams funds on a non-reimbursable 
basis· requiring the use of administrative and cost accounting prin
ciples for certain school construction projects and exempting such 
projects from certain requirements; requiring conformance with 
building codes and health and safety standards; and specifying the 
procedure for dispute resolution. 

Language is included under Bureau of Indian Affairs, Adminis
trative provisions, prohibiting funding of Alaska schools; limiting 
the number of schools and the expansion of grade levels in indi
vidual schools; limiting the use of funds for contracts, grants and 
cooperative agreements; and requiring an evaluation of certain Bu
reau schools. 

Language is included under Departmental Offices, Insular Af
fairs, Assistance to Territories, requiring audits of the financial 
transactions of the Territorial governments by the General Ac
counting Office; providing grant funding under certain terms of the 
Agreement of the Special Representatives on Future United States 
Financial Assistance for the Northern Mariana Islands; providing 
a grant to the Close-Up foundation; allowing appropriations for dis
aster assistance to be used as non-Federal matching funds for haz
ard mitigation grants; providing for payments to the Prior Service 
Benefits Trust Fund and limiting administrative expenses; and 
providing for capital infrastructure in various Territories. 

Language is included under Departmental Offices, Departmental 
management, salaries and expenses, permitting payments to 
former Bureau of Mines workers. 

Language is included w1der Departmental Offices, Office of Spe
cial Trustee for American Indians, specifying that the statute of 
limitations shall not commence on any claim resulting from trust 
funds losses; exempting quarterly statements for accounts less than 
$1; requiring annual statements and records maintenance; and per
mitting the use of recoveries from erroneous payments. 

Language is included under Departmental Offices, Indian land 
consolidation, pennitting transfers of funds for administration and 

80-696 0-7 
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L .ngu · i ~ i11 lud d und r n r<:l provi. ion. D p rtm nt of 
· h Int. ri r o p rn1it tl1 D P' rtm nt to co11 olidat s rvic nd 
r i - r in1bur m 11t for , · id rvi -... Languag l o L includ d 
providing for UJlifortll · llo'\ - JJ.C •. 

L n.gu,. g i. ill I ud d UJJd 1· n Oc r J pro vi io11 D partm nt of 
· h I11t rior to J]o, for obligation ill conn ction ' ith contr cts 
j u d for , r\ric or r 11 al for p riod not i11 xc of 12 month 
b ·11nin.g t an. im d·uring tl1 fi c I y ar. 

L ngu g i inclu.d d. und r G n ral provision , Department of 
th l11t rior r tricting - · riou oil and ga pr l a ing, 1 a ing, ex
plor tion and drillin acti i i wit.hin the Outer Continental Shelf 
in th G org Ban -North Atlantic planni11g area, M.id-Atlantic 
and outh Atl n · ic pl n11.ing ar a Ea tern Gulf of Mexico planning 
· r . North Al uti n . in plan11ing area, Northern, S ·uthern and 

ntral aJiforni . pla ning ar as, and Washington/Oregon pla.n-
•• n1ng r a. 
L nguag i includ d under Gen r J provi ion , Department of 

th Interior limiting th inv stment of Federal funds by Indian 
trib · limiting · h u of fund for contract support costs; and pro
Jribjting ~ x n1ption~ for non-local traffic th1·ough National 
P rk. 

L . nguag i ~ i11clud d t1nd r General provisions Department of 
th Int rior p rmi ti11g h tran fer of funds bet\veen the Bureau 
of II di 11 Aff: ir and tl1 Office of Special Tru tee for America11 In
di 11 · pro~ ·ding p rm 11 11t uthority for negotiating agreen3ents 
, 11d 1 , · t Fort B k r at th (;olden Gate . and permitting 
th · r t ~ntion of r c ip · ; pro · iding for administrative law judges to 
h ndl I11di n i ue :· p rmittin.g the redi tribution of certain In
dia.n fund " 'ith limit tion ; directing allocation of funds for Bu
r u of Indi 11 Affairs funded po t- econdary chools; limiting the 
u~ e of the Huron Cemetery to religiou and cul ural activities; per
mitting th co:n · · yance of the T\vin Citie Researeh Center; exten~d
i11g for one y ar the tran portation £ee retention provisio11 of the 
N tiona! Park Omnibu Management Act of 1988; authorizin.g a 
cooperati,,e agreement \'lith the Golden Gate National P rks Asso
ciation· ·permitting the Bureau of Land Management to retain 
fund from the I ale of seed and seedlings; permitting the sale of 
equipment and interests at the White River Oil Shale Mine in 
Utah and the retention of receipts; authorizing funding transfers 
for Shenandoah Valley Battlefield NHD and Ice Age .NST; and pro-
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hibiting the closure of the underground lunchroom at Carlsbad 
Caverns NP. 

Language is included under General Provision, Department of 
the Interior, prohibiting demolition of the bridge between New Jer
sey and Ellis Island; prohibiting posting of clothing optional signs 
at Canaveral NS; permitting the use of funds for incidental ex
penses related to the Centennial of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System; authorizing a cooperative agreement between the National 
Park Service and Capital Concerts; requiring delivery of a report 
to certain committees of Congress on an historical accounting of In
dian trust funds for plaintiffs in the Cabell v. Norton litigation; 
lirniting compensation for the Special Master and Court Monitor for 
the Cobell v. Norton litigation; requiring new Special Trustee Advi
sory Board appointees; allowing payment of attorney fees for Fed
eral employees related to the Cobell v. Norton litigation; allowing 
Federal firefighting activities on non-Federal lands; extending the 
deadline for creation of a commission on a possible Museum of Afri
can American History and extending the availability of funds for 
this purpose; requiring that the Secretary of the Interior be a co
equal partner on the Everglades RECOVER team; requiring the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to mark hatchery salmon; naming the 
Bitter Lake , NM Vistor Center for Joseph R. Skeen; and es
tablishing a commission to review Indian garning. 

Language is included under Forest Service, State and private for
estry, requiring House and Senate Appropriations Committee ap
proval before releasing forest legacy project funds. 

Language is included under Forest Service, National forest sys
tem, allowing 50 percent of the fees collected l1nder the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act to remain available until expended; 

~ requiring the fiscal year 2004 budget justification to display unobli
gated balances available at the start of fiscal year 2003; and per
mitting the transfer of funds to the Bl1reau of Land Management 
for wild horse and burro management. 

Language is included under Forest Service, Wildland fire man
agement, allowing the use of funds to repay advances from other 
accounts and requiring 50 percent of any unobligated balances re
maining· at the end of fiscal year 2002, excepting hazardous fuels 
funding, to be transferred to the Knutson-Vandenberg Fund as re
payment for past advances; permitting the use of funds for the 
Joint Fire Science program; providing for grants and cooperative 
agreements with local communities; providing for use of funds on 
adjacent, non-Federal lands for hazard reduction; providing con
tract authority for fuel reduction projects; and allowing transfer of 
funds for Endangered Species Act consultation. 

Language is included under Forest Service, Capital improvement 
and maintenance, allowing funds to be used for road decomrnis
sioning and requiring that no road decomrnissioning be funded 
until notice and an opportunity for public comment has been pro-
vided. · 

Language is included under Forest Service, Range betterrnent 
fund, providing that 6 percent of the funds may be used for adrnin
istrative expenses. 

Language is included under Forest Service, Adrninistrative provi
sions, providing that proceeds from the sale of aircraft may be used 
to purchase replacement aircraft; permitting the transfer of funds 
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....... 11gu ,g 1 - 1n lud d und r For t rv1 dtnJl1l r IV provi-
ion , pro"\ "di11g for I Youth on~ r · · .tion orp program· providiJl~ 

for m t h.ing fund -nd dmini tr. ti x.p ns for h. Natio~ · l 
For t Found ion nd aL o m· t bing fund for th N~ t1onal F1 h 
nd Wildli.[i Found tion· providin,g fund · for u tain .bl rur I d -
lo m nt" p rmitting th - tr n £ r of c rt in fund to th Stat - of 

W ·ngton fi h and \vildli£ d p rtm nt for plann d proj ct ; pro-
iding ym nt to counti within th Columbia Riv r Gorg N -

tion 1 cenic Ar a· providing authority to the 'Pinchot In titu.te for 
.a tivitie at Grey To er National Hi. toric Landm. rk~ allowing 
p· Jrnl nt to Del Norte County, CA; permitting limit d r imbur~ -
m nt to th Office of General Coun el in USDA; and !lowing th~e 
limit d u e of fund for law enforcement em rgenci . 

L n ,guage i included under Department of Energy Clean coal 
t chnology deferring certain funding for one year. 

Lan.,gtiag i incl ded under De artm.ent of Energy Fossil en
rgy ·p cifying cert· ·n co11ditions or the Clean Coal Power Initia

tiv · lin1iting the field te ting of nuclear explo ive for the recovery 
of oil 11d ga · and pert itting the use of fund from o her program 

c ount £ r the National Energy Technology Laboratory .. 
L· nguag i included under Department of Energy, N val Petro-

l urn and oil hal r rves, permitting the use of unobligated bal-
ances. 

Language i included under he D partm nt of Energy Energy 
con ervation providing allocation of grant for v.'eath rization and 

tate energy con ervation .. 
L nguage i included un.der Administrative rovi ion , Depart

ment of Energy providing for ehicle and guar services and uni
form allo, · ance ~ limiting program of price supp rts and loan 
gu rantee~ to v.rhat is provided in appropriations Acts; providing 
for the tran fer of fund to other agencies of the Goverr1ment; pro
'· ding £or retention of revenues by the S cretary of Energy on cer
tain project · requiring certain contracts b submitted to Congress 
prior to implementation; prohibiting issuanc of procurement docu
ments \~ 'thout a·ppropriations; and permitting the use of contrib·u 
tion and fees for cooperati¥e projects. 

Language i included under Indian Health Service, Indian health 
enrices providing that certain contracts and grants may be per

formed in t\vo fiscal years; exempting certain tribal funding from 
fiscal year constraints; lirniting funds for catastrophic care, loan re
payment and certain co.ntracts; capping contract support cost 
I pending; providing for use of collections under Title IV of the In
dian Health Care Improvement Act; and permitting the use of In
dian Health Care Improvement Fund monies for facilities improve
ment. 
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Language is included under Indian Health Service, Indian health 
facilities, providing that funds may be used to purchase land, mod
ular buildings and trailers; providing for certain staff quarters con
struction in Alaska; providing for certain pllrchases and for a dem
olition fund; providing authority for contracts for small ambulatory 
facilities; and providing for the transfer of land to IHS on St. Paul 
Island, AK. 

