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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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following table summarizes appropriations for fiscal year 1999, the
budget estimates, and amounts recommended in the bill for fiscal
year 2000.
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INTRODUCTION

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill for fis-
cal year 2000 reaffirms the congressional commitment to reducing
the size, scope and cost of the Federal government. At $20.2 billion,
the total level of spending in this bill is $880 million below the fis-
cal year 1999 level and $1.4 billion below the Administration’s
budget request. Although the savings effected by this bill are real
and profound, the Committee has managed to preserve cost-effec-
tive investments in high-value programs with demonstrable bene-
fits for the U.S. taxpayer.

Over the past five years, the Energy and Water Appropriations
Bill has helped turn the concept of deficit reduction into a reality.
Comparisons to the fiscal year 1995 bill illustrate the point. The
total level of spending in the fiscal year 2000 bill represents a re-
duction of more than $300 million below the fiscal year 1995 level.
The comparable reduction in non-defense discretionary spending
amounts to $1.3 billion, or 12.8%. Adjusted for inflation, this de-
crease in domestic discretionary spending totals 21.4%. Cumulative
five-year savings realized by this reduction total $8.4 billion in
1995 dollars.

By limiting the amount of taxpayer largesse available to Federal
agencies and by instituting substantial managerial reforms, pro-
grams throughout the Energy and Water Subcommittee’s jurisdic-
tion are leaner and more efficiently executed than they were just
five years ago. The benefits of Committee action are tangible and
quantifiable.

Because the Committee transferred the Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program from the Department of Energy to the
Corps of Engineers, residents of communities that contributed to
the development of our atomic capability are seeing contaminated
soils removed from their towns at less cost and on a more expedi-
tious schedule. Because of provisions included in recent Energy and
Water Bills, contracts for operation of Department of Energy lab-
oratories—massive contracts that have not been competed in a gen-
eration—are now subject to open and competitive bidding. By ad-
justing expenditures in solar and renewable energy, the Committee
has assured that a greater share of scarce taxpayer resources is in-
vested in the basic science associated with the development of re-
newable energy technologies and that a lesser share goes to sup-
port the activities of trade associations. By reducing the Federal
appropriation for the Tennessee Valley Authority from $143 million
in fiscal year 1995 to $0 in fiscal year 2000, the Committee has sig-
nificantly reduced taxpayer subsidies flowing to that New Deal-era
regional electric utility.

The Energy and Water Bill for fiscal year 2000 continues this re-
cent tradition of programmatic reform and taxpayer savings, begin-
ning with reductions in contractor travel. In fiscal year 1998, De-
partment of Energy contractors spent almost $250,000,000 for trav-
el expenses. One contractor reported over 4,500 trips to Washing-
ton, D.C., or almost 87 trips each week. The Committee has cut
contractor travel in half in fiscal year 2000, saving $125,000,000.
The number of contractor employees who are assigned to Wash-
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ington will also be reduced by fifty percent, saving almost
$25,000,000.

Additionally, in response to recent security reviews critical of the
Department’s Headquarters and field structure, the Committee is
recommending a ten percent reduction in the size of the field oper-
ations. Finally, the Committee continues to insist that contracts be
competed in an open and fair manner to get the best prices pos-
sible—not extended for decades with no competition.

Title I of the Energy and Water Bill includes funding for the civil
works program of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The Commit-
tee has been able to maintain a relatively vigorous civil works pro-
gram within severe budgetary constraints. By concentrating limited
resources on those traditional missions yielding the greatest eco-
nomic benefits for the nation (viz., flood control and navigation),
the Committee has acted to ensure the highest possible yield on
taxpayer investment. At the same time, the Committee has acted
to check mission creep within the Corps. Spending on new environ-
mental programs, local water supply, recreation, waterfront devel-
opment and sewer infrastructure can only be accomplished at the
expense of traditional missions with national benefits. The Com-
mittee respects the importance of these other needs but acknowl-
edges that they are, as a general proposition, more appropriately
the responsibility of state and local government.

The Bureau of Reclamation is funded through title II of the En-
ergy and Water Bill. The continued existence of the Bureau, long
after its principal mission of reclaiming the American West has
been accomplished, proves that, like diamonds, bureaucracy is for-
ever. Rather than serve as an enabler in the Bureau’s continued ef-
forts to perpetuate itself through new missions and reinvention, the
Committee has directed targeted programmatic reductions to better
reflect the Bureau’s relevance in the post-settlement era of the sev-
enteen Reclamation states. At the same time, the Committee has
provided generously for the operation and maintenance of existing
Reclamation facilities in an effort to protect the considerable Fed-
eral investment in western water infrastructure.

Revivification of the national debate over the future of the Bu-
reau is long overdue. The Committee expects that its action will
help ignite that discussion. In the meantime, the Committee will
actively examine options for the consolidation or reorganization of
the national water bureaucracy.

All atomic energy defense activities and most civilian programs
of the Department of Energy (DOE) are funded through title III of
the Energy and Water Appropriations Bill. The most substantial
funding reductions for fiscal year 2000 are to be found in this title
of the bill. Because of its size, inefficiency, and cloudy mission (as
well as the questionable value of its outputs), DOE is in a position
to absorb the sizable reductions required in energy and water pro-
grams pursuant to the Balanced Budget Agreement of 1997.

Reductions in the Department of Energy, however, reflect more
than budgetary constraints. They also reflect the Committee’s frus-
trations with an unmanageable bureaucracy whose very existence
is insufficiently justified. Created in direct response to the oil crisis
of the early 1970s, the DOE has grown into a sprawling complex
of loosely related ‘‘business lines.’’ The current hodgepodge of DOE
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activities and tasks has little to do with the mission of energy secu-
rity around which the Department was originally created.

If the programs within the Department’s portfolio were well
managed and efficiently executed, it is conceivable that the Com-
mittee would be somewhat distracted from the larger questions
surrounding the need for, and viability of, a U.S. Department of
Energy. Sadly, though, DOE programs are models of mismanage-
ment and waste. Long before the American public learned that
DOE’s national laboratories constituted a sieve through which our
nuclear secrets poured, the Committee decried the lack of account-
ability for program management within Department. The Commit-
tee is aggrieved that it has taken a national security crisis of dev-
astating proportions to bring the endemic mismanagement of DOE
to the attention of the American public.

The Committee is proud of its accomplishments in instituting
specific managerial reforms at DOE. Nevertheless, the Committee
acknowledges that these improvements, while important, have oc-
curred at the margins of a fundamentally flawed and irreparable
government agency. The Committee shares the judgment of the
President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, which recently
concluded that: ‘‘The Department of Energy is a dysfunctional bu-
reaucracy that has proven it is incapable of reforming itself.’’

Title IV of the Energy and Water Bill contains funding for inde-
pendent agencies. In fiscal year 1995, Congress appropriated $470
million in new budget authority for these agencies. The comparable
figure for fiscal year 2000 is $84 million, a reduction of 82%. The
accomplishments of the Committee in reducing or eliminating fund-
ing for the Appalachian Regional Commission, Tennessee Valley
Authority, and independent river basin commissions, among other
agencies, visibly and quantifiably exemplifies the success of Con-
gress in delivering on its promise to reduce the size, scope and cost
of Federal government.

Authorization for projects and agencies funded by the Energy
and Water Development Appropriations Bill is in various stages of
the legislative process. The Committee has worked closely with ju-
risdictional committees to establish the funding levels rec-
ommended in the bill. Funding has been provided for certain pro-
grams in anticipation and advance of authorization in order to
avoid unnecessary disruptions in the provision of vital government
services.
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TITLE I

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

INTRODUCTION

The Committee is concerned about the amount of time and effort
it takes the Army to review and approve project decision docu-
ments and agreements. These are very important to the civil works
program because they determine the feasibility, scope, costs, and
local responsibilities associated with water projects. The Committee
recognizes that some form of a review and approval process is nec-
essary to ensure that projects are properly planned and constructed
to meet the water resources needs of the nation. The Committee,
however, is not convinced that the process is being conducted in the
best and most efficient manner.

The Committee believes that reduced levels of review, limited
Washington level involvement and streamlined decision-making are
imperatives to the improvement of this process. The review and ap-
proval of a decision document or agreement should, in the Commit-
tee’s judgment, follow a basic path. The Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Civil Works should provide broad policy guidance to the
Corps Headquarters. Headquarters, in turn, should implement spe-
cific policies and guidelines to govern the content and preparation
of reports, agreements and other documents. Headquarters should
further establish a process by which such agreements and approv-
als are reviewed at the lowest practical level.

The Committee is aware that the process is not working this
way. The Headquarters and the Assistant Secretary’s office have
an excessive amount of involvement in the review and approval
process. The Army leadership is not fully utilizing the capabilities
of the division offices and districts to accomplish these activities. In
the best interests of all involved, those closest to project implemen-
tation should be empowered to perform as much of the review and
approval process as possible.

Specifically, the Committee requests consideration of changes to
the process for review and approval of decision documents and
agreements. These changes should address all reports and agree-
ments throughout the project development process and across all
programs, including the continuing authorities programs. This ap-
proach should emphasize delegation and decentralization to the
lowest level and simplification of actions, activities, products, and
agreements. In examining procedural requirements, the Corps is to
focus on the value of these requirements in comparison to the time
and costs of procedural compliance. The Chief of Engineers is di-
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rected to provide a report to the Committee by February 1, 2000
outlining plans for improved and streamlined project decision, re-
view, and agreement processes.

It has recently come to the attention of the Committee that the
position of Director of Civil Works, a position whose occupants have
served the country proudly and effectively for over fifty-four years,
was summarily eliminated without consultation of the Congress.
The Committee is concerned about this reorganization, as it is with
other organizational changes for which the need remains obscure
and unexplained. The Committee notes that the Corps of Engineers
is relatively effective in fulfilling its missions to the nation and
that any internal changes that might compromise its effectiveness
would cause great concern. Further, the Committee would view
with the greatest alarm any attempt to impose more military con-
trol over the civil works program at the expense of civilian author-
ity. Civilian control of the military is a basic tenet of our demo-
cratic government, and this principle is especially appropriate for
application to the civil works program.

The Committee notes that the Corps of Engineers has entered
into a Memorandum of Understanding with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation in pursuit of opportunities to promote the con-
servation of fish, wildlife, and plants, in accordance with applicable
law. The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) is a pri-
vate, non-profit, 501(c)(3) organization, established by Congress in
1984. The Committee looks favorably upon future cooperative ef-
forts of the Corps and NFWF.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $161,747,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 135,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 158,993,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥2,754,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... +23,993,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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Lubbub Creek, Reform, Alabama.—The recommendation includes
$100,000 for a reconnaissance study of environmental and flooding
problems along the Lubbub Creek near Reform in Pickens County,
Alabama.

Perdido Key Beaches, Alabama and Florida.—The Committee
has provided $100,000 for a reconnaissance study of beach erosion
along the coast of the Gulf of Mexico in Baldwin County in the
southwestern part of Alabama and Escambia County in the south-
western part of Florida.

Colonias Along U.S.-Mexico Border, Arizona and Texas.—The
recommendation includes an addition of $400,000 to the budget re-
quest for projects at Douglas, Old Nogales Highway, and San Luis,
Arizona.

Pima County, Arizona.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to evaluate opportuni-
ties for environmental restoration and related matters in Pima
County, Arizona. This study is to proceed with particular reference
to recommendations and findings included in the Sonoran Desert
Conservation Plan, Pima County, Arizona, dated October 21, 1998.

Rio de Flag, Arizona.—The Committee has provided additional
funds to initiate preconstruction engineering and design of the Rio
de Flag, Arizona, project.

Rio Salado, Phoenix Reach, Arizona.—The Committee has pro-
vided funds to conduct reconnaissance level reviews of two addi-
tional reaches of the Salt River in Phoenix, Arizona. These reaches,
extending to the east and west of the Rio Salado, Arizona, project
as currently proposed, are to be studied for environmental restora-
tion and related purposes.

Rio Salado, Tempe Reach, Arizona.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes additional funds to complete plans and spec-
ifications for the Tempe Reach of the Rio Salado, Arizona, project.

Santa Cruz River, Arizona.—The recommendation includes
$250,000 to investigate structural and non-structural methods of
flood control along the Santa Cruz River from Fort Lowell Road to
Grant Road in metropolitan Tucson, Arizona.

Santa Cruz River (Paseo de las Iglesias), Arizona.—The Commit-
tee has provided an increase of $100,000 above the budget request
to initiate an expanded feasibility study of the Santa Cruz River
(Paseo de las Iglesias), Arizona, project.

Arkansas River (Navigation Study), Fort Smith, Arkansas.— The
Committee is aware of continuing concerns and problems associ-
ated with the operation of the McClellan-Kerr Arkansas River
Navigation System. Sustained high flows result in difficult naviga-
tion conditions and continued flooding in the vicinity of Fort Smith,
Arkansas. As the operation of the flood control features of the navi-
gation system are keyed to the Van Buren gage, the flooding and
navigation problems are interrelated. Consequently, the Committee
has provided additional funds to expand the Arkansas River, Fort
Smith, Arkansas, study to examine operational and other naviga-
tional improvements along the Arkansas River.

Red River Navigation, Southwest Arkansas.—The Committee has
included language in the bill directing the Corps of Engineers to
continue feasibility phase studies of extending commercial naviga-
tion on the Red River upstream of Shreveport-Bossier City, Lou-
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isiana, into southwest Arkansas using funds previously appro-
priated for the Red River Waterway, Shreveport to Daingerfield,
Texas, project.

Arroyo Pasajero, California.—The recommendation includes
$650,000 above the budget request to advance by one year comple-
tion of preconstruction engineering and design of the Arroyo
Pasajero, California, project.

Bolinas Lagoon Ecosystem Restoration, California.—The Commit-
tee has provided funding in excess of the budget request to acceler-
ate completion of the feasibility phase of the Bolinas Lagoon Eco-
system Restoration, California, project.

City of San Bernardino, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided funding for a reconnaissance study of flooding problems relat-
ed to groundwater in the City of San Bernardino, California.

Coast of California, Los Angeles County, California.—The Com-
mittee has included funds to update a Project Study Plan for the
Coast of California Storm and Tidal Wave Study, Los Angeles
County, California.

Encinitas, California.—The recommendation includes funds to
complete the reconnaissance phase of a shoreline study for the City
of Encinitas, California. This study will investigate storm damage
protection options for the City of Encinitas, as well as environ-
mental restoration opportunities for the San Elijo Lagoon.

Huntington Beach, Blufftop Park, California.—The Committee
has included funding to initiate a feasibility study of the Hunting-
ton Beach, Blufftop Park, California, project.

Llagas Creek, California.—The recommendation includes
$250,000 to complete a Limited Reevaluation Report and to initiate
preconstruction engineering and design of the Llagas Creek, Cali-
fornia, project.

Los Angeles County, California.—The recommendation includes
funding for a reconnaissance study of a regional dredged material
management plan for contaminated sediments in Los Angeles
County, California.

Matilija Dam, California.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete a reconnaissance
study related to the potential removal of the Matilija Dam on the
Ventura River in the vicinity of Ojai, California.

Newport Bay (LA–3 Site Designation Study), California.—The
Committee recommendation includes funding to complete the LA–
3 Site Designation Study for Newport Bay, California.

Northern California Streams, Cache Creek, California.—The
Committee has provided funding to initiate the feasibility phase of
the Northern California Streams, Cache Creek, California, project.

Orange County Coast Beach Erosion, California.—The rec-
ommendation includes $500,000 to complete a reconnaissance study
and initiate the feasibility phase of a shoreline protection project
for Orange County, California.

Orange County Special Management Plan, California.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes funding to continue development
of a Special Area Management Plan (SAMP) for Orange County,
California. The SAMP will be conducted in coordination with the
existing California Natural Community Conservation Plan for San
Diego and San Juan Creek Watersheds of Orange County.
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Pajaro River at Watsonville, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding to initiate plans and specifications
for the Pajaro River at Watsonville, California, project, consisting
of levees and channel improvements on the Pajaro River and
Corralitos and Salsipuedes Creeks.

Pajaro River Basin Study, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided funding for a reconnaissance study of flood protection im-
provements in the Pajaro River Basin of California, including po-
tential flood damage reduction measures in the community of Mor-
gan Hill.

Pajaro River Mainstem, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study of flood
control improvements to the Pajaro River Mainstem, California,
project.

Peninsula Beach, California.—The Committee has included
$300,000 to initiate a feasibility study of shoreline protection op-
tions for Peninsula Beach in the City of Long Beach, California.

Port of Stockton, California.—The Committee has provided
$150,000 above the budget request to expedite completion of the
feasibility study for the Port of Stockton, California, project.

Rancho Palos Verdes, California.—The recommendation includes
an increase of $200,000 over the budget request to accelerate
preconstruction engineering and design of the Rancho Palos
Verdes, California, project.

Sacramento River and San Joaquin River Basins Comprehensive
Study, California.—The Committee has provided $1,000,000 above
the budget request for the Sacramento River and San Joaquin
River Basins Comprehensive Study. These funds are provided to
maintain an optimal schedule and to advance completion of the
study by twelve months.

San Antonio Creek, California.—The recommendation includes
funds for a reconnaissance study of flood control opportunities
along San Antonio Creek, California.

San Clemente Shoreline, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funds for the Corps of Engineers to conduct
a reconnaissance study investigating shoreline protection alter-
natives for San Clemente, California.

San Diego County Shoreline, California.—The recommendation
includes funding for a reconnaissance study of the coastal erosion
problem of communities in the San Diego region. Among other
things, this study should assess the contribution of navigation
structures at Camp Pendleton to the regional erosion problem.

San Francisco Bay, California.—The recommendation includes
an increase of $600,000 over the budget request to accelerate the
feasibility phase of the San Francisco Bay, California, project.

San Gabriel to Newport Bay, California.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides funding for a reconnaissance study of poten-
tial modifications to the existing Federal shore protection project
along the Orange County, California coastline from the mouth of
the San Gabriel River to the entrance of Newport Bay.

San Jacinto River, California.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate a reconnaissance
study to examine flood control, environmental enhancement and re-
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lated purposes along the San Jacinto River, California, between the
City of San Jacinto and the City of Lake Elsinore.

San Joaquin River Basin, Corral Hollow Creek, California.—The
recommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study of
flood control issues along Corral Hollow Creek, California.

San Joaquin River Basin, Frazier Creek, California.—The Com-
mittee recommendation includes $100,000 for a reconnaissance of
flooding problems along Frazier Creek in California.

San Joaquin River Basin, Pine Flat Dam, Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Restoration, California.—The Committee has provided
funding above the budget request to initiate preconstruction engi-
neering and design of the San Joaquin River Basin, Pine Flat Dam,
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Restoration, California, project.

San Joaquin River Basin, Stockton Metropolitan Area, Califor-
nia.—The Committee has included funds above the budget request
for the San Joaquin River Basin, Stockton Metropolitan Area, Cali-
fornia, project. The additional funds provided by the Committee
will advance completion of the feasibility phase of this project by
one year.

San Joaquin River Basin, Tuolumne River, California.—The
Committee has provided $375,000 for the San Joaquin River Basin,
Tuolumne River, California, project. Funding above the budget re-
quest is provided to advance completion of this project by twelve
months.

San Joaquin River Basin, West Stanislaus County, California.—
The Committee has provided funds above the budget request to ad-
vance by one year completion of the feasibility phase of the San
Joaquin River Basin, West Stanislaus County, California, project.

San Luis Obispo County Streams, California.—The recommenda-
tion includes funding for a reconnaissance study of flood control
and environmental restoration opportunities along the San Luis
Obispo County Streams, California.

Santa Margarita River and Tributaries, California.—The Com-
mittee has provided $332,000 for the Corps of Engineers to com-
plete a feasibility study and initiate preconstruction engineering
and design of a flood control project for Murrieta Creek within the
Santa Margarita Watershed in California.

Solana Beach, California.—The Committee has provided funds
for a reconnaissance study of the shoreline along the City of Solana
Beach in San Diego County, California. This study will investigate
shore protection improvements for storm damage reduction, envi-
ronmental restoration and protection, and related purposes.

Southampton Shoal Channel and Extension, California.—The
Committee understands that the feasibility study of the Southamp-
ton Shoal Channel and Extension, California, project has been sus-
pended. Accordingly, the recommendation does not include the
budget request for this project.

Suisun Marsh, California.—The Committee has provided funding
to initiate the Suisun Marsh Levee Enhancement and Managed
Wetland Protection Program.

Sutter Basin, California.—The recommendation includes
$240,000 above the budget request to initiate the feasibility study
of the Sutter Basin, California, project.



29

Tijuana River Environmental Restoration, California.—The Com-
mittee has provided an increase of $250,000 above the budget re-
quest for the Tijuana River Environmental Restoration, California,
project.

Tule River, California.—The Committee has recommended
$800,000 for the Tule River, California, project. This level of fund-
ing will accelerate preconstruction engineering and design of the
project by two years.

White River, Poso, and Deer Creeks, California.—The rec-
ommendation includes funding above the budget request to com-
plete the reconnaissance phase and continue into the feasibility
phase of the White River, Poso, and Deer Creeks, California,
project.

Yuba River Basin, California.—The Committee has provided an
additional $550,000 above the budget request to advance
preconstruction engineering and design of the Yuba River Basin,
California, project by two years.

Delaware Bay Coastline, Delaware and New Jersey.—Of the
amount provided for the Delaware Bay Coastline, Delaware and
New Jersey, project, $100,000 is to initiate preconstruction engi-
neering and design of the Broadkill Beach element; $100,000 is to
initiate preconstruction engineering and design of the Oakwood
Beach element; $25,000 is to continue preconstruction engineering
and design of the Port Mahon element; $200,000 is to initiate
preconstruction engineering and design for the Reeds Beach to
Pierces Point element; $200,000 is to continue preconstruction engi-
neering and design of the Roosevelt Inlet and Lewes Beach ele-
ment; and $450,000 to continue preconstruction engineering and
design of the Villas and Vicinity element.

Delaware Coast from Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Dela-
ware.—In addition to the amount included in the budget for the
Fenwick Island element of the Delaware Coast from Cape Henlo-
pen to Fenwick Island, Delaware, project, the Committee has pro-
vided $349,000 to continue preconstruction engineering and design
of the Bethany Beach to South Bethany element of the project.

Hillsborough River Basin, Florida.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides funding to initiate a reconnaissance study of
flood control, environmental restoration and related purposes in
the Hillsborough River Basin in Florida.

Lake Worth Inlet, Palm Beach County, Florida.—The Committee
has included funding for a reconnaissance study of potential inte-
rior channel improvements at Lake Worth Inlet, Palm Beach Coun-
ty, Florida.

Mile Point, Jacksonville, Florida.—The Committee recommenda-
tion provides funding for a reconnaissance study of erosion and
sinkholes along the St. Johns River at Mile Point, Jacksonville,
Florida.

Tampa Harbor, Alafia River, Florida.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding to initiate preconstruction engineering and design of
the Tampa River, Alafia River, Florida, project.

Withlacoochee River Basin, Florida.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides funding to initiate a reconnaissance study of
flood control, environmental restoration and related purposes in
the Withlacoochee River Basin in Florida.
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Allatoona Lake (Etowah River), Georgia.—The Committee has
provided $425,000 to conduct feasibility phase investigations to
identify and recommend measures to alleviate shoreline erosion
and sedimentation problems, including structural and non-struc-
tural solutions, along Lake Allatoona and the Etowah River.

Allatoona Lake (Little River), Georgia.—The recommendation in-
cludes $250,000 to conduct a feasibility phase investigation to
evaluate environmental problems and recommend environmental
restoration measures, including structural and non-structural ap-
proaches, for the Little River within Lake Allatoona, Georgia.

Metropolitan Atlanta, Georgia.—The Committee has included
funding for three separate reconnaissance studies of flood damage
reduction and ecosystem restoration in Metropolitan Atlanta, Geor-
gia: Indian, Sugar, Intrenchment and Federal Prison Creeks Wa-
tershed, Georgia; Long Island, Marsh, and Johns Creeks, Georgia;
and Utoy, Sandy, and Proctor Creeks, Georgia.

Boise River, Idaho.—Funding has been provided to initiate the
Boise River, Idaho, reconnaissance study of drainage and flood con-
trol issues.

Kootenai River at Bonners Ferry, Idaho.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study of flood
control opportunities along the Kootenai River at Bonners Ferry,
Idaho.

Little Wood River, Idaho.—The recommendation includes
$100,000 to complete a reconnaissance study of the Little Wood
River Containment System project in the city of Gooding, Idaho.

Payette County, Idaho.—The Committee has provided $100,000 to
complete a reconnaissance study of flood prevention opportunities
along the Payette and Snake Rivers in Payette County, Idaho.

Illinois Beach, Illinois.—The Committee recommendation pro-
vides funding to complete a feasibility report for shore protection
along the Illinois Beach between Zion and Waukegan.

Kankakee River Basin, Illinois and Indiana.—The recommenda-
tion includes the full amount of the budget request for the Kan-
kakee River Basin, Illinois and Indiana, project. The Committee re-
iterates its strong support for this project and urges the Corps to
use all reasonable means to assure that the feasibility study is
completed on schedule in fiscal year 2001.

Upper Mississippi and Illinois Navigation Study, Illinois, Iowa,
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin.—The recommendation pro-
vides funds above the budget request for preliminary engineering
and design activities for potential lock improvements.

Hammond, Indiana.—The Committee has provided $100,000 for
a reconnaissance study of potential shore protection measures for
the vicinity of Hammond, Indiana.

Indiana Harbor, Indiana.—The recommendation includes fund-
ing for a reconnaissance study of environmental dredging of Indi-
ana Harbor, Indiana.

Muncie, White River, Indiana.—The Committee has provided
funding for a reconnaissance study of flooding issues affecting
Muncie, White River, Indiana.

Mississinewa River, Marion, Indiana.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study to evalu-
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ate alternative flood damage reduction measures along the
Mississinewa River in the vicinity of Marion, Indiana.

St. Joseph River and Spy Run Creek, Indiana.—The rec-
ommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study of flood-
ing problems along the St. Joseph River in the vicinity of Leo-
Cedarville, Indiana and along Spy Run Creek in the vicinity of Fort
Wayne, Indiana. Among other things, this study will assess the po-
tential creation of upstream wetlands to reduce downstream flood-
ing.

Turkey Creek Basin, Kansas and Missouri.—Funding above the
budget request is provided to accelerate the completion of
preconstruction engineering and design of the Turkey Creek Basin,
Kansas and Missouri, project.

Walnut River Basin, Kansas.—The Committee has provided
funding to initiate a reconnaissance study of flood control and re-
lated water resource issues in the Walnut River Basin, Kansas.

Banklick Creek, Kenton County, Kentucky.—The recommendation
includes funding for a reconnaissance study of solutions to flooding
and related water resource problems along the Banklick Creek,
Kenton County, Kentucky.

Greenup, Kentucky.—The Committee has provided funds to initi-
ate a feasibility study of flooding and other water resource prob-
lems in Greenup, Kentucky.

Licking River, Cynthiana, Kentucky.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding above the budget request to advance completion of
the feasibility study of flooding problems along the Licking River
in Cynthiana, Kentucky.

Metropolitan Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky.—The Com-
mittee has provided funding for a reconnaissance study of eco-
system restoration and related water resource issues in Metropoli-
tan Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky.

Russell, Kentucky.—The Committee recommendation includes
funds to initiate a feasibility study of flooding and related water re-
source issues in Russell, Kentucky.

Amite River and Tributaries, Louisiana.—The recommendation
includes funding for a reconnaissance study of ecosystem restora-
tion along the Amite River and Tributaries, Louisiana.

Calcasieu River Basin, Louisiana.—The Committee recommenda-
tion includes funding to initiate a reconnaissance study of flood
control and environmental enhancements for the Calcasieu River
Basin, Louisiana.

Louisiana Coastal Area, Louisiana.—The Committee has pro-
vided $1,750,000 to initiate an ecosystem restoration feasibility
study of the Louisiana coast. This effort, known as Coast 2050, will
comprehensively address critical loss of coastal landscape in Louisi-
ana.

Boston Harbor, Massachusetts.—The Committee has provided
funding for a reconnaissance study to evaluate the deepening of the
Main Ship, Reserved and Entrance Channels to Boston Harbor,
Massachusetts.

Detroit River, Michigan.—The recommendation includes funding
for a reconnaissance study of environmental dredging of the Detroit
River, Michigan.
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Kalamazoo River, Michigan.—The Committee recommendation
includes funds for a reconnaissance level study to assess the poten-
tial for habitat restoration, ecosystem enhancement, and erosion
control along the Kalamazoo River in the vicinity of Kalamazoo,
Michigan.

Muskegon Lake, Michigan.—The Committee has included funds
for a reconnaissance study of environmental dredging of Muskegon
Lake, Michigan.

White Lake, Michigan.—Funding is provided in the recommenda-
tion for a reconnaissance study of environmental dredging of White
Lake, Michigan.

Upper Mississippi River from Lake Itasca to Lock and Dam 2,
Minnesota.—The Committee has provided funding to conduct the
reconnaissance phase of a comprehensive watershed study of the
Upper Mississippi River Basin from Lake Itasca to Lock and Dam
2 in Hastings, Minnesota.

River des Peres, Missouri.—Funds are included in the rec-
ommendation to resume preconstruction engineering and design of
the Deer Creek portion of the River des Peres, Missouri, project.

Lower Platte River and Tributaries, Nebraska.—The Committee
recommendation includes $600,000 for the Lower Platte River and
Tributaries, Nebraska, project. The Committee understands that
this project will incorporate actual existing conditions into the
baseline for problem identification and analysis. The recommenda-
tion includes funding to complete the interim feasibility study and
initiate plans and specifications for the Lake Wanahoo project in
Saunders County, Nebraska.

Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee
has provided funding to initiate preconstruction engineering and
design of the Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Inlet, New Jersey,
project.

Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey.—The rec-
ommendation includes funding to initiate preconstruction engineer-
ing and design of the Brigantine Island element of the Brigantine
Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey, project.

Great Egg Harbor to Townsends Inlet, New Jersey.—Funding is
included in the recommendation to complete the feasibility study of
the Great Egg Harbor to Townsends Inlet, New Jersey, project.

Hudson-Raritan Estuary, New Jersey and New York.—The Com-
mittee has recommended funding for a reconnaissance study of har-
bor estuary opportunities in the Hudson-Raritan Estuary, New Jer-
sey and New York.

Lower Cape May Meadows to Cape May Point, New Jersey.—The
recommendation includes funding for preconstruction engineering
and design of the Lower Cape May Meadows to Cape May Point,
New Jersey, project.

Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee
has provided funding to complete the feasibility study of the
Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey, project.

Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey.—Of the funds
added to the budget request by the Committee for the Raritan Bay
and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey, project, $200,000 is to continue
preconstruction engineering and design of the Port Monmouth ele-
ment; $100,000 is to initiate a feasibility study of the Highlands
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element; $100,000 is to initiate a feasibility study of the Keyport
element; and $150,000 is to initiate preconstruction engineering
and design of the Cliffwood element.

Shrewsbury River and Tributaries, Monmouth County, New Jer-
sey.—The recommendation includes funding to initiate and com-
plete a reconnaissance study of flooding problems and environ-
mental restoration opportunities along the Shrewsbury River and
Tributaries, Monmouth County, New Jersey.

Stony Brook, New Jersey.—The recommendation includes
$100,000 to fund a reconnaissance study of flooding problems and
environmental restoration opportunities along Stony Brook, New
Jersey.

Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee
has included funding to continue preconstruction engineering and
design of the Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jersey,
project.

Clinton County, New York.—The recommendation includes fund-
ing for a reconnaissance study of flood control, environmental res-
toration and related purposes in the Great Chazy and Saranac
River Basins and Tributaries in Clinton County, New York.

Ellicott Creek, New York.—The Committee has recommended
funding for a reconnaissance study of flood control and environ-
mental restoration opportunities along Ellicott Creek, New York.

Hamlin Beach and Lakeside Beach, New York.—The Committee
has provided funding for a watershed and shoreline erosion study
of Hamlin Beach and Lakeside Beach, New York.

Hudson River, Hudson, New York.—Funding has been provided
for a reconnaissance study of water resource issues along the Hud-
son River at Hudson, New York. This study is to emphasize naviga-
tion and environmental restoration.

Montauk Point, New York.—The recommendation includes fund-
ing to continue a feasibility study of erosion control measures to
protect Montauk Point, New York.

North Shore of Long Island, New York.—Funds have been in-
cluded by the Committee to continue the feasibility study of the
Asharoken reach of the North Shore of Long Island, New York,
project.

Bogue Banks, North Carolina.—The Committee has provided
funds for the reconnaissance phase of the Bogue Banks, North
Carolina, shore protection project.

Dare County Beaches, North Carolina.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding for preconstruction engineering and design of the
Dare County Beaches, North Carolina, project.

John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir, North Carolina.—The Commit-
tee recommendation provides funding for a reconnaissance study to
review the existing project for potential ecosystem and operational
improvements at the John H. Kerr Dam and Reservoir, North
Carolina.

New River Basin, North Carolina, Virginia and West Virginia.—
The Committee has provided funding for a reconnaissance study of
the New River Basin, North Carolina, Virginia and West Virginia.
This effort will support the American Heritage River Initiative for
the New River.
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Berlin Lake, Ohio.—The Committee recommendation includes
funding to investigate reallocation of reservoir storage at Berlin
Lake, Ohio.

Mahoning River, Ohio and Pennsylvania.—The Committee reiter-
ates its support of the Mahoning River, Ohio and Pennsylvania, en-
vironmental dredging project and notes that sufficient carryover
funding is available to meet project requirements for fiscal year
2000. The Committee is aware that potential local sponsors have
been unable to commit to the study requirements due to extreme
financial hardships. The Committee directs the Corps of Engineers
to consider application of ‘‘ability to pay’’ provisions of existing law
to relieve the financial burden on non-Federal interests and to per-
mit this important project to proceed.

Michael J. Kirwan Dam and Reservoir, Ohio.—The Committee
recommendation includes $100,000 to investigate reallocation of
reservoir storage at Michael J. Kirwan Dam and Reservoir, Ohio.

Mosquito Creek Lake, Ohio.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 to investigate reallocation of reservoir storage at Mos-
quito Creek Lake, Ohio.

Muskingum Basin System Study, Ohio.—The Committee has pro-
vided funds to initiate the Muskingum Basin System Study in
Ohio.

Richland County, Ohio.—Funding has been included to initiate a
study of flood damage reduction opportunities in Richland County,
Ohio.

Cimarron River Basin, Oklahoma and Kansas.—The Committee
recommendation includes funding for a reconnaissance study of en-
vironmental restoration and flood control opportunities within the
Cimarron River Basin in Oklahoma and Kansas.

Southeast Oklahoma, Oklahoma.—The Committee has provided
funding for a reconnaissance study of flooding and related water re-
source issues in Southeast Oklahoma, Oklahoma.

Warr Acres and Bethany, Oklahoma.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding for a reconnaissance study of flood control problems
and opportunities in Warr Acres and Bethany, Oklahoma.

Willamette River Environmental Dredging, Oregon.—The Com-
mittee has recommended funding for a reconnaissance study of en-
vironmental dredging of the Willamette River, Oregon.

Bloomsburg, Pennsylvania.—The recommendation includes
$300,000 to expedite completion of the feasibility study of flood con-
trol options for Bloomsburg, Pennsylvania.

Upper Susquehanna River Basin, Pennsylvania and New York.—
The recommendation includes $250,000 for continuation of the
Upper Susquehanna River Basin, Pennsylvania and New York,
study.

French Broad Watershed, Tennessee.—The Committee directs the
Corps of Engineers to use $200,000 of available fiscal year 1999
funds to initiate a feasibility study for ecosystem restoration, flood
control, and related purposes in the French Broad River watershed
in Knox, Blount, Jefferson, Sevier, and Cocke counties, Tennessee.

Bois D’Arc Creek, Bonham, Texas.—Funds are included in the
recommendation for a reconnaissance study of flooding and related
water resource problems along the Bois D’Arc Creek near Bonham,
Texas.
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Guadalupe and San Antonio Rivers, Texas.—The Committee has
provided $400,000 for an expanded reconnaissance study of water
resource issues within the Guadalupe and San Antonio River Ba-
sins in Texas.

LaQuinta Channel, Texas.—The recommendation includes
$500,000 for an interim feasibility study of the LaQuinta Channel,
Texas, to be accomplished separately from the Corpus Christi Ship
Channel study. The study will investigate potential extension of
the existing project.

Lower Colorado River Basin, Texas.—Funds have been provided
to expand the Onion Creek, Texas, feasibility study to comprehend
water resource issues in the Lower Colorado River Basin in Texas.

North Padre Island, Corpus Christi, Texas.—The recommenda-
tion includes the full amount of the budget request for continued
investigation of the North Padre Island, Corpus Christi, Texas,
project.

Raymondville Drain, Texas.—Funding above the budget request
has been included to accelerate the Raymondville Drain, Texas,
project.

Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay, Texas.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding for an expedited reconnaissance study of coastal ero-
sion problems along the Texas coastline from Sabine Pass to Gal-
veston Bay.

Upper Trinity River Basin, Texas.—The recommendation of the
Committee provides $1,195,000 for the Upper Trinity River Basin,
Texas, project. Funds above the budget request are provided to ex-
pedite completion of the Dallas Floodway study and to initiate a
feasibility study of the Trinity River Environmental Enhancement/
Fort Worth Floodway component of the project.

Chesapeake Bay Shoreline, Hampton, Virginia.—The Committee
has provided $245,000 to continue investigations associated with
the Chesapeake Bay Shoreline, Hampton, Virginia, project.

Bellingham Bay, Washington.—The recommendation provides
$100,000 for a reconnaissance study to evaluate navigation im-
provements and ecosystem restoration in the estuary and water-
shed at Bellingham Bay in Whatcom County, Washington. In con-
ducting this study, the Corps shall consider information generated
by the Bellingham Bay Demonstration Pilot Project.

Centralia, Washington.—The Committee has provided the full
amount of the budget request to continue preconstruction engineer-
ing and design efforts associated with the Centralia, Washington,
project in western Lewis County, Washington.

Chehalis River Basin, Washington.—The Committee has rec-
ommended funding for a reconnaissance study of flood damage pre-
vention and ecosystem restoration opportunities within the Che-
halis River Basin, Washington.

Howard Hanson Dam, Washington.—The recommendation in-
cludes $3,000,000 to accelerate preconstruction engineering and de-
sign of the additional storage project at Howard Hanson Dam,
Washington.

Lake Washington Ship Canal, Washington.—The Committee has
provided funding above the budget request to expedite the feasibil-
ity study of the Lake Washington Ship Canal, Washington, project.
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Ocean Shores, Washington.—The Committee has provided fund-
ing to initiate a feasibility study of storm damage reduction alter-
natives for the City of Ocean Shores in Grays Harbor County,
Washington.

Puget Sound Nearshore Marine Habitat, Washington.—Funds
have been included to initiate the Puget Sound Nearshore Marine
Habitat Restoration, Washington, study.

Skokomish River Basin, Washington.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes full funding of the budget request for the
Skokomish River Basin, Washington, project. The Committee di-
rects that this feasibility study take into account the values of both
flood reduction and ecosystem restoration.

Island Creek at Logan, West Virginia.—The Committee has pro-
vided $400,000 to continue design and related activities associated
with the Island Creek at Logan, West Virginia, project.

Lower Mud River, Milton, West Virginia.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding to complete a Limited Reevaluation
Report for the Lower Mud River, Milton, West Virginia, project.

Fox River, Wisconsin.—The recommendation includes $100,000
for a reconnaissance study of a potential environmental dredging
project at Fox River, Wisconsin.

Flood Plain Management Services.—Of the amount provided for
the Flood Plain Management Services program, $100,000 is to com-
plete Phase IV of the Nassau River, Florida, Comprehensive Flood-
plain Management Study. $150,000 is for completion of cross sec-
tion surveys and analysis of the hydrology and hydraulics of the
Yellowstone River in the Glendive area to provide current flood
plain information.

Great Lakes Remedial Action Program.—The Committee has
added funds to continue the provision of technical assistance in
areas of concern through the Great Lakes Remedial Action Pro-
gram.

Other Coordination Programs.—The recommendation for Other
Coordination Progams includes the full amount of the budget re-
quest for the Chesapeake Bay Program.

Planning Assistance to States.—The Committee is aware that
channel shifting of the Yellowstone River in Montana has left the
Laurel water supply intake unreliable. The Committee notes that
the Corps of Engineers is scheduled to complete a Section 22 study
of this problem in fiscal year 1999. The Committee urges the Corps
to continue its cooperation with the City of Laurel in order to ad-
dress this problem.

Of the amount provided for the Planning Assistance to States
program, $100,000 is for technical assistance associated with water
resource development in Lewis and Lawrence Counties, Tennessee.

Research and Development.—Of the amount provided for Re-
search and Development, $1,250,000 is for the National Shoreline
Erosion Control Development and Demonstration Program.
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CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $1,464,885,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 1,239,900,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 1,412,591,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 ........................................................................ ¥52,294,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ................................................................... +172,691,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:



38



39



40



41



42

Tennessee-Tombigbee Wildlife Mitigation, Alabama and Mis-
sissippi.—The bill includes sufficient funding to complete land ac-
quisition in satisfaction of wildlife mitigation requirements associ-
ated with the Tennessee-Tombigbee, Alabama and Mississippi,
project.

Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, Arkansas.—The Committee
has provided $45,000,000 to advance completion of the Montgomery
Point Lock and Dam, Arkansas, project by one year.

Red River Basin Emergency Bank Protection, Arkansas and
Texas.—The recommendation includes $4,000,000 for the Red River
Basin Emergency Bank Protection, Texas and Arkansas, project.

Red River Waterway (Index, Arkansas to Denison Dam, Texas).—
Funding has been added by the Committee to the Red River Water-
way (Index, Arkansas to Denison Dam, Texas) project for Phase II
of the Sediment Transportation Study.

White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas.—The rec-
ommendation includes $1,000,000 to initiate construction of the
White River Navigation to Newport, Arkansas, project.

Humboldt Harbor and Bay, California.—In the past three fiscal
years, Congress has appropriated $14,500,000 for construction of
the Humboldt Harbor and Bay, California, project. The total esti-
mated Federal cost of this project is only $12,300,000, and yet the
Administration has requested additional funding for fiscal year
2000. The Corps of Engineers is directed to use funds previously
appropriated for this project to fund any remaining project require-
ments in fiscal year 2000.

Imperial Beach (Silver Strand Shoreline), California.—The rec-
ommendation includes funding to complete the General Re-evalua-
tion Report on the Imperial Beach (Silver Strand Shoreline), Cali-
fornia, project.

Kaweah River, California.—The Committee has provided
$2,500,000 to initiate construction of the Kaweah River, California,
project.

Los Angeles County Drainage Area, California.—The Committee
has included in its recommendation $50,000,000 for the Los Ange-
les County Drainage Area, California, project. Despite the Adminis-
tration’s use of the LACDA project to illustrate the costs of project
delay, it has once again failed to budget adequately for this project.
The Committee’s recommendation maintains the optimum con-
struction schedule for the project and will advance completion of
the overall project by one year.

Los Angeles Harbor, California.—The recommendation includes
$4,785,000 to fully fund fiscal year 2000 project requirements for
the Los Angeles Harbor, California, project. This amount has been
reduced from the budget request due to reprogramming actions
completed in fiscal year 1999.

Napa River, California.—The Committee recommends the full
amount of the budget request to initiate the Napa River, Califor-
nia, project.

Norco Bluffs, California.—The Committee has provided
$2,200,000 to complete the Norco Bluffs, California, project.

Sacramento River, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District, California.—
The Committee has provided $6,000,000, double the budget re-
quest, for the Sacramento River, Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District,
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California, project. This level of funding will advance completion of
the gradient restoration facility by six months. The Committee rec-
ognizes that this project is an important component of the Glenn-
Colusa Irrigation District fish protection program being imple-
mented by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation
and urges the continued cooperative efforts of these two agencies.

Santa Ana River Mainstem, California.—The recommendation in-
cludes $28,000,000 for the Santa Ana River Mainstem, California,
project. Of this amount, $5,000,000 is to initiate construction of the
Prado Dam element of the project. The Committee remains fully
supportive of the San Timoteo Creek feature of the project and un-
derstands that sufficient funding is available to ensure its comple-
tion on an optimum schedule.

Santa Paula Creek, California.—Funding above the budget re-
quest has been added to accelerate completion of the Santa Paula
Creek, California, project.

Surfside-Sunset and Newport Beach, California.—The Committee
has provided funding for stage 11 of the Surfside-Sunset and New-
port Beach, California, project.

Delaware Coast from Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Dela-
ware.—The recommendation includes funding to initiate construc-
tion of the Rehobeth Beach to Dewey Beach element of the Dela-
ware Coast from Cape Henlopen to Fenwick Island, Delaware,
project.

Brevard County, Florida.—The recommendation includes
$5,000,000 to initiate construction of the Brevard County, Florida,
project.

Cedar Hammock, Wares Creek, Florida.—The Committee has rec-
ommended $3,000,000 for construction of the channel improvement
project at Cedar Hammock, Wares Creek, Florida.

Dade County, Florida.—The Committee recommendation includes
an addition of $3,000,000 above the budget request for the Dade
County, Florida, project.

Fort Pierce Beach, Florida.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 for the Fort Pierce Beach, Florida, project.

Kissimmee River, Florida.—The recommendation provides
$28,100,000 to fully fund fiscal year 2000 program requirements for
the Kissimmee River, Florida, project.

Lake Worth Sand Transfer Plant, Florida.—The recommendation
provides $1,000,000 for construction of the Lake Worth Inlet Sand
Transfer Plant, Florida.

Lee County, Florida.—The recommendation includes $350,000 to
complete remaining work on the general reevaluation report on
Estero and Gasparilla Islands in Lee County, Florida. Funds are
also to be used to complete plans and specifications for the project
and to execute a project cooperation agreement with local sponsors.

Martin County, Florida.—The Committee has provided $250,000
to prepare plans and specifications for the initial renourishment of
the Martin County, Florida, project.

Palm Valley Bridge, Florida.—The Committee has added
$4,000,000 to the budget request to accelerate completion of the
Palm Valley Bridge, Florida, project.

Panama City Beaches, Florida.—The Corps is directed to credit
toward the non-Federal share of the project cost the cost of any



44

work performed by non-Federal interests on the Panama City
Beaches, Florida, project, subsequent to project authorization, to
the extent the Secretary determines that work to be compatible
with, and integral to, the project.

Panama City Harbor, Florida.—Funding is included in the rec-
ommendation to initiate the expansion project at Panama City Har-
bor, Florida.

Tampa Harbor (Ybor Channel), Florida.—The Committee has
provided $3,200,000 to initiate and complete a project to widen the
Ybor Channel Turning Basin at Tampa Harbor, Florida.

Lower Savannah River Basin, Georgia.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding to initiate real estate acquisition associated with the
Lower Savannah River Basin, Georgia, project.

Chain of Rocks Canal, Mississippi River, Illinois.—The Commit-
tee has provided $2,100,000, an increase of $500,000 over the budg-
et request, to advance work on the Chain of Rocks Canal, Mis-
sissippi River, Illinois, deficiency correction project.

Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal Dispersal Barrier, Illinois.—
The Committee has provided $300,000, trebling the budget request,
for the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal Dispersal Barrier, Illinois,
project.

Chicago Shoreline, Illinois.—The recommendation includes
$13,129,000, an increase of $5,500,000 over the budget request, to
expedite the Chicago Shoreline, Illinois, project.

Des Plaines River, Wetlands Demonstration, Illinois.—The Com-
mittee has included in its recommendation $1,075,000 to initiate
work on additional demonstrations as part of the Des Plaines
River, Wetlands Demonstration, Illinois, project.

East St. Louis Interior Flood Control, Illinois.—The Committee
recommendation includes funding to complete the general reevalua-
tion report on the East St. Louis Interior Flood Control, Illinois,
project.

McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, Illinois.—The Committee has
provided an increase of $2,000,000 over the budget request to accel-
erate construction of the McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, Illinois,
project.

Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana.—The recommendation
includes $10,991,000 to advance completion of the Indianapolis
Central Waterfront, Indiana, project.

Indiana Shoreline Erosion, Indiana.—The recommendation in-
cludes funding for continued monitoring of the Indiana Shoreline
Erosion, Indiana, project.

Little Calumet River, Indiana.—$5,500,000 above the budget re-
quest has been provided for the Little Calumet River, Indiana,
project. The Committee directs that the value of flowage easements
acquired in the East Reach Remediation Area be credited toward
the non-Federal share of the project cost, to the extent the Sec-
retary determines that acquisition of the easements is compatible
with, and integral to, the project.

White River, Indianapolis (North), Indiana.—The Committee has
provided $500,000 to initiate construction of the White River, Indi-
anapolis (North), Indiana, project.

Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Mitigation, Iowa, Nebraska,
Kansas and Missouri.—The recommendation includes $5,000,000
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over the budget request for the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife
Mitigation, Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas and Missouri, project.

Perry Creek, Iowa.—The recommendation includes $9,500,000,
the full amount of the budget request for the Perry Creek, Iowa,
project.

Kentucky Lock and Dam, Tennessee River, Kentucky.—The rec-
ommendation provides an increase of $7,250,000 over the budget
request to accelerate completion of the Kentucky Lock and Dam,
Tennessee River, Kentucky, project.

McAlpine Locks and Dam, Ohio River, Kentucky and Indiana.—
The Committee has provided $8,000,000 above the budget request
to advance the schedule for completion of the McAlpine Locks and
Dam, Ohio River, Kentucky and Indiana, project.

Salyersville, Kentucky.—The Corps of Engineers is directed to
use any available excess funds previously appropriated for the
Salyersville, Kentucky, project to provide additional flood control
damage reduction measures (such as snagging and clearing along
Burning Fork, State Road Fork and the Licking River) in conjunc-
tion with local interests.

Southern and Eastern Kentucky, Kentucky.—The recommenda-
tion includes $2,000,000 for the Southern and Eastern Kentucky,
Kentucky, project.

Comite River, Louisiana.—The Committee has provided
$4,000,000 to initiate construction contracts and continue construc-
tion of the Comite River Diversion project, as authorized by Section
101(11) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992 and modi-
fied by Section 301(b)(5) of the Water Resources Development Act
of 1996.

Inner Harbor Navigation Canal Lock, Louisiana.—The rec-
ommendation includes an increase of $2,900,000 above the budget
request for the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal Lock, Louisiana,
project. The Committee is aware of the community impacts and dis-
turbances that will be endured by the local residents during the
lengthy construction period of the Inner Harbor Navigation Canal
Lock replacement project. Therefore, the recommendation includes
the full amount requested to implement the community impact
mitigation plan associated with the project, as authorized in the
Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended.

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane Protection), Louisi-
ana.—Additional funds above the budget request have been in-
cluded for the Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane Protec-
tion), Louisiana, project.

Lake Pontchartrain Stormwater Discharge, Louisiana.—The rec-
ommendation adds funding to continue the Lake Pontchartrain
Stormwater Discharge, Louisiana, project.

Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana (Hurricane Protection).—
The Committee has provided the full amount of the budget request
for the Larose to Golden Meadow, Louisiana, hurricane protection
project. The Committee recognizes that life-threatening situations
have occurred several times by the closure of the Golden Meadow
floodgates to protect its ‘‘interior’’ citizens from storm surges. While
it supports the use and operation of this flood control system, the
Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to expedite, to the fullest
extent possible, the completion of the Post Authorization Change
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with a recommendation on allowing the unimpeded passage of
mariners seeking safe harbor north of the floodgates on Bayou
Lafourche.

New Orleans to Venice, Louisiana (Hurricane Protection).—The
Committee has provided an additional $600,000 above the budget
request to continue construction of the New Orleans to Venice,
Louisiana, hurricane protection project.

Port Fourchon, Louisiana.—The recommendation includes
$2,184,000 to initiate construction of the Port Fourchon, Louisiana,
navigation project.

Red River Waterway, Mississippi River to Shreveport, Louisi-
ana.—The recommendation includes additional funds to accelerate
completion of the Red River Waterway, Mississippi River to
Shreveport, Louisiana, project. Of the total amount recommended
for this project, $2,487,000 is provided to accelerate construction
contracts for the Cognac and Poisson Revetments. Additionally, the
Corps is directed to use up to $1,000,000 to reinforce the Cupples
Landing Revetment.

West Bank, Vicinity of New Orleans, Louisiana (Hurricane Pro-
tection).—The Committee recommendation includes additional
funding to continue construction of the West Bank, Vicinity of New
Orleans, Louisiana, hurricane protection project.

Baltimore Harbor and Channels (Brewerton Channel), Mary-
land.—The recommendation includes $9,578,000, the full amount of
the budget request, for the Baltimore Harbor and Channels
(Brewerton Channel), Maryland.

Chesapeake Bay Environmental Restoration and Protection,
Maryland, Virginia and Pennsylvania.—Funds provided for the
Chesapeake Bay Environmental Restoration and Protection, Mary-
land, Virginia and Pennsylvania, project are for oyster bed restora-
tion at Rappahannock, Virginia.

Poplar Island, Maryland.—The recommendation includes
$16,000,000 to accelerate completion of the Poplar Island, Mary-
land, project.

St. Croix River, Stillwater, Minnesota.—The Committee has pro-
vided $1,158,000 to complete the St. Croix River, Stillwater, Min-
nesota, project.

Jackson County, Mississippi.—The recommendation includes
$800,000 for the Jackson County, Mississippi, project.

Wolf and Jordan Rivers and Bayou Portage, Mississippi.—The
Committee recommendation includes $1,000,000 to initiate con-
struction of the Wolf and Jordan Rivers and Bayou Portage, Mis-
sissippi, project.

Brigatine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey.—The rec-
ommendation includes $7,000,000 to initiate construction of the Ab-
secon Island element of the Brigatine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor
Inlet, New Jersey, project.

Passaic River Streambank Restoration, New Jersey.—The Com-
mittee has included in its recommendation $8,000,000 for continu-
ation of the Passaic River Streambank Restoration, New Jersey,
project.

Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey.—The rec-
ommendation includes $200,000 to complete the review report on
the Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey, project.
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Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet, New York.—The Committee has
provided full funding for the Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet, New
York, project. The Committee understands that the amount pro-
vided is sufficient to complete a full nourishment cycle in fiscal
year 2000.

Fire Island to Montauk Point, New York.—Of the additional
funding above the budget request provided for the Fire Island to
Montauk Point, New York, project, $1,500,000 is for construction of
the west of Shinnecock Inlet project, and $500,000 is for activities
associated with the Fire Island Interim Plan.

Kill van Kull and Newark Bay Channel, New York and New Jer-
sey.—The Committee recommendation includes $40,000,000 to fully
fund fiscal year 2000 project requirements for the Kill van Kull and
Newark Bay Channel, New York and New Jersey, project. This
amount is reduced from the budget request due to favorable con-
struction bids received by the Corps of Engineers.

Long Beach Island, New York.—The Committee remains fully
supportive of the Long Beach Island, New York, project and under-
stands that sufficient carryover funding is available to satisfy pro-
gram requirements for fiscal year 2000.

New York City Watershed, New York.—The Committee under-
stands that sufficient prior year appropriations are available to
meet New York City Watershed, New York, project requirements in
fiscal year 2000.

New York Harbor Collection and Removal of Drift, New York.—
The Committee has provided fiscal year 2000 funding for the New
York Harbor Collection and Removal of Drift, New York, project.

New York State Canal System, New York.—The recommendation
includes $4,000,000 to continue the New York State Canal System,
New York, project.

Orchard Beach, New York.—The Committee understands that
sufficient funding will be carried over into fiscal year 2000 to sat-
isfy fiscal year 2000 project requirements for the Orchard Beach,
New York, project.

Brunswick County Beaches, North Carolina.—The recommenda-
tion includes funding to initiate construction of the Ocean Isle
Beach element of the Brunswick County Beaches, North Carolina,
project.

Grand Forks, North Dakota—East Grand Forks, Minnesota.—
The Committee has provided $10,000,000 to initiate construction of
the Grand Forks, North Dakota—East Grand Forks, Minnesota,
project.

Sheyenne River, North Dakota (Baldhill Pool Raise).—The rec-
ommendation includes $1,700,000 to initiate construction of the
Sheyenne River, North Dakota (Baldhill Pool Raise), project.

Lower Girard Lake Dam, Ohio.—The Committee understands
that sufficient carryover funding is available in fiscal year 2000 to
continue the development of plans and specifications for the Lower
Girard Lake Dam, Ohio, project.

West Columbus, Ohio.—The recommendation has provided an ad-
ditional $8,000,000 over the budget request to maintain the opti-
mum completion schedule for the West Columbus, Ohio, project.

Elk Creek Lake, Oregon.—The Committee has provided $180,000
for the Elk Creek Lake, Oregon, project. These funds, along with
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funds previously appropriated for the project, are available to plan
and implement long term management measures at Elk Creek
Dam, to maintain the project in an uncompleted state, and to take
necessary steps to provide for trap and haul transport around the
project.

Willamette River Temperature Control, Oregon.—The Committee
has provided $1,700,000 to initiate construction of the Willamette
River Temperature Control, Oregon, project.

Lock and Dams 2, 3, and 4, Monongahela River, Pennsylvania.—
The Committee has added $31,400,000 to the budget request to
maintain the optimum construction schedule for the Lock and
Dams 2, 3, and 4, Monongahela River, Pennsylvania, project.

Southeastern Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania.—The recommendation
includes $3,000,000 to continue the Southeastern Pennsylvania,
Pennsylvania, project.

Rio Puerto Nuevo, Puerto Rico.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 above the budget request to maintain the optimum con-
struction schedule for the Rio Puerto Nuevo, Puerto Rico, project.

Charleston Harbor, South Carolina (Deepening and Widening).—
The recommendation includes $37,284,000 for the Charleston Har-
bor, South Carolina, deepening and widening project.

Big Sioux River, Sioux Falls, South Dakota.—The Committee has
provided $2,200,000 to initiate construction of the Big Sioux River,
Sioux Falls, South Dakota, project.

Pierre, South Dakota.—The Committee has recommended
$10,000,000 for continuation of the Pierre, South Dakota, project.

Black Fox, Murfree and Oakland Springs Wetlands, Tennessee.—
The recommendation includes final year funding of $2,000,000 for
the Black Fox, Murfree and Oakland Springs Wetlands, Tennessee,
project. These funds are to be applied only toward continued con-
struction of wetland restoration sites.

Tennessee River, Hamilton County, Tennessee.—The Committee
has included in its recommendation $1,500,000 for continued con-
struction of the Tennessee River, Hamilton County, Tennessee,
project.

Cypress Creek, Houston, Texas.—The recommendation includes
$4,569,000 to initiate the Cypress Creek, Houston, Texas, project.

Neches River and Tributaries Saltwater Barrier, Texas.—The
Committee has included $2,000,000 to initiate construction of the
Neches River and Tributaries Saltwater Barrier, Texas, project.

Wallisville Saltwater Barrier, Texas.—The Committee has pro-
vided $4,756,000 to complete construction of the Wallisville Salt-
water Barrier, Texas, project.

Virginia Beach, Virginia.—The recommendation includes
$22,000,000 to continue the Virginia Beach, Virginia, hurricane
protection project.

Virginia Beach, Virginia (Reimbursement).—The Committee has
provided funds to reimburse the City of Virginia Beach, Virginia
for an annual cycle of beach nourishment.

Columbia River Fish Mitigation, Washington, Oregon and
Idaho.—The recommendation for the Columbia River Fish Mitiga-
tion, Washington, Oregon and Idaho, project includes a reduction
of $5,600,000 from the mitigation analysis budget. Funds are not
to be expended for phase II of the lower John Day drawdown study
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or for any investigation of drawdown from the McNary Lock and
Dam without the prior approval of the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House and Senate.

Mount St. Helens Sediment Control, Washington.—The Commit-
tee has provided the full amount of the budget request for the
Mount St. Helens Sediment Control, Washington, project. The
Committee recognizes that additional studies are required to pre-
dict whether operation of the spillway in the Sediment Retention
Structure will result in a change in downstream dispositions with
potential impacts on the resultant level of flood protection. The
Corps of Engineers is directed, using the latest hydrology data
available, to maintain levels of protection not less than those de-
scribed in the October 1985 Decision Document (the basis for the
project cost-sharing agreement with the non-Federal sponsors) and
authorized in Public Law 99–88.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big and Sandy Rivers and Upper
Cumberland River, West Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky.—Of the
amount above the budget request included in the recommendation
for the Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big and Sandy Rivers and
Upper Cumberland River, West Virginia, Virginia, and Kentucky,
project, funds are provided for the following elements in the
amounts specified: $4,500,000 for Harlan/Clover Fork, Kentucky;
$5,000,000 for Middlesboro, Kentucky; $1,600,000 for Pike County,
Kentucky, including $500,000 for additional studies along the trib-
utaries of the Tug Fork; $900,000 for Martin County, Kentucky;
$500,000 for the Town of Martin, Kentucky; $750,000 for initiation
of a Detailed Project Report for Bell County, Kentucky; $800,000
for completion of a Detailed Project Report for Buchanan County,
Virginia; $700,000 for a Detailed Project Report for Dickenson
County, Virginia; and $600,000 for engineering and design of the
Haysi Dam, Virginia, feature.

Marmet Lock, Kanawha River, West Virginia.—The recommenda-
tion includes an amount of funding in excess of the budget request
sufficient to maintain the optimum construction schedule for the
Marmet Lock, Kanawha River, West Virginia, project.

Southern West Virginia Environmental Infrastructure, West Vir-
ginia.—The Committee has included $2,000,000 for the Southern
West Virginia Environmental Infrastructure, West Virginia,
project.

West Virginia and Pennsylvania Flood Control, West Virginia
and Pennsylvania.—The Committee has added $2,600,000 for the
West Virginia and Pennsylvania Flood Control, West Virginia and
Pennsylvania, project.

LaFarge Lake, Kickapoo River, Wisconsin.—The recommendation
includes $3,000,000 for authorized reimbursements associated with
the LaFarge Lake, Kickapoo River, Wisconsin, project.

Aquatic Plant Control Program.—Of the amount provided for the
Aquatic Plant Control Program, $100,000 is for the control of
hydrilla in the Potomac River and its tributaries in Virginia, Mary-
land, and Washington, D.C.

Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration (Section 206).—Section 206 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 authorizes the Corps of
Engineers to carry out aquatic ecosystem restoration and protection
projects if the Secretary of the Army determines that such projects
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will improve the quality of the environment, are in the public inter-
est, and are cost-effective. The Committee has provided the full
amount of the budget request for the Section 206 program. Within
the funds provided, the recommendation includes: $100,000 for the
Huntsville, Madison County, Alabama, project; $1,481,000 for the
Clear Lake Basin Watershed Restoration, California, project;
$10,000 for a project restoration plan for the remediation of a con-
taminated backwater of Lake Natoma, California; $600,000 for the
Santa Anita Creek Ecosystem Restoration, California, project;
$100,000 to initiate a feasibility study of erosion impacts on a la-
goon system at Chicago Botanical Gardens, Illinois; $123,000 to ini-
tiate an ecosystem restoration report for the Wabash River Envi-
ronmental Restoration, West Lafayette, Indiana, project; $60,000
for the Rivers South Wetland Restoration, St. Louis County, Mis-
souri, project at LeMay, Missouri; $160,000 for the Little Sugar
Creek Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, North Carolina, project;
$59,000 for the Clatskanie River, Oregon, project; $200,000 for the
Springfield Millrace, Oregon, project; $200,000 for the Hughes
Borehole Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration, Pennsylvania, project in
the Upper Conemaugh River Basin, Cambria County, Pennsyl-
vania; $1,000,000 for the Upper Jordan River Restoration, Utah,
project; $250,000 for the West Jordan, Utah, project; and $150,000
to conduct evaluations at each of two sites within the Green River
Early Action, King County, Washington, project.

The Committee remains fully supportive of the Nine Mile Run
habitat restoration demonstration program in Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania and understands that previous appropriations are
sufficient to meet project requirements in fiscal year 2000. The
Committee supports the proposed Hayden Diversion Project on the
Yampa River in Colorado, because it will alleviate the agricultural
need for temporary diversion structures, which are harmful to the
river ecosystem. The Corps of Engineers is encouraged to deter-
mine this project’s eligibility for Section 206 funding, and if war-
ranted, to participate in this project with state and local agencies
and the Natural Resource Conservation Service. The Committee
also urges funding of the Upper Rogue Basin, Oregon, project.

The Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to complete the
Ecosystem Restoration Report and initiate plans and specifications
for the Koontz Lake, Indiana, project within available funds. In ad-
dition, the Secretary of the Army shall allow credit toward the
costs of the Koontz Lake, Indiana, project for the design and imple-
mentation of aquatic ecosystem measures by the non-Federal spon-
sor accomplished prior to the execution of the project cooperation
agreement, to the extent the Secretary determines such work to be
compatible with, and integral to, the project.

Beneficial Uses of Dredged Material (Section 204).—The Commit-
tee has provided level funding for the Section 204 program. The
Committee directs the Corps of Engineers to emphasize projects
that use dredged materials to recreate habitat, such as those at
Duluth Harbor, Minnesota and the Cat Island Chain, Wisconsin.

Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Program.—Of the amount
recommended for the Dredged Material Disposal Facilities Pro-
gram, $4,000,000 is to complete design and initiate construction ac-
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tivities associated with the development of a confined disposal facil-
ity at Indiana Harbor and Canal, Indiana.

Emergency Streambank and Erosion Control (Section 14).—The
Committee has provided $5,000,000 for the Section 14 program.
Within the funds provided, the recommendation includes: $40,000
for planning and design analysis of bank stabilization requirements
at Chicago Botanical Gardens, Illinois; $825,000 for the Russell,
Kentucky, project; $300,000 for the Greenup, Kentucky, project;
$100,000 for a shoreline protection project at Muskegon, Michigan;
$534,000 for the City of Escanaba, Delta County, Michigan, project;
$635,000 for the Coulson Park Landfill, Billings, Montana, project;
$40,000 for the Poughkeepskie, New York, project; $1,000,000 for
the Swannanoa River, Buncombe County, North Carolina, project;
$40,000 for bank stabilization work only at Athens County, Ohio;
and $90,000 for a project along the east bank of the Fox River in
Green Bay, Wisconsin.

Small Flood Control Projects (Section 205).—The Committee has
provided funding in excess of the budget request for the Section
205 program. Within the funds provided, the recommendation in-
cludes: $200,000 for the Big Nance Creek, Lawrence County, Ala-
bama, project; $300,000 for the Dallas Branch and Pinhook Creek,
Huntsville, Alabama, project; $400,000 for the City of Folsom,
Humbug and Willow Creek, California, project; $100,000 for the
Fox Field Industrial Corridor, California, project; $300,000 for the
Hamilton City, California, project; $1,700,000 for the Magpie
Creek, Sacramento, California, project; $100,000 for the Mare Is-
land, California, project; $100,000 for the Tehama, California,
project; $50,000 for the Farm River, North Branford, Connecticut,
project; $20,000 for the Goodwin Brook, East Hartford, Connecti-
cut, project; $100,000 for a reconnaissance study of a flood control
project at Plant City, Florida; $100,000 for the Coeur d’Alene River
at Cataldo, Idaho, project; $175,000 for the St. Joe River at St.
Maries, Idaho, project; $100,000 for a reconnaissance study of the
Calumet Park, Illinois, project; $100,000 for a reconnaissance study
of the Chicago Heights, Thorn Creek, Illinois, project; $100,000 for
a reconnaissance study of the Flossmoor, Butterfield Creek, Illinois,
project; $200,000 for the Oak Forest and Midlothian (Natalie
Creek), Illinois, project; $640,000 for the Stony Creek, Illinois,
project; $150,000 for the Tinley Park/Hickory Creek, Illinois,
project; $318,000 to complete construction of the Flatrock River,
Rushville, Indiana, project; $25,000 for the Pipe Creek, Alexandria,
Indiana, project; $150,000 for the Pleasant Creek, Greenwood, Indi-
ana, project; $100,000 for the White River, Anderson, Indiana,
project; $100,000 for the Frankfort, Jones Run Pump Station, Ken-
tucky, project; $75,000 for a flood damage reduction study of the
Yellowstone River in the vicinity of Glendive Montana; $175,000
for the Mill Brook, Highland Park, New Jersey, project; $200,000
for the Poplar Brook, Monmouth County, New Jersey, project;
$300,000 for the Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, project;
$100,000 for the Vinton, Gallia County, Ohio, project; $100,000 for
the Mill Creek, Bristol Township, Pennsylvania, project; $100,000
for the Southampton Creek, Upper Southampton Township, Penn-
sylvania, project; $75,000 for the Tawney Run Creek, Pennsyl-
vania, project; $175,000 for the Bailey Fork, Paris, Henry County,
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Tennessee, project; $200,000 for the Cane Creek, Camden, Benton
County, Tennessee, project; $50,000 for the Finley, Tennessee,
project; $100,000 to initiate a feasibility study of flooding problems
in Gates and Halls, Tennessee; $150,000 for the Mountain City,
Johnson County, Tennessee, project; $100,000 for the Town Creek,
Lenoir City, Tennessee, project; $100,000 for the Big Moccasin and
Little Moccasin Creeks, Gate City, Scott County, Virginia, project;
$200,000 for the Snoqualmie River at North Bend, Washington,
project; and $1,900,000 for the Snoqualmie River at Snoqualmie,
King County, Washington, project.

The Committee is aware of the ongoing development of the Lone
Star Water Management, Arkansas, project and encourages the
Corps of Engineers to give careful consideration to funding this
project from the Section 205 program. The Corps is directed to pro-
ceed with the North Little Rock, Arkansas (Dark Hollow), project
within available funds. The Committee directs the Corps to proceed
with the Novato Creek Tributary (Rush Creek), California, project,
subject to a determination that the project satisfies all Section 205
program requirements. The Committee directs the Corps to proceed
with the Deer Creek, Illinois, project with funds provided to this
program. The Committee directs the Corps to proceed with the
Muddy River, Boston, Massachusetts, project, subject to a deter-
mination that the project satisfies all Section 205 program require-
ments. The Committee also directs the Corps to proceed with the
Mill Creek, The Dalles, Oregon, project within available funds

Navigation Mitigation Projects (Section 111).—The Committee re-
mains fully supportive of the Ogden Dunes, Indiana, project and
understands that sufficient funds to complete a study of this
project will be carried over into fiscal year 2000

Small Navigation Projects (Section 107).—The Committee has
provided $7,500,000, the full amount of the budget request, for the
Section 107 program. Within the funds provided, the recommenda-
tion includes: $200,000 for the Yellow Bend Port, Arkansas, project;
$400,000 for the Port of Hueneme, California, project; $869,000 for
the Intracoastal Waterway, Palm Beach County, Florida (Palm
Beach Harbor), project; $50,000 for the Westport, Massachusetts,
project; $2,000,000 to initiate construction of the Duluth (McQuade
Road) Harbor, Minnesota, project; $94,000 to complete plans and
specifications for the New Madrid County Harbor, Missouri,
project; $90,000 to complete plans and specifications for the
Pemiscot County Harbor, Missouri, project; $200,000 to complete
plans and specifications and initiate construction of the Buffalo
Inner Harbor, New York, project; $175,000 for navigation improve-
ments in Rochester Harbor, New York; and $200,000 for the
Clarksville Public Port, Montgomery County, Tennessee, project.

The Committee is supportive of a small navigation project at the
Port of Morrow, Oregon and directs the Corps of Engineers to pro-
ceed with the project within available funds.

Project Modifications for the Improvement of the Environment
(Section 1135).—The Committee has provided $8,500,000 for the
Section 1135 program. Within the funds provided, the rec-
ommendation includes: $4,250,000 for the Tucson (Ajo) Detention
Basin Wetlands Development, Arizona, project; $490,000 to com-
plete the Playa del Rey Wetlands (Ballona) Restoration, California,
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project; $500,000 for the Colusa Basin Wetlands Restoration, Cali-
fornia, project; $300,000 for the Chicopit Bay, Florida, project;
$100,000 to complete the preliminary restoration plan and initiate
the Ecosystem Restoration Report for the Jacksonville Harbor (Mill
Cove), Florida, project; $274,000 for the Bayou Plaquemine, Louisi-
ana, project; $300,000 for the Rochester Harbor, New York, project;
$70,000 for the East Harbor State Park, Habitat Restoration, West
Harbor, Ohio, project; $150,000 for the Lake Washington Ship
Canal Smolt Passage Restoration, Washington, project; and
$100,000 to complete project restoration plans and initiate plan-
ning for five sites along the Green and Duwamish River in King
County, Washington.

Using available funds, the Corps of Engineers is directed to pro-
ceed with the Pine Flat Dam, California, project and with three
separate projects for ecosystem restoration on the North Canadian
River in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. The Committee remains sup-
portive of the Fox Creek, Oregon, project and understands that suf-
ficient funds are available to provide for its completion in fiscal
year 1999.

Snagging and Clearing (Section 208).—The Committee has pro-
vided the full amount of the budget request for the Section 208 pro-
gram. These funds are to be used for clearing and snagging projects
on the San Joaquin River and its tributaries in California.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOUISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI,
AND TENNESSEE

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $323,649,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 280,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 313,324,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥10,325,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... +33,324,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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The Committee has provided $33,324,000 above the budget re-
quest to continue ongoing construction of Mississippi River and
Tributaries projects and to expedite award of contracts in fiscal
year 2000 to alleviate the impacts of continued flooding and to re-
lieve the suffering of affected communities.

Morganza, Louisiana to the Gulf.—The Committee has provided
$300,000 above the budget request for the Morganza, Louisiana to
the Gulf, project to continue expedited engineering and design of
the Houma Locks and to advance completion of the study.

Spring Bayou, Louisiana.—The recommendation includes fund-
ing for an investigation of the Spring Bayou in Louisiana. This
study will focus on ecosystem restoration and preservation, flood
damage prevention, improved drainage, and related water resource
issues.

Wolf River, Memphis, Tennessee.—The recommendation provides
the full amount of the budget request for preconstruction engineer-
ing and design of the Wolf River, Memphis, Tennessee, project.

Channel Improvement, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—The Committee supports
the expeditious construction of Phase II of the Natchez Front Re-
vetment project and understands that sufficient funds have been
programmed to complete the project during the current fiscal year.

L’Anguille River, Arkansas.—The Committee is aware of the fre-
quent flooding and environmental degradation problems along the
L’Anguille River, Arkansas, and the need to reevaluate the project.
Consequently, the Committee has provided $100,000 to initiate a
project re-evaluation.

Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—The Committee has pro-
vided funds above the budget request for construction of the Mis-
sissippi River Levees project. Of this additional amount, $1,000,000
is to continue construction of the Commerce to Birds Point, Mis-
souri, grade raise, and $1,000,000 is to advance construction on the
addition to the Drinkwater Pumping Station.

St. Francis Basin, Arkansas and Missouri.—The Committee has
added $500,000 to the budget request for the St. Francis Basin, Ar-
kansas and Missouri, project, to accelerate the completion of criti-
cal channel improvement work.

Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana.—The Committee recommendation
includes $4,000,000 above the budget request for continued con-
struction of the Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana, project. Funds have
been provided for: continued floodproofing efforts on the water-
fronts of Morgan City and Berwick, Louisiana; construction of the
Bayou Yokely Basin pumping stations; and repairs to address
slides and sloughing along the west guide levee.

Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee, Louisiana.—The Committee
has provided an additional $6,000,000 above the budget request for
the Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee, Louisiana, project. The
Corps is directed to allow credit toward the non-Federal share of
the project cost for any work performed by non-Federal interests on
the Louisiana State Penitentiary Levee, Louisiana, project, subse-
quent to project authorization, to the extent the Secretary deter-
mines that work to be compatible with, and integral to, the project.
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Yazoo Basin, Demonstration Erosion Control, Mississippi.—The
Committee has included $20,000,000, an increase of $13,706,000
over the budget request, for the Yazoo Basin, Demonstration Ero-
sion Control, Mississippi, project. This program is a continuation of
a joint effort by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Natural
Resources Conservation Service of the Department of Agriculture
in the Yazoo Basin, Mississippi. The funds provided will allow the
Corps of Engineers to accomplish construction work in some of the
following watersheds: Abiaca Creek, Batupan Bogue, Black Creek,
Burney Branch, Cane-Mussacuna Creek, Coldwater River,
Hickahala-Senatobia Creek, Hotophia Creek, Hurricane-Wolfe
Creek, Long Creek, Otoucalofa Creek, Pelucia Creek, Toby Tubby
Creek, and the Yalobusha River Watersheds. The work to date by
the Corps of Engineers and the Natural Resources Conservation
Service has shown positive results in reduction of flood damages,
decreased erosion and sediments, and improvements to the envi-
ronment. These positive results show that continued funding for
the program is important and that it should be completed to realize
the total benefits of the program. This may well be a case where
the completed program gives results that are much greater than
the sum of the individual items of work. The additional funds are
provided to continue design, real estate acquisition, monitoring of
completed work, and initiation of continuing contracts. The Com-
mittee expects the Administration to continue to request funds for
this important project.

Yazoo Basin, Upper Yazoo Projects, Mississippi.—The Committee
has provided $13,700,000 for construction of the Yazoo Basin,
Upper Yazoo Projects, Mississippi, project. These funds have been
included to accelerate completion of channel item four and to pur-
chase mitigation lands.

St. Johns Bayou and New Madrid Floodway, Missouri.—The rec-
ommendation includes $2,000,000 above the budget request for con-
struction of the St. Johns Bayou and New Madrid Floodway, Mis-
souri, project. These funds are included to advance construction of
the New Madrid pumping station by one year.

Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee.—The Committee has pro-
vided funds above the budget request for maintenance of the Mis-
sissippi River Levees project. These funds are included to replace
a dilapidated culvert along the mainline Mississippi River near
New Madrid, Missouri and to enhance the integrity of the levee.

St. Francis Basin, Arkansas and Missouri.—The Committee has
provided $2,400,000 above the budget request for maintenance of
the St. Francis River and Tributaries, Arkansas and Missouri,
project. These additional funds should be first applied to channel
work at Arkansas Highway 90 and Missouri Highway 84.

Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana.—The recommendation includes
the full amount of the budget request for maintenance of the
Atchafalaya Basin, Louisiana, project. High priority should be ac-
corded to levee slides and sloughing within the project area, as well
as to guidewall repair at various locks.

Mississippi Delta Region, Louisiana.—The Committee has pro-
vided the full amount requested for maintenance of the Mississippi
Delta Region, Louisiana, project. The Committee urges the Corps
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of Engineers to continue to work with the oyster fishing industry
to resolve any impacts resulting from the construction and oper-
ation of this project.

Yazoo Basin, Mississippi.—The recommendation includes addi-
tional funds for maintenance of Arkabutla Lake, Sardis Lake, Enid
Lake, Grenada Lake, and Yazoo Basin Tributaries.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $ 1,752,952,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 1,835,900,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 1,888,481,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +135,529,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... +52,581,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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Alabama-Coosa River, Alabama.—The recommendation includes
an additional $200,000 above the budget request for additional
dredging of the Alabama-Coosa River, Alabama, project.

Bayou Coden, Alabama.—The Committee has provided $500,000
for maintenance dredging of the Sound and Bayou channels at
Bayou Coden, Alabama.

Black Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers, Alabama.—The rec-
ommendation includes $19,200,000 for operation and maintenance
of the Black Warrior and Tombigbee Rivers, Alabama, project.
Funding above the budget request is for dredging of the navigation
channel and purchase and construction of dredged material dis-
posal areas.

Bon Secour, Alabama.—The Committee has included funding for
maintenance dredging of the navigation channel at Bon Secour,
Alabama.

Dauphin Island Bay, Alabama.—The recommendation includes
$500,000 for maintenance dredging of the Pass Drury and Fort
Gaines channels of Dauphin Island Bay, Alabama.

Dog and Fowl Rivers, Alabama.—The recommendation includes
$500,000 for maintenance dredging of the river and bay portions of
the Dog and Fowl Rivers, Alabama, project.

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Alabama.—The Committee has pro-
vided $2,758,000 above the budget request for additional mainte-
nance dredging of the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Alabama,
project.

Mobile Harbor, Alabama.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $1,500,000 above the budget request for additional mainte-
nance dredging of Mobile Harbor, Alabama.

Perdido Pass, Alabama.—The recommendation includes funds for
maintenance dredging of the entrance channel at Perdido Pass,
Alabama.

Regional Sediment Management Pilot Project, Alabama and Flor-
ida.—The recommendation includes $1,000,000 to begin implemen-
tation of a regional sediment management pilot project.

Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, Alabama and Mississippi.—The
Committee has provided $1,530,000 above the budget request for
additional maintenance dredging of the Tennessee-Tombigbee Wa-
terway, Alabama and Mississippi, project and for the repair and
maintenance of upland disposal areas. Within funds available for
this project, the Corps of Engineers is directed to expend such
funds as are necessary to meet its obligations to operate and main-
tain the Ward Bayou, Mississippi wildlife management area.

Isabella Lake Mitigation, California.—The Committee expects
the Corps of Engineers to conduct the measures required by the
April 18, 1997 Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, with respect to the long-term operation of Isabella Res-
ervoir, Kern County, California. The Committee further expects the
Corps of Engineers to identify the least costly actions available, in-
cluding, whenever possible, the utilization of partnerships with
other Federal and non-Federal agencies and organizations, so that
the Corps can continue to operate and maintain Isabella Dam and
Reservoir for flood control and water conservation purposes as pro-
vided in the October 23, 1964 contract among the United States of
America and various public agencies.
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Larkspur Ferry Channel, California.—The recommendation in-
cludes $3,340,000 for dredging of the Larkspur Ferry Channel,
California, project.

Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Los Angeles County, Cali-
fornia.—The Committee has provided additional funds for the Los
Angeles and Long Beach Harbors, Los Angeles County, California,
project for activities associated with maintenance dredging.

Marina Del Rey, California.—The Committee recommendation
includes $3,500,000 for maintenance dredging of the navigation
channel at Marina Del Rey, California.

Morro Bay Harbor, California.—The recommendation includes an
addition of $1,000,000 above the budget request for the Morro Bay
Harbor, California, project for repairs to the south jetty.

Port of Hueneme, California.—The Committee has provided
$2,700,000 for repairs to the east and west jetties at the Port of
Hueneme, California, project.

Santa Ana River Basin, California.—Within available funds, the
Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to participate with local
agencies, including agencies managing the Santa Ana Conservation
Trust Fund, for ongoing arundo removal activities in the Santa
Ana River Basin, California.

Cherry Creek Lake, Colorado.—The Committee prohibits the
Corps of Engineers from proceeding with the Cherry Creek Basin
Study until the Corps completes an independent peer review of the
National Weather Service data in order to determine the appro-
priate design flood for the Cherry Creek Basin. The recommenda-
tion does not include funds requested in the budget for the basin
study.

Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, St. George’s Bridge Replace-
ment, Delaware.—The recommendation includes $4,000,000 for
final reimbursement payment to the State of Delaware for con-
struction costs associated with the replacement of St. George’s
Bridge.

Apalachicola Bay, Florida.—The recommendation includes
$1,000,000 for maintenance dredging of the W.N. (Newt)
Creekmore Channel at Apalachicola Bay, Florida.

Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami, Florida.—The rec-
ommendation includes $3,286,000 for operation and maintenance of
the Intracoastal Waterway, Jacksonville to Miami, Florida, project.
Within this amount, funding is provided to address the most seri-
ous maintenance dredging needs along the Intracoastal Waterway
in Brevard, Indian River, and St. Lucie counties.

LaGrange Bayou, Walton County, Florida.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes funding for preliminary requirements asso-
ciated with dredging of the LaGrange Bayou, Walton County, Flor-
ida, project.

Miami Harbor, Florida.—The recommendation includes an addi-
tion above the budget request for accelerated maintenance dredg-
ing of the Miami River at Miami Harbor, Florida.

St. Petersburg, Florida.—The recommendation includes
$3,200,000 for maintenance dredging of the St. Petersburg, Florida,
project.

Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers, Georgia, Alabama
and Florida.—The recommendation includes $250,000 above the
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budget request for the Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and Flint Riv-
ers, Georgia, Alabama and Florida, project to conduct model studies
to address the shoaling problem below George W. Andrews Lock
and Dam; $750,000 above the budget request for additional mainte-
nance dredging; and $500,000 above the budget request to conduct
model studies on the Apalachicola River from Chipola cutoff to
Corley Slough to address structural changes to reduce dredging
and to address beneficial uses of dredge material.

Mississippi River Between Missouri River and Minneapolis, Illi-
nois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin.—Of the funds pro-
vided for operation and maintenance of the Mississippi River Be-
tween Missouri River and Minneapolis, Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota,
Missouri and Wisconsin, project, $6,000,000 is for urgent bank sta-
bilization work along the Sny Island Levee system.

Burns Waterway Small Boat Harbor, Indiana.—The Committee
recommendation includes $500,000 above the budget request for
operation and maintenance of the Burns Waterway Small Boat
Harbor, Indiana, project.

Kentucky River, Kentucky.—The recommendation includes
$1,000,000 above the budget request for repair and disposition ac-
tivities associated with the transfer to the State of Kentucky of
locks and dams within the Kentucky River, Kentucky, project.

Wolf Creek Dam, Lake Cumberland, Kentucky.—The rec-
ommendation includes an additional $650,000 for the Corps of En-
gineers to enhance the trash removal efforts of the debris rack up-
stream from Lake Cumberland, including equipment, yard modi-
fications, and construction of additional floating booms.

Atchafalaya River and Bayou Chene, Beouf and Black, Louisi-
ana.—The recommendation includes funding above the budget re-
quest for additional maintenance dredging of the Atchafalaya River
and Bayou Chene, Beouf and Black, Louisiana, project.

Bayou Teche, Louisiana.—The Committee has provided
$5,000,000 above the budget request for maintenance dredging as-
sociated with channel restoration at Bayou Teche, Louisiana. The
Committee is very concerned about the low priority accorded to this
project by the Corps of Engineers and strongly urges the Corps to
expedite work on the channel and locks.

Calcasieu River and Pass, Louisiana.—The Committee has in-
cluded $1,750,000 above the budget request for additional dredging
of the Calcasieu River and Pass, Louisiana, project.

Grand Isle and Vicinity, Louisiana.—The Committee has pro-
vided $455,000 for the Federal share of maintenance of the Grand
Isle and Vicinity, Louisiana, project.

Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, Louisiana.—Funds above the budget
request have been recommended to continue dredging the
mainstem of the Gulf Coastal Intracoastal Waterway, Louisiana,
project.

Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet, Louisiana.—The Committee has
provided $16,000,000 for the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet, Louisi-
ana, project. The Committee is concerned with efforts of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to insinuate itself in the future man-
agement of the Mississippi River-Gulf Outlet, Louisiana, project.
The Committee emphasizes that the responsibility for identifying
and evaluating options for the mitigation of potentially ad-
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verse project impacts resides within the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers. The Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engi-
neers, may at his discretion seek to utilize the expertise of other
agencies as he deems necessary.

Red River Waterway, Mississippi River to Shreveport, Louisi-
ana.—In order to reduce the existing backlog of critical mainte-
nance items, the Committee has provided $2,000,000 above the
budget request for the Red River Waterway, Mississippi River to
Shreveport, Louisiana, project.

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Maryland.—The Committee un-
derstands that the Corps of Engineers recently released a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed placement of
eighteen million cubic yards of dredged material in an open water
site, known as Site 104, located just northeast of the William Pres-
ton Lane, Jr. Memorial Bridge (the Chesapeake Bay Bridge). The
Committee is deeply concerned about the potential approval of this
site and imposes upon the Corps an obligation to thoroughly ana-
lyze and review all practicable alternatives. In the reviewing the
alternatives, the Corps should conduct an exhaustive analysis of
each site to include how re-suspension of sediments will affect nu-
trient loading and whether there is a resident population of
shortnose sturgeon that would be impacted by the proposed place-
ment of dredged material. Since other dredge disposal sites are
available, the Corps is directed to exhaust the space in these other
sites before using Site 104 for disposition of dredged material.

Cedar River Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has provided
funding in its recommendation for repairs to the west breakwater
at Cedar River Harbor, Michigan.