Language is included under Indian Health Service, Administra
tive provisions, providing for payments for telephone service in pri
vate residences in the field, purchase of reprints, and purchase and 
erection of portable buildings and allowing deobligation and re
obligation of funds applied to self-governance funding agreements. 

Language is included under Indian Health Service, Adnlinistra
tive provisions, providing that health care may be extended to non
Indians at Indian Health Service facilities and providing for ex
penditure of funds transferred to IHS from the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development. 

Language is included under Indian Health Service, Administra
tive provisions, preventing the Indian Health Service from billing 
Indians in order to collect from third-party payers until Congress 
has agreed to implement a specific policy. 

Language is included under Indian Health Service, Administra
tive provisions, allowing payment of expenses for meeting attend
ance; specifying that certain funds shall not be subject to certain 
travel limitations; prohibiting the expenditt1re of funds to imple
ment new eligibility regulations; providing that funds be appor
tioned only in the appropriation structt1re in this Act; prohibiting 
changing the appropriations structure without approval of the Ap
propriations Committees; and permitting the sale of goods and 
services for fees and for the use of those fees. 

Language is included under Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Re
location, Salaries and expenses, defining eligible relocatees; prohib
iting movement of any single Navajo or Navajo family unless a new 
or replacement home is available; limiting relocatees to one new or 
replacement home; and establishing a priority for relocation of 
Navajos to those certified eligible who have selected and received 
homesites on the Navajo reservation or selected a replacement resi
dence off the Navajo reservation. 

Language is included under Institute of American Indian and 
Alaska Native Culture and Arts Development, Payment to the In
stitute, earmarking funds for the Library Technology Center. 

Language is included under Smithsonian Institution, Salaries 
and expenses, allowing for advance payments to independent con
tractors perfor1ning research services or participating in official 
Smithsonian presentations; providing that funds may be used to 
support American overseas research centers; permitting the use of 
certain funds for the Victor Building; and rescinding prior year 
funds. 

Language is included under Smithsonian Institution, repair, res
toration and alteration of facilities, permitting the Smithsonian In
stitution to select contractors for certain purposes on the basis of 
contractor qualifications as well as price and earmarking funds for 
the National Zoo. 

Language is included under Smithsonian Institution, Administra
tive provisions, precluding any changes to the Smithsonian science 
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L 11gu g i in Jud d u11d r N tion· 1 Found ion for l1 Httm: n-

i i . . · cbi11g gr n allo''' ing oblig· ion of urr nt and priory ar 
fund of gif ~ b qu. , . a11d d - i of mo11 y for \Vlli 'h qu J 
· n1 Ull h v 11ot pr viou. l.Y b 11 appropria d. 
Langu~ g i i11clud d und r N· ional Fo·unda io11 on h Art and 

l1 Humani i Admini tr j,,e provi ion r · quiring c rt in lan
gu. g in 011 r .· · and grant p rmit ing th u~ of non-appro
priat d fu11d for r c p ion xpen e , and allowing th cl1 irp r on 
of tl1 "EA to approv mall grant under limited circum ta11ce . 

Langttag i includ d und r Cotntni ion of Fin Art Salarie. 
n.d xp n perm ting th charging and U ' of£ ~ for it publj-

tioll .. 
Languag i includ d under Commission of Fine Art National 

a pit 1 Art and ultu . al Affair limiting the u e of fun,d to tudy 
h al ra ion or ran ~ r of thi program. 

L nguag i included under Advisory Council on Historic Preser
v.atioi1 Salari and expen e re tricting hiring anyon at Execu
iv L v l \T or higher. 
Langu.ag~e i included under National apital Planning Commis-

ion Iarie .and ex.pense pro\riding a pay level at the rate of Ex-
cutiv Level IV for all appointed members .. 

La11guag i included under Holocau t Memorial Council, pro
' "di g no )' ar funding avail bility for repair an.d rehabilitation 
and mu eum exhibition . 

La11guage is included under Title III General provisions, pro
viding for availability of information on consulting services con
trac ·· prohibiting the use of funds to distribute literature either to 
pron1ote or oppo e legi lati,,e proposals on rhich Congressional ac
tion i incomplete· prohibiting the use of fund, to provide persona 
cook chauffeurs or other personal servants to any office or em
plo .. ee· specifying that funds are for one year unless provided oth
er,,ri e· prohibiting assessme.nts again t programs funded in this 
bill· and prohibiting the sale of giant sequoia trees in a manner dif
ferent from 200 12. 

Language is included under Title III General provisions, con
tinuing a limitation on accepting and processing applications for 
patents and on the patenting of Federal lands; permitting proc
essing of grandfathered applications; and permitting third-party 
contractors to process grandfathered applications. 
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Language is included under Title III General provisions, lim
iting the use of funds for contract support costs on Indian con
tracts. 

Language is included under Title III-General provisions, mak
ing reforms in the National Endowment for the Arts, including 
funding distribution reforms; permitting the National Endowments 
for the Arts and the Humanities to collect, invest and use private 
donations; limiting funds for completing or issuing the five-year 
program under the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources 
Planning Act; limiting the use of funds for any government-wide 
administrative functions; permitting the use of Forest Service road 
and trail funds for maintenance and forest health; lirniting the use 
of telephone answering machines; and limiting the sale for export 
of western red cedar in Alaska. 

Language is included under Title III General Provisions, pro
hibiting the Forest Service from using projects under the recreation 
fee demonstration program to supplant existing concessions and 
permitting the use of Forest land management plans pending com
pletion of required revisions. 

Language is included under Title III General Provisions, clari
fying the requirement for mutually significant benefits when the 
Forest Service conducts cooperative agreements; limiting leasing 
and preleasing activities within National Monuments; extending 
the authority for Forest Service stewardship and results contracts; 
making a technical correction to the Cabin User Fee Fairness Act 
of 2000; extending and expanding the pilot program allowing the 
Forest Service to dispose of certain excess structures and reinvest 
the proceeds for maintenance and rehabilitation; providing for proc
essing expired grazing permits by the Bureau of Land Management 
and the Forest Service; providing authority for the staff of Congres
sionally established foundations to use GSA contract airfare rates 
and Federal government hotel accommodation rates when on offi
cial business; authorizing a demonstration program for the Chey
enne River Sioux Tribe, which permits the Eagle Butte service unit 
to pay higher salaries and bonuses to attract health professionals; 
prohibiting the transfer of funds to other agencies other than pro
vided in this Act; providing the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of Agriculture the authority to enter into reciprocal 
agreements with foreign nations concerning the personal liability of 
firefighters; and limiting the use of funds to prepare or issue a per-. 
mit or lease for oil or gas drilling in the Finger Lakes National For
est, NY. 

APPROPRIATIONS NOT A UTHORIZED BY LAW 

Pl1rsuant to clause 3(f)( l ) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, the following table lists the appropriations in 
the accompanying bill which are not authorized by law: 

National Endowment for the Arts ......................... . 

[Dollars m thousands) 

last year of au
thonzatlon Authorization level 

1993 "Such sums as 
may be nec
essary". 

Appropnat1ons in 
last year of au

thonzatlon 

$174 .460 

AppropnatJOns in 
thiS bill 

$116.489 



l Uon I End tttm nt ~ror lh tlum mt1 • 

Off of • JO Uop1 lnd1 n R loc t1on • • •••• 

U.S. fiSh & '.r,jdhfc Se IC 

Rcsourc s n m nl 
nd, n r d Sp es I Amendments of 

1988. 
, nne mm I Protoouon l Amendments 

of 199 . 

0 partment of Ener ~ 

En r ~ Information Admmtstrat1on ....................... . 
Olhce of fosstl Ener •• 

I~IJI ........•............•..•..•..•.............•.................. 

Enh need Oil Reoo rery ................................ . 
t~atural Gas .................................................. . 
Fuel Cells ..................................................... . 

Ener EffiCiency and Renewable Energy: 
Tr,ansportation R&D ..................................... . 
Buildings, Industry ....................................... . 

17 

1993 "Such sums s 
n -

s , .. 
• 

2000 $30,000 ... . . .. ••• 

1992 $41,500 .............. 

1999 $10,296 ................. 

1992 NA ......................... . 

1997 "Such sums as 
may be nec
essary''. 

1997 NA ........................ . 
1997 NA ......................... . 
1997 NA ......................... . 

1994 160,000 .............. . 
1994 $275,000 ............. .. 

Pf u \Jon n 
I '' f f U· 

lhofu Uon 

177. 13 

8,000 

35.721 

2,008 

76,300 

149,629 

45,937 
23,614 
50, 1'17 

176.000 
255,700 

n 

126.0 

J 1 9 ~ 

130,2 . 

2.453 

80,611 

207,700 

44,400 
48,190 
71,000 

273.864 
562,152 

ITh Committee .otes that authorizing legi lation for many of 
he e program is i various stages of the legislativ~ process and 

· hese authorizations re expected to be enacted into law later thi 
Y ar . ... 

T TE 1E. T F GE1 ERAI.~ PERFORMAN(;E GoALS AND 0BJE TIVE 

Pur uant to clau e 3(c)(4 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Repre entatives, the following is a statement of general perform

nc goal and objective for which this measure authorizes fund-
• 
IDg': 

The Committee on Appropriations considers program perform
a:nce including a program' uccess in developing and attaining 
outcome-related goals and objectives., in developin funding rec
ommendations. 

F LL Co· [f\1ITTEE VOTES 

Pur ·uant to the provisions of clause 3(b of rule XIII of the House 
of Representatives the results of each roll call vote on an amen.d
ment or on the motion to report together with the names of those 
' 'oting for and those voting against are printed below: there were 
no recorded ,,otes. 

Co 'IPL CE WITH RULE XIII, C'L. 3(e) (Ramseyer Rule) 

In compliance with clause 3{e) of rule XIII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, 
as reported are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be ornit
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, 
existing law in which no change is proposed is showr1 in roman): 
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SECTION 412(b) OF THE NATIONAL P 
OF 1988 

(16 U.S.C. 5961(b)) is amended as follows: 

so US ACT 

(b) OBLIGATION OF FuNDS. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, with respect to a service contract for the provision solely of 
transportation services at Zion National Park, the Secretary may 
obligate the expenditure of fees received in fiscal year [2002] 2003 
under section 501 before the fees are received. 