Missouri River Between Fort Peck Dam, Montana and Gavins
Point Dam, South Dakota and Nebraska.—The Corps of Engineers
is directed to fully exploit opportunities to use non-traditional
methods to combat bank erosion along the Missouri River between
the communities of Fort Peck and Culbertson, Montana.

Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey.—In addition to fully funding the
budget request for maintenance dredging of the Barnegat Inlet,
New Jersey, project, the Committee has provided $1,000,000 for
other maintenance and repair activities at the project.

Salem River, New Jersey.—The Committee has provided
$940,000 for maintenance dredging of the Salem River, New Jer-
sey, project.

Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet, New York.—The recommendation
includes funding above the budget request to fully to permit the
award of a full nourishment cycle contract for the Fire Island Inlet
to Jones Inlet, New York, project.

Rocky River, Ohio.—The Committee has provided $1,760,000 for
the Rocky River, Ohio, project. Recommended funding above the
budget request is for activities associated with breakwall recon-
struction along the Rocky River in Cuyahoga County, Ohio.

Oolagah Lake, Oklahoma.—The recommendation includes fund-
ing above the budget request for the Oolagah Lake, Oklahoma,
project. These funds are provided for the Corps of Engineers to ini-
tiate a study of water resource problems at the lake and to develop
a water management plan.
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Columbia and Lower Willamette Rivers Below Vancouver, Wash-
ington and Portland, Oregon.—An additional $2,300,000 has been
provided by the Committee for repairs to the north breakwater at
the Astoria east boat basin within the Columbia and Lower Wil-
lamette Rivers Below Vancouver, Washington and Portland, Or-
egon, project.

Port of Port Orford, Oregon.—The recommendation includes
funding to initiate the Port of Port Orford Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Site Study.

Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oregon.—Additional funds in the
amount of $450,000 have been included by the Committee for re-
construction of the north jetty at Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oregon.

Curwensville Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has included
funding above the budget request for enhanced operation and
maintenance of facilities and flood control infrastructure at
Curwensville Lake, Pennsylvania.

Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has provided ad-
ditional funding for operation and maintenance of the Raystown
Lake, Pennsylvania, project. These funds are for enhanced oper-
ation of the facility, physical improvements, and maintenance of
flood control capabilities.

Schuylkill River, Pennsylvania.—Of the amount provided for op-
eration and maintenance of the Schuylkill River, Pennsylvania,
project, $900,000 is provided for the Corps of Engineers to address
an emergency water depth problem at Boathouse Row along the
race course on the river above Fairmont Dam.

Chickamauga Lock, Tennessee.—The recommendation includes
$2,800,000 for continued repairs to Chickamauga Lock, Tennessee.

J. Percy Priest Dam and Reservoir, Tennessee.—The Committee
recommendation provides funding above the budget request for
handicap accessibility improvements to the J. Percy Priest Dam
and Reservoir, Tennessee, project.

Old Hickory Lock and Dam, Tennessee.—The recommendation for
the Old Hickory Lock and Dam, Tennessee, project includes
$510,000 for handicap accessibility improvements.

Trinity River and Tributaries, Texas.—The Committee has added
$900,000 to the budget request for the Trinity River and Tribu-
taries, Texas, project for the completion of maintenance dredging of
the Channel to Liberty in the vicinity of Smith Point. An additional
$1,000,000 has been added for maintenance dredging of the Trinity
River to Liberty, Texas.

Waco Lake, Texas.—The recommendation includes funding above
the budget request for improvements to Waco Lake, Texas.

James River Channel, Virginia.—The Committee has provided
additional funds for the operation and maintenance of the James
River Channel, Virginia, project to permit year-round navigation in
the channel.

John W. Flannagan Dam and Reservoir, Virginia. The rec-
ommendation includes $140,000 for handicap accessibility improve-
ments at John W. Flannagan Dam and Reservoir, Virginia.

Norfolk Harbor, Virginia.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 above the budget request for enhanced maintenance of
the Norfolk Harbor, Virginia, project.
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Potomac River at Mount Vernon, Virginia.—The Committee rec-
ommendation includes $400,000 for activities associated with main-
tenance dredging of the Potomac River and Mount Vernon, Vir-
ginia, project.

Grays Harbor and Chehalis River, Washington.—The Committee
has provided funding above the budget request for the Grays Har-
bor and Chehalis River, Washington, project for rehabilitation of
the Grays Harbor north jetty at Ocean Shores, Washington.

Bluestone Lake, West Virginia.—Funding above the budget re-
quest has been provided for drift and debris management activities
at the Bluestone Lake, West Virginia, project.

Dredging Operations and Environmental Research.—The Com-
mittee urges the Corps of Engineers to include phytoremediation
technology as a priority environmental quality research activity
within the Dredging Operations and Environmental Research pro-
gram.

National Invasive Species Act.—The Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to review its relevant programs to determine appropriate
ways to incorporate the objectives of the President’s Executive
Order on Alien Invasive Species.

Zebra Mussel Control.—The Committee recommendation includes
$1,500,000 for the Zebra Mussel Control program.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $106,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 110,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 117,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... 11,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... 7,000,000

NOTE.—In addition to the $110,000,000 budget estimate, $7,000,000 is proposed for the program, to be de-
rived from permit fees dependent upon the enactment of proposed legislation.

This appropriation provides for salaries and related costs to ad-
minister laws pertaining to the regulation of navigable waters and
wetlands of the United States in accordance with the Rivers and
Harbors Act of 1899, the Clean Water Act of 1977, and the Marine
Protection Act of 1972.

For fiscal year 2000, the Committee recommends $117,000,000,
an increase of $11,000,000 over the fiscal year 1999 level and
$7,000,000 over the Administration’s budget request.

The Committee has tired of the Administration’s excuses for its
failure to implement a full administrative appeals process for wet-
lands decisions, including jurisdictional determinations, as directed
by Congress in previous fiscal years. Accordingly, the Committee
has included statutory direction to implement such a process, as
well as $5,000,000 for its implementation in fiscal year 2000.

The Committee has concluded that the Corps of Engineers has
paid insufficient attention to the potential impacts of its proposed
nationwide replacement permits. Before replacement permits are
implemented, it is imperative that the Corps of Engineers better
understand their impacts on the Regulatory program workload and
their potential cost impacts on the regulated community. As a con-
sequence, the Committee has included statutory language requiring
study and analysis of these issues before the Secretary of the Army
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may adopt replacement permits or terminate the current nation-
wide 26 permit.

The Committee recognizes the difficulties the Iowa Drainage Dis-
trict and Pocahontas County Board of Supervisors have had in en-
during years of frustration in their effort to close environmentally
hazardous drainage wells. As a result of these difficulties, the Com-
mittee strongly encourages the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
submit a rewritten set of Section 404(b)(1) guidelines that would
propose to recognize existing land uses and the prior investments
made on farmed wetland.

The Committee is aware of efforts by the Corps of Engineers in
San Diego County, California to include considerations such as
traffic congestion and air quality issues in the evaluation of Section
404 wetland permit applications for several projects. These issues
are, by and large, within the jurisdiction of other Federal and local
agencies. The Committee believes that this practice establishes a
bad precedent for future permit applications and believes that the
Corps lacks the authority to expand its jurisdiction to these ancil-
lary issues in the context of permit application reviews.

The Committee has been made aware of the Section 404 permit
application of the State of Utah for construction of a highway in
the southern portion of Davis County, Utah. The Committee fur-
ther recognizes the merits of the Locally Preferred Alternative
(Alignment C). The Committee understands that the Utah Depart-
ment of Transportation (UDOT) is proposing to build a new north-
south highway that would basically parallel Interstate 15 and be
adjacent to the Great Salt Lake. The Section 404 permit applica-
tion was submitted by UDOT in the fall of 1998. The Administra-
tive Draft Environmental Impact Statement evaluated three alter-
native routes for the new highway, all of which would impact wet-
lands in the Great Salt Lake ecosystem and require a Section 404
permit. The Committee understands that each alignment would im-
pact wetlands in the southern portion of the Great Salt Lake Eco-
system but that neither alignment A nor alignment C would have
a major impact. Within the immediate area of the project, each of
these two alignments would impact or sever about one tenth of one
percent of the southern portion of the floodplain. Under the pro-
posal by the State of Utah for the Legacy Nature Preserve, approxi-
mately 1600 acres would be held in trust by the State, providing
an ecological buffer and producing a unique project that not only
solves a serious transportation problem but provides net benefits to
the aquatic ecosystem. The Committee urges the Corps of Engi-
neers to approve a permit for alignment C.

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $140,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 150,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 150,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... 10,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Committee recommendation for the Formerly Utilized Sites
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) is $150,000,000, the same as
the budget request. In fiscal year 1998, Congress transferred re-
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sponsibility for cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP to
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In appropriating FUSRAP funds
to the Corps of Engineers, the Committee intended to transfer only
the responsibility for administration and execution of cleanup ac-
tivities at eligible sites where remediation had not been completed.
It did not intend to transfer ownership of and accountability for
real property interests that remain with the Department of Energy.
The Committee expects the Department to continue to provide the
institutional knowledge and expertise needed to best serve the na-
tion and the affected communities in executing this program.

The Corps of Engineers has extensive experience in the cleanup
of hazardous, toxic, and radioactive wastes through its work for the
Department of Defense and other Federal agencies. The Committee
intends for the Corps expertise be used in the same manner for the
cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP, and expects the
Corps to continue programming and budgeting for FUSRAP as part
of the civil works program.

In the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act for FY
1999, Public Law 105–245, Congress directed that the response ac-
tions by the Corps of Engineers under FUSRAP shall be subject to
the administrative, procedural, and regulatory provisions of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Li-
ability Act (CERCLA) and the National Oil and Hazardous Sub-
stances Pollution Contingency Plan. In appropriating funds to the
Corps of Engineers for the cleanup of contaminated sites under
FUSRAP, the Committee does not intend that licensing of the
Corps by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission shall be re-
quired for the implementation by the Corps of the responsibility for
cleanup of contaminated sites under FUSRAP.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $148,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 148,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 148,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ............................
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

This appropriation finances the expenses of the Office of the
Chief of Engineers, the Division Offices, and certain research and
statistical functions of the Corps of Engineers.

The Committee recommendation for General Expenses is
$148,000,000, the same as the budget request. The recommenda-
tion also includes bill language prohibiting the use of funds to sup-
port a congressional affairs office within the executive office of the
Chief of Engineers and language prohibiting the use of funds to
support more than one regional office in each division.
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TITLE II

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $42,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 39,370,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 37,190,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥5,310,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥2,180,000

The Central Utah Project Completion Act (Titles II–VI of Public
Law 102–575) provides for the completion of the Central Utah
Project by the Central Utah Water Conservancy District. The Act
also: authorizes the appropriation of funds for fish, wildlife, and
recreation mitigation and conservation; establishes an account in
the Treasury for the deposit of these funds and of other contribu-
tions for mitigation and conservation activities; and establishes a
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to ad-
minister funds in that account. The Act further assigns responsibil-
ities for carrying out the Act to the Secretary of the Interior and
prohibits delegation of those responsibilities to the Bureau of Rec-
lamation.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 1999 to carry out
the provisions of the Act is $37,190,000. Funding provided for pro-
gram oversight and administration is the same as the fiscal year
1999 level, as is funding for the Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $618,545,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 652,838,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 604,910,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥13,635,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥47,928,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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Central Arizona Project, Arizona.—The recommendation for the
Central Arizona Project includes $150,000 for the Tucson Reliabil-
ity Division and $1,224,000 for litigation activities associated with
native fish protection.

Lake Powell, Arizona and Utah.—None of the funds provided in
this recommendation may be used to study measures related to or
associated with the drainage of Lake Powell.

Northern Arizona Investigations Program, Arizona.—The rec-
ommendation of $200,000 is for the Little Colorado River Sediment
Transport study.

South/Central Arizona Investigations Program, Arizona.—Of the
amount provided for the South/Central Arizona Investigations Pro-
gram, $50,000 is for the Southern Arizona Regional Water Manage-
ment study, $200,000 is for the Upper Gila River Watershed Res-
toration study, $400,000 is for the West Salt River Valley Water
Management study, and $150,000 is for the Verde River Basin
Management study.

Southern Arizona Water Rights Settlement Act Project, Arizona.—
The recommendation does not include funding to initiate the San
Xavier farm extension project.

Tucson Area Water Reclamation and Reuse Study, Arizona.—
Funding for the Tucson Area Water Reclamation and Reuse study
is funded under the Bureau-wide Title XVI Water Reclamation and
Reuse Program.

Central Valley Project, American River Division, California.—
Within the amount provided for the American River Division of the
Central Valley Project, $4,000,000 is for construction of a perma-
nent pumping facility for the Placer County Water Agency. Using
these funds and funds previously appropriated for this project, the
Bureau is directed to execute continuing contracts for construction
of the pumping plant as expeditiously as possible. The rec-
ommendation also includes $3,400,000, the full amount of the
budget request, to initiate construction of the temperature control
device at Folsom Dam.

Central Valley Project, Delta Division, California.—The amount
provided for the Delta Division of the Central Valley Project in-
cludes full programmatic requirements for fiscal year 2000 for the
Contra Costa Fish Screen Program (Rock Slough) and the Delta
Barriers project. The recommendation does not include the funding
requested to begin new research and technology activities or to ini-
tiate a new feasibility study. The recommendation also excludes the
funding requested for Bay-Delta Oversight. Sufficient funding is
provided in the California Bay-Delta Restoration account to provide
for oversight and administration activities associated with the
CALFED Bay-Delta program.

Central Valley Project, Miscellaneous Project Programs, Califor-
nia.—The Committee has included the budget proposal to fund Ref-
uge Water Supply from the Central Valley Project Restoration
Fund. The Committee has recommended full funding for Refuge
Water Supply from that Fund.

Central Valley Project, Sacramento River Division, California.—
The amount provided for the Sacramento River Division of the Cen-
tral Valley Project includes $520,000 for the Winter-Run Chinook
Salmon Captive Broodstock program and $1,000,000 for the Inte-
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grated Watershed Management Project for the Colusa Basin Drain-
age District. The recommendation also includes $3,750,000 for the
Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District fish screen improvement project at
the Hamilton City Pumping Plant. The Committee continues to rec-
ognize that the fish screen facility and the gradient facility are
both necessary to meet fish protection goals at the Hamilton City
Pumping Plant. In the Construction, General Account of the Corps
of Engineers, the Committee has provided $6,000,000 for continued
construction of the gradient facility. The Committee repeats its di-
rection that both agencies consider these activities as two elements
of the same project, and that they take necessary steps to ensure
that the projects are coordinated in every respect.

Central Valley Project, Shasta Division, California.—The rec-
ommendation does not include the funding requested to observe the
reproductive success of bald eagles at Shasta Dam. The rec-
ommendation does include $2,006,000 for activities, including phys-
ical modifications, at the Coleman Fish Hatchery. The rec-
ommendation fully funds the budget request for the Clear Creek
Restoration Program. In addition to the funding provided in this
account for the Clear Creek Restoration Program, $2,050,000 is rec-
ommended from the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund.

Central Valley Project, Trinity River Division, California.—The
Committee is aware of the Trinity River study addressing the ef-
fects of various flows on the anadromous fish populations in the
river. The Committee is concerned about the potential impacts on
water supply in the Bay-Delta system. As part of the study, the
Secretary is directed to minimize the adverse impacts on the Cen-
tral Valley Project and to ensure that the effects of the flow rec-
ommendations from the Trinity River study on the Bay-Delta sys-
tem are fully assessed within the CALFED process before reaching
a decision on implementing study recommendations.

Central Valley Project, West San Joaquin Division, California.—
The amount provided for the West San Joaquin Division of the
Central Valley Project includes $4,525,000 for continued operation
of the San Luis Joint-Use Facilities. Also included is $851,000 for
implementation of the Arroyo Pasajero sediment encroachment fix
and the full amount of the budget request for flowage easements
at Arroyo Pasajero. Within available funds, the Bureau is directed
to continue to assist in the planning efforts associated with the
Cantua Creek Stream Group.

Colorado River Front Work and Levee System, California and Ar-
izona.—The recommendation includes $125,000 for design of the
Palo Verde Drain project.

Mission Basin Brackish Groundwater Desalting Demonstration
Project, California.—The recommendation includes funding for ex-
pansion of the Mission Basin Desalting Facility at the City of
Oceanside, as authorized within the Title XVI water reclamation
and reuse program.

Salton Sea Research Project, California.—The recommendation
includes $1,000,000 for the Salton Sea Research Project in Califor-
nia.

Colorado Investigations Program, Colorado.—Funding provided
for the Colorado Investigations Program is to complete the Mesa
County Water Conservation investigation.
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Upper Colorado River Basin Selenium Study.—The recommenda-
tion includes the full amount of the budget request to complete the
Upper Colorado River Basin Selenium Study.

Idaho Investigations Program, Idaho.—Funding has been pro-
vided to complete the Treasure Valley Hydrologic Analysis and the
Upper Salmon River Water Optimization study. Funds have also
been included to continue the Lower Boise River Water Quality
Plan and the Lower Payette River Water Quality Plan.

Equus Beds Groundwater Recharge Demonstration Project, Kan-
sas.—The Committee recommendation includes funding to complete
the Federal cost share obligation for the Equus Beds Groundwater
Recharge Demonstration Project in Kansas.

Kansas Investigations Program, Kansas.—The recommendation
includes $200,000 for the Cheney Reservoir Water Quality Assess-
ment. The remaining funds are provided to complete the Cheyenne
Bottoms Investigation.

Fort Peck Rural Water System, Montana.—The Committee is
aware of ongoing efforts to secure non-Federal participation in de-
velopment of the Fort Peck Rural Water System. The Committee
further understands that prior year funds will be available for ex-
penditure on this project if such non-Federal participation is se-
cured in fiscal year 2000. In addition to such prior year funds, the
Committee has added $1,000,000 for the Fort Peck Rural Water
System for fiscal year 2000.

Montana Investigations Program, Montana.—The recommenda-
tion includes the full amount of funding requested to complete the
Nevada Reservoir study, the North Fork of the Blackfoot River in-
vestigation, and the Jefferson River Basin Return Flow investiga-
tion. The remaining funds are provided for the Montana River Sys-
tem investigation.

Nebraska Investigations Program, Nebraska.—The Committee
has provided full funding of the budget request to complete the Ne-
braska Rainwater Basin Wetlands investigation.

Carlsbad and Middle Rio Grande, New Mexico.—The Committee
prohibits the use of appropriated funds for the diversion or
instream use of non-Federal water in the Middle Rio Grande
Project and the Pecos River Project in New Mexico for aquatic habi-
tat or species protection until such time as all existing Federal
water allocations have been exhausted for such purposes. The Com-
mittee supports the efforts in New Mexico to enhance the habitat
of the fish species generally known as the silvery minnow and
blunt nosed shiner, but requires those efforts to be performed with-
out negatively affecting current water policy on the Rio Grande and
Pecos Rivers in New Mexico.

Southern New Mexico/West Texas Investigations Program, New
Mexico and Texas.—The recommendation includes final year fund-
ing for the Rio Grande Project River and Drains Water Quality As-
sessment.

Oklahoma Investigations Program, Oklahoma.—The funds rec-
ommended for the Oklahoma Investigations Program are for con-
tinuation of the Lugert-Altus Water Resources Management As-
sessment.



88

Grande Ronde Water Optimization Study, Oregon.—The rec-
ommendation includes final year funding to complete the Grande
Ronde Water Optimization Study.

Oregon Investigations Program, Oregon.—The recommendation
includes funds to continue the Rogue River Basin study, the John
Day River Basin study, the Grande Ronde River Basin Study, and
investigations of the Malheur, Owyhee, Powder, and Burnt River
Basins. The recommendation also includes funding to complete the
Deschutes River Basin study.

Mid-Dakota Rural Water Project, South Dakota.—The Committee
recommendation includes an addition of $10,000,000 above the
budget request for acceleration of the Mid-Dakota Rural Water
Project in South Dakota.

Mni Wiconi Project, South Dakota.—The Committee has provided
$29,400,000, the full amount of the budget request, for the Mni
Wiconi Project in South Dakota.

Rapid City Wastewater Reuse Study, South Dakota.—Funding for
the Rapid City Wastewater Reuse Study has been provided under
the Bureau-wide Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program.

El Paso Water Reclamation and Reuse Project, Texas.—The Com-
mittee has recommended $1,000,000 for construction of the Haskell
Street portion of the El Paso Water Reclamation and Reuse Project.

Northern Utah Investigations Program, Utah.—The recommenda-
tion includes $250,000 in final year funding for the Ashley/Brush
Creeks Area Water Management investigation and $100,000 in
final year funding for Ogden River Basin Water Quality Manage-
ment investigation.

Southern Utah Investigations Program, Utah.—The recommenda-
tion includes final year funding of $100,000 for the Carbon/Emery
Counties Water Management investigation.

Tooele Wastewater Reuse Project, Utah.—The recommendation in-
cludes $571,000 to complete Federal participation in the Tooele
Wastewater Reuse Project.

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project, Washington.—
The Committee has provided $11,434,000 for the Yakima River
Basin Water Enhancement Project in Washington. The rec-
ommendation does not include funding for the Interim Comprehen-
sive Basin Operating Plan, the budget request for which exceeds
the current authorized ceiling. The Committee recognizes the po-
tential benefits of diverting water for the Kennewick and Columbia
Irrigation Districts from the Columbia River instead of the Yakima
River. This could greatly enhance instream river flows where they
are most needed to benefit endangered salmon. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation is encouraged to investigate this proposal to the extent
permitted by existing authorities.

Endangered Species Recovery Implementation Program.—The rec-
ommendation includes $15,118,000, the full amount of the budget
request, to continue the Endangered Species Recovery Implementa-
tion Program.

Reclamation Recreation Management (Title XXVIII).—Of the
amount provided for the Title XXVIII program, $500,000 is for ren-
ovations and enhancements at Lost Creek within the Weber Basin
Project in Utah.
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Safety of Dams.—The recommendation includes the full amount
of fiscal year 2000 requirements to complete repair and improve-
ments to the Wasco Dam within the Wapinitia Project.

Soil and Moisture Conservation.—Within the funds provided for
the Soil and Moisture Conservation program, the Bureau is di-
rected to initiate a sediment management plan for Twitchell Res-
ervoir in California.

Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse Program.—Of the
amount provided for the Bureau-wide Title XVI Water Reclamation
and Reuse program, $200,000 is for planning activities associated
with the Phoenix Metropolitan Water Reclamation and Reuse
Project; $150,000 is for the Tucson Area Water Reclamation and
Reuse study; $400,000 is for a feasibility study of the Watsonville
Area Wastewater Recycling Project; $750,000 is for a feasibility
study of the Santa Fe Water Reclamation and Reuse Project;
$50,000 is for completion of the Rapid City Wastewater Reuse
study; and $500,000 is included to complete construction pre-
requisites for the City of West Jordan Water Reuse Project in
Utah.

Water Management and Conservation Program.—The Committee
supports development of a water plan for Orange County, Califor-
nia, and understands that funding will be provided from the Water
Management and Conservation Program to complete this activity
in fiscal year 1999.

Wetlands Development.—Of the amount provided for the Wet-
lands Development program, $1,000,000 is provided for construc-
tion of the second phase of the restoration project at South Lake
Tahoe, including efforts at Trout and Angora Creeks. Also included
in the recommendation is $750,000 for the Brawley Wetlands
project to improve conditions in the New River and Alamo River in
California. $382,000 is for the Sierra Vista/San Pedro wetlands de-
velopment project.

The Committee understands that the Bureau is completing con-
struction of sewage treatment plant modifications, wetlands treat-
ment system, and the effluent recharge basins at Sierra Vista/San
Pedro with funds provided in fiscal year 1999. The community is
struggling to balance the future stability of the watershed with the
rapidly developing border region. The Committee is aware that a
coalition—the San Pedro Partnership—has been formed to bring to-
gether interested parties to review the problems and to develop so-
lutions. The Committee urges the Bureau of Reclamation to ac-
tively participate and cooperate in this important effort.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $8,421,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 12,425,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 12,425,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +4,004,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

Under the Small Reclamation Projects Act (43 U.S.C. 422a–422l),
loans and/or grants may be made to non-Federal organizations for
construction or rehabilitation and betterment of small water re-
source projects.
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As required by the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990, this ac-
count records the subsidy costs associated with the direct loans, as
well as administrative expenses of this program.

Under the Fort McDowell Water Rights Settlement Act, the Fort
McDowell Indian Community’s irrigation distribution system was
funded through the Small Reclamation Projects Act loan program.
The Committee understands that the original development plan re-
quired setting aside 330 acres of Reservation land for mitigation
and the acreage identified for development was reduced by 175–200
acres to avoid impacts to cultural resource sites. Given this reduc-
tion of land, the Tribe asserts that it is not receiving the full bene-
fits of the water rights settlement and that this situation must be
corrected. The Committee directs the Bureau of Reclamation to ne-
gotiate a solution with the Tribe that will ensure that the Fort
McDowell Indian Community receives the full benefits of the settle-
ment. The Bureau is further directed to provide a report on the re-
sults of these negotiations to the Committee by April 1, 2000.

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $33,130,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 47,346,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 47,346,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +14,216,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Central Valley Project Restoration Fund was authorized in
Title 34 of Public Law 102–575, the Central Valley Project Im-
provement Act. This Fund was established to provide funding from
project beneficiaries for habitat restoration, improvement and ac-
quisition, and other fish and wildlife restoration activities in the
Central Valley Project area of California. Revenues are derived
from payments by project beneficiaries and from donations. Pay-
ments from project beneficiaries include several required by the Act
(Friant Division surcharges, higher charges on water transferred to
non-CVP users, and tiered water prices) and, to the extent required
in appropriations Acts, additional annual mitigation and restora-
tion payments.

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $75,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 95,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 75,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ............................
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥20,000,000

The California Bay-Delta Restoration account funds the Federal
share of ecosystem restoration and other activities being developed
for the San Francisco Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta by a
State and Federal partnership (CALFED). Federal participation in
this program was authorized in the California Bay-Delta Environ-
mental and Water Security Act enacted in the fall of 1996. That
Act authorizes the appropriation of $143,300,000 for ecosystem res-
toration activities in each of fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000. The
funds appropriated in this account are transferred to participating
Federal agencies based on a program recommended by the
CALFED group and approved by the Secretary of the Interior in
consultation with the participating agencies.

Of the $75,000,000 recommended for fiscal year 2000,
$45,000,000 is for continued ecosystem restoration activities, and
$30,000,000 is for other authorized purposes, such as projects to
promote or develop water use efficiency, water quality, ground-
water storage, surface storage, levees, conveyance systems and wa-
tershed management.

The Committee is extremely concerned about the use of Federal
funds to acquire and retire productive lands in the Central Valley
of California. Specifically, the Committee recognizes that land ac-
quisition and changes in land use could have enormous impacts on
the social character, tax base and economic development of commu-
nities in northern California. Consequently, the Committee directs
that Bay-Delta funds shall not be used for land and water right ac-
quisitions without proper consideration to, and mitigation of, the
economic impacts associated with such acquisitions.
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POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $47,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 49,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 45,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥2,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥4,000,000

The general administrative expenses program provides for the
executive direction and management of all Reclamation activities,
as performed by the Commissioner’s offices in Washington, DC, and
Denver, Colorado, and in the five regional offices. The Denver office
and regional offices charge individual projects or activities for di-
rect beneficial services and related administrative and technical
costs. These charges are covered under other appropriations.

For fiscal year 2000, the Committee has recommended
$45,000,000, a $2,000,000 reduction from the enacted level for fis-
cal year 1999.
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TITLE III

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Funds recommended in Title III provide for Department of En-
ergy programs relating to: Energy Supply, Non-Defense Environ-
mental Management, the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination
and Decommissioning Fund, Science, Nuclear Waste Disposal, De-
partmental Administration, the Inspector General, Weapons Activi-
ties, Defense Environmental Management, Other Defense Activi-
ties, Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal, the Power Marketing Ad-
ministrations, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Due to severe funding constraints, funding recommendations for
Department of Energy programs in fiscal year 2000 are signifi-
cantly below the Department’s fiscal year 2000 budget request.

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

In House Report 105–581, the Committee asked the Department
to perform a comprehensive management and field structure re-
view. Based on this review, the Secretary made several changes to
realign field office reporting relationships. However, the size of the
field structure and the overlapping and duplicative roles and re-
sponsibilities were not addressed. Numerous reports have identi-
fied issues with the Department’s field structure which hamper the
efficient and effective execution of Departmental programs. The
Galvin report in February 1995 identified ‘‘. . . a counterproductive
federal system of operation.’’ A March 1997 report prepared by the
Institute for Defense Analyses (IDA) identified a series of problems
with Defense Program’s management processes and noted that
many of the issues could not be addressed by a single program, but
required Department-wide management changes. The General Ac-
counting Office has issued several reports on improving the man-
agement of Federal agencies. Finally, the President’s Foreign Intel-
ligence Advisory Board report on security problems at the Depart-
ment seriously questions the layers of bureaucracy and states that:

Layer upon layer of bureaucracy, accumulated over the
years, has diffused responsibility to the point where scores
claim it, no one has enough to make a difference, and all
fight for more. Convoluted, confusing, and often contradic-
tory reporting channels make the relationship between
DOE headquarters and the labs, in particular, tense, inter-
necine, and chaotic. In between the headquarters and the
laboratories are field offices, which the panel found to be
the locus of much confusion. In background briefings of the
panel, senior DOE officials often described them as redun-
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dant operations that function as a shadow headquarters,
often using their political clout and large payrolls to push
their own agendas and budget priorities in Congress. Even
with the latest DOE restructuring, the weapons labs are
reporting to far too many DOE masters.