SECTION 124(a) OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR RELATED AGENCIES ACT, 1997 

(16 U.S.C. lOll(a)) is amended as follows: 
(a) IN GENERAL. For fiscal year 1997 and thereafter, appropria

tions made for the Bureau of Land Management, including appro
priations for the Wildland Fire Management account allocated to 
the National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service and the Bu
reau of Indian Affairs, may be used by the Secretary of the Interior 
for the purpose of entering into cooperative agreements with the 
heads of other Federal agencies, tribal, State, and local govern
ments, private and nonprofit entities, and landowners for the pro
tection, restoration, and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat 
and other resOllrces on public and private lands and the reduction 
of risk from natural disaster where public safety threatened that 
benefit these resources on public lands within the watershed. 

SECTION 347 OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999 

STEWARDSHIP END RESULT CONTRACTING DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

SEC. 374 (a) IN GENERAL. Until September 30, [2004] 2005, 
the Forest Service may enter into, via agreement or contract as ap
propriate, no more than twenty-eight (28) stewardship contracting 
demonstration pilot projects with private persons or other public or 
private entities, of which Region One of the Forest Service shall 
have the authority to enter into nine (9) such contracts, to perform 
services to achieve land management goals for the national forests 
that meet local and rural community needs. 

SECTION 329 OF THE DEP ARTM F~NT OF THE INTERIOR 
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2002 

SEC. 329. (a) * * * 
(b) LIMITATION. Conveyances on not more than [10] 20 sites 

may be made under the authority of this section, and the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall obtain the concurrence of the Committee on 
Appropriations of the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate in ad,rance of each conveyance. 

(d) DURATION OF AUTHORITY. The authority .provided by this 
section expires on September 30, [2005] 2006. 

SECTION 608 OF 'fH E CABIN USER FEE FAIRNESS ACT 
OF 2000 

SEC. 608. ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT OF CABIN USER FEE. 

(a) * * * 
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In on pli nee ¥l ith ction. 308( 1 B of th ongr ion l 
_. udg t A t of 1974 (Public La\'' 93- 344 a amend d , th following 
t bl on in fiv -y ar proj ction a oci t d with h budg t u·-
ll ·ity provid d in th accompa11ying bill: 

On millions) 

Budg t a uthority (di cret.ionary) ....................... .................................. . 
ut loy : 

Fi, cal y -at· 2003 ............................................................................. . 
F iscaJ y · ar ~004 .............................................................................. . 
Fi c_ 1 )' ar 2005 ................................................................................. . 
.F i cal y ar 2006 ... .............. ................................................................ . 
F i cal y ar 2007 and futur years .............................................. .. 

As I TA r E TO T TE D LO 1~ G VERNME' rr~ 

19,730 

12,461 
4,400 
1,700 

756 
402 

In accordance with section 308(a )( l )(C of the Congressional 
Budg tAct of 1974 fPublic Law 93- 344), a amended, the financial 
a i tance to State and local governments is as follow : 

(In n1iJlions) 

__ ,," budget authot;t}' ................................................ ........................... . 
Fi cal year 2003 outlays resulting therefrom ........................ ............. . 

• 

2,744 
1,513 



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE: BILL FOR 2003 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

TITLB I - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

Management of lands and resources ••....•.•••••... .•... 
Conserve tion . .................................... . 

Subtotal· . ...................................... . 

Wildland fire management: 
Preparedness . ............................... ... .. . 
Fire suppression operations .................. .... . 
Other operations . ......................... _ ...... . 
Suppression (contingent emergency appropri ations). 

Fiscal year 2002 supplemental .•..•............ 
Other operat4ons (contingent emergency 

appropriations) ................................ . 

S'ubtotal . ........... ........................ . .. . 

Central hazardous materials fund .......... ..... ...... . 
Cons true tion . ........................................ . 

Payments in lieu of taxes ............................ . 
Conservation . ..................................... . 

Sub total . ...................................... . 

Land acquisition (conservation} ...................... . 
Oregon and Ca l i t o ='- i a grant lands .................... . 
Range improvements ( i ndefinite) ...................... . 
Service charges, deposits, & forfeitures (indefinite). 

Offsetting fee collections ....................... . 
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite) ............... . 

Total, Bureau of Land Management ............... . 
Appropriations . ............................ . 
Conservation . .............................. . 
Contingent emergency appropriations ........ . 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

746,632 
29,000 

775,632 

280,807 
127,424 
216,190 

34,000 

--
20,000 

678,421 

9,978 
13,076 

160,000 
50,000 

210,000 

49,920 
105,165 

10,000 
8,000 
~ 

12,405 

1,872,597 
(1 ,689,677) 

(128,920) 
(54,000) 

FY 2003 
Request 

772,962 
40,028 

812,990 

277,213 
160,351 
216,190 

--
--

-
653,754 

9,978 
10,976 

150,000 
15,000 

165,000 

44,686 
105,633 

10,000 
7,900 

-7,900 
12,405 

1,825,422 
(1 ,725,708) 

(99,714) 

--

Bill 

782,904 
44,028 

826,932 

278,639 
160,351 
216,342 

-
200,000 

-
855,332 

9,978 
10,976 

160,000 
70,000 

230,000 

49,286 
105,633 

10,000 
7,900 

-7,900 
12,405 

Bill vs. 
Enacted 

+36,272 
+15,028 

+51,300 

-2,168 
+32,927 

+152 
-34,000 

+200,000 

-20.000 

+176,91 1 

--
-2,100 

--
+20,000 

+20,000 

-634 
+468 

--
-100 

-7,900 

----
2,110,542 

{1,747,228) 
(163,314) 
(200,000) 

+237,945 
(+57,551) 
(+34,394) 

(+146,000) 
-

Bill vs. 
Request 

+9,942 
+4,000 

+13,942 

+1,426 

+152 

--
+200,000 

---
+201,578 

--
-

+10,000 
+55,000 

+65,000 

+4,600 

--
--
--
--
--

+285.120 
(+21 ,520) 
(+63,600) 

(+200,000) 

~ 
'I 
01 



COMPARATIVE STA . . OP NB'W BUDGBT 1(0BLIGATION~) .AUTBORI 'TY P~O:R 2 100~ 2 
AND .BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS :RBCOMMEND.BD IN T .BR :BI:LL :P~O~R '2 ·0 ~0 :3 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

Unitod Stntca Fiah ond Wildl .ifo Sorvlcc 

Reaou rc e managem'iJn t , .. , .. , ...... .. .. , . ... ,, . . , ............. , . ... . 

Conao rva t .1 o ·n • ..... ,. ,. , . •. .•• , • • , . .. . .. .. . ... , ••..••. .. , • .• , •.. 

Subtotal , . ......... , . .. ,. , .... , . .. , .............. .. . ..... . 

Con a true tion . .. , ........ .. ,. , ...... , .................... , .. . 
Land acqui .a 1 t.ion ( consorva,tion) . .. ..••• ..•....••.••. .. .. .••. 
Lnndowner incentive program (consc;rvation) ........ ... .. . 
Private stewardship grants program ~( conservation) ... ..•. 
Cooperative ond~ngered opecies conservation fund 

(conaervat:ioo) .. , ... . .. ,. ,. ,. , .... , ..... ,. ,. , ............. , .. , .. 

No tiono 1 wildlife :refuge fund . .. ........ .. .......• .. ... .. .... 
Coneerva tion . . , . ....... , . .. .... .. ........ .. , ....... , . ... .. ,. , ... . 

Subtot·al .......... , ......... , ................ .. , .. , .. . 

North American wetlands conservation fund 
(conservation.> ... , ............. ...... .. ,. , ....... , .. ... . ... . 

Neotropical migratory birds conservation fund 
(a onoer-vat.ion) ... , . .. ............ .. .. , .... .. ......... .. ....... . . 

Multi na tionol species cooaerva tion fW'ld .•.•...•. .•••••. 
Conaervo. t ion . . , .. ,. , .... .. ......... , . . .. , . .. ... , ...... ... ... , ... . 

State wildlife grant.a '(conservation) .. .. .. .••••... , .. .•....• 
·aeec iesi.on .... , .... , .... , ..... .. , . ..... . .. ~· .. , ..... ... , ... . . . 

S'ubtotal ..... . , ... , .. . ... , ..... .. .... . .. .. .... .... . . ... .. .. . .. . 

Total, Unitod Stotoa Pieb and Wildlife Service •• 
Appropr.ia·tions . .. .. , ... .. ,. , .... .. .. ........ , .. .. .. . ... . 
Conserva ,ti~on .. . ... . ... ,. , ..... .......... , .... , ... .. 
Reoc.ission , ...... , ...... .. .. , ............. .. .. .. ...... . 

py 2002 
Bnoc .ted 

819 .• 597 
31,,000 

850,,597 

55543 
•• 

99,,135 
40,000 
10,000 

96,235 

14.414 

-
14,414 

43.500 

3,000 
4,000 

-
,as.~ooo 

· 25,1000 

60.1000 

1,276.424 
(893,554,) 
(407.,87.0,) 
1(·.25,,000) 

7Y 2003 
Rcquoo1t 

825,598 
7~8.006 

903,,604 

35.402 
70,,384 
50,,000 
101000 

91 ,000 

14,414 

-
14 41.4 I . 

43,560 

-
5,000 

-
60.000 

-
60,000 

1.283 .. 3 
1(880,414) 
(402,950) 

-

Bi 11 v ,[l .. 

Bi ll OC 't ·ed 

847,.353 ·+?7 756 ·~ - ' -. -+21..7 
71 ,,006 +40006 . I ··1 '· . 

918 .• 359 +(j/,7162 -+ 14 755 - - ,, I 

51,.308 -4.'235 ~ 15 I "t I .• 
• • 

82.250 -116,·885 +1 '1, 
40,000 - ·10 . I 

10,000 ·- -
121.400 +25165' •• • 

30 .. -.uu . ~ . 

14,.4 '14 - -
5.000 +5 .. 000 • 5 .. 