The list of reviews and reports questioning the Department’s
field structure and field and Headquarters roles and responsibil-
ities goes on and on. The Committee had hoped that the Secretary
of Energy would seek to examine the need for the overlapping and
duplicative field structure which has evolved. Since that has not
happened, the Committee has reduced funding for the Depart-
ment’s field offices and expects to see at least a 10 percent reduc-
tion in the field staffing levels by the end of fiscal year 2000. The
Department is expected to analyze the functions performed in the
operations offices, field offices, regional offices, and area offices,
and determine which are duplicative, add little value to the pro-
cess, and are no longer needed.

IMPROVING PROJECT MANAGEMENT IN THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

A report released by the National Research Council on July 1,
1999, ‘‘Improving Project Management in the Department of En-
ergy,’’ questions the credibility of the Department’s procedures to
develop designs and cost estimates and to manage projects and out-
lines several reasons for this deficiency. The report was thorough
and includes many recommendations to begin to correct the defi-
ciencies in the Department’s project management system. The
Committee is well aware there are broad and systemic problems in
the Department and encourages the Department to use this report
as an outline to address these fundamental problems in project
management. There are no quick fixes. The Committee expects the
Department to continue to work with the National Research Coun-
cil to address each of the recommendations in the report. The Na-
tional Research Council should review and assess the Department’s
efforts to improve its project management and report to the Com-
mittee semi-annually on the steps to be taken and the progress
being made to strengthen project management in the Department.

At the request of the Committee, the Department has had exter-
nal, independent project assessments prepared for many of its cur-
rent construction projects. These assessments have identified sev-
eral problems with individual projects and have led to the re-
scoping of several of them. The Department is to work with the Na-
tional Research Council to formalize a process to ensure that the
recommendations for each of the external independent reviews are
implemented.

EXTERNAL, INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENTS OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

None of the funds provided for fiscal year 2000 new construction
projects may be obligated until an external, independent assess-
ment of the baseline cost and schedule has been performed and
provided to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations
for review and approval.
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AUGMENTING FEDERAL STAFF

The Committee continues to be concerned about excessive use of
support service contractors and other non-Federal employees
throughout the Department of Energy. In fiscal year 1998, the De-
partment spent approximately $50,000,000 on management and op-
erating (M&O) contractor employees assigned to Headquarters pro-
gram organizations and to support M&O contractor offices in the
Washington metropolitan area. In addition to permitting contractor
employees to make policy and manage Federal programs, some
M&O employees are being paid through overhead accounts to track
legislation and lobby Congress, market their services to other Fed-
eral agencies, and walk the halls of the Department’s headquarters
office to seek more Departmental funding.

It is apparent that the Department has been completely neg-
ligent in monitoring both the direct and indirect overhead costs in-
curred by M&O contractors. While many of these activities are
quite beneficial to the contractor, they are of significantly less ben-
efit to the U.S. taxpayer. The Committee has drastically reduced
funding for these activities in several program accounts and directs
the Department to eliminate immediately all funding for contractor
lobbying and marketing activities. The Department is directed to
reduce these costs to not more than $20,000,000 in fiscal year 2000.
The Committee should be notified if the Department needs special
authority to hire Federal employees with the skills needed to re-
place these contractor employees.

Reporting Requirement.—The Committee directs the Department
to provide a report at the end of fiscal year 1999 on the use of all
support service contractors (those funded directly by Headquarters,
and those funded by M&O contractors and assigned to Head-
quarters) and M&O contractor employees assigned to the Washing-
ton metropolitan area. This report is to include the use of support
service contractors and M&O employees at Headquarters and at
each field, area, or site office. The report is to include for each sup-
port service contract: the name of the contractor; the program orga-
nization (at the lowest organization level possible) hiring the con-
tractor; a descriptive and detailed list of the tasks performed; the
number of contractor employees working on the contract; and the
annual cost of the contract. The report is to identify all M&O con-
tractor employees who work in the Washington metropolitan area,
including the name of the employee, the name of the contractor,
the organization to which he or she is assigned, the job title and
a description of the tasks the employee is performing, the annual
cost of the employee to the Department, the program account fund-
ing that employee, and the length of time the employee has been
detailed to the Department. The report should also include detailed
information on the cost of maintaining each M&O office in the
Washington metropolitan area. This report is to include actual data
for the period October 1, 1998 through September 30, 1999, and is
due to the Committee on January 31, 2000.

CONTRACTOR TRAVEL

Throughout this report, the funding recommendations for many
of the Department’s programs include reductions for activities
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which the Committee believes are inappropriate or excessive. A re-
cent General Accounting Office (GAO) report outlined the Depart-
ment’s spending for contractor travel which was in the range of
$250,000,000 annually. One contractor was averaging 87 trips a
week to Washington. Based on this abuse, the Committee has lim-
ited the amount of funding for contractor travel to $125,000,000 in
fiscal year 2000.

The Department is directed to review the rules and regulations
pertaining to contractor travel expenses to ensure they are not
more generous than the rules and regulations which pertain to the
travel of Federal employees in fiscal year 2000. Domestic and inter-
national travel for contractor employees should not permit the use
of first class or business class fares unless specifically approved by
the appropriate Assistant Secretary funding the travel. The De-
partment should report to the Committee by January 31, 2000 on
the changes made to contractor travel regulations to be consistent
with those applied to Federal employees. This report should also
identify the amount of funds spent by each contractor for travel in
fiscal year 1999.

LABORATORY DIRECTED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The Department currently allows each laboratory director to use
six percent of all operating funds provided to the laboratory to con-
duct employee-suggested research and development projects se-
lected at the discretion of the laboratory directors. For fiscal year
2000, the Department estimates that the laboratories will spend
$273,000,000 on Laboratory Directed Research and Development
(LDRD) and additional funds on Director’s Discretionary Research
and Development (DDRD).

Discretionary research and development funding was initiated to
provide funds for cutting-edge, high-risk research. However, the
size of the fund has increased significantly as overall funding levels
increased throughout the Department, and there are notable areas
of abuse. These funds have been used for marketing and business
development, international travel, research for other Federal agen-
cies, and initiating programs in advance of Congressional funding.
In addition, this funding provides a significant advantage to the
largest laboratories which have more than $50,000,000 of ‘‘walking
around’’ money annually for the laboratory director to use to com-
pete for research funding within the Department, with other Fed-
eral agencies, and with the private sector. This can be a significant
advantage for the laboratories.

The Committee will not argue there is no value to some of these
activities, but questions the lack of oversight of this spending and
whether this is the best use of taxpayer dollars in times of con-
strained budgets. Thus, the Committee has eliminated all funding
for LDRD and DRDD in fiscal year 2000.

OVERHEAD COSTS

The Committee directs the Department to review the costs in-
cluded in the overhead charges of the management and operating
contractors and report to the Committee on the reasonableness of
these charges. In addition, the Department should determine which
charges should more appropriately be funded as direct program
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costs. There are many activities being charged to overhead ac-
counts which may be more appropriately charged as direct program
costs. For example, some contractors are direct funding security in-
vestigation costs while others are charging these costs to overhead
accounts. The costs of management and operating contractor offices
in Washington are charged to overhead accounts, and thus, have
received little review. The laboratories also appear to establish cen-
ters of excellence in many areas while charging these centers to
overhead accounts without the approval that would normally be re-
quired for direct program activities.

COMPUTER SECURITY

In House Report 105–581, the Committee requested a report by
March 30, 1999, identifying a computer security policy and imple-
mentation plan that stated the overall Departmental policy on com-
puter security, the roles and responsibilities of Departmental orga-
nizations for computer security both in headquarters and field in-
stallations, the steps being implemented to protect the Depart-
ment’s publicly accessible computer systems from external at-
tempts to alter or delete data, and the steps being taken to ensure
that all sites remove classified and sensitive information from
internet-accessible computers and strengthen the programs to pre-
vent recurrences. The Department requested a two month exten-
sion, but the Committee has not yet received the required report.

Events of the past few months have highlighted the Depart-
ment’s computer weaknesses, but it is still not clear that the con-
cerns expressed by the Committee last year have been addressed.
Thus, the Committee directs that all funding for the corporate
management systems be withheld from obligation until the Depart-
ment has provided this report to the Committee.

REPROGRAMMING GUIDELINES

The Committee requires the Department to promptly and fully
inform the Committee when a change in program execution and
funding is required during the fiscal year. To assist the Depart-
ment in this effort, the following guidance is provided for programs
and activities funded in the Energy and Water Development Appro-
priations Act.

Definition.—A reprogramming includes the reallocation of funds
from one activity to another within an appropriation, or any signifi-
cant departure from a program, project, or activity described in the
agency’s budget justification as presented to and approved by Con-
gress. For construction projects, a reprogramming constitutes the
reallocation of funds from one construction project identified in the
justifications to another or a significant change in the scope of an
approved project.

Criteria for Reprogramming.—A reprogramming should be made
only when an unforeseen situation arises, and then only if delay of
the project or the activity until the next appropriations year would
result in detrimental impact to an agency program or priority.
Reprogrammings may also be considered if the Department can
show that significant cost savings can accrue by increasing funding
for an activity. Mere convenience or desire should not be factors for
consideration.
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Reprogrammings should not be employed to initiate new pro-
grams or to change program, project, or activity allocations specifi-
cally denied, limited, or increased by Congress in the Act or report.
In cases where unforeseen events or conditions are deemed to re-
quire such changes, proposals shall be submitted in advance to the
Committee and be fully explained and justified.

Reporting and Approval Procedures.—The Committee has not
provided statutory language to define reprogramming guidelines,
but expects the Department to follow the spirit and the letter of the
guidance provided in this report. Consistent with prior years, the
Committee has not provided the Department with any internal re-
programming flexibility in fiscal year 2000, unless specifically iden-
tified in the House, Senate, or conference reports. Any reallocation
of new or prior year budget authority or prior year deobligations
must be submitted to the Committees in writing and may not be
implemented prior to approval by the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

INAPPROPRIATE USE OF APPROPRIATIONS

The Committee continues to be concerned about the inappropri-
ate use of trade associations and other non-governmental organiza-
tions in the development of budget requests and execution of De-
partment programs. In prior years, the Department reimbursed
certain groups for the following activities: answering the organiza-
tion’s phones, faxes and e-mails; updating non-DOE web sites; get-
ting industry together to develop ‘‘consensus positions’’ on Depart-
ment programs; conference calls with Department employees once
a month; publishing association journals and other publications;
and attending domestic and international conferences to represent
their industry members. These contracts and grants were espe-
cially suspect considering that funds were routinely awarded non-
competitively.

The Committee has been assured that the Department has dis-
continued these practices. The Committee commends the Depart-
ment for working toward better controls and using competitive pro-
cedures in funding programs within its purview. Consistent with
last year’s direction, the Department should procure services from
contractors in arms-length arrangements. In cases where it is de-
termined that a specific service or product is needed, and it is in
the interest of the Department to secure the service or product
through a grant or contract, the Department should procure or
award using competitive procedures.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee’s recommendations for Department of Energy
programs are described in the following sections. A detailed fund-
ing table is included at the end of this title.
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ENERGY SUPPLY

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $727,091,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 834,791,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 577,579,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥149,512,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥257,212,000

The Energy Supply account includes the following programs:
solar and renewables; nuclear energy; environment, safety and
health; and technical information management. The Committee
recommendation includes transferring and consolidating the fund-
ing for field offices and Oak Ridge landlord activities in the Science
account consistent with the Department’s management restructur-
ing. In prior years, the Committee recommended significant reduc-
tions to programs in this account including reductions to solar and
renewable programs of 30%. This year, the Committee rec-
ommendation is generally supportive of the level of funding pro-
vided in the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1999.

In prior years, Administrations have sought to justify large
spending increases for this account based on the Department’s role
to end the oil crisis, control pollution, promote solar businesses and
save the environment. This year, this Administration is justifying
large spending increases based on a new role for the Department:
to prevent the sun from over-heating the Earth. To accomplish this
goal, the Administration developed a two-pronged strategy: in-
crease the number of spending programs and increase spending for
existing programs.

The Committee rejects this strategy. As a first step, the Commit-
tee has been actively working to improve the scope and manage-
ment of the Department’s research and development programs. Be-
fore it can be determined whether more funding is needed for exist-
ing programs, there are basic questions about the purpose and
value of these activities. These questions include: the balance of
basic research versus development; the prioritization of tech-
nologies; the wisdom of awarding non-competitive grants and con-
tracts to the same groups of beneficiaries year after year; the abil-
ity (and desire) to actually track and collect the thousands of re-
search and development ‘‘deliverables’’; the inability to spend funds
appropriated in prior years; and the very basic question of the ap-
plicability of some of these activities to the lives of American tax-
payers.

The Committee notes that the Department has acknowledged
that improvements must be made in the Department’s manage-
ment practices. The Committee has enjoyed a good working rela-
tionship with the new management team and fully supports efforts
to better prioritize spending for these programs. There is wide-
spread agreement that there is greater value that can be gained
from the current level of spending, which is substantial. There may
never be agreement on what amount of spending is appropriate,
but there should be no disagreement on the need to get better
value for the dollars being spent by the Department.

With regard to the Administration’s request to increase spending
for programs it identifies as part of the Climate Change Technology
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Initiative (CCTI), the Committee rejects the premise of the Admin-
istration’s argument for more spending. For example, the Commit-
tee believes that prior year funding levels identified by the Admin-
istration as part of the CCTI represent an arbitrary amount consid-
ering the programs not included. Why not include the tens of mil-
lions of dollars the Office of Energy budgeted for solar and renew-
able energy research? Why wouldn’t the $8,200,000 provided for
the National Institute for Global and Environmental Change be
counted in the effort to study global and environmental change?

In short, the Committee believes that the tens of billions of dol-
lars spent on renewable energy, nuclear energy, fusion energy, and
the Federal workforce needed to manage these programs, has been
a significant amount of funding. The hundreds of millions rec-
ommended by the Committee last year and in this bill again this
year represent a serious and significant level of funding. Rather
than suggesting this funding is insufficient by proposing unrealistic
and dramatic increases, the Committee observes that American
taxpayers are supporting a level of effort for these technologies
unrivaled by any other nation.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

The Committee recommendation for solar and renewable re-
search and development is $326,450,000, a reduction of $39,455,000
from the amount provided in the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Act for the current fiscal year, and a reduction of
$119,571,000 from the amount in the budget request. The Commit-
tee continues to be concerned that, over the years, the Department
has placed a higher priority on providing funds to corporations and
other private interests extensively expanding efforts to commer-
cialize technologies that are not yet ready to fully compete in the
marketplace. These efforts have come at the expense of a more
proper role for government: fostering peer-reviewed research which
could lead to cutting-edge discoveries in plant research, chemical
and materials sciences and other areas fundamental to develop-
ment of these technologies. With the goal of better coordinating the
efforts of the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
and the Office of Science, the Committee combined the budgets of
these offices and directed the Department to submit a comprehen-
sive research and development budget. The Committee commends
the Department for its effort to coordinate the efforts of these of-
fices, which share common goals. The Committee further encour-
ages program managers in both offices to explore the opportunities
for more relevant research and better directed development of
these technologies.

Following are specific recommendations for programs:
Solar building technology research.—The Committee notes that

solar water heating is a mature technology. The Committee rec-
ommendation of $1,500,000 includes $300,000, the amount re-
quested, to continue efforts to establish voluntary certification
standards for system installations. The remaining funds are pro-
vided to complete ongoing research and development activities.

Photovoltaic energy systems.—The Committee continues to
strongly support the goals of this program. The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $69,847,000 including $2,847,000, the same
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amount as the budget request, for related research conducted by
the Office of Science. The recommendation includes support for
basic research and thin-film partnerships. The Committee rec-
ommendation includes continuation of support for the ongoing re-
search in photovoltaics conducted by the Southeast and Southwest
regional photovoltaic experiment stations. The recommendation
does not include an increase over the current fiscal year for PV
Building Opportunities activities.

Concentrating solar power.—The Committee recommendation
provides $13,000,000 to continue and complete ongoing research
and development activities. The Committee commends the Depart-
ment for completing its participation in the Solar Two project. This
project and other system development activities have demonstrated
that these technologies can produce electricity. While there are off-
grid and other niche markets for these products, there are more
promising and dramatic advances for baseload generation in
photovoltaics and biomass programs. The funding provided this
year represents a transition from an aggressive program to use
thermal systems for baseload generation to a more focused program
for portable or other niche market systems.

Biomass/biofuels energy systems.—The total Committee rec-
ommendation is $97,490,000, including $26,740,000, the same
amount as the budget request, for related research conducted by
the Office of Science. The recommendation includes $29,000,000 for
the power systems program and $41,750,000 for the transportation
program. The Committee has eliminated and reduced funding for
other solar programs, but strongly supports the basic research and
maintenance of a Federal role in promising biomass programs. The
recommendation does not include funding for the Vermont gasifi-
cation project for which the Department will complete validation in
fiscal year 1999, nor the Minnesota agri-power project, which the
sponsors have canceled. The funding level provided represents an
increase over last year’s appropriation given the completion of
these two projects which were budgeted to receive $4,300,000 and
$12,000,000, respectively in fiscal year 1999.

The Committee urges the Department to follow through on its
commitment to perform a government-wide assessment of biomass
activities to eliminate duplication and better focus each agency’s
program. The Committee recommends the use of up to $6,000,000
within the funds available for the Bioenergy Initiative. Funding for
this initiative may be derived from both the power and transpor-
tation programs. The Department is directed to provide a report to
the Committee as part of the fiscal year 2001 budget request which
identifies each Federal agency that provides funding related to pro-
ducing power or fuels from biomass and the amounts spent by each
program for each agency. The report should include recommenda-
tions that eliminate duplication and lay out specific unique roles
for each program listed.

Wind energy systems.—The Committee recommendation is
$25,283,000, including $283,000, the same amount as the budget
request, for related research conducted by the Office of Science.
The Government Accounting Office (GAO) reported this year that
U.S. taxpayers have spent close to one billion dollars on research,
development and deployment of wind power systems since 1978.
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Over this period of time, the cost of generating wind power has
been driven down from $0.20 to $0.40 per kWh to $0.03 to $0.06
per kWh. Wind plant production is at record levels with installa-
tions in excess of 800 megawatts, representing a 55% increase in
installations from the installed capacity in 1996. Wind energy is a
mature technology.

The Department’s budget does not recognize that wind energy
has arrived in the marketplace. The Department continues to pro-
pose spending increases for this program, including an increase for
product development to provide funds for a subsidiary of the larg-
est corporate beneficiary, with reported 1998 revenues of $1.6 bil-
lion, including its oil and gas business lines. The Committee
strongly supports wind energy, but believes that funding levels
should be adjusted so that prioritization can be given to hydrogen,
photovoltaic, biomass and superconductivity systems. These pro-
grams promise dramatic reductions in generation costs and effi-
ciencies.

The Committee supports the Department’s efforts to focus re-
sources of the wind program on accelerating the use of wind power
in rural areas of the United States. Within the funds appropriated
for the wind program, up to $5,000,000 may be used to support cer-
tification services and standards development, wind-diesel and
other hybrid systems, and monitoring and analysis of new wind
projects. The Committee is pleased to see the wind program’s FY
1999 accomplishment of establishing Underwriters Laboratories as
the first U.S. certification agent for wind energy technology

Renewable energy production incentive (REPI).—The Committee
recommendation does not include funding for this troubled pro-
gram. For several years, the Department has requested and award-
ed funding to a fraction of eligible applicants. This year, the De-
partment provided testimony that $20,000,000 would be required
in fiscal year 2000 to reimburse all eligible applicants for fiscal
year 1999 activities. The Department has requested only
$1,500,000 or 7.5% of the amount required. The Committee re-
quested an estimate of fiscal year 2000 requirements, but the De-
partment declined to provide an estimate except to state that the
amount would be in excess of the 1999 requirement. The Commit-
tee has stated its opposition to the Department’s prior year practice
of selecting ‘‘good’’ renewable energy (wind and biomass, for exam-
ple) over ‘‘bad’’ renewable energy (methane recapture). This year,
the Committee recommends that this program be eliminated rather
than putting the Department in the position of determining which
eligible utilities will be given awards and which eligible utilities
will be denied.

Solar program support.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $2,000,000, an $8,000,000 reduction from the budget re-
quest. The Committee recommendation includes $1,000,000 for
electricity restructuring activities and $1,000,000 for feasibility
studies in preparation for a competitive solicitation. The Committee
looks forward to working with the Department on better
prioritizing funds for various technologies supported by the Office
of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy and cost-effective ways
to support deployment of the most promising technologies.
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International solar energy.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $3,000,000 exclusively for the U.S. Initiative on Joint Imple-
mentation. No funds provided in this or any prior Act are to be
made available for the America’s 21st Century or CORECT pro-
grams.

National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL).—The Committee
recommendation includes $1,100,000, the same amount as the
budget request, for infrastructure and general purpose equipment.

Geothermal.—The Committee recommendation is $18,000,000, a
reduction of $4,000,000 from the amount provided in last year’s En-
ergy and Water Development appropriations bill (adjusted to ex-
clude $6,500,000 provided for the geothermal heat pump deploy-
ment program). Like the wind energy program, geothermal energy
production is a mature technology. The Committee strongly sup-
ports geothermal energy, but believes that funding levels should be
adjusted so that prioritization can be given to hydrogen, photo-
voltaic, biomass and superconductivity systems. These programs
promise dramatic reductions in generation costs and efficiencies.

Hydrogen.—The Committee recommendation is $23,970,000, in-
cluding $2,970,000, the same amount as the budget request, for re-
lated research conducted by the Office of Science. The Committee
commends the Department for its efforts to better coordinate the
research and development performed by the Office of Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Energy and the Office of Science. The De-
partment is encouraged to ensure that the work of these two offices
is complementary.

Hydropower.—The Committee recommendation includes
$2,000,000 for cost-shared research and development of ‘‘fish-
friendly’’ turbines, the same amount as provided in the current fis-
cal year.

Electric energy systems and storage.—The recommendation in-
cludes $31,000,000 for high-temperature superconductivity, the
same amount as the budget request. The Committee fully supports
the efforts to demonstrate truly first-of-a-kind high-temperature
superconducting technologies. The Committee strongly supports the
goals of these programs, especially superconducting transmission
lines, motors and storage devices which have the potential to great-
ly enhance the viability of renewable energy resources in the near
term.

The recommendation also includes $2,500,000 for transmission
reliability and $4,500,000 for energy storage systems, the same
amounts as provided in the current fiscal year. Distributed power
technologies that generate electricity in close proximity to the con-
sumer have tremendous potential to improve reliability and power
quality, reduce electricity costs and minimize the impact of elec-
tricity production on the environment. The Committee endorses the
Department’s efforts in this area and has provided up to $500,000
to remove cross-cutting technical, regulatory, and institutional bar-
riers to distributed power

Program direction.—The Committee recommendation for pro-
gram direction is $17,000,000, approximately the same as the
amount provided in the current fiscal year. The Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy continues to lead the Department
in the ratio of salaries and expenses to program dollars. The rec-
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ommendation for program direction includes all funding for support
service contractors and Assistant Secretary/cross-cutting activities.

NUCLEAR ENERGY PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation is $265,700,000, a decrease of
$18,266,000 from the current fiscal year. The Federal government
funds research to improve efficiencies in coal, natural gas, hydro-
power and other renewable technologies. The modest nuclear re-
search programs requested by this Administration and supported
by this Committee represent a commitment to ensuring that nu-
clear power remains an important contributor to the nation’s elec-
tricity generating capability. These programs address the entire
spectrum of nuclear issues including safety, efficiency, advanced
fuels, and long-term safe storage of wastes. Regardless of whether
new plants are constructed, each of these issues are important to
the people of the nation, who currently rely on nuclear power for
18% of the electricity consumed across the country.

Advanced radioisotope power systems.—The recommendation in-
cludes $32,000,000, a $5,000,000 reduction from the amount pro-
vided in the current fiscal year. The Committee continues to be
concerned about the lack of interest the Department has shown in
streamlining management, reducing the infrastructure, and reduc-
ing the extensive level of support service contractors in this pro-
gram. The Committee strongly urges the Department to negotiate
new agreements with the beneficiary and customer of this program,
the National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Test reactor area landlord.—The recommendation includes
$9,000,000, the same amount included in the budget request.

University reactor fuel assistance and support.—The rec-
ommendation includes $12,000,000, an increase of $1,000,000 over
the current fiscal year. The recommendation includes $5,000,000
for the peer-reviewed Nuclear Engineering Education Research
grant program (NEER), $1,400,000 for the university graduate fel-
lowship program, and $1,000,000 for the industry-matching pro-
gram. The recommendation also provides support to the university
nuclear engineering community with full funding for the reactor
fuel, sharing, and instrumentation programs.

Nuclear energy plant optimization (NEPO).—The recommenda-
tion includes $5,000,000, the same amount included in the budget
request. The Committee strongly supports this Administration ini-
tiative to help ensure that currently operating nuclear power
plants are operated as safely and efficiently as possible. The Com-
mittee directs that all awards be matched dollar for dollar from in-
dustry contributions.

Nuclear energy research initiative (NERI).—The recommendation
includes $20,000,000, an increase of $1,000,000 over the amount
provided in the current fiscal year. The Committee strongly sup-
ports this program which awards grants to laboratories, univer-
sities and consortia using a formal peer-review process. Research
topics include: nuclear safety and risk analysis, proliferation-resist-
ant reactor and fuel technologies and new technologies for nuclear
wastes. The Committee strongly supports research to ensure that
nuclear power remains a safe, efficient and environmentally-friend-
ly contributor to the nation’s power generation portfolio.
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Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF).—The recommendation is
$30,000,000, the same amount as the budget request. The Commit-
tee notes that the Department has announced yet another review
to determine whether a mission exists for this facility. The Com-
mittee urges the Department to demonstrate leadership and bring
an end to the cycle of uncertainty that has made it impossible to
plan and budget for this facility in a responsible manner.

Termination costs.—The recommendation is $75,000,000, a
$10,000,000 reduction from the current fiscal year, but a
$10,000,000 increase over the amount requested by this Adminis-
tration. The recommendation includes $40,000,000 for
electrometallurgical-related activities including $20,000,000 for the
nuclear technology research and development program to continue
study of treating spent fuel using electrometallurgical technology
and $20,000,000 to demonstrate electrometallurgical technology at
the Fuel Conditioning Facility.

Uranium programs.—The Committee recommendation includes
$40,000,000, a $1,000,000 reduction from the amount provided in
the budget request. The Committee urges the Department to en-
sure that funds from the United States Enrichment Corporation
(USEC) are first committed to cover the costs of the burden of
USEC cylinders for which the Department has assumed respon-
sibility.

Isotope support.—The Committee recommendation is
$18,000,000, a $3,000,000 reduction from the amount requested.
The Committee is concerned that demand for medical isotopes
could require production increases of up to fourteen percent per
year over the next twenty years. Human clinical trials and treat-
ment protocols using medical isotopes are increasingly showing
promise in the treatment of cancer, cardiovascular disease, arthri-
tis and other diseases. Furthermore, the potential for reduced
health care costs, less debilitating side effects, and higher quality
of life made possible through these treatments should be pursued.
The Committee directs the Department to work with the National
Institutes of Health to identify production priorities for future re-
search work. Furthermore, the Committee expects the Department
to incorporate the recommendations and peer review process of the
Nuclear Energy Research Advisory Committee in selecting the
medical isotope research projects to be funded. Consideration
should be given to funding options that include cost-sharing from
other sources, including the National Institutes of Health.

The Department is encouraged to accelerate its plan to privatize
the molybdenum production operation, which should include reim-
bursement of these costs.

Program direction.—The recommendation includes $24,700,000,
the same amount provided in the current fiscal year. The Commit-
tee notes that in prior years the Office failed to observe internal
budget procedures by providing funding for support service con-
tracts from program funds. The Committee directs that all support
service contracts be funded from the amount provided for program
direction.
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ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH

The recommendation includes $36,750,000, a reduction of
$14,000,000 from the budget request of $50,750,000. Funding for
contractors who provide technical assistance to other Department
of Energy contractors and Federal employees has been reduced by
$14,000,000. As the Committee has consistently noted, the Depart-
ment relies too much on outside contractors for activities which
should be performed by Federal employees. This should not be a
significant problem as the Department currently has 1,230 Federal
employees performing environment, safety and health activities at
Headquarters and in the field.

ENERGY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES

Technical information management.—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $8,600,000, a reduction of $500,000 from the budg-
et request. The Department is directed to reduce the redundancy
currently found between its database and the National Technical
Information Service database maintained by the Department of
Commerce. The Committee supports the continued downsizing of
this program and directs that the Department provide a program
plan detailing the program and funding requirements anticipated
through fiscal year 2002.

OSHA funding.—The Committee is aware that the Department
of Energy and the Department of Labor have been working to clar-
ify that Department of Energy non-nuclear facilities that are not
covered by the Atomic Energy Act fall under the jurisdiction of the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). There are
also efforts to ensure the safety and health of non-Federal employ-
ees who are working in Departmental facilities which have been
transferred to non-Federal entities for economic development pur-
poses. The Committee expects the Departments of Energy and
Labor to complete these agreements to ensure the proper regula-
tion of worker health and safety of all workers at all Departmental
sites. This regulatory gap has existed for too long, and the current
Assistant Secretary of Energy for Environment, Safety and Health
is to be commended for working quickly to clarify these issues.

The Committee recommendation provides $1,000,000 to be trans-
ferred to the OSHA for conducting these activities.