=---' 

9,41·4 +5,000 -t·S. 

t3 560 • 

5.000 
-

4.800 

100 .. 000 
-

100,000 

1,395.091 
(913.1075) 
'(483.1016) 

-

60 

.... ,.000 
,000 

""'4.800 

•15.000 
•25 000 •• 

40.000 

1'19,1667 
(+ '1'9,521) 
'(+'7:5;146) 
1(+25,000) 

-

··s· ·'""" • • 
-5.1000 

,, 

........ 

. ,, 0,1000 

.. 

-

-J 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OP NEw BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL POR 2003 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

National Park Service 

Oper~tion of the national park system ................ . 
Conservation . ............. .. .. ......... .......... . 
Rmergency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) ....... ... . 

Subtotal . ...................................... . 

United States Park Police ....................... ..... . 
&ntergency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) ....... ... . 

Subtotal . ........................ . ............. . 

National recreation and preservation ••................ 
Urban park and recreation fund (conservation) ........ . 
Historic preservation fund (conservation) ............ . 

Cons t.ruc t ion . .... .................................... . 
Conservation . .................................... . 
Entergency appropriations (.P.L. 107-117) .......... . 

Total, Construction ............................ . 

Land and water conservation fund (rescission of 
contract authority) ................................ . 

Land acquisition and state assistance {conservation} .. 

Total, National Park Service (net} ............. . 
Appropria tiona . ............................ . 
Conservation . .............................. . 
Emergency appropriations ......... .......... . 
Rescission . ............... ... .............. . 

• 

f!Y 2002 
Enacted 

FY 2003 
Request Bill 

Bill vs. 
Enacted 

1,474,977 1,560,565 1,596,593 +121,616 
2,000 24,000 9,000 +7,000 

10,098 -- -- -1 0,098 ---
1,487,075 1,584,565 1,605,593 +118,518 

65,260 78,431 78,431 +13,171 
25,295 - --- -25,295 

90,555 78,431 78,431 -12,124 

66,159 46,824 56,330 -9,829 
30,000 300 30,000 
7 4.500 67,000 76,500 

299,193 240,182 271,450 
66,851 82,202 53.736 
21,624 -- --

387.668 322,384 325,186 

--
+2,000 

-27,743 
-13,115 
-21,624 

-62.482 

-

Bill vs. 
Request 

+36,028 
-15,000 

-
+21,028 

-
---
-

+9,506 
+29 700 

' 
+9,500 

+31 ,268 
-28,466 

-
+2,802 

---30,000 
274,117 

-30,000 
286,057 

-30.000 
253,099 21,018 -32,958 

2,380,074 
{1,905,589) 

{447,468) 
(57 ,017) 

(-30,000) 

2,355,561 
(1,926,002) 

{459,559) 
-

(-30,000) 

2,395,139 
{2.002,804) 

{422,335) 
--

(-30,000) 

+15,065 +39,578 
(+97,215) (+ 76,802) 
{-25,133) {-37,224) 
{-57,017) --

--

~ 
-.J 
-.J 
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COMP.ARAT:IVE ST.ATEMENT O'F NEW .BUDGET ·(OBLIGATIONAL) AOi'BORITY FO.R 2010 :2 
AND BUDGET :REQUESTS AND AMOONT,S RBCOMMBND.ED 'IN 'THB :BI.L'L P~O·R 2 1003 

(.Amou·nta .i ·n Thousands) 

- ----

United Staton Geol·ogiaal Survey 

Survey.a, 1 nveetigat.iona, and r ·oooa·r .ch .. ...... ............. 
~con • e rv,a t i . on .... ..... ,. , •.•• ,. , •••• , ••••• ,. , .... .. ......... ,. ,,. .. 

Total, United Stntoo Geol.ogi.cal Survey ..••.. .. •• 

Hinoral .s .Hanogeme.n ·t Service 

Royalty and o :f fohorc mi.ncrnln :mn·nagflll'\en 't ... ..... ..... .. .. . . 
Use of :receipt a , ... , .• , .... , ....• , .... ,. , ... ,. , ...... , ....... ,. 

Oil spill research •••...•...••..••.•••.•••...••. . ..•.. 

Total1 Minerals Management 9crvicc .............. . 

Office of Surface Mining Rec.lamation 
and Enforcement 

Regulation and technology •. .. .. .... .. ..... .••. .. .. .•...•.. ...... 
Roceipto from perfot3nance bond for:feitureo 

( ,i ndt! 't i ni t~e) • .••. .. , .•• ,. ,. , •. , •• , •••. ,. , ..• , .•.• .. , •. ,. , ..•. ,. ,. , ..... 

Suh't ·ot,al. , ... , .... , ..... , .... ~· .... , .... ,. , ....... , ...... . 

Abandoned mi.ne ·reclamati .. on fund (defi:ni te, trus·t fund) 

Total, O.ff .ice o :f Su·rface Mini.ng Recla.znat .i ·on anCS 
Bn :f ~o .r ~ceme.D 't ••• , • .••• , .............. , . .•. ,. ,. , •.. ,. , .... .. .. 

Bureau of Indian Affair& 

Operation of Indi p ·rog.ramo ..... , .... , ..... , ... .. , . ..... ... . .. , .. 
Const'ruct ,i .on ... ,. , ........ , ... ,. , •..... , ... , .. , ..... ,. , . . .. ,. , ..•• ,. ,. 

I .ndian land and water claim Bettleme:nta and 
miscellaneous ,payments to Indi a ·na .•.. .... ..••..• ..... .. .. .. 

Indian guaran·toed loan program account ... ... .......... .. , .• 
U•imi tatlon on gu·arant.eed loano') ... .. .... .. ........ .. .. .. . . 

Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs •..•••..•. ....••.. 

FY '~002 
Enocted 

889,002 
25,000 

914,002 

253,397 
-102,730 

6,105 

156,772 
- ·- ··--

102 .• 800 

275 

103.075 
' ' 

03,455 

306,530 

1,799.809 
.357,'132 

160,.949 
4,,986 

(75,,000) 

2,222.8716 

FY 2·0;0J 
Requ•al't 

853.7160 
13,578 

867,338 

.264.-452 
·-'100 230 ' 

16 ,105 

'170,327 

105.09-

275 

105,36 

174.035 

279 .•. 402 

1.837.'110 
5 .252 

57,'949 
5.493 

(7.2,·424) 

2_245.804 

Bill 

'903.405 
25.000 

928,405 

264,'951 
•'100 '230 

' 16,'105 

'170,·826 

105.092 •• 

75 

05,367 

184.7,45 

290.112 

1.659, 
345.252 

60;949 
5_.493 

(72,424) 

2.2710.758 

• 
actaf'! 

·+·, 4,.·40·3 
-

-+14 403 ,. ., -

-+1 1 
' . 

+2,500 
·-

+,.:; .. ,:J, 

-
+'2,. 

- ··8.7'\0 

"I 6 ,4'1.8 

+S9~5 
-1 . - ' . 

-
+507 

1(-2,5716) 

i .l l V ,ID , • 

t 

+49,1645 
+·1'1. 

-
-

-...J 

....... 

·-
-

. -0.710 

+'10,710 

-
-+3 0001 

' -
-
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2003 

{Amounts in Thousands) 

Departmental Offices 

Insular Af fairs: 
Assistance to Territories ....................•.... 

Northern Marianas . ........................... . 

Subtotal . .... ............................ . . . 

Compact of Free Association ...................... . 
Manda tory payments ......................•..... 

Subtotal ............. ...................... . 

Total, Insular Affairs ......................... . 

Departmen ta1 management ........................... ... . 
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) ......... . . 

Subtotal ...................................... . . 

Office of the Solicitor .................... . ......... . 
Office of Inspector General .......................... . 
National Indian Gaming Comrnission .................... . 

Office of Special Trustee for American Indians 

Federal trust programs ........................ ....... . 
Indian land consolidation ................... ..... .... . 

Total, Office of Special Trustee for American 
Indiana . ..................................... . 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

51 .230 
27,720 

---
78,950 

8,745 
14,500 

23,245 

102,195 

67,741 
2,205 

69,946 

45,000 
34,302 

--

99,224 
10 980 

110,204 

FY 2003 
Request 

42,497 
27,720 

70,217 

8,745 
12,000 

20,745 

90,962 

78,596 
--

78,596 

47,773 
36,659 

2,000 

151 027 
7 .980 

159,007 

Bill 

45,497 
27,720 

73,217 

9,045 
12,000 

21,045 

94,262 

72,533 
--

72,533 

47,473 
36,239 

2,000 

141,277 
7,980 

149,257 

Bill vs. 
Enacted 

--

-5,733 
-

-5,733 

+300 
-2,500 

-2,200 

-7.933 

+4,792 
-2,205 

+2,587 

+2,473 
+1,937 
+2,000 

+47,053 
·3,000 

+39.053 

Bill vs. 
Request 

+3,000 
-

+3,000 

+300 
-

+300 

+3,300 

-6,063 
--

-6,063 

-300 
-420 

-

-9,750 

-9,750 

~ 
-..J 
<:.0 



COMPARATIVE STATKMBNT OP NKW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY ,P,OR '2 10 10 
AND BUDGET RBQOESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMKNDBD 'IN T.HB BILL PO'R 2 100 .3 

(Amounts in Tbous·ands) 
yy 2002 FY '200'3 B:ill VD,. B.i l l " U• 

Natural rcoourco d~mage assessment fund .............. • 
Podorol priority land acquisi ·t.iona ond exchanges .•..•• 

Total, Depart.DU!Intal Offices ..• .....•........•..•• 

Total, title I, Department of the Inter.ior: 
New budget (obligational) a u thority (net) ..• 

Appropriationo ..... .... ...... . •....•.... .. 
Conservation . ..... . , ............... ....... ,. 
Bmergency appropriations .............•.. . 
Contingent emergency appropriations ..... 
R e sci s • '1 on s . ,. . . . . . ,. ,. ,. . . . . . ,. . ,. . . . . . .. ,. . . . ,. 

( Limitation on guarao teod loans) . .•.....• .... . 

Enacted Requc.ot :sill Enoc 't ,od Reoue.a 't 

5,497 
-

.367.144 

9,496,,419 
(8.428,939) 
(1.009,258) 

(59,222) 
(54 ,000) 

(-55,000) 
(75,000) 

5,538 
3,000 

423 .. 535 

9.450,753 
(8,501,952) 

(97,8.801) 

-
-

(-30.000) 
(72,424) 

5.538 

-
407,.302 

9,'969.1'75 
(8, 7·05,51 0) 
(1 ,'093, 665) 

-
(200,000) 
(-30,000) 
(72.4'24) 

+41 
-

+40,'1'58 

+·472,756 
(+·276.5'7 '1) 

(+84,407) 
(-59,222) 

(+'146,,000) 
,(+25.000) 

~(-2.576) 

-
-.3.000 

·-116.'233 

-
(+,200.~ 

-
-
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• 

COMPARATIVE STATBMBNT OP NBW BUDGBT (OBLIGATIONAL) AO'rHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET RBQUBSTS AND AMOUNTS RBCOMMBNDED IN THB BILL POR 2003 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

TITLB II - RBLATBD AGENCIES 

DKPARTMRNT OF AGRICULTORR 

Forest Service 

Forest and rangeland research .....•......•.•.•.••••.•• 

State and private forestry .......................•..•• 
Conservation . .................................... . 

S'ubtotal . ...................................... . 

National forest system ...•..................•.•......• 

Wildland fire management: 
Preparedness . .................................... . 
Fire suppression opera tiona •.••..••...••.......... 
Other operations . ................................ . 
Suppression (contingent emergency appropriations). 

Fiscal year 2002 supplemental .......•....•..•. 
Other operations (contingent emergency 

appropriations) ................................ . 

S'u.b total . ............................ .. ......... . 

Capital improvement and maintenance .................•. 
Conserva t1on . ..................................... . 

Subtotal . ...................................... . 

Land acquisition ( conserva t1.on) •............•......... 
Acquisition of lands !or national forests, special 

acts . .............................................. . 
Acquisition of lands to complete land exchanges 

(in definite) ... - . .............................. . ... . 
Range bettexment fund (indefinite) ..................•. 
Gitts, donations and bequests for forest and rangeland 

research ........................................... . 

FY 2002 PY 2003 Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Rnacted Request 

241,304 242,798 252,000 +10,696 +9,202 

190,221 121,805 146,695 -43,526 +24,890 
101,000 155,558 133,133 +32,133 -22,425 

291,221 277,363 279,828 -11,393 +2.465 

1,331,439 1,366,475 1,370,567 +39,128 +4,092 

622,618 
255,321 
336,410 
266,000 

-

600,703 
420,699 
347,736 

-
--

640,000 
420,699 
452,750 

--
500,000 

+17,382 
+165,378 
+116,340 
-266,000 
+500,000 

80,000 -- -- -80,000 

+39,297 

-
+105,014 

--
+500,000 

---
- · - ----

1,560,349 1,369,138 2,013,449 +453,1 00 

485,188 501 ,222 507,865 +22,677 
61,000 50,866 64,866 +3,866 ---

546,188 552,088 572,731 +26,543 

149,742 130,510 146,336 -3,406 

1,069 

234 
3,290 

92 

1,069 

234 
3,402 

92 

1,069 

234 
3,402 

92 

--
-

+112 

-

+644,311 

+6,643 
+14,000 

+20,643 

+15,826 

-
--
--

--

~ 
00 
~ 



COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW .BUDG.BT (OBL'IGATIONAL) .A·DTEO'R:ITY :FOR :20 102 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS .AHD AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED .IN T.HE :BI.L.L .P'O.R 20103 

(:Amount.s in Tboueands.) 
FY '2002 P'Y '2 0!0) :B.ill ·v.c. Bill 

Monagemon t of na t :ionol .for on ·t 1 and a .for au.bs i o tence 
u •• 8 ,. • ,. • ,. .• ,. • ,. • . • .. ,. • ,. • • • ,. .. ,. • .. • • .. .• ,. • • ,. .• • . .. • • • • • . ,. - . ,. • • 

Roduct:ion to .r non- conoorvation fundi'ng ...•..•...•...... 
Conaerv.at.ion (Youth Cooaerv.atioo Cor,pn) ..• .... ... ........ 

Totnl, ForeDt Servico •...........•....•.•.. .... • 
Alp.p .ropri4tioos ........ .. , .... , ... , .. , ... ....... ~ . . . 
Conae·rva ·tioo . . ,. ,. ,. , ............. , .... , .. ... . , .... . 
Con tiageo t emergency app.ropr ia ti·one .•....... 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Cloan coa.l technology: 
D"o. terra 1 . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
(Tran ~sfe. :r out) . . ... , .......... ..... , . .. .. .. , . .. , .. , ... , .... ,. ,. 

Fossil ener,gy reaearch and development .• .. .... ......... .. .. 
Clean coal technology (by traos.f.e:r) . . ... .. .• ........ 

Alternative fuels production ( rescission ) ..•.......••. 
Naval petrolewn and oi 1 ohale rooorvoa . . .. .... .. ...... .. ... . 
Slk Hilla School lands fund ........•...•..••.....•.... 

Advance ·~ppropr .ia tion·n, FY 2003 ....... ... .•.•....... 
Enorgy eon.ee:rva tion . .... ... .................... ......... . 
Bconomic regulat'ion ....... , ................... , . .. , ......... . 
Strategic petroleum roGorve ....... .. ... .. ........ .. ...... .. . 
SPR pe t 'rOl·e 1 am aeC·OU!l t . ....... , ................... , ..... , . . . 

Northeoot home beat,ing oil rcocrve .. .. ......... ....... ... . . 
Energy Infoxmation Administration ... ....•........ ..•• .... 

To.tal , Detpo:r t.men t o .f Energy: 
.New budget (obli·gational) authority ·(:net) ..•• 

Appropriations •..........• . •••.•........ 
Advance approp.riati·ons ...... .. . ....•. ..... 
Reac.i ss io-ns. , .... .. , ........ ... ~· ...... ...... . 
.Deferral . .. ,. , ... , .. ... ..... ,. , ... .. ...... .. , ..... . . 

( T r~Dn.o :£or out.) •............... .. , •.. ... , ..•.• .. ,. 

(.By ~t ·r-an,s fer) .... , ............. .. ,. , .. .. ....... , .. . . 

Bnnc ·ted Requcot :Bill 

5 ·488 ,, 

-2.000 
2.000 

4,130.4'116 
(3.470,,67 4) 

(.313. 7 42) 
(346.000) 

' ' 

-40,000 
1(-33,700) 
582,790 
(33,700') 
-2.000 
'17,37'1 

--
36.000 

'912 ,805 
1,996 

'179,009 

-
-

] ,8,499 

1,7'66,470 
(1 .'772.470} 

1(36,000) 
(-2.000) 

·(-40.·000) 
(-33.700) 
(33.700) 

5.542 

- "','000 
:210000 

3,948.,7 '11 
(3 ,1609,, 77 7) 

(338,'934) 
-

-
(-40,000) 
489.305 
1(40.·000) 

·-
20,831 
36,000 

-
'901..65'1 

1,487 
1'68.·856 

11,000 
8,000 

80.11 '1 

i ,,7 1 7.2~t1 

(1.7 '1'i ,241) 

-
-
-

(-40,,000) 
(40.000) 

5,:542 

-2..000 
2.0uu 

1..,1645.250 
(3.798.915) 
(346~335) 
(500.000) 

50'000 - ' • -
684,205 

-
-

20,831 

-
·-

'984,653 
1.487 

175.856 
7,,000 
8,,000 

80,611 

1,892,643 
(1 ,,942.643) 

-
·-

(-50 ·000) - I' ' 
-
-

-
-

•514,834 
(+328.24 '1) 

!(+32~593 

(+1~ .. 000) 

·-10.000 
( • 33.7·00) 
+81 .41'5 
1(-33,'700) 

+:2.000 
•'t,3 ~~..,. I • • 

-
-36 000 ,, 

+'71 ,848 
-509 

-3.153 
+7,000 
+8,000 
+21 12 

' - - I 

+'1.26,'173 
(+'I 70.1 '7.3t 

( .. 36,,000) 
(-+2,000) 

(-'10,000) 
(+:33,'7·00') 
.(.-'33,'7100) 

't 

--
-
...... 

( 

-50*000 
(-+40.1 
-f '17-
(~0.000) 

-
-

-36.000 

-
+'83 - I , 

-
... 

"' 
-

+500 

+'175_,402 
(-+ '225_,402) 

-
-



• 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUN1"S RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 2 0 0 3 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

Management of national forest lands for subsistence 
uses ............................................... . 

Reduction tor non- conservation funding .....•.••....... 
Conservation (Youth Conservation Corps) ......••....... 

Total, Forest Service ..................••..••... 
Appropriations . ............................ . 
Conservation . .............................. . 
Contingent emergency appropriations ...... • .. 

DEPARTMENT OF BNBRGY 

Clean coal technology: 
Deferral . ............... _ ........................ . 
(Transfer out) ................................... . 

Fossil energy research and development .......... ..... . 
Clean coal technology (by transfer) .•.........•... 

Alternative fuels production (rescission) ...•..•...... 
Naval petro1e•'m and oil shale reserves ............... . 
Elk Hills School lands fund .............. . ........... . 

Advance appropriations, FY 2003 .................. . 
Energy- conserva t.ion . ....................... . ...... ... _ 
Economic regulation ..•..............•.............•..• 
Strategic pe trolenm reserve ...........•.•.•........... 
SPR petroleum account .............................•... 
Northeast home heating oil reserve ................... . 
Energy Information Administration ........•............ 

Total, Department of Energy: 
New budgec (obligational) authority (net) ... 

Appropriations ............ ~ ............ . 
Advance appropriations ...•.............. 
Rescissions . ........................... .. 
Deferral ............................ .. - . 

(Tril.nsfor out) ............................. -. 

(By trans fer) ......................... .. .... . 