Field offices.—The Department has reorganized the reporting
structure for the field offices included in this account, and these of-
fices now report directly to an Assistant Secretary. Accordingly, the
Committee recommendation moves the funding for these offices
from the Energy Supply appropriation account. Funding for the
Chicago, Oakland, and Oak Ridge Operations Offices has been
moved to the Science account. Funding for the Idaho Operations
Office has been moved to the Environmental Management account.

Oak Ridge landlord.—In recognition of the Department’s reorga-
nization, the Committee recommendation provides funding for this
program in the Science account.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The recommendation for Energy Supply includes several funding
adjustments. Two adjustments are included in the budget request.
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The $47,100,000 adjustment represents the funding provided for
renewable energy research programs managed by the Office of
Science and funded in the Science account. The Committee rec-
ommendation also includes the Department’s proposal to transfer
$5,821,000 from available prior year balances in the geothermal re-
sources development and United States Enrichment Corporation
funds. These are the same amounts as the amounts transferred in
the budget request.

The recommendation also includes three adjustments not in-
cluded in the budget request. Recent reviews by the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) and the Department’s Inspector General (IG)
indicate that the Department has been very lax in reviewing ex-
penses incurred by the management and operating contractors. The
Committee expects the Department to review all costs incurred by
the contractors, make judgments on the validity of those costs, and
reduce those which cannot be justified to the satisfaction of the tax-
payer. The Department’s program managers should be monitoring
all of these costs. Reports by the GAO and IG indicating wasteful
and excessive spending cast doubt on the validity of all the pro-
gram costs.

Contractor travel.—According to the General Accounting Office
(GAO), in fiscal year 1998, programs funded in the Energy Supply
account were charged approximately $6,000,000 for contractor trav-
el expenses. The Committee recommends a reduction of $3,000,000
to be allocated to contractor travel expenses in fiscal year 2000.

Management and operating contractor employees in Washing-
ton.—Energy Supply programs spend approximately $6,000,000 on
contractor employees and contractor offices in the Washington met-
ropolitan area. The Committee seriously questions the need for this
contractor presence in Washington and has reduced this funding by
$3,000,000.

Laboratory directed research and development (LDRD) Fund-
ing.—The Department currently allows each laboratory director to
use six percent of all operating funds provided to the laboratory to
conduct employee-suggested research and development projects se-
lected at the discretion of the laboratory directors. For fiscal year
2000, the Committee estimates that approximately $2,000,000 of
that will come from the Energy Supply account, and thus, has
eliminated this funding.

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $431,200,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 330,934,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 327,223,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥103,977,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥3,711,000

The Non-Defense Environmental Management program includes
funds to manage and clean up sites used for civilian, energy re-
search, and non-defense related activities. These past efforts re-
sulted in radioactive, hazardous, and mixed waste contamination
which requires remediation, stabilization, or some other type of ac-
tion. The three major activities are: Site Closure where cleanup
will be completed by the end of fiscal year 2006 and no further
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DOE mission is anticipated; Site/Project Completion where cleanup
will be completed by 2006, but DOE programs will continue; and
Post 2006 Completion where cleanup activities at the site will ex-
tend beyond 2006.

The Committee recommendation is $327,223,000, a reduction of
$3,711,000 from the budget request. No funds have been provided
for the National Low-Level Waste Program in fiscal year 2000.
Over $80,000,000 has been provided for the low-level waste pro-
gram over the past two decades, and State expertise is now mature
enough that Federal funding is no longer required.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING
FUND

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $ 220,200,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 240,198,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 240,198,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +19,998,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommission-
ing (D&D) Fund supports D&D, remedial actions, waste manage-
ment, and surveillance and maintenance associated with preexist-
ing conditions at sites leased and operated by the United States
Enrichment Corporation (USEC), as well as Department of Energy
facilities at these and other uranium enrichment sites. The sites
covered by this D&D Fund include the operating uranium enrich-
ment facilities at Portsmouth, Ohio, and Paducah, Kentucky, and
the inactive K–25 site in Tennessee, formerly called the Oak Ridge
Gaseous Diffusion Plant. Environmental restoration efforts at these
three sites are supported from the D&D Fund established by a tax
on domestic utilities and by Congressional appropriations. In fiscal
year 2000 the Department of Energy will transfer $420,000,000
into this Fund.

The Committee recommends $240,198,000, the same as the budg-
et request. The Committee continues to encourage the Department
to review all costs included in the UED&D program and seek to
minimize those of lesser priority. The Committee believes there are
many efficiencies to be made in all areas of the environmental
management program.

The Committee recommendation includes $30,000,000, the same
as the budget request, to implement the reimbursement program
authorized under Title X, subtitle A of the Energy Policy Act, for
active uranium and thorium processing sites which sold uranium
and thorium to the United States Government. This program is to
assist site owners by compensating them on a per ton basis for the
restoration and disposal costs of those mill tailings resulting from
sale of materials to the government.

SCIENCE

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $ 2,682,860,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 2,839,178,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 2,718,647,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +35,787,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥120,531,000
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The Science account includes the following programs: high en-
ergy and nuclear physics; biological and environmental research;
basic energy sciences; computational and technology research;
other energy research; fusion energy sciences; Oak Ridge landlord;
and program direction (including headquarters and field offices).
The Committee continues its very strong support for these basic
science programs. While the Committee has eliminated many De-
partment of Energy programs and substantially reduced funding
for others, the Committee has provided generous increases for
physics programs and other basic research activities funded under
this account.

The Committee has taken extraordinary steps to provide the in-
creases included in this recommendation. This year, the Committee
was forced to reduce net funding for domestic programs by more
than $200,000,000 from the amount provided in last year’s bill and
more than $300,000,000 from the amount in the budget request. As
in prior years, the Committee was able to identify lower priority
programs for reductions while protecting basic research programs
funded in the Science account.

CLIMATE CHANGE TECHNOLOGY INITIATIVE

The Committee has strongly supported the fundamental science
pursued by the Department. The value and credibility of the De-
partment’s science program is dependent upon responsible leader-
ship committed to ensuring that research is properly peer-reviewed
and wholly independent from the policy positions of any Adminis-
tration. While it is critical that science inform policy, it is equally
critical that policy not direct scientific conclusions. The Committee
strongly supports the data collection and peer-reviewed science
sponsored by the Department.

HIGH ENERGY PHYSICS

High energy physics research seeks to understand the nature of
matter and energy at the most fundamental level, as well as the
basic forces which govern all processes in nature. The recommenda-
tion continues the Committee’s strong support for these fundamen-
tal pursuits.

The recommendation is $715,525,000, a $19,025,000 increase
over the amount provided in the current fiscal year and an
$18,435,000 increase over the amount of the budget request. The
recommendation includes a $16,435,000 increase over the budget
request for facility operations, and a $2,000,000 increase for the re-
search and development program. The increase reflects the Com-
mittee’s continued support for full utilization of user facilities. The
recommendation also includes funding for orderly and complete
transition of the use of the Alternating Gradient Synchrotron for
the nuclear physics program.

NUCLEAR PHYSICS

The goal of nuclear physics research is to improve understanding
of the structure and properties of atomic nuclei and the fundamen-
tal forces between the constituents that form the nucleus. Nuclear
processes determine essential physical characteristics of our
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universe and the composition of matter that forms it. The rec-
ommendation continues the Committee’s support for these fun-
damental pursuits. The recommendation is $357,940,000, a
$22,840,000 increase over the amount provided in the current fiscal
year and a $5,115,000 increase over the amount requested. The in-
crease reflects the first full year of operations at the Relativistic
Heavy Ion Collider (RHIC), the budget amendment to continue op-
erations at the Bates Laboratory and the Committee’s continued
support for full utilization of the Department’s world-class user fa-
cilities.

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

The Committee recommendation is $406,170,000, a $37,430,000
reduction from the current fiscal year. The Committee rec-
ommendation is the same amount as the budget request, adjusted
to exclude funding set aside for the Garden State Cancer Center.

BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

The Committee recommendation for basic energy sciences is
$735,989,000, a reduction of $73,111,000 from the current fiscal
year, and a $152,095,000 reduction from the budget request.

The Committee remains committed to robust basic energy re-
search programs which are characterized by cutting-edge basic re-
search, availability of world-class facilities to the scientific and re-
search community, and direction to meet current and future en-
ergy-related challenges. For purposes of reprogramming during fis-
cal year 2000, funding may be reallocated by the Department
among all operating accounts in basic energy sciences. The rec-
ommendation includes $7,000,000, the same amount as the budget
request, for the Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive
Research (EPSCoR).

High-Flux Beam Reactor.—The Committee has included statu-
tory language prohibiting the Department from re-starting the
High-Flux Beam Reactor. This reactor has been shut down since
December, 1996. The Department has failed to meet its own dead-
lines for making a decision about the future of this reactor. The
Committee directs that the Department complete the environ-
mental impact study (EIS) no later than the date provided to the
Committee, November 30, 1999, and issue a record of decision no
later than thirty days after issuing the final EIS. The Committee
has watched deadlines pass while the Department continues fund-
ing necessary caretaking and safety improvements with require-
ments of more than $20,000,000 per year. The Committee further
directs the Department to provide a budget and program plan re-
flecting the record of decision with the submittal of the fiscal year
2001 budget request.

Spallation Neutron Source.—The recommendation provides
$67,900,000, including $17,900,000, the same amount as the budget
request, for underlying research and development needed to con-
firm design for this unique machine and $50,000,000 for construc-
tion, a reduction of $146,100,000 from the amount requested. The
Committee has again recommended a reduction in the funding
level for this project based on several unfavorable reviews of the
management of this project including reviews by the Department
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of Energy (DOE), the General Accounting Office (GAO), and the
comprehensive independent review commissioned by the Commit-
tee (EG&G). In testimony to the Committee, the Department stated
that: ‘‘The only reason for the change in the total project cost is the
change in the fiscal year 1999 budget for the project from $157 mil-
lion to $130 million.’’ Each of the reports cited problems including,
for example, the need to reorganize the project office, the need for
better lines of responsibility through the lab structure, and the
need for project managers with project manager experience. Each
of these are significant issues that must be addressed before con-
struction commences. None of these are attributable to the
Congress’s recognition that this project was not ready for full fund-
ing last year. It is unfortunate that the Department chose to first
blame Congress when cost estimates were increased.

Despite these problems, the Committee is encouraged that the
Department is re-evaluating the costs and proposals submitted by
the proposed participating laboratories. The Department has al-
ready announced that this project is now on track and that its new
management team and project management structure have elimi-
nated all of the problems and concerns of the reports cited above.
The Committee has grown accustomed to the Department imme-
diately solving all problems with the issuance of a press release;
however, the Committee is holding onto its confetti.

The Committee will continue to closely follow the progress of this
project and urges the Department to follow through on its stated
commitment to put the goals and interests of this taxpayer-funded
project above the goals and interests of the individual labs that ul-
timately participate in this project. Consistent with the authoriza-
tion bill recently passed by the House Committee on Science, the
Department is prohibited from obligating funds provided in this
Act until the following are provided to the committees of jurisdic-
tion, namely the Committee on Science of the House, the Commit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate, and the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House and the Senate:

(1) Certification that senior project management positions for
the project have been filled by qualified individuals;

(2) Cost baseline and project milestones for each major con-
struction and technical system activity, consistent with the
overall cost and schedule submitted with the Department’s fis-
cal year 2000 budget, that have been reviewed and certified by
an independent entity, outside the Department and having no
financial interest in the project, as the most cost-effective way
to complete the project;

(3) Binding legal agreements that specify the duties and obli-
gations of each laboratory of the Department in carrying out
the project;

(4) A revised project management structure that integrates
the staff of the collaborating laboratories working on the
project under a single project director, who shall have direct
supervisory responsibility over the duties and obligations de-
scribed in subparagraph (3) above,

(5) Official delegation by the Secretary of primary authority
with respect to the project to the project director;
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(6) Certification from the Comptroller General that the total
taxes and fees in any manner or form paid by the Federal gov-
ernment on the SNS and the property, activities, and income
of the Department relating to the SNS to the State of Ten-
nessee or its counties, municipalities, or any other subdivision
thereof, does not exceed the aggregate taxes and fees for which
the Federal government would be liable if the project were lo-
cated in any other State that contains a national laboratory of
the Department; and

(7) Annual reports on the SNS project, included as part of
the Department’s annual budget submission, including a de-
scription of the achievement of milestones, a comparison of ac-
tual costs to estimated costs, and any changes in estimated
project costs or schedule.

OTHER ENERGY RESEARCH PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation for the Computational and
Technology Research program is $143,000,000, the same amount as
the current fiscal year, and a reduction of $53,875,000 from the
budget request. The recommendation does not include funds for the
Scientific Simulation Initiative (SSI) or the Next Generation Inter-
net (NGI) programs. The Committee has had to cut existing pro-
grams and make hard choices and was unable to justify starting
these new spending programs.

The budget justification for NGI failed to explain the need for a
multi-million dollar government program at a time when hundreds
of private companies are investing billions of dollars on hardware
and software innovations. The Committee was informed that funds
would be used to upgrade hardware at laboratories and universities
and that the Department would study ways to improve the capa-
bilities of the internet. The Committee notes that these activities
have been funded in this account and that it is unnecessary to cre-
ate a new program to continue these efforts.

The budget justification for SSI failed to justify the need to es-
tablish a second supercomputing program in the Department of En-
ergy. The Congress has been supportive of the ASCI program
which the Department claimed would have benefits in addition to
the defense purposes for which it was originally created. The ASCI
program, for which Congress is providing more than $300,000,000
per year, seeks to build and operate massively parallel computers
with a performance goal of 100 TeraOps by 2004. The proposed SSI
program has a goal of building and operating a separate, yet simi-
lar, program dedicated exclusively to domestic purposes. At this
time, the Committee cannot support this massively parallel pro-
posal to manage and fund two separate supercomputing programs.

The Committee recognizes that the Department has re-classified
some of its ongoing activities and therefore has not reduced the
budget request by the $85,000,000 requested for these two ‘‘new’’
programs. The Committee appreciates the advantages of modeling
and having computing capability to analyze complex problems. The
Committee would like to work with the Department to get better
answers to questions it has about this new proposal. (For example,
the Department declined to answer direct questions about the out-
year costs for this program.) The Committee looks forward to fur-
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ther discussions to identify a program that has mutually support-
able budget and program plans.

Energy research analysis.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $1,000,000, the same amount as the current fiscal year and
the budget request.

Multi-program energy labs.—The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $21,260,000, an increase of $1,000,000 over the budget re-
quest. The Committee regrets that the Department has failed to
meet its obligations for payments of lieu of taxes and has provided
sufficient funding to pay arrearages and obligations through fiscal
year 1998. The Department is directed to make these payments,
some of which are delinquent from fiscal year 1994, as expedi-
tiously as possible.

University and science education.—The Committee has not pro-
vided funds for a new university and science education program.
The Office of Energy Research informs the Committee that grants
to colleges and universities amount to approximately one-half bil-
lion dollars in the current fiscal year. This level of funding is con-
sistent with the Committee’s direction that the Department fully
support higher education. Three years ago, the Committee elimi-
nated the university and science education program and directed
that the Department fully support university programs by provid-
ing funds from programs. The Committee urges the Department to
continue to place a high priority on graduate and post-graduate
students. The Committee continues to believe that the Department
should place the highest priority on university programs. The use
of program funds benefits the missions of the Department and di-
rectly connects our nation’s future scientists to cutting edge re-
search.

The recommendation includes $4,500,000, the same amount as
the budget request, for the Laboratory Cooperative, National
Science Bowl and Albert Einstein Distinguished Educator Fellow-
ships programs in the program direction account.

FUSION ENERGY SCIENCES

The Committee recommendation is $250,000,000, a $27,386,000
increase over the budget amount. The Committee commends the
Department for its efforts to pursue the most promising paths to-
wards producing electricity from fusion. The Committee has pro-
vided sufficient funding to accelerate and fully utilize the user fa-
cilities currently in operation. The Committee will work closely
with the Department to review the work done by the Secretary of
Energy’s Advisory Board and continue to support the goals of the
fusion energy sciences program.

The Committee remains committed to a fusion program that is
based on both quality science and the ultimate goal of practical fu-
sion energy. A positive development in this regard is the
‘‘roadmapping’’ process, which the fusion community is now under-
taking and which includes both the MFE and IFE approaches.
Positive aspects of this process include the emphasis on increasing
diversity in the program and strengthening of peer review. The
Committee is pleased with the advanced-tokamak emphasis of cur-
rent tokamak research, which is in keeping with the program em-
phasis on innovation.
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Additional funds are provided to support new work in concept in-
novation in both MFE and IFE, to provide for more effective utili-
zation of the existing national research facilities, and to support
the underlying technology development which sustains this re-
search. The Department is directed to provide an updated spending
plan to the Committees on Appropriations within thirty days of en-
actment of the accompanying bill. The Committee looks forward to
working with the Department on budget and program plans to ac-
celerate the accomplishments in the fusion program.

The recommendation includes $13,600,000, the same amount as
the budget request, to continue landlord activities and begin decon-
tamination and decommissioning of the Tokamak Fusion Test Re-
actor (TFTR). The Committee expects that decontamination and de-
commissioning of the TFTR facility will go forward as proposed and
will be managed by the Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory. In
developing future budgets and program plans, the Committee
strongly encourages the Department of Energy and the Administra-
tion to ensure that this work can proceed without negatively affect-
ing the ongoing research program.

OAK RIDGE LANDLORD

The Committee recommendation provides $11,800,000, a reduc-
tion of $12,000 from the budget request. This program was trans-
ferred from the Energy Supply account.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The recommendation is $126,963,000. This includes $52,360,000,
the same amount as the budget request, for headquarters activi-
ties, and $74,603,000 for the field offices for which funding was
transferred to this account. The Committee has provided
$47,860,000 for standard program direction activities, and an addi-
tional $4,500,000 to fund the Laboratory Cooperative, National
Science Bowl, and Albert Einstein Distinguished Educator Fellow-
ships programs. The Committee takes this action to establish a le-
gitimate funding mechanism for these activities. The Office of
Science is directed to provide full funding for programs as directed
by the Congress. In the past, the Department has funded these and
other Secretary/Director initiatives despite the lack of appropria-
tions and at the expense of other programs. The Committee directs
that the Department refrain from surreptitiously funding programs
not included in the budget request and programs for which funding
has been specifically denied by Congress.

Field offices.—The Department has reorganized the reporting
structure for the field offices formerly included in the Energy Sup-
ply account. These offices now report directly to an Assistant Sec-
retary. Accordingly, the Committee recommendation moves the
funding for the Chicago, Oakland, and Oak Ridge Operations Of-
fices to the Science account. The Committee recommendation in-
cludes $74,603,000, a reduction of $8,289,000 from the budget re-
quest. The Committee urges the Department to take a leadership
role in establishing a more streamlined and efficient management
structure.
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FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The recommendation for Science includes several funding adjust-
ments. Recent reviews by the General Accounting Office (GAO) and
the Department’s Inspector General (IG) indicate that the Depart-
ment has been very lax in reviewing expenses incurred by the man-
agement and operating contractors. The Committee expects the De-
partment to review all costs incurred by the contractors, make
judgments on the validity of those costs, and reduce those which
cannot be justified to the satisfaction of the taxpayer. The Depart-
ment’s program managers should be monitoring all of these costs.
Reports by the GAO and IG indicating wasteful and excessive
spending cast doubt on the validity of all the program costs. To the
extent practicable, the Committee directs that these reductions not
be applied to the operation of user facilities.

Contractor travel.—According to the General Accounting Office
(GAO), in fiscal year 1998, programs funded in the Science account
were charged approximately $16,000,000 for contractor travel ex-
penses. The Committee recommends a reduction of $8,000,000 to be
allocated to contractor travel expenses in fiscal year 2000.

The following reductions make up the $43,000,000 general reduc-
tion recommended by the Committee.

Management and operating contractor employees in Washing-
ton.—Science programs are charged approximately $6,000,000 on
contractor employees and contractor offices in the Washington met-
ropolitan area. The Committee seriously questions the need for this
contractor presence in Washington and has reduced this funding by
$3,000,000.

Science education funding.—Rather than requesting funding for
this program in a visible line item as it has in prior years, the De-
partment chose to bury $10,000,000 in five of the nineteen program
lines. The Committee recommendation has included $4,500,000 for
Laboratory Cooperative, National Science Bowl, and Albert Ein-
stein Distinguished Educator Fellowships programs in the program
direction lines, but has not included funds for these new programs
as proposed in the budget request.

Laboratory Directed Research and Development (LDRD) Fund-
ing.—The Department currently allows each laboratory director to
use six percent of all operating funds provided to the laboratory to
conduct employee-suggested research and development projects se-
lected at the discretion of the laboratory directors. For fiscal year
2000, the Committee estimates that approximately $30,000,000 of
that will come from the Science account, and thus, has eliminated
this funding.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $169,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 258,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 169,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ............................
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥89,000,000

The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982 and the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act Amendments of 1987 established a waste management
system for the disposal of spent nuclear fuel and high-level radio-
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active waste from commercial and atomic energy defense activities.
These laws also established the Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund to fi-
nance disposal activities through the collection of fees from the
owners and generators of nuclear waste.

Due to severe budget constraints, the Committee recommends
$169,000,000 to be derived from the Fund in fiscal year 2000, the
same funding as provided in fiscal year 1999. Combined with the
appropriation of $112,000,000 to the Defense Nuclear Waste Dis-
posal account, a total of $281,000,000 will be available for program
activities in fiscal year 2000.

The Department is to review all cost components to see what
savings can be achieved in fiscal year 2000. The Committee has not
provided funding for the State of Nevada nor for the affected units
of local government.

The Committee is aware that the Department proposes to com-
pete the contract for operating the Yucca Mountain Site. The De-
partment should ensure that the competitive process is fair and ex-
peditious, and that the process does not result in any additional
delays to the proposed date for opening this facility.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $200,475,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 240,377,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 193,769,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥6,706,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥46,608,000

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $¥136,530,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ¥116,887,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ¥106,887,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... 29,643,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... 10,000,000

The funding recommended for Departmental Administration pro-
vides for general management and program support functions ben-
efiting all elements of the Department of Energy. The account
funds a wide array of activities not directly associated with pro-
gram execution. In fiscal year 2000, the Committee has provided
funding for Departmental Administration activities in two appro-
priation accounts. The Committee has provided $193,769,000 in
this account, and $25,000,000 in the Other Defense Activities ap-
propriation account, for total funding of $218,769,000, a reduction
of $21,608,000 from the budget request.

The Committee continues to believe that Headquarters staffing
for many administrative functions is excessive, and has reduced the
funding for certain offices accordingly. Funding has been provided
for severance payments for the Office of Field Management.

Information management.—The recommendation includes
$12,000,000, a reduction of $1,000,000 from the budget request, for
the Corporate Management Information Program. Full funding has
been provided for the Corporate Business Management Information
System and the Corporate Human Resources Information System.
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No funding has been provided for the Corporate Technology Sup-
ported Learning new initiative.

The Committee believes that the investment in these systems
has the potential to generate substantial savings over the next five
years, but is concerned that the project management is not suffi-
cient to ensure success. The Department is directed to provide the
Committee with an annual status report by November 1, 1999,
showing project milestones, cost schedules, performance measures,
and progress to date. The report should also describe any current
issues or concerns which could adversely impact the cost or sched-
ule of the project.

Working Capital Fund.—The Department is using a charge back
program similar in nature to a working capital fund which charges
benefiting programs and organizations with certain administrative
and housekeeping activities traditionally funded in a central ac-
count. The Committee continues to support this, but wants to reit-
erate its expectations that: no salaries or other expenses of Federal
employees may be charged to the fund; Departmental representa-
tion on the Board establishing the policies should be broad based
and include smaller organizations; the pricing policies used must
be sound and defensible and not include added factors for adminis-
trative costs; the advanced payments at any time may be no more
than the amount minimally required to adequately cover outstand-
ing commitments and other reasonable activities; and a defined
process must be established to dispose of excess advance payments
(accumulated credits). Additionally, it is the Committee’s expecta-
tion that the fund manager will ensure that the fund will neither
be managed in a manner to produce a profit nor allow the program
customers to use the fund as a vehicle for maintaining
unencumbered funds.

The working capital fund should be audited periodically by the
Department’s Inspector General to ensure the integrity of the ac-
counts, and the Committee expects to be apprised of any rec-
ommendations to improve the charge back system.

Use of Prior Year Deobligations and Construction Project Re-
serves.—Throughout the fiscal year, funds often become available
as projects are completed and contracts closed out throughout all
of the Department’s appropriation accounts. These funds become
available for reuse and are retained by the Controller as either
prior year deobligations or transferred to construction project re-
serve accounts. During fiscal year 2000 these funds are not avail-
able for reallocation within the Department unless approved by
Congress as part of a reprogramming or specifically identified in
the budget request.

Cost of Work for Others.—The recommendation for the cost of
work for others program is $34,027,000, the same as the budget re-
quest. The Committee recognizes that funds received from reim-
bursable activities may be used to fund general purpose capital
equipment which is used in support of those activities.

Revenues.—The Department’s revenue estimate for fiscal year
2000 is $116,887,000. However, the Committee recommendation is
$106,887,000, a decrease of $10,000,000 from the budget request.
The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has estimated that the De-
partment’s revenues will be less than the budget request in fiscal
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year 2000. The Committee has included the CBO recommended
level of revenues.

Transfer from Other Defense Activities—For many years, full
funding for all corporate and administrative activities of the De-
partment has been provided in the energy portion of this bill de-
spite the fact that over 70 percent of the Department’s funding is
provided in the national security programs. The Committee has
distributed these costs more equitably in fiscal year 2000 and pro-
vided $25,000,000 from national security programs.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $29,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 30,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 30,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +1,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Office of Inspector General performs agency-wide audit, in-
spection, and investigative functions to identify and correct man-
agement and administrative deficiencies which create conditions for
existing or potential instances of fraud, waste and mismanagement.
The audit function provides financial and performance audits of
programs and operations. The inspections function provides inde-
pendent inspections and analyses of the effectiveness, efficiency,
and economy of programs and operations. The investigative func-
tion provides for the detection and investigation of improper and il-
legal activities involving programs, personnel, and operations.

The Committee recommendation is $30,000,000, the same as the
budget request.

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

The Atomic Energy Defense Activities programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy include Weapons Activities; Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management; Defense Facilities Closure
Projects; Defense Environmental Management Privatization; Other
Defense Activities; and Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal. Descrip-
tions of each of these accounts are provided below.

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $4,400,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 4,524,900,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 4,000,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥400,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥524,900,000

The goal of the Weapons Activities program is to maintain con-
fidence in the safety, security, reliability and performance of the
Nation’s enduring nuclear weapons stockpile. This must be done
within the constraints of a comprehensive test ban, using a science-
based approach to stockpile stewardship in a smaller, more effi-
cient weapons complex infrastructure. The program must maintain
the safety, reliability and performance of the current nuclear weap-
ons stockpile without underground nuclear testing; maintain the
capability to return to the design and production of new weapons
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and to underground nuclear testing, if directed by the President;
and dismantle excess weapons safely and dispose of or store excess
components.

The future weapons complex will rely on scientific understanding
and expert judgment, rather than on nuclear testing and the devel-
opment of new weapons to predict, identify, and correct problems
affecting the safety and reliability of the stockpile. Enhanced exper-
imental capabilities and new tools in computation, surveillance,
and advanced manufacturing will become necessary to recertify
weapons safety, performance, and reliability without underground
nuclear testing. Weapons will be maintained, modified, or retired
and dismantled as needed to meet arms control objectives or reme-
diate potential safety and reliability issues. As new tools are devel-
oped and validated, they will be incorporated into a smaller, more
flexible and agile weapons complex infrastructure for the future.

The Committee’s recommendation for Weapons Activities is
$4,000,000,000, a decrease of $400,000,000 from the fiscal year
1999 appropriation, and a decrease of $524,900,000 from the budg-
et request of $4,524,900,000.

Controlling Costs.—The reduction to the fiscal year 2000 budget
request reflects the Committee’s concern that the Department is
still not seriously seeking to control costs throughout the nuclear
weapons complex. The recent GAO report on contractor travel high-
lighted the Department’s lax attitude toward controlling costs at
nuclear weapons laboratories. Contractors at the nuclear weapons
complex spent $146,000,000 on travel in fiscal year 1998, and of
that amount, the three nuclear weapons laboratories accounted for
$116,000,000. A report by the Inspector General highlighted the ex-
cessive costs of operating the Department’s aircraft at Albuquer-
que. In addition, six percent of all operating funds provided to each
laboratory is allocated to the laboratory director for discretionary
research. The three weapons laboratory directors control the use of
approximately $200,000,000 with little Congressional oversight.
Then, there are the contractor overhead charges paid by the De-
partment with little thought. These overhead costs include man-
agement and operating (M&O) contractor offices maintained in
Washington for the convenience of the contractor, ‘‘centers of excel-
lence’’ established by the contractor to support efforts to seek new
missions, and tiered overhead costs which multiply the cost to the
government for work performed by subcontractors to the M&O.
When the Department can convince the Committee that it really
understands and can control contractor costs and can show that all
costs relate directly to the Federal government’s interests (not the
contractor’s), then the Committee will be less harsh in its assess-
ment of Departmental oversight of contractor spending.

RESTRUCTURING THE NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS

The Committee has included a provision that would delay the ob-
ligation of $1,000,000,000 until after June 30, 2000, and Congress
has enacted legislation restructuring the national security pro-
grams currently under the jurisdiction of the Department of En-
ergy. This delayed obligation will give Congress time to craft care-
ful, bipartisan legislation while ensuring that actions are taken to
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address the serious problems which have been identified at the De-
partment of Energy.