• 

FY 2002 
Bnaoted 

FY 2003 
Request 

5.488 5,542 

-2.000 -2,000 
2,000 2,000 

- ··-·- ---------

4,130,416 3,948,711 
(3.470.674} (3,609,777) 

{313,742) (338,934} 
{346,000} -

-40,000 
(-33,700} 
582,790 
(33,700) 
-2,000 
17,371 

--
36,000 

912,805 
1,996 

179,009 
--
-

78.499 

1,766,470 
(1,772,470} 

(36,000) 
(-2.000} 

(-40,000) 
( 33,700) 
(33,700} 

--
(-40,000} 
489,305 
(40,000) 

--
20,831 
36,000 

-
901,651 

1,487 
16a,856 

11 ,000 
8.000 

80,1 11 

1. 717,241 
(1,717,241) 

-
-
--

(-40,000) 
(40,000) 

Bill 

5,542 

·2,000 
2,000 

4,645,250 
(3.798,915) 

(346,335) 
(500,000) 

-50,000 
--

664,205 
-
--

20,831 
--
--

984,653 
1,487 

175,856 
7,000 
8,000 

80,611 

1,692,643 
(1 ,942,643) 

-
-

(-50,000) 

--

Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request 

+54 --
- --
- --

+514,834 +696,539 
(+328,241 ) (+189,138) 

(+32,593) (+7A01) 
(+154,000) (+500,000) 

-10,000 
(+33,700) 
+81.415 
(-33,700) 

+2,000 
+3,460 

--
-36,000 

+71 ,848 
-509 

-3,153 
+7,000 
+8,000 
+2,112 

+126,173 
(+170,173) 

( .. 36,000) 
(+2,000} 

-50,000 
(+40.000) 

+174,900 
(-40,000) 

--
-· 

-36,000 
-·-

+83,002 
--

+7,000 
4,000 

-
+500 

+175,402 
(+225,402) 

-
••• 

(-10,000) {-50.000) 
{+33,700) (+40,000) 
(-33,700) (-40,000) -

~ 
00 
CJ.:) 



COMPARATIVE STATBMBNT OP NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY P·OR 2 ~00 :2 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS .RBCOMMBND.BD 'IN *l"BB '8 :I .LL l"·OR '2 1003 

DEPARTHBNT OF HEA'LTR .AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Indian Health Serv.ice 

I :ndi an heol t h ae rv ico1o .• ..... ... .•. .... , .. .•••• .•.•.• ..• ..•• .• .•.. 
Indian beolth .facilitioa .....•.••...••...•. ..• ..... .... 

l'ota.l, Indinn Rllal t~h Sorvic e . ................... . 

O~BER RELATED AGENCIES 

Office of Navajo and Ho_pi .Indlan Relocation 

Sol .oriea and cxponoes .. .•.. .... .• ....•....• .•.• .. .• .... ........ 

Institute of AmericaD Indian and Alaska 
Native Culture and Arta Dova.lopment 

Payment to tbe .Institute ....... ....... ................. . 

• Smi thoonian ins titu.tion 

Sal ar.i ocs ilnd expenses ...... , .. ........... , .......... , .. , .. 
Reaci ooion , .. , ... ,. , .... ,. , ... , ............... ,. , ..... ,. , ... ,. , .... ,. 
Emergency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) .......... . . 

Sub to ta,l , . . , .... , . ... ................. , . . ... .. ... ..... . . 

Repoir, restoration and alteration of facilities .... . . 
Conaeruc ·tion , . .. .. . , . .. ... , . .. ... , . .... ... ....... .. , ...... .... ... , . .. . 

Total, Sznithaonian Inot.itut.ion . .. ....• .•. . . .. ...... ... 

(Amounts in Thousands) 
PY 2002 
Bnact.ed 

2~389.614 

369,487 

2,759.101 

15,148 

4.490 

399,25'3 
-

21 ,,701 

420,.960 
167,900 
30 .• 000 

518 •. 860 

FY 2003 
Request 

2,453,835 
362 .• 571 

2.816.406 

14.491 

5,1 30 

448,7160 
·14.100 

·-
·434,660 

81,300 
12.000 

527.960 

Bi.ll 

2 .. 508.756 
391.865 

2.900.621 

14,.4'91 

5,130 

450.760 
·14.100 

-
.!36.'660 

.81.300 
10.000 

527,960 

Bill 'V :d .• 
:Bnnc ltf!d 

19,'142 
22.37·8 

+ '1.4 '1.520 

-657 

0 

+51,,507 
-14.100 
-21.707 

+15,'700 

+13.·400 
-:20 .•000 • 

+9,100 

'29 "'>D. . .·- ·1'~ 

~21 15 

--

-

+2 000 I f 

-
-

+2.000 

-
··2 1000 , . II 

-



• 
• 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOuNTS RBCOMMBNDBD IN THB BILL FOR 2003 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

National Gallery of Art 

Salaries and expenses ................................ . 
Rmergency appropriations (P.L. 107 - 117) .......•... 

Subtotal •............................•.......... 

Repair, restoration and renovation of buildings ...... . 

Total, National Gallery of Art ................•. 

John F. Kennedy Center for the Perfoznaing Arts 

Operations and maintenance •....•...................... 
Rmergency appropriations (P.L. 107-117) .......... . 

S'ubtotal ...............•........................ 

Cons true tion ..............................•..••.....•. 

Total, John F. Kennedy Center for the Perfozming 

Arts ................. · . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Sc holars 

Salaries and expenses ...................•............. 

• 

National Foundation on the Arts and the Humaniti.es 

National Bndowment tor the Arts 

Orants and administration ...•......................... 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

Orants and administration .......................... . . . 
Matching grants ... , . ...........................•....... 

Tota l , National Endowment for the Humanities .... 

FY 2002 
Bnacted 

68,967 
2,148 

71,115 

14,220 

85,335 

15,000 
4,310 

19,310 

19,000 

38,310 

7,796 

98,234 

108,382 
16,122 

124,504 

FY 2003 
Request 

78,219 
-

78,219 

16,230 

94,449 

16,310 
-

16,310 

17,600 

33,910 

8,488 

99,489 

109,632 
16,122 --

125,754 

Bill 

78,219 
-

78,219 

16,230 

94,449 

16,310 
--

16,310 

17,600 

33,910 

8,488 

99,489 

109,932 
16,122 

126,054 

Bill vs. 
Bnacted 

+9,114 

+1,310 
-4,310 

-3,000 

-1 ,400 

-4,400 

+692 

+1,255 

+1,550 

+1 ,550 

Bill vs. 
Request 

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-

-

-

-

+300 
-

+300 

~ 
00 
01 



COMPARATIVE STATBMBNT OP' NEW BUDGBT (OBLIGATIONAL) AUT.BOR'ITY .F~OR 200 '2 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RBCOMMBND'ED IN THE BIL'L FOR 2003 

{Amounts in Thousands) 

Institute of MuGoum aod Library Services/ 
Office of Museum Servicea 

Grants and administration 1/ .............. .. .......... ... . 

Challenge America . Arts Pund 

Challenge .America grants ......... . ....... ............. . 

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the 

Htamani ti. eo . .. ,. , ......... · · . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 

Couwdssion of Fine Arts 

Sal ariec and exponooo •.• .•.....•.....•................ 

Notional Capital Ar.ts and CUltural Affa i rs 

Gran ta . .. , ......................... , ... , ... ................ . 

Advisory Council on Histori.a Preservation 

Salaries and expenses .............•.....•.. .. ... •. . . •. 

National Capital Planning Coumaission 

Sal a ·ries and expense a ..•.....•. .• .. ... ........• ..•....... .• .• 
Kmergency approp.riatioos (P .• L. 107-117) . .. .... .... .. ..• 

Tot~l, Natio.o nl Capital Planning Couwdsaion .• .• •. .• 

United States Holoc~ust Memorial Museum 

Hol oca us t Hamori al Museum .... ... .. ......... .... ... .. .. .. ... .... . 

1/ Fundod in tbe Labor HHS bill for FY 2 ·003 . 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

26,899 

17,000 

266 .• 637 

1.224 

7,000 

3,400 

7,.253 
758 

8 01 '1 •• 

36 .• 028 

FY 200 3 
Roqccot 

-

17.000 

24'2,243 

1.22.4 

7,.000 

3,687 

'7,253 
-

7,253 

38.663 

Bi ll 

-

17,,000 

242,543 

1.255 

7.000 

3.667 

7,553 
-

7.:553 

38,1663 

Bill v ,c; .. 
Enact~~ 

-26 .. 899 

-
-24,0 

31 

-

267 

300 
-7:58 

58 

2.635 

,_~ 1U e 

-

-

300 

+31 

·-

-

+,300 

-
+300 

-



• 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OP NEW BUDGBT (OBLIGATIONAL) AO~'HORITY FOR 2002 
AND BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THB BILL FOR 2 0 0 3 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

Presidio Trust 

Presidio trust fund . ... .............................. . 

Total, title ~I, related agenoies: 
New budget (obligational) authority (net) ... 

Appropriations ...........•..•........... 
Conservation . .......................... . 
Advance appropriations ................. . 
Emergency appropriations ............... . 
Contingent emergency appropriations .... . 
Rescissions ............ ................ . 
Deferral . .............................. . 

{Transfer out) ............................. . 
(By transfer) .............................. . 

Grand total: 
New budget (obligational) authority (net) .. . 
Fiscal year 2002 (contingent emergency) .... . 
Fiscal year 2003 (net) ............ . ........ . 

Appropriations ......................... . 
Conservation . .......................... . 
Advance appropriations ............... .. . 
Emergency appropriations ...•........ .... 
Contingent emergency appropriations ..... 
Rescissions . ........................... . 
Deferral . ........... ...... . ... ......... . 

(Tra.nsfer out) ............................. . 
(By transfer) .................... .......... . 
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) ........... . 