The report by the Special Investigative Panel of the President’s
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board concludes that for the past two
decades, the Department of Energy has embodied science at its
best and security of secrets at its worst. After going through a lit-
any of the problems in security administration, the Panel concludes
that the Department is incapable of reforming itself—bureau-
cratically and culturally—in a lasting way, even under an activist
Secretary.

This was only the last in a long line of reports that have docu-
mented management problems at the Department of Energy and
made numerous recommendations to solve these problems. Unfor-
tunately, there have been few positive results from these reports,
and the Committee is concerned that the Department will once
again pay lip service to the recommendations while taking very lit-
tle action.

The report of the Special Investigative Panel suggested two alter-
native solutions. The first would create a new semi-autonomous
agency within the Department with responsibility for weapons re-
search and development. The second proposal would create a whol-
ly independent agency. The Committee has watched while many
have developed elaborate legislation to create a new semi-autono-
mous agency within the Department. But, the Committee does not
believe this fully addresses the problems. This solution would not
free the weapons program from systemic problems. The same peo-
ple staffing this new organization would be those who have created
the problems over the past two decades.

Starting with a fresh slate is the only chance for solving many
of the problems. Eliminating the cumbersome and redundant field
structure will lead to cost savings and management efficiencies.
Creating an independent agency at the sub-Cabinet level will free
the agency from political influence and encourage the appointment
of technically qualified managers. Direct lines of responsibility and
authority will be established. Those interested primarily in main-
taining the status quo will be thwarted.

There will ultimately be cost savings from this proposal. The De-
partment of Energy has approximately 14,500 Federal employees
in Headquarters and at various field offices throughout the coun-
try. Streamlining the agency and the Byzantine field structure, as
recommended by the each of the independent reviews, will result
in significant cost savings. The Department currently spends near-
ly $1.7 billion on administrative expenses associated with these
Federal employees. The report of the Special Investigative Panel
questioned the need for field offices. Downsizing the Headquarters
staff and streamlining the field structure will result in immediate
cost savings.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

The stockpile stewardship program addresses issues of maintain-
ing confidence in stockpile safety and reliability without nuclear
testing through a science-based stockpile stewardship program
using upgraded or new experimental and computational capabili-
ties. Funding of $2,098,472,000, a decrease of $187,728,000 from
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the budget request, has been recommended for fiscal year 2000. As
noted above, the Committee believes there are many cost effi-
ciencies to be achieved throughout the laboratory complex.

Core stockpile stewardship.—Core stockpile stewardship is fund-
ed at $1,482,632,000, the same as fiscal year 1999, but a reduction
from the budget request of $1,635,355,000.

Accelerated Strategic Computing Initiative.—The budget request
includes $341,000,000 for the Accelerated Strategic Computing Ini-
tiative (ASCI) which will provide the software, computer platforms,
and operating environments to accelerate the development of sim-
ulation capabilities to ensure confidence in a safe and reliable nu-
clear weapons stockpile without underground nuclear testing. This
is a significant increase over the fiscal year 1999 funding level of
$300,926,000. The recommendation provides $316,000,000.

Construction projects.—The Committee recommendation for con-
struction projects is $126,140,000, a reduction of $7,005,000 from
the budget request, but a significant increase over the fiscal year
1999 funding level of $103,443,000. Funding for Project 99–D–108,
Renovate Existing Roadways at the Nevada Test Site, has not been
provided pending completion of additional information supporting
the need for this project. No funds for fiscal year 2000 new con-
struction projects may be obligated until an external, independent
project assessment has been provided to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations for review and approval.

Inertial Fusion.—The Committee recommends $475,700,000 for
the inertial fusion program, an increase of $10,000,000 over the
budget request of $465,700,000, and $32,300,000 less than fiscal
year 1999. The recommendation includes $254,000,000 for the Na-
tional Ignition Facility, $30,450,000 for the University of Roch-
ester’s OMEGA laser, and $9,500,000 for the Naval Research Lab-
oratory. Consistent with the fiscal year 1999 program, the rec-
ommendation includes $10,000,000 to further the development of
high average power lasers.

Technology Transfer and Education.—Due to severe funding con-
straints, the Committee finds it necessary to focus resources on di-
rect stockpile stewardship activities and has significantly reduced
funding for technology transfer and education activities. In the
technology transfer program, the budget request of $5,000,000 has
been provided for the Amarillo Plutonium Research Center. Fund-
ing of $9,000,000, the same level of funding as provided in fiscal
year 1999, has been provided for education activities. No funds are
provided for the National Atomic Museum.

STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT

The stockpile management program supports the enduring stock-
pile, including maintenance, system refurbishment, and weapons
dismantlement, and seeks to ensure an adequate supply of tritium.
The Committee recommendation for stockpile management is
$1,913,300,000, a decrease of $85,000,000 from the budget request
of $1,998,300,000. The recommendation provides funding for activi-
ties necessary to sustain a reliable, quality production capability to
support the nuclear weapons stockpile as it ages.

Transportation.—The Committee recommendation reflects the
transfer of $60,000,000 which was requested in the stockpile man-
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agement for transportation activities. To more accurately reflect
program activities, a separate program has been established to in-
clude all funding for the Transportation Safeguards Division.

Tritium.—The Committee recommendation for the tritium pro-
gram is $145,000,000, a reduction of $25,000,000 from the budget
request of $170,000,000. Due to severe funding constraints, funding
for the backup technology, the accelerator production of tritium,
has been reduced from $88,000,000 to $63,000,000. The rec-
ommendation includes $22,000,000 for operating expenses and
$41,000,000 for design activities.

Infrastructure improvements.—The Committee is aware that
many areas of the nuclear weapons complex require significant up-
grades and improvements to the existing infrastructure. Due to se-
vere funding constraints, the Committee is unable to provide addi-
tional funding for these activities, but urges the Department to
give such measures a high priority when allocating resources.

Construction projects.—The Committee recommendation for con-
struction projects is $168,679,000, an increase of $10,000,000 over
the budget request. This additional funding has been provided for
design only activities in Project 98–D–126, Accelerator Production
of Tritium.

TRANSPORTATION SAFEGUARDS DIVISION

The Transportation Safeguards Division provides for the safe, se-
cure movement of nuclear weapons, strategic quantities of special
nuclear material, and weapon components between military loca-
tions and nuclear complex facilities within the United States.
Funding for this activity was included in the budget request in two
separate accounts: salaries and other expenses of $31,812,000 were
included in the program direction account, and equipment and
other expenses of $60,000,000 were included in the stockpile man-
agement program. The Committee recommendation consolidates
funding for the Transportation Safeguards Division as a separate
activity and provides $91,812,000, the same as the budget request.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommendation of $199,500,000 for program di-
rection is a reduction of $47,000,000 from the budget request of
$246,500,000. This reflects the transfer of $31,812,000 for the
Transportation Safeguards Division to a separate program, and a
reduction of $15,188,000 for expenses at Departmental field offices.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The recommendation for Weapons Activities includes several
funding adjustments. The Department has requested significant
budget increases for the nuclear weapons program in fiscal year
2000. Recent reviews by the General Accounting Office (GAO) and
the Department’s Inspector General (IG) indicate that the Depart-
ment has been very lax in reviewing expenses incurred by the nu-
clear weapons contractors. The Committee expects the Department
to review all costs incurred by the contractors, make judgments on
the validity of those costs, and reduce those which cannot be justi-
fied to the satisfaction of the taxpayer. The Department’s program
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managers should be monitoring all of these costs. Reports by the
GAO and IG indicating wasteful and excessive spending cast doubt
on the validity of all the program costs.

Contractor Travel.—According to the General Accounting Office
(GAO), in fiscal year 1998, the nuclear weapons complex spent ap-
proximately $141,400,000 on contractor travel expenses. The Com-
mittee recommends a reduction of $75,000,000 to be allocated to
contractor travel expenses in fiscal year 2000.

Management and Operating Contractor Employees in Washing-
ton.—Defense Programs spends approximately $9,200,000 on con-
tractor employees and contractor offices in the Washington metro-
politan area. The Committee seriously questions the need for this
contractor presence in Washington and has reduced this funding by
$5,000,000.

Laboratory Directed Research and Development (LDRD) Fund-
ing.—The Department currently allows each laboratory director to
use six percent of all operating funds provided to the laboratory to
conduct employee-suggested research and development projects se-
lected at the discretion of the laboratory directors. For fiscal year
2000, the Department estimates that the three nuclear weapons
laboratories will spend $215,000,000 on LDRD. The Committee es-
timates that approximately $100,000,000 of that will come from the
Weapons Activities account, and thus, has eliminated this funding.

Use of Prior Year Balances.—Due to severe funding constraints,
the Committee also recommends a reduction of $123,084,000 in fis-
cal year 2000.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $4,310,227,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 4,503,276,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 4,157,758,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥152,469,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥345,518,000

The Environmental Management program is responsible for iden-
tifying and reducing risks and managing waste at sites where the
Department carried out nuclear energy or weapons research and
production activities which resulted in radioactive, hazardous, and
mixed waste contamination requiring remediation, stabilization, or
some other type of cleanup action. Environmental management ac-
tivities are budgeted under the following appropriation accounts:
Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management; De-
fense Facilities Closure Projects; Defense Environmental Manage-
ment Privatization; Non-Defense Environmental Management; and
the Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning
Fund.

The Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
account includes site/project completion, post 2006 completion,
science and technology, and a variety of crosscutting and program
management activities. The three major activities are: Site Closure
where cleanup will be completed by the end of fiscal year 2006 and
no further DOE mission is anticipated; Site/Project Completion
where cleanup will be completed by 2006, but DOE programs will
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continue; and Post 2006 Completion where cleanup activities at the
site will extend beyond 2006.

The Committee’s recommendation for Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management is $4,157,758,000, a decrease
of $345,518,000 from the budget request, and $152,469,000 below
fiscal year 1999. Details of the recommended funding levels follow.

GENERAL

The Committee commends the environmental management orga-
nization for the submission of the budget request on a project basis
for the environmental cleanup program. This approach will make
it easier for Congress to review projects and track the status of in-
dividual project costs, schedules, and milestones, and it will provide
additional accountability for the Department’s managers who over-
see the cleanup and contractors who perform the work. This can
only improve the performance of the program and the credibility of
the Department in managing the program.

Project Changes.—The Committee was surprised to learn that
the Department was making significant changes to the individual
operating projects identified in the fiscal year 1999 budget justifica-
tions without notifying the Committee of these changes. In fiscal
year 2000 the Department is directed to provide a report by Janu-
ary 15, 2000, showing the initial funding allocation by site for each
individual project. After that, the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations must be notified of any change that increases or de-
creases funding for any project by more than 20 percent. The De-
partment should work with the Committee to establish the level of
detail required in the initial report.

Reprogramming Authority.—The Committee continues to support
the need for some flexibility to meet changing funding require-
ments at former defense sites which are undergoing remedial
cleanup activities. In fiscal year 2000, each site manager may
transfer up to $5,000,000 between Defense Environmental Restora-
tion and Waste Management program activities such as site/project
completion and post-2006 completion, and construction projects to
reduce health or safety risks or to gain cost savings as long as no
program or project is increased or decreased by more than
$5,000,000 once during the fiscal year. This reprogramming author-
ity may not be used to initiate new programs or programs specifi-
cally denied, limited, or increased by Congress in the Act or report.
The Committees on Appropriations in the House and Senate must
be notified within thirty days after the transfer of funds occurs.

Research Funding.—The Committee understands that some De-
partmental sites may be using operating funds for discretionary re-
search and development rather than the operational activities for
which the funding was requested and appropriated. The Committee
wants to make very sure that the Department understands that
environmental management funding is provided for cleanup activi-
ties, not as a source of discretionary funding for the sites and lab-
oratories. The need for cleanup funds far exceeds the availability
of resources. The Department is directed to separate all research
funding from operational funding. All research funding is to be in-
cluded in the Science and Technology account and will be allocated
based on a review of the merits of such research.
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Economic Development.—None of the environmental manage-
ment funds are available for economic development activities. The
Committee appropriates funding for the ‘‘Worker and Community
Transition Program’’ which is the only program authorized in the
Department to provide economic development funding for commu-
nities, and this is the proper forum for evaluating the merits of the
many proposals which the Department receives for economic devel-
opment funding.

SITE/PROJECT COMPLETION

The site/project completion account will provide funding for
projects that will be completed by fiscal year 2006 at sites or facili-
ties where a DOE mission will continue beyond the year 2006. This
account focuses management attention on completing specific envi-
ronmental projects at sites where the Department anticipates con-
tinuing missions, and distinguishes these projects from the long-
term cleanup activities such as those associated with high level
waste streams.

The Committee’s recommendation for site/project completion ac-
tivities is $970,219,000, a decrease of $10,700,000 from the budget
request of $980,919,000. Funding has been adjusted to reflect the
latest cost estimates for Project 96–D–406, Spent Nuclear Fuels
Canister Storage and Stabilization Facility in Richland, Washing-
ton. Due to funding constraints, the Committee has not provided
funding to move from design to construction of Project 99–D–404,
the Health Physics Instrumentation Laboratory at Idaho.

POST 2006 COMPLETION

Environmental Management projects currently projected to re-
quire funding beyond fiscal year 2006 are funded in the Post 2006
completion account. This includes a significant number of projects
at the largest DOE sites—the Hanford site in Washington; the Sa-
vannah River site in South Carolina; the Oak Ridge Reservation in
Tennessee; and the Idaho National Engineering and Environmental
Laboratory in Idaho—as well as the Los Alamos National Labora-
tory in New Mexico, the Nevada Test Site; and the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant in Carlsbad, New Mexico. A variety of multi-site activi-
ties are also funded in this account. The Committee’s recommenda-
tion for Post 2006 completion is $2,848,548,000, a decrease of
$105,000,000 from the budget request of $2,953,548,000.

Alternative Technology Development.—The Committee supports
the efforts by the Department to develop alternative technologies
to stabilize DOE-owned spent fuel in preparation for permanent
disposal. Despite the technical and design risks, the Department’s
approach of narrowing technical alternatives from a range of poten-
tial technologies should minimize those risks. The Committee also
understands that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has con-
cluded that melt and dilute would be an acceptable concept for geo-
logic disposal of aluminum-based spent nuclear fuel. The Depart-
ment ignored Congressional intent in fiscal year 1999 when
$10,000,000 was provided for this activity. The Committee expects
the Department to fund this activity in fiscal year 2000 at a level
to compensate for the inequitable reduction in fiscal year 1999.
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Payment-in-Lieu-of-Taxes.—The Committee directs the Hanford
site to review its budget priorities, and, to the extent possible with-
in available resources in fiscal year 2000, make a payment-in-lieu-
of-taxes to the local communities.

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.—The Department should provide to
the Committee a report detailing the feasibility and methodology of
transferring the funding and oversight responsibilities of the Envi-
ronmental Evaluation Group, a group tasked with oversight of the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, to the State of New Mexico to better
facilitate the State’s regulatory responsibilities.

Uranium Enrichment D&D Fund Contribution.—The Committee
recommendation includes the budget request of $420,000,000 for
the defense contribution to the Uranium Enrichment Decontamina-
tion and Decommissioning Fund as authorized in Public Law 102–
486, the Energy Policy Act of 1992.

Hazardous Waste Operations Emergency Response Program.—
The Committee recommendation supports the budget request of
$8,500,000.

Health Effects Studies.—The Committee recommendation does
not include the budget request of $20,000,000 for worker and public
health effects studies. All funding for worker and public health ef-
fects studies has been provided in the Defense Environment, Safety
and Health account, and all studies are to be managed by the Of-
fice of Environment, Safety and Health.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

The Committee recommendation for science and technology de-
velopment is $230,500,000, the same as the budget request, and a
reduction of $16,500,000 from fiscal year 1999.

Technology Deployment.—Due funding constraints, the Commit-
tee is unable to provide additional funds for technology deployment,
but urges the Department to reallocate funds to the extent possible
to provide at least $15,000,000, the fiscal year 1999 funding level,
to continue the Department’s efforts to deploy cost-effective new
technologies. Deployment of new technologies is a strategic activity
affecting virtually all environmental management programs and
sites and should be strongly supported as a complex-wide program
to help meet compliance agreement milestones within a resource
constrained budget. This funding should be used to accelerate the
use of new technologies and leverage funding already available for
deployment activities.

The Committee urges the Department to make every effort to
seek cost effective cleanup alternatives available from outside the
Department, and is aware that the international agreement with
AEA Technology has been very successful in bringing cheaper and
more efficient technologies to the Department’s cleanup problems.
The Department is urged to expand the use of this existing agree-
ment.

The Department is also urged to expedite the use of the
macroencapsulation method for immobilizing and treating low-level
mixed waste. The use of these technologies should not be limited
to the funding provided in this account, but should be incorporated
throughout the complex using any available funds.
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Environmental Management Science Program.—The Committee
is disappointed that the Department was unable to provide funding
for new grants in fiscal year 2000. The funding for the environ-
mental management science program has been reduced from
$47,000,000 in fiscal year 1999 to $32,000,000 in fiscal year 2000.
This is a collaborative program between the Department’s Office of
Environmental Management and the Office of Energy Research
that identifies long-term, basic science research needs and targets
the research and development toward critical cleanup problems.
This program has been given high marks by the National Research
Council and the Department’s Environmental Management Advi-
sory Board. The Committee believes it is critical to provide continu-
ity of funding for this research program, and recommends
$10,000,000 from within available funds for the next round of new
and innovative research grants in fiscal year 2000.

Education programs.—The Committee is aware of, and urges the
Department to fully consider, a proposal from Voorhees College,
Morris College, and Allen University to develop programs of study
in environmental science and to develop research projects to meet
the needs of the Department.

Oversight of Environmental Management Laboratories.—The De-
partment should ensure that proper management oversight is pro-
vided for each laboratory reporting to the Office of Environmental
Management. This should include a review by the Headquarters
Office of Environmental Management of all research projects to as-
sure mission relevancy and compliance with all applicable orders
and regulations, as well as a review and evaluation of the institu-
tional planning process for the program’s national laboratory.

Risk Policy.—The Committee recommendation supports the
budget request of $3,000,000 for the Consortium for Risk Evalua-
tion and Stakeholder Participation (CRESP).

University Robotics Program.—The Committee recommendation
supports the budget request of $4,000,000 for the university robot-
ics program.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommends $331,665,000 for program direction,
a decrease of $17,744,000 from the budget request of $349,409,000.
The change in funding results from transferring to this account the
salaries and expenses of the Federal employees performing admin-
istrative functions at the Idaho Operations Office, consistent with
the Department’s new organization structure, and reducing ex-
penses at Departmental field offices.

Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP).—
The Committee expects the Department to fulfill its responsibilities
at FUSRAP sites, exclusive of the remedial actions to be performed
by the Corps.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The recommendation for Defense Environmental Restoration and
Waste Management has several funding adjustments. A reduction
of $180,764,000, including $8,700,000 proposed in the budget re-
quest, has been applied to prior year balances. There is a
$9,000,000 reduction for contractor travel, and a $3,000,000 adjust-
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ment to reduce the use of management and operating (M&O) con-
tractor employees at Headquarters and support for M&O contractor
offices in the Washington metropolitan area.

Laboratory Directed Research and Development.—A reduction of
$30,410,000 has been included to eliminate any funds being allo-
cated for laboratory directed research and development or director’s
discretionary research and development. The Committee allocates
funding to Departmental laboratories to clean up contaminated
properties and facilities as quickly as possible, not to provide dis-
cretionary spending for the laboratory directors. The Committee is
prohibiting the use of any environmental management funds for
discretionary research and development activities. A peer-reviewed
science and technology program is adequately funded in this pro-
gram. Any laboratory seeking to do environmental research should
submit proposals to the Office of Science and Technology and com-
pete for these funds.

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $1,038,240,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 1,054,492,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 1,054,492,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +16,252,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Defense Facilities Closure Projects account includes funding
for sites which have established a goal of completing cleanup by
the end of fiscal year 2006. After completion of cleanup, no further
Departmental mission is envisioned, except for limited long-term
surveillance and maintenance, and the sites will be available for
some alternative use. Sites to be completed by 2006 include the
Rocky Flats Closure Project in Colorado, and several sites in
Ohio—Fernald, Miamisburg, Ashtabula, and Columbus.

This account is intended to highlight those sites where cleanup
can be accelerated and substantial savings achieved by the result-
ing reduction in long-term program costs and ongoing support
costs. The Committee strongly supports this program, and the rec-
ommendation for fiscal year 2000 funding is $1,054,492,000, the
same as the budget request. Funding levels for each of the sites are
addressed below.

Rocky Flats Closure Project.—The Committee has challenged the
Department to close the Rocky Flats Site in Colorado by 2006. The
Department’s current plan is for site closure by fiscal year 2010 at
a total project cost of $7.3 billion. Accelerating the cleanup sched-
ule can save $1.3 billion. The Committee is aware that to meet the
2006 deadline, stable funding will be required over several years,
and critical path work activities must be successfully completed,
not only at Rocky Flats, but at other sites throughout the Depart-
ment’s complex. The Department should ensure that complex-wide
funding issues are addressed as they relate to the closure of the
Rocky Flats Site. It is only through the closure of smaller sites like
Fernald and Rocky Flats that funds will be made available to sup-
port expensive future cleanup projects like the vitrification plants
needed at Hanford and Idaho.
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The Committee has provided fiscal year 2000 funding of
$657,200,000, the same as the budget request.

Fernald Environmental Management Project.—The Fernald site
in Ohio has implemented an accelerated cleanup schedule which
provides for site closure with the completion of all currently estab-
lished in-situ contaminant source remediation and risk mitigation
by fiscal year 2005. Follow-up activities for fiscal years 2006
through 2008 include finalizing treatment and disposal of the silo
wastes and structures. The site is currently seeking to complete all
of these activities by 2006, and the Committee strongly supports
these efforts. Current cost projections indicate that closing the
Fernald site by 2006 would cost approximately $2.5 billion while
closing it by 2011 increases costs to approximately $2.8 billion. The
Committee recommendation for the Fernald site is $280,589,000,
the same as the budget request.

Miamisburg.—The Department plans to complete cleanup at the
Miamisburg, Ohio, site by fiscal year 2005 or earlier. The Commit-
tee recommends the budget request of $92,353,000.

Ashtabula.—The goal at the Ashtabula site in Ohio is to achieve
complete cleanup by fiscal year 2003 with an associated cost reduc-
tion of $48,600,000 from the original baselines. The Committee
supports the budget request of $15,405,000.

Columbus Environmental Management Project.—This project con-
sists of two geographic sites in Columbus, Ohio. Activities at one
of the sites were completed in 1998, and at the remaining site will
be completed by fiscal year 2006. The budget request of $8,841,000
has been provided.

Report Requirement.—As part of the fiscal year 2001 budget sub-
mittal, the Department is directed to provide adequate detail show-
ing the major projects to be accomplished and the project cost,
scope, schedule, and technical assumptions which support closures
by 2006. The Committee will work with the Department to ensure
that the budget justifications provide adequate detail to permit
Congress to track closure progress on an annual basis.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRIVATIZATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $228,357,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 228,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 228,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥357,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Committee recommendation for the Defense Environmental
Management Privatization program is $228,000,000, the same as
the budget request. The recommendation includes $106,000,000 for
the Tank Waste Remediation System at Richland; $110,000,000 for
the Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project at Idaho;
$20,000,000 for Environmental Management/Waste Management
Disposal at Oak Ridge; $12,000,000 for Transuranic Waste Treat-
ment at Oak Ridge; and $5,000,000 for Spent Nuclear Fuel Dry
Storage at Idaho. The total amount is reduced by the use of
$25,000,000 in prior year balances.

The Department has always relied on the private sector to ac-
complish environmental cleanup at DOE sites, usually through
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cost-reimbursement contracts. In an effort to reduce costs and im-
prove the timeliness of cleanup of environmental problems, the De-
partment is pursuing an approach, referred to as ‘‘privatization,’’
which requires the use of fixed price contracts and private financ-
ing of the construction of waste treatment facilities. The Depart-
ment believes the privatization program is the most cost-effective
approach for selected projects.

The Department requested advance appropriations for the Han-
ford Tank Waste Remediation System for fiscal years 2001 through
2004 and for the Idaho Advanced Mixed Waste Treatment Project
for fiscal year 2001. The remaining privatization projects will be in-
crementally funded on an annual basis. The Committee has not
provided advance appropriations for fiscal years 2001 and beyond,
but will continue to review funding on an annual basis for all the
privatization projects.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $1,696,676,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 1,797,991,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 1,651,809,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥44,867,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥146,182,000

This account provides funding for Nonproliferation and National
Security Programs which include Nonproliferation and Verification
Research and Development, Arms Control, Emergency Manage-
ment, Nuclear Safeguards and Security, Security Investigations,
HEU Transparency Implementation, International Nuclear Safety,
and Program Direction; Intelligence; Counterintelligence; Environ-
ment, Safety and Health (Defense); Worker and Community Tran-
sition; Fissile Materials Disposition; National Security Programs
Administrative Support; the Office of Hearings and Appeals; and
Naval Reactors. Descriptions of each of these programs are pro-
vided below.

NONPROLIFERATION AND NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS

Competitive Research.—The Committee is concerned that 97 per-
cent of the funding for research and development in the non-
proliferation and national security budget goes to the DOE national
laboratories. The Committee is even more concerned that the De-
partment of Energy believes that this research and development is
acquired through a competitive process because the DOE labora-
tories are asked to provide technical proposals to solve both current
and future technical challenges to nonproliferation and national se-
curity issues. Asking the Department’s own laboratories for propos-
als is not what the Committee believes to be a competitive process
by any stretch of the imagination. The Department is directed to
initiate a free and open competitive process for its research and de-
velopment activities during fiscal year 2000. The Committee should
be notified of any research and development which cannot be open-
ly competed due to its classified nature.
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NONPROLIFERATION AND VERIFICATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The nonproliferation and verification research and development
program conducts applied research, development, testing, and eval-
uation of science and technology for strengthening the United
States response to threats to national security and to world peace
posed by the proliferation of nuclear weapons and special nuclear
materials. Activities center on the design and production of oper-
ational sensor systems needed for proliferation detection, treaty
verification, nuclear warhead dismantlement initiatives, and intel-
ligence activities. The Committee recommendation is $210,000,000,
the same funding level as fiscal year 1999, and a reduction of
$11,000,000 from the budget request. No funding is provided for
Project 00–D–192, Nonproliferation and International Security
Center at Los Alamos. Funding has been provided in the Weapons
Activities account for a new terascale simulation facility at Los Ala-
mos in fiscal year 2000. In view of the Department’s significant
problems with project management, the Committee does not believe
it is prudent to initiate construction of two new buildings at Los
Alamos in fiscal year 2000.

The nonproliferation and verification research and development
program consists of hundreds of projects executed primarily at the
nuclear weapons laboratories. The Department has still provided
no information to the Committee that shows the value of these dis-
parate projects, and how they relate to an overriding program plan
or technology roadmap. The Department should provide a report to
the Committee by October 31, 1999, which identifies how the indi-
vidual projects contribute to the overall objectives. The Department
should also implement an external, peer-review process to examine
each of the projects, their progress, and their value to the overall
needs of the program.

ARMS CONTROL AND NONPROLIFERATION

The arms control and nonproliferation program supports the na-
tion’s arms control and nonproliferation policies by securing nu-
clear materials and expertise in Russia and the Newly Independent
States; limiting weapons-usable fissile materials; establishing
transparent and irreversible nuclear reductions; and controlling nu-
clear exports. The Committee recommendation is $256,900,000, the
same level of funding as provided in fiscal year 1999, and a reduc-
tion of $39,100,000 from the budget request.

Materials Protection, Control and Accounting Program.—The rec-
ommendation supports the budget request of $145,000,000, an in-
crease of $5,000,000 over fiscal year 1999, for the materials protec-
tion, control and accounting program to secure and safeguard nu-
clear materials in Russia and the Newly Independent States.

Initiatives for Proliferation Program and Nuclear Cities Initia-
tive.—The Committee recommendation provides $22,500,000 for the
Initiatives for Proliferation Program, the same as fiscal year 1999.
A recent General Accounting Office report was highly critical of the
fact that as much as 63 percent of these funds have been spent in
the United States, mostly by the Department’s national labora-
tories, rather than going to the scientific institutes of the Newly
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Independent States. The Committee directs that no more than 20
percent of the funding may be spent in the United States.

The Committee has provided $1,500,000 for the Nuclear Cities
Initiative, significantly less than the budget request of $30,000,000.
The Committee has several concerns with this program. First, and
foremost, it is not clear that the Department of Energy is the best
agency to implement this program since the most important train-
ing needed in these cities is marketing and business expertise. The
Department should work with other Federal agencies that are im-
plementing similar programs in Russia to ensure that this type of
training is provided immediately. The Department relies solely on
its national laboratories to implement this program, and the Com-
mittee does not believe that Department of Energy laboratories are
useful guides for marketing expertise and successful commercial
ventures. Additionally, the Committee is aware that access to these
cities is very difficult and requires a 45 day advance notification
period. With funding of $7,500,000 provided in fiscal year 1999 and
an additional $1,500,000 in fiscal year 2000, the Committee is pro-
viding limited funds for this new initiative and will wait to see
some tangible results before significantly increasing funding.

Treaty Monitoring.—The Committee believes that there is an ap-
propriate role for university research to contribute to this program.
The Department is directed to ensure there are opportunities made
available for participants other than the national laboratories and
that at least 50 percent of the funding should be openly competed.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

The emergency management program encompasses all Depart-
mental emergency management and threat assessment related ac-
tivities, with the exception of the nuclear response activities funded
in the Weapons Activities account, and ensures an integrated re-
sponse to emergencies affecting Departmental operations and ac-
tivities or requiring Departmental assistance. The Committee rec-
ommendation for funding is $21,000,000, the same as the budget
request.