FY 2002 FY 2003 Bill vs. Bill vs. 
Enacted Request Bill Bnacted Request 

23,125 

9,671,351 
(8,988,686) 

(313,742) 
{36,000) 
(28.923) 

(346,000) 
(-2,000) 

(-40,000) 
(-33,700) 
(33,700) 

19,167,770 
--

(19,167,770) 
( 17 14171625) 

(1 ,323,000) 
(36,000) 
(88,145) 

(400,000) 
( 57,000) 
(-40,000) 
(-33,700) 
(33,700) 
(75,000) 

21,327 

9.488,163 
(9, 163,329) 

(338,934) 

-
-
-

(-14 , 1 00) 
-

(-40,000) 
(40,000) 

18,938,916 
-

(18,938,916) 
(17,665,281) 

(1.317 ,735) 
-
--
--

{-44,100) 
-

{-40,000) 
(40,000) 
(72.424) 

21,327 

10,444,950 
(9,662,715) 

(346,335) 
~ 

--
(500,000) 
(-14, 1 00) 
(-50,000) 

--
-

20,414,125 
(700,000) 

(19,714,125) 
(18,368,225) 

(1 ,440,000) 
-
-
--

(-44,100) 
(-50,000) 

-
--

{72,424) 

-1,798 

+773,599 
(+674,029) 
(+32,593) 
(-36,000) 
(-28,923) 

(+154,000) 
(-12,100) 
(-10,000) 
(+33,700) 
(-33,700) 

+1,246,355 
(+700,000) 
(+546,355) 
{+950,600) 
(+117,000) 

(-36,000) 
(-88, 145) 

(-400,000) 
(+12,900) 
(-10,000) 
(+33,700) 
(-33,700) 

(-2.576) 

--

+956,787 
(+499,386) 

(+7,401) 
--
--

(+500,000) 
--

(-50,000) 
(+40,000) 
(-40,000) 

+1 ,475,209 
(+700,000) 
(+775,209) 
{+702,944) 
(+122,265) 

""'--""--" 

--
--
-

(-50.000) 
(+40,000) 
(-40,000) 

~ 

~ 
00 
-.1 



COMPA.RAT.IV.E STAT!na:NT OF :NB'W BODGBT (OBLIGATI,ONAL) .AOTHORI'TY POR 2 1002 
~ BUDGET REQUESTS AND AMOUNTS RBCOMMEND.£0 :IN '.tHB Bl::L'L l"OR. 2 10 103 

(Amounts .in Thousands) 

TIT:LE 1 - DEPARTMENT ·OF' TKE I :NTERIOR 

.Bur•cau of Land Ha.aogomon t •••. .•• ....• .• .• .... ..•.••• ... .• .•... .. 
United Stotoo Fiab and Mildl.i!e Servicu .•...•......... 
Nntionol Po·rk Bcrvico ........•.•.•••••...••..••.•.•... 
Uni. cccs S'l~o too Ooolog.icnl Survey ....... .... ........ ........ . 
Hinc·rlll o .Manngero.on t Soxv ice .. ... ..... .. .. ..... ...... .... ... ... . 

Of:fi.co of Sur:faco Mining Recl.amat.ion and .enforcamen ·~o.·. 

Bureou of Indian Affairn ........................ .. ...... . 
Dep8rtmental O£f1ceo ....................... .... ....... . 

'Total, Title I - Department ·of tho I.·ntorior .. .. .. . 

TITLE II - RELATED AGENCIES 
Fortlot .sorv,icc , ....... , .. ..... ,. , ...... , ....... ,. , ... ,. , ..... , . ...... .. , ... 
·oaport:mont:. ·of Snergy ..... .... ....... ...... ..... ...... .. ... ... .. .. . 
Indi.an Boal th Se.rv·i ,ce ........ , ..... ,. , ...... , . ..... , ............ . 
O!fi.ce of Navajo ftnd Hopi Indian Relocation ........••. 
Inst.ituto of Amor.i ·can .Indi.an a.nd Alaoka 'Native Cult\!r'o 

and Arto Oovclopmont .................................. . 
SmithGonian Inot.itution ............................... . 
National Ga'l .le·ry ~o :f Ac·rt ••• .• .•••••• .•••••• .•••• .• .•••• .• , ••••. 
John F. K~onnedy Cen tQ.r .for tho Po rfo:rming Arts •. .. ..... .. 
Wood:.·ow W.iloon :Intornoti·onnl Cent·or for .Scholoro . ..... . 
Nationo.l Bndowmont for tbe A·rta .....••.••... ..•.. .• ...... 
Nntional Endowment f ·or tbe Rumani tiea .. ... ...... .. ........ . 
Inotituto of Museum end Libr.ary Servi.ccG ..... ... ...... .... . 
Challenge .Americ.a Ar·ts Fund .......... ...... ..... .. ..... ..... . 
Conuni..oc.:l.on ·o ·f Fi.no .Ar ·to . ..... .. .. ...... .. .. ..... ...... .. ..... .. .. .. . 
Nat.ional Capital ArtG and Cultural Affairs •.•.•....•.. 
Advloory Counci l on Hi .o .tori·c Pr,oscrvation • .•••• .• •• •• .• .•• 
No t .i onal Co pi tal P lnnning ·Co11unias .i ·on . ...... . .... ...... .. .. . 
United S to teo .Holocnus t .Momori .al 'Hur:;·enm •• .• .•••• .••••• .• .•• 

Prooidio Trunt .................................. . ....... . 

:rocal, Title ll - Related Agenciec . .. .. ..... ... .... .. . . 

Orand 'tota'l ... .. .. ........ .. .. .. ...... .. ..... .. .. .... .. ....... .. 

FY 2002 
Enacted 

,87.2,597 
1.27·6.424 
2,380,07·4 

914,002 
156,772 
.306,530 

2,222.876 
367,144 

9,496,4 '19 

4. 1:30,4'16 
1,7166,470 
2.759,101 

1:5 ,148 

J 490 
518,:860 
85335 I 

38,310 
7,796 

98,234 
124.504 
'26.899 
17,000 

1.22·4 
7.000 
JAOO 
8,01 '1 

36,028 
23:125 

9,67'1,351 

19,167,770 

P'Y 2003 
:Requeat 

1.825.422 
, 283 3 • •• 

2.355,561 
867,,338 
170,327 
279,,402 

2,,24'5,804 
423,'535 

9,,·450,753 

3,948.711 
1.717 .24'1 
2,816,405 

14.49 

5.130 
527.960 

'94,44'9 
33,9110 
8.488 

'99.489 
125 .• 754 

-
17 000 

' 
·1.224 
7.000 
3,687 
7.253 

38,663 
21,.327 

9.·488.163 

18,,938.916 

:n1.11 

2 .. 1 '10.'542 
1 .• 396.091 
2,395,139 

928,405 
170.826 
90,112 

:2,270,758 
40'7,302 

'9.969.175 

.4 ,1645 .• 250 
1,892.643 
2,'900,'621 

14,491 

5,130 
527,'960 

94.449 
33.'910 

8,488 
99.·489 

126,,·054 
-

17,,000 
'1255 
7,000 
.3667 ' . 

7.553 
38.'653 
21.327 

10A44;950 

Bill 'VG. 

Enacted 

.... ?37,945 
+·'1 '1'9,667 

115,055 
-+1.4.403 
-+ '1(.0 
-16.418 

-+47 CD' - ,UCJ. 

+-40.1 '58 

514.~ 
... . , 7 6."17.3 

·41.'520 
-657 

+~0 

+9.100 
+·9 '1 '1~ • • 

-4.(00 
-+692 

+1 ,255 
+1,'550 

··26 
·-

+31 
-

+.267 
~58 

+2,635 
-1.7 

+·77.3. 

.355 

Bill ·•· 
equo.a !t 

·+265. ·~ 
11~7 

•39.57·8 
6 .• 

10 .. 710 

· 16 -~3 •• 

,53 
AO 

o+RL ?'15 

-
-
·-
-
-
-
--
31 

-
-

300 

-
-

1.47;5 .. ~_, 
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COMPARATIVE ST~ OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AO'r.BORITY FOR 2002 
AND BODGBT REOUBSTS AND AMOUNTS RBCOMMKNDRD l:N TRB Bl:I.r. FOR 2003 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

....................................................... .... ............................................ ... 

CONGRBSSIONAL BUDGET RECAP 

Scorekeeping adjustments: 
Clean ooal (advance appropriation) ..........•••••• 
Zion Park proposed (sec. 120) ••.••.•.•.••.•••••••. 
Blk Hills School (advance appropriation. FY 2002). 
Blk Hills School (advance appropriations, PY 200.3) 
JC.A.l(E 1and tra·n s £er ............................... . 
Stewardship contracting ...............••....••.•.. 
Revisions to steel loan guarantee program .....•.•. 
Park Police retirement .....................••••... 
NPS/African- American Museum (sec. 137) • .....•..... 
OMB retirement accruals ......................... . .. . 

Conservation accruals •......•..••..•..•......... 
FY 2002 contingent emergency supplemental approps. 

Total, adjustm.ents ........................... . 

Total (including adjustments) ......•.............•.... 
AmonntD in thia bill . ............................ . 
Scorakeeping adjustments .•••.•.•...•..••.....•.••. 
Prior year outlays (including supplementals) ....•. 

• 

Total mandatory and discre tionary .......•..........••. 
Mandatory .... .. - .................................. . 
Mandatory (prior year) ..••.•..•...•..........•.•.. 

Mandatory (total) ........................... . .. . 

Discretiona-ry- .... ................................ . 
Discretionary (prior year) ....................... . 

Discretionary Domestic (total) ..•.•.....•.•...•• 

• 

rt 2002 
&nacted 

82,000 
-

36,000 
-36,000 

-
1,000 

-
22,000 

-
-
--
--

105,000 

19,272,770 
(19,167 ,770) 

(105,000) 

19.272,770 
(64 ,625) 

" 2003 
Request 

40.000 
-
-

36,000 
-
--
-
··-
-

506,000 
2,000 

-
584,000 

19,522,916 
(18,938,916) 

{584,000) 

19,522,916 
{62,125) 

(64,625) (62,125) 

(19,208, 145) (19,460, 791) 

(19,208,145) (19,460,791) 

Bill 

40,000 
··--
--

36,000 
-

1,000 
---
.. -

1,000 
-
-

-700.000 

-622,000 

19,792,125 
(20 t 414 I 125) 

(-622,000) 

19,792,125 
(62,125) 

(62,125) 

(19,730,000) 

(19,730,000) 

Bill vs. 
Bnaoted 

-42,000 
-

-36,000 
+72,000 

- ... 
-
-

-22,000 
+1,000 

-
-

-700.000 

-727,000 

+519,355 
(+1 ,246.355) 

{-727,000) 

+519,355 
(-2,500) 

(-2,500) 

(+521,855) 

--- - - -------·-- ---- --------

(+521,855) 

Bill vs. 
Request 

-
-
-
-
-

+1,000 
-
-

+1,000 
-506,000 

-2,000 
-700.000 

-1 ,206,000 

+269,209 
(+1,475,209) 
(-1,206,000) 

+269,209 
---

--· 
(+269,209) 

(+269.209) 

~ 
00 
~ 
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COMPARAT.IVB STA OP NEW 'BUDGET (OBLIGA'TIONAL ) AU'I'.HORITY :PO:R :2 1002 
AND BUDGET RBQUBSTS AND :AMOUNTS .RECOMMEND.ED IN T.HB BILla :P,OR :20,0 3 

(Amounts in Thouaands) 

-

• RECAP BY FUNCT.ION 

Mandatory .. ,. , .... ,. , . . ,. , .... , .. ,. , ... ,. ,. ,. , .. , .. , . . ,. ,. , .... ... , . .. . . , . .. ... . 
Pri.'o _r yaar ou·tlay.a . .. ,. , ......... .... ,, . .... .. , ... .. . . . . ... .... . 

To tal, Manda tory . .. ,. ,. , .. .. ,. ,. , ...... . ,. ,. , ... ...... ,. , .. . . 

Conaer·va ~tion .. .. .... , .. , . ... ... ........ .. .. .......... .. .. , ...... . . .. . . ,. .. . . - - -

Prior yaor outlaya .•.•••.....••••.•.•••.• . .... ..• .. . 

To·tal, Conaerva tioo , ..... . .. , . .. .. .. ..... , .... .. ... . , .. . . .. ,. , . . 

General purpose d .i .ocrctio nary ... ... .. .. . .... .•. .. .. .. ...•.•. 
Prior year OU't.l. ay a . ... , . .. , ....... .. ... .. , .... .. . .. .. . .. .. . . .... . .. .. 

Total, General purpotlo dlscretionary .. •. .. ... . •... .. .. 

T·otal., D.i acr e t iono:ry • . ... . .. ... ... .... . . • .. . . . .. ..... . 

Gr.and t o tal ,, Handtt to ry nod Di .. ecro t i .. ,o :nary • .• ..• ••• .• 

OI9CR.&TI·ONARY 3 1028 ALLOCAT.I ·Oll 

CJBNBRAL PURPOSB • ..••• .• .• ..•••• .• ..• ,. ..... .... .. .. ....... .. .. . ,. • • • 

30 .. l8 _A'L'LOCA-TIO'N .. .. .. ......... .. , ......... .. .. .. ..... ... " · · ·· ,. · · 

OVIR/UNOER ALLOCATI,ON •• .• .• .• .••• .••• .• .• .• .• • •• • .• •• • • .••• 

CONSERV.ATI·ON . .. . .. .... .. .. .. .. .... .. ... .. ........... .. .. .. ..... . .. .. · 

3 O:l 'B ALLOCATI~O.N . .......... .. , . ... .. ............. . . , ...... ... . 

OV1!R/UN'OBR .ALLOC~T.ION .•••• .• .• .• ••• •• .• .••••• • .• •••• .• .• .• 

FY 200.2 n ~00:3 Bill ·v ,o . Bil'l va. 
En~ct_,ed Reque o t :Bill :Ena .cn;.ed :Requ•o·t 

64,625 

64.625 

.32.3.000 

1,323,000 

17,,885,145 

17,885,145 

19.208.1·45 

19.27.2,770 

17.885. 1~'5 

17.800,000 

85,1·45 

1,323.000 
1,320.000 

3,000 

62,. 1.25 

62.125 

1,319,735 

1.319,735 

18,,141,056 

18,141 .056 

19,460,791 

19.522.916 

118,141.056 

-
18_1.41 .056 

1,319,7.35 

-
1,319,735 

62, '125 

62,125 

.440· IOOO· . . - -_ . 
1.·~0.·000 

18,290.000 

19 .. 730.000 

19,792.'1.25 

18.290.000 
'18.290.000 

-
1 4~0 1000 ,, - ~ 

1.440.000 

·-

-2.500 

-2.500 

.. 117.'000 

+117,,000 

·~lld .855 

+404 ,855 

521 .855 

• 5'19.355 

-+·4~.~855 

-+490.000 

·-85, '1t '5 

+117.000 
+120.000 

-·3.000 

-

~ 

+ '1 ~u .,,c·!l;; 

+1·.48 

.... &Q::J .. ~ 

.. 1 
-+ '18 29t) i 

- . . 

it •• 
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MINORITY VIEWS OF THE HONORABLE NOR ................. DICKS 
AND DAVID OBEY 

In subn1itting these views, the Minority wishes to express its ap
preciation for the cooperative and bi-partisan manner in which the 
Interior Appropriations bill for fiscal year 2003 has been handled 
by the Chairman and the Majority. The Minority has been con
sulted throughout the process and believes that its views are re
flected in many aspects of the bill. While we do not agree with 
every recommendation and continue to work for improvements in 
certain areas, in its entirety we believe that the Interior bill is one 
which Members from both parties can support. 

In expressing our support for a fair bill which addresses the 
highest priorities within a constrained budget allocation, the Mi
nority does not mean to leave the impression that we believe this 
bill fully addresses the natural resource and human needs which 
are addressed by agencies within the Interior Subcommittee's juris
diction. In fact, the $19,730 million allocation for 2003, while al
most $900 million above the president's request, is only 2.8 percent 
above the 2002 spending levels an increase barely able to keep up 
with inflation. Nonetheless, the allocation has allowed the Com
mittee to restore most of the cuts proposed in the Bush budget, es
pecially those poorly justified reductions for energy research, forest 
fire prevention and preparedness, natural resource science at the 
U.S. Geological Survey and programs for urban parks. 

There are also important increases. These include $20 million for 
the weatherization program, which is funded at $250 million. This 
program has been increased by $98 million over the last two years 
and the increased funding will lead to significant savings in energy 
as additional homes, schools and hospitals are insulated. It is crit
ical to lower income families who often live in poorly insulated 
houses and who have seen the cost of heating double in the last 
year. There are also important increases for the land management 
agencies, especially the Fish and Wildlife Service which celebrates 
its 100th anniversary and the Minority was particularly pleased to 
see the $99 million increase over the request for Indian schools and 
Indian health programs. While far less than they need, it is a good 
recommendation given the allocation. 

The Minority is pleased to join with the Majority in support of 
the sections of this bill which fully fund the new Conservation 
Trust Fund created two years ago by the Congress (title VIII of the 
Fiscal Year 2001 Interior Appropriations Act. ). This new funding 
structure was created as our commitment to significant increases 
for preservation of this country's nat~r~l and cultural. r.e~ources. It 
expands programs which support cnt1cal land acqws1t1on where 
lands are threatened by development, accelerates efforts to deal 
with maintenance needs of our parks, refuges and forests, enhances 
efforts to protect wildlife, and expands federal support for other 

(191) 



~ n ·rv·ti n 1 d pr rv ti 11 n ·d . . 1 .' pr vidiJ th full,'] . 
n1illi Jl uthoriz d thi , · r ~ r 11 rv· tion J)rO ··u11 in t h Tnt'
ri Dr bjl] th ' J1 . _ t:n i11t ll1 it · JD1l1it1n 'll l t}l .'1 '2 bilJion 
in fundin · nt.i ·ip t d ov r t,h fir t, j -, )' .. ~r of tl1i. initi·:ttiv . 'fbi 
i ron llJy tvli - th _nl un ''' hi .h ' ' uld lik I , h· v b \ 11 pt·ovid d 
u11d r pr '' iou. fin· ncin · tru tuY . 

Th -.inority ' ' , p ci Jl , pl . d h· t h ' 111m itt, d >p. ~l 
. . bi-p t·ti, n ba. i n n1 ndtn n deli ng $700 n1ill i ll i11 cr1 ·1-

. lly n · d d fi c J ·. r 2002 uppl tn n I funding t fi ht. · h t-
. rophic fir , bt1rni11g in n1 ny of th \V t rn .. t ' . Th 2002 

fir \ on i · l1 ping tlp ·o b on f th '"or ill r 
t h b giJlning f JuJ. ' Jnor h n 3 million .cr hav burn d 

almo~ t trip] h av rage for hi tim of y ar. ~7 b li v h f il-
ur of th x cutiv branch o r qu t d quat funding for thi 
m -rgency i irre pon ibl and we ar pl ed that th Co·mmitt 

ha r pond d by adding to th bill th uppl m ntal funding 
which \\'ill clearly be needed. 

WhiJ w have in the e vie''' attempt d to indicat th many 
ar a in \vhich we are supportive of th bill, w mu. t howev r, x
pr our con ternation regarding the deci ion 'by th Committ e to 
hold do\vn funding for America' cultural agencie the National 
Endo,vment for the Art (NEA) and the National Endovlment for 
the Humanitie (NEH). These agencies which finance the country' 
mall but critical efforts in upport of cultural education and pres

ervation, were cut by more than 40 percent in 1995 and de pite 
orne progress in th last two years for the mo t part hav yet to 

recover. The NEA is funded in thi bill at a level of $1 16.5 million 
$46 million belov.' the 1995 level and in real dollar a reduction of 
almost one-thjrd. The funding for the National Endowment for the 
Humanities is similarly inadequate in this bill. 

La t year whe·n the House considered the FY 2002 Interior bill, 
it approved a bi-partisan amendment to begin restoring federal 
upport for these cultural agencies. The House at that time voted 

221 to 193 in favor of adding $10 million to the NEA and $5 mil
lion to the NEH the first increase to win final approval on a roll 
call vote ince 1994. The Minority believes that this vote was a 
turning point in \Vhich the full House declared an end to the fight 
over federal funding for the arts and humanities begun in the early 
1990' . It did o first because of the quality and the public support 
for the e programs. But, it also did so because it accepted that the 
reform instituted by the Congress had ~uccessfully dealt with the 
concern of many in the public about federal support for controver-
ial project . These reforms include a ignificant broadening of 

gra11t upport to more States and eommuniti,es an expanded and 
more publicl;r re ponsive advisory council, and controls to limit 
funding for contro\rer ial programs. The Minority will continue to 
look for sources of additional funding for our cultural agencies as 
the bill moves to the House floor. 

There are other areas beyond the cultural agencies whf·re the Mi
nority \vould support additional funds. In particular Indian health 
and education are high priority areas which need increased re
sotlrces. But as stated at the beginning of these views, we believe 
this legislation in balance is a good bill produced through an open 



193 

and bi-partisan process. We belie,re it deserves an "aye" vote at 
final passage. 

NORM DICKS. 
DAVID OBEY. 

0 

• 

• 
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