NUCLEAR SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY

The nuclear safeguards and security program provides policy,
programmatic direction, and training for the protection of the De-
partment’s nuclear weapons, nuclear materials, classified informa-
tion, and facilities. The Committee recommendation for nuclear
safeguards and security is $55,200,000, a reduction of $3,900,000
from the budget request of $59,100,000, but the same as fiscal year
1999. The fiscal year 1999 funding level of $55,200,000 included
several one-time costs which are not included in the base funding
for fiscal year 2000.

The Committee is well aware of the recent concerns about labora-
tory security. However, none of the reviews have identified lack of
spending by the Department of Energy as the root cause of the se-
curity problems. Instead, the report by a Special Investigative
Panel of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board found
that
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Organizational disarray, managerial neglect, and a cul-
ture of arrogance-both at DOE headquarters and the labs
themselves-conspired to create an espionage scandal wait-
ing to happen. The physical security efforts of the weapons
labs (often called ‘‘guns, guards, and gates’’) have had
some isolated shortcomings, but on balance they have de-
veloped some of the most advanced security technology in
the world. However, perpetually weak systems of person-
nel assurance, information security, and counterintel-
ligence have invited attack by foreign intelligence services.

Until the Department has demonstrated by actions rather than
words that it is addressing the fundamental concerns raised by the
various panels that have addressed security issues at the Depart-
ment, the Committee will not be providing additional resources to
the same management for the same programs going to the same
contractors.

SECURITY INVESTIGATIONS

The security investigations program funds background investiga-
tions for Department of Energy and contractor personnel who, in
the performance of their official duties, require access to restricted
data, national security information, or special nuclear material.
The Committee recommendation is $30,000,000, the same as the
budget request. In fiscal year 2000 the program organizations
which request background investigations for contractors and non-
Federal employees will fund the investigations. This will provide a
$20,000,000 funding offset to the budget request of $30,000,000. In
the fiscal year 2001 budget, each program organization should
clearly identify the funding for security investigations

HIGHLY ENRICHED URANIUM TRANSPARENCY IMPLEMENTATION

The highly enriched uranium (HEU) transparency implementa-
tion program is responsible for ensuring that the nonproliferation
aspects of the February 1993 agreement between the United States
and the Russian Federation are met. This agreement covers the
purchase over 20 years of low enriched uranium (LEU) derived
from at least 500 metric tons of HEU removed from dismantled
Russian nuclear weapons. Under the agreement, conversion of
HEU components into LEU is performed in Russian facilities. The
purpose of the program is to put into place those measures agreed
to by both sides that permit the U.S. to have confidence that the
Russian side is abiding by the agreement.

The Committee recommendation is $15,750,000, the same as the
budget request.

INTERNATIONAL NUCLEAR SAFETY

The international nuclear safety program is designed to reduce
the threats posed by the operation of unsafe and aging Soviet-de-
signed nuclear power plants in Russia and the Newly Independent
States. The Committee recommendation for this program is
$15,300,000, a reduction of $18,700,000 from the budget request.
This reduction should be applied to the excessive prior year bal-
ances being carried in this program. The program currently has
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uncosted balances that are double the total new funding provided
in fiscal year 1999. From within available funds, activities directed
at upgrading unsafe nuclear reactors are to be fully funded. Fund-
ing for all other activities proposed in the budget should be reduced
accordingly.

Each year the Department seeks to expand this program beyond
the original mission which was to upgrade unsafe reactors. A new
focus in fiscal year 2000 is to create international environmental
safety centers and to initiate work at Russian nuclear materials fa-
cilities. Previous efforts have created international nuclear safety
centers and research laboratories. A key feature of these new pro-
grams is that a large portion of the money goes to the Depart-
ment’s national laboratories for administrative and programmatic
expenses. Continued attempts to expand this program are of par-
ticular concern because there are continuing delays in executing
the original program to upgrade unsafe nuclear reactors. There
have been delays in many of the milestones for this program, and
there are large uncosted balances which indicate that program exe-
cution is lagging. The Committee directs the Department to provide
an annual report showing the status of each of the Soviet-designed
reactors, the work to be accomplished, the total estimated cost for
each reactor, the cost of completing the upgrades to each of the re-
actors, the schedule by fiscal year for accomplishing this work, and
the cost of each task by fiscal year. The Department should work
with the Committee on the level of detail which should be included
in the annual report.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommendation of $86,900,000 for program di-
rection is a reduction of $3,550,000 from the budget request of
$90,450,000, but the same as the fiscal year 1999 funding level.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE

The intelligence program provides information and technical
analyses on international arms proliferation, foreign nuclear pro-
grams, and other energy related matters to policy makers in the
Department and other U.S. Government agencies. The focus of the
Department’s intelligence analysis and reporting is on emerging
proliferant nations, nuclear technology transfers, foreign nuclear
materials production, and proliferation implications of the breakup
of the Former Soviet Union.

The Committee recommendation is $36,059,000, the same as the
budget request.

OFFICE OF COUNTERINTELLIGENCE

The Office of Counterintelligence is to develop and implement an
effective counterintelligence program throughout the Department of
Energy. The goal of the program is to identify, neutralize, and
deter foreign government or industrial intelligence activities di-
rected at or involving DOE programs, personnel, facilities, tech-
nologies, classified information, and unclassified sensitive informa-
tion.
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The Committee recommendation is $39,200,000, a reduction of
$591,000 from the budget request, but a significant increase over
the fiscal year 1999 funding level of $15,641,000.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH (DEFENSE)

The Environment, Safety and Health activities included in this
account provide oversight processes to evaluate the effectiveness of
the Department’s environment, safety, health, and safeguards and
security programs; fund epidemiologic studies to examine possible
linkages between conditions at DOE sites and adverse health ef-
fects among workers and offsite populations; and oversee epidemio-
logic studies on the health of population groups in the Marshall Is-
lands who have been exposed to ionizing radiation. The Committee
recommendation is $96,600,000, an increase of $4,600,000 over the
budget request of $92,000,000. The recommendation reduces fund-
ing for environment, safety and health evaluations to the fiscal
year 1999 level of $8,900,000 and eliminates contractor support for
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board liaison.

Health Effects Studies.—For fiscal year 2000, the Committee rec-
ommendation for health effects studies is $46,956,000, an increase
of $6,000,000 over the budget request. No funding has been pro-
vided in the Environmental Management program to support these
studies. The Committee is pleased with the progress to date in de-
veloping public health agendas for each DOE site. No funding has
been provided in fiscal year 2000 for medical monitoring programs.

Occupational Illnesses.—The Committee is aware of the concerns
about the health of contractor employees who may have been ex-
posed to beryllium during the course of their work. There are other
illnesses where the link between exposure to workplace hazards
and occupational diseases is difficult to establish. The Committee
directs the Department to enter into an agreement with the Insti-
tute of Medicine of the National Academy of Sciences to begin a re-
view of available scientific evidence to determine the association
between workplace exposures in DOE facilities and specific dis-
eases.

Radiation Effects Research Foundation.—The budget request of
$13,500,000 has been provided for the Radiation Effects Research
Foundation (RERF) to continue to analyze the medical effects of ra-
diation on man or diseases that may be affected by radiation. The
Committee directs the Department to review the continued useful-
ness of this program to the understanding of radiation effects since
the most useful data for protecting current workers and public
health and safety pertains to low dose radiation exposures.

Program Direction.—The Committee recommendation for pro-
gram direction is $24,769,000, the same as the budget request.

WORKER AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION

The Committee’s recommendation for the worker and community
transition program is $20,000,000, a decrease of $10,000,000 from
the budget request of $30,000,000. This reduction should be applied
to the excessive prior year balances being carried in this program.

The worker and community transition program was established
to mitigate the impacts on workers and communities of contractor
workforce restructuring by providing enhanced severance payments
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to employees at defense sites, and assisting community planning
for defense conversion through Federal grants. Using these tools,
the Department of Energy contractor workforce has been success-
fully downsized from almost 150,000 to approximately 100,000 con-
tractor employees through the end of fiscal year 1998. However, the
cost of this program has not been insignificant. From fiscal year
1993 through fiscal year 1998, enhanced severance payments and
benefits have totaled $786,000,000, and Federal grants to commu-
nities have totaled $193,000,000, for a total cost of $1,014,000,000.

Funding at DOE cleanup sites and the nuclear weapons complex
has stabilized, and the need for enhanced severance payments to
contractor employees and grants to local communities has declined.
Worker and community transition is not an enduring mission of
the government. The Committee does not intend to continue to
fund this program, and the Department should prepare for signifi-
cantly decreased or no funding in fiscal year 2001.

The Committee directs that none of the funds provided for this
program be used for additional severance payments and benefits
for Federal employees.

FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

The fissile materials disposition program is responsible for the
technical and management activities to assess, plan and direct ef-
forts to provide for the safe, secure, environmentally sound long-
term storage of all weapons-usable fissile materials and the dis-
position of fissile materials declared surplus to national defense
needs. The Committee recommendation is $190,000,000, a reduc-
tion of $10,000,000 from the budget request of $200,000,000.

Funding for Project 99–D–141, Pit Disassembly and Conversion
Facility, has been reduced by $10,000,000. No funding is provided
for long-lead procurement.

NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

The Committee recommendation includes $25,000,000 to provide
administrative support for national security programs. This will
fund Departmental activities performed by offices such as the Sec-
retary, Deputy Secretary, and Under Secretary, the General Coun-
sel, Chief Financial Officer, Human Resources, Congressional Af-
fairs, and Public Affairs.

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS

The Office of Hearings and Appeals (OHA) is responsible for all
of the Department’s adjudicatory processes, other than those ad-
ministered by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. The
Committee recommendation is $3,000,000, the same as the budget
request.

NAVAL REACTORS

The Naval Reactors program is responsible for all aspects of
Naval nuclear propulsion—from technology development through
reactor operations to ultimate reactor plant disposal. This program
provides for the design, development, testing, and evaluation of im-
proved naval nuclear propulsion plants and reactor cores. These ef-
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forts are critical to the continued success of over 110 reactors in op-
erating nuclear-powered submarines and surface ships, and to the
New Attack Submarine class currently under development.

The Committee recommendation is $677,600,000, an increase of
$12,600,000 over the budget request of $665,000,000. Additional
funding has been provided to continue test reactor inactivation ef-
forts and preclude inefficiencies due to delaying environmental
cleanup activities that are scheduled to be completed in fiscal year
2002.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation includes the use of $37,700,000
of prior year balances and an offset of $20,000,000 from user orga-
nizations which will fund security investigations through other pro-
gram accounts. The recommendation does not include the Depart-
ment’s proposal to fund $12,559,000 of the Counterintelligence pro-
gram by taxing other Departmental entities.

A funding adjustment of $39,000,000 reflects a reduction of
$9,000,000 for management and operating contractors assigned to
the Washington metropolitan area and $30,000,000 for eliminating
Laboratory Directed Research and Development. An adjustment of
$30,000,000 has been made for contractor travel savings.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $189,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 112,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 112,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥77,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

Since passage of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as
amended, the Nuclear Waste Fund has incurred costs for activities
related to disposal of high-level waste generated from the atomic
energy defense activities of the Department of Energy. At the end
of fiscal year 1998, the balance owed by the Federal government to
the Nuclear Waste Fund was approximately $1,191,000,000 (in-
cluding principal and interest). The Defense Nuclear Waste Dis-
posal appropriation was established to ensure payment of the Fed-
eral government’s contribution to the nuclear waste repository pro-
gram. Through fiscal year 1998, a total of $987,830,000 has been
appropriated to support the nuclear waste repository activities at-
tributable to atomic energy defense activities.

The Committee’s recommendation is $112,000,000, the same as
the budget request. However, the budget request included
$73,000,000 in new budget authority and the release of $39,000,000
which the Committee had earmarked previously for interim waste
storage. The recommendation does not include releasing these
funds.

POWER MARKETING ACTIVITIES

Management of the Federal power marketing functions was
transferred from the Department of Interior to the Department of
Energy as directed in the Department of Energy Organization Act
(Public Law 95–91). The functions include power marketing activi-
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ties authorized under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944
and all other functions of the Bonneville Power Administration,
Southeastern Power Administration, Southwestern Power Adminis-
tration, and the power marketing functions of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, now included in the Western Area Power Administration.

All power marketing administrations except Bonneville are fund-
ed annually with appropriated funds. Revenues collected from
power sales and transmission services are deposited in the Treas-
ury. Bonneville operations are self-financed under authority of Pub-
lic Law 93–454, the Federal Columbia River Transmission System
Act of 1974, which authorizes Bonneville to use its revenues to fi-
nance operating costs, maintenance and capital construction, and
sell bonds to the Treasury if necessary to finance any remaining
capital program requirements.

The recommendation includes the Administration’s proposal to
discontinue appropriations for the power marketing administra-
tion’s purchase power and wheeling programs. Across the country,
electricity restructuring is opening transmission access, enabling
more competitive pricing and creating opportunities for customers
to form new and innovative cooperatives. Customers of the Federal
power marketing administrations will no longer have to rely on the
Federal government to arrange power purchase and wheeling serv-
ices.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

The Bonneville Power Administration is the Department of Ener-
gy’s electric power marketing agency in the Pacific Northwest, a
300,000 square-mile service area that encompasses Oregon, Wash-
ington, Idaho, western Montana, and small portions of adjacent
western States in the Columbia River drainage basin. Bonneville
markets hydroelectric power from 29 Corps of Engineers and Bu-
reau of Reclamation projects, as well as thermal energy from non-
Federal generating facilities in the region. Bonneville also markets
and exchanges surplus electric power inter-regionally over the Pa-
cific Northwest-Pacific Southwest Intertie with California, and in
Canada over interconnections with utilities in British Columbia.

Bonneville constructs, operates and maintains the nation’s larg-
est high-voltage transmission system, consisting of 14,800 circuit-
miles of transmission line and 400 substations with an installed ca-
pacity of 21,500 MW. Public Law 93–454, the Federal Columbia
River Transmission System Act of 1974, placed Bonneville on a
self-financed basis. With the passage in 1980 of Public Law 96–501,
the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning and Conservation
Act, Bonneville’s responsibilities were expanded to include meeting
the net firm load growth of the region, investing in cost-effective,
region-wide energy conservation, and acquiring generating re-
sources to meet these requirements.

Borrowing Authority.—A total of $3,750,000,000 has been made
available to Bonneville as permanent borrowing authority. Each
year the Committee reviews the budgeted amounts Bonneville
plans to use of this total and reports a recommendation for these
borrowing requirements. For fiscal year 2000, the Committee rec-
ommendation includes an additional increment of $352,000,000 in
new borrowing authority, the same as the budget request, for
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transmission system construction, power services, conservation and
energy efficiency, and capital equipment programs.

Budget Revisions and Notification.—The Committee expects Bon-
neville to adhere to the borrowing authority estimates rec-
ommended by the Congress and promptly inform the Committee of
any exceptional circumstances which would necessitate the need for
Bonneville to obligate borrowing authority in excess of such
amounts.

Repayment.—During fiscal year 2000, Bonneville plans to pay
the Treasury $618,000,000, of which $164,000,000 is to repay prin-
cipal on the Federal investment in these facilities.

Limitation on Direct Loans.—The Committee recommends that
no new direct loans be made in fiscal year 2000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $7,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ............................
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ............................
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 ........................................................................ ¥7,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ................................................................... ............................

The Southeastern Power Administration markets hydroelectric
power produced at Corps of Engineers projects in 10 southeastern
states. There are 23 projects now in operation with an installed ca-
pacity of 3,092 megawatts. Southeastern does not own or operate
any transmission facilities and carries out its marketing program
by utilizing the existing transmission systems of the power utilities
in the area. This is accomplished through ‘‘wheeling’’ arrangements
between Southeastern and each of the area utilities with trans-
mission lines connected to the projects. The utility agrees to deliver
specified amounts of Federal power to customers of the Govern-
ment, and Southeastern agrees to compensate the utility for the
wheeling service performed.

Consistent with the budget request, the Committee recommends
no funding in fiscal year 2000. No appropriation is necessary for
fiscal year 2000 funding requirements of $4,727,000 due to the
availability of $5,500,000 in prior year balances. The recommenda-
tion includes the Department’s proposal to transfer $773,000 in
surplus funds to the Southwestern Power Administration.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN POWER
ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $26,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 27,940,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 27,940,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +1,940,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Southwestern Power Administration is the marketing agent
for the power generated at Corps of Engineers’ hydroelectric plants
in the six-state area of Kansas, Oklahoma, Texas, Missouri, Arkan-
sas, and Louisiana with a total installed capacity of 2,158
megawatts. It operates and maintains some 1,380 miles of trans-
mission lines, 24 generating projects, and 24 substations, and sells
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its power at wholesale primarily to publicly and cooperatively
owned electric distribution utilities.

The Committee recommendation is $27,940,000, including the
transfer of $773,000 from the Southeastern Power Administration.
The appropriation and the transfer are the same amounts as rec-
ommended in the budget request.

CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE,
WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $203,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 171,471,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 171,471,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥31,529,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Western Area Power Administration is responsible for mar-
keting electric power generated by the Bureau of Reclamation, the
Corps of Engineers, and the International Boundary and Water
Commission. Western operates hydropower generating plants in 15
central and western states encompassing a 1.3 million square-mile
geographic area. Western is also responsible for the operation and
maintenance of 16,727 miles of high-voltage transmission lines
with 257 substations.

Western, through its power marketing program, must secure rev-
enues sufficient to meet the annual costs of operation and mainte-
nance of the generating and transmission facilities, and other ex-
penses, in order to repay all of the power investment with interest,
and to repay that portion of the Government’s irrigation and other
non-power investments which are beyond the water users’ repay-
ment capability. Under the Colorado River Basins Power Market-
ing Fund, which encompasses the Colorado River Basin, Fort Peck,
and Colorado River Storage Facilities, all operation and mainte-
nance and power marketing expenses are financed from revenues.

Due to severe budget constraints, the Committee recommenda-
tion is $171,471,000, the same amount as the budget request, and
a reduction of $31,529,000 from the amount provided in the current
fiscal year. The Committee has recommended $5,036,000, the same
amount as the budget request, for deposit in the Utah reclamation
mitigation and conservation account.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE FUND

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $1,010,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 1,309,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 1,309,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +299,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

Creation of the Falcon and Amistad Operation and Maintenance
Fund was directed by the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fis-
cal Years 1994 and 1995. This legislation also directed that the
Fund be administered by the Administrator of the Western Area
Power Administration for use by the Commissioner of the United
States Section of the International Boundary and Water Commis-
sion to defray operation, maintenance, and emergency costs for the
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hydroelectric facilities at the Falcon and Amistad Dams in Texas.
Prior to fiscal year 1996, funds for Falcon and Amistad were in-
cluded in the appropriations of the Department of State.

The Committee recommendation is $1,309,000, the same as the
amount requested, and $299,000 more than the amount provided
in the current fiscal year.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $167,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 179,900,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 174,950,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +7,450,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥4,950,000

SALARIES AND EXPENSES—REVENUES APPLIED

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $¥167,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ¥179,900,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ¥174,950,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥7,450,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... +4,950,000

The Committee recommendation is $174,950,000, an increase of
$7,450,000 over the amount provided in the current fiscal year.
Revenues are established at a rate equal to the amount provided
for program activities, resulting in a net appropriation of zero.

The Committee is very concerned about the reliability of the grid
in a restructured regulatory environment. The Committee will
work with the Commission during the budget process to ensure
that sufficient resources are available to ensure reliability.

The Committee understands that the Commission is beginning to
consider how it will implement the stranded cost provisions of
Order 888 in the context of ‘‘retail turned wholesale’’ customers.
The Committee urges the Commission to stand by its commitment
to full cost recovery and believes that the agency should carefully
examine, in this context, the use of a methodology that contains a
recovery period sufficient to ensure the recovery of all generating
assets included in state approved rates used to serve the departing
customers.

The Committee is concerned that the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the proposed market link expansion project in Northern New Jer-
sey (known as the TRANSCO pipeline) insufficiently addresses en-
vironmental impact and public safety, most specifically the dangers
from a potential explosion. The Committee notes that the proposed
pipeline’s route through the Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge
poses a tremendous potential risk to Federal land designated by
Congress as a wildlife preserve in 1966 and urges the Commission
to provide better safeguards for this Federal land in the Final En-
vironmental Impact Statement. The Committee also notes that the
area in New Jersey where this pipeline is planned is one of the
most densely populated regions in the country and an explosion in-
volving this pipeline would have devastating consequences. Safety
concerns need to be a high priority in any pipeline proposal. Fi-
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nally, the Committee is concerned by the Commission’s lack of
analysis and future plan for capacity needs in this area. Therefore,
the Committee directs the Commission to provide an analysis of
how much expansion is anticipated for this area. The analysis
should provide, but not be limited to, a 20-year outlook of the num-
ber of pipelines that will be needed to handle future capacity in
this region.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee’s detailed funding recommendations for programs
in Title III are contained in the following table.



145



146



147



148



149



150



151



152



153

GENERAL PROVISIONS

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Contract Competition.—Section 301 provides that none of the
funds in this Act may be used to award a management and operat-
ing contract unless such contract is awarded using competitive pro-
cedures, or the Secretary of Energy grants, on a case-by-case basis,
a waiver to allow for such a deviation. At least 60 days before such
action, the Secretary of Energy must submit to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations a report notifying the Commit-
tees of the waiver and setting forth the reasons for the waiver. Sec-
tion 301 does not preclude extensions of a contract awarded using
competitive procedures.

The Committee’s concerns regarding the Department’s contract-
ing procedures result from the Department’s history of having
management and operating contracts which have never been bid
competitively, in some cases for over four decades. Ensuring com-
petition for these situations in particular, and establishing competi-
tion as the norm for the Department’s contracting, is imperative.
However, the Committee is well aware that there may be cir-
cumstances where the existing contract has been competed in the
past few years; the existing contractor has been doing a good job;
the mission at a specific site has been scheduled to end in a limited
amount of time; or the time required for a full competitive procure-
ment would result in significant delays to an ongoing project. In
particular, the Committee is concerned that the delays, additional
costs, and loss of momentum involved in competing contracts for
sites designated for accelerated closure could hamper the Commit-
tee’s overriding interest in completing cleanup of these sites as
quickly as possible. In those instances where it is clearly in the
taxpayers’ interest, the Committee would not object to a contract
extension.

Use of Standard Contracting Clauses.—Section 302 provides that
none of the funds in this Act may be used to award, amend, or
modify a contract in a manner that deviates from the Federal Ac-
quisition Regulation, unless the Secretary of Energy grants, on a
case-by-case basis, a waiver to allow for such a deviation. At least
60 days before such action, the Secretary of Energy must submit
to the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations a report
notifying the Committees of the waiver and setting forth the rea-
sons for the waiver.

The Committee directs the Department, as contracts are awarded
or renegotiated, to standardize its contracts in accordance with the
Federal Acquisition Regulation.

Limitation on Benefits for Federal Employees.—Section 303 pro-
vides that none of the funds in this Act may be used to prepare
or implement workforce restructuring plans or provide enhanced
severance payments and other benefits and community assistance
grants for Federal employees of the Department of Energy under
section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal
Year 1993, Public Law 102–484. The Committee has provided no
funds to implement workforce restructuring plans which would pro-
vide benefits to Federal employees of the Department of Energy
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which are not available to other Federal employees of the United
States Government.

Limitation on Funding for Section 3161 Benefits.—Section 304
provides that none of the funds in this Act may be used to augment
the $20,000,000 made available for obligation in this Act for sever-
ance payments and other benefits and community assistance
grants authorized under the provisions of section 3161 of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act of Fiscal Year 1993, Public Law
102–484.

Limitation on Initiation of Requests for Proposals.—Section 305
provides that none of the funds in this Act may be used to initiate
requests for proposals or expressions of interest for new programs
which have not yet been presented to Congress in the annual budg-
et submission, and which have not yet approved and funded by
Congress.

Transfer and Merger of Unexpended Balances.—Section 306 per-
mits the transfer and merger of unexpended balances of prior ap-
propriations with appropriation accounts established in this bill.

Termination and Cancellation Costs.—Section 307 provides that
funds may be used to enter into or continue multi-year contracts
without obligating the estimated costs associated with cancellation
or termination of the contract.

Laboratory Directed Research and Development.—Section 308
provides that none of the funds in this Act may be used for Labora-
tory Directed Research and Development (LDRD). Currently, the
Department of Energy laboratory directors are allowed to take up
to six percent from all operating funding sent the laboratory to use
for research and development of a creative and innovative nature
selected by the director of a laboratory. They have the flexibility to
use this funding with little Congressional oversight. While the
Committee does not dispute the value of some level of funding for
these activities, there are many instances where this funding has
been used to augment program funding, circumvent program fund-
ing denials, initiate new programs which are not part of the De-
partment’s mission, and seek business and marketing advantages.
The Committee is particularly concerned that work performed at
the Departmental laboratories to clean up contaminated sites in-
curs an additional charge of six percent. In light of the Committee’s
constrained funding levels, the Committee has eliminated all fund-
ing for LDRD in fiscal year 2000.

Contractor Travel.—Section 309 provides that not more than
$125,000,000 of the funds provided in this Act for the Department
of Energy are available for reimbursement of contractor travel ex-
penses.

Submission of Laboratory Funding Plans.—Section 310 provides
that none of the funds in this Act or any future appropriations Act
may be expended under a contract for the management and oper-
ation of any of the Department’s weapons laboratories except in ac-
cordance with a Laboratory Funding Plan that has been approved
by the Secretary of Energy. The Committee has included this provi-
sion to ensure that the Secretary has a greater role in overseeing
the activities funded by Federal dollars at the weapons labora-
tories. The Committee expects that Laboratory Funding Plans will
be submitted by the Laboratory Directors at such level of detail as
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the Secretary may require to enable him to exercise his role as the
Federal official with ultimate responsibility for the activities of
these facilities.

The Committee believes that imposing this requirement for Sec-
retarial approval prior to expenditure of appropriated funds at the
laboratories will increase transparency of laboratory fiscal manage-
ment and improve communications with the Department regarding
planned activities. The Department would benefit from receiving a
greater level of detail in the budget proposal process than has been
the case in the past.

Each broad budget category of the Department’s programs: e.g.
Stockpile Stewardship and Stockpile Management in the Weapons
Program, should be supported by a breakdown structure that in-
cludes each program element. Each program element, in turn,
would be broken down into more detailed work packages. Depart-
mental personnel are expected to work closely with the weapons
laboratories at this level. In addition to the benefit that would re-
sult from both parties achieving a better understanding of expecta-
tions and planned activities early in the budget process, the avail-
ability of this level of detail will provide the basis for the weapons
laboratories to construct the Laboratory Funding Plans for ap-
proval in accordance with the requirements of this section.

Contract Approvals.—Section 311 requires the Secretary of En-
ergy to become directly involved in several details of laboratory
management that are currently executed at the field office and
Headquarters program office level. Recent events, such as the secu-
rity breach at Los Alamos, have once again demonstrated the need
for the Department to take control of the activities of its labora-
tories. Such involvement on the part of the Secretary will ensure
closer oversight of laboratory spending, more uniformity in the ap-
plication of incentives, greater responsiveness from laboratory offi-
cials, and, generally, a much needed high level of attention to Lab-
oratory issues within the Department. The Committee is requiring
this for the three nuclear weapons laboratories, but encourages the
Secretary to extend this requirement to all multi-purpose national
laboratories.

Centers and Partnerships Established for Various Purposes at
DOE Laboratories.—Section 312 provides that none of the funds in
the Act may be used to establish or maintain any center or pro-
grammatic partnership at a Department of Energy Laboratory or
facility unless such funds have been specifically identified in the
budget submission. Department of Energy laboratories have been
establishing independent centers and funding them through a com-
bination of direct program funds, overhead, and laboratory directed
research and development funds with little oversight. These centers
cover a broad range of programs: the Center for Global Security Re-
search; the Center for International Security Affairs; the Center for
Space Science and Exploration, and the Partnership for Natural
Disaster Reduction. The merits of these centers and partnerships
are not reviewed nor the costs identified in the Department’s budg-
et submission. The Committee objects to this process and has de-
leted all funding for such activities.

The Department should provide by November 30, 1999, a report
identifying all centers which have been established, the funding
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provided in fiscal year 1999 and proposed for fiscal year 2000, and
the source of that funding. The report should provide a brief de-
scription of each center and the Assistant Secretary who approved
the establishment of the center.

Waiving Overhead and Added Factor Charges.—Section 313 pro-
vides that none of the funds provided in this Act may be used to
waive overhead charges for other Federal agencies or for other De-
partment of Energy programs. The Department of Energy’s labora-
tories have been trying to lower the cost of doing business with
other Federal agencies by eliminating the overhead or added factor
which the Department applies to work performed for other Federal
agencies. This has the effect of augmenting other Federal agencies
budgets while penalizing the rest of the Department. The Inspector
General has also identified instances in which DOE field offices are
not equitably distributing overhead costs resulting in windfalls for
some programs at the expense of other DOE programs. The Com-
mittee objects to this type of inequitable financial practice.

Repeal of Prohibitions on Studies at Federal Public Power Au-
thorities.—Section 314 repeals section 505 of Public Law 102–377,
the Fiscal Year 1993 Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act, and section 208 of Public Law 99–349, the Urgent Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1986. Section 505 prohibits the use
of funds to conduct studies relating to consideration of market or
other non-cost pricing of hydroelectric power sales by the six Fed-
eral public power authorities. Section 208 prohibits the use of
funds to conduct studies relating to selling the assets of the six
Federal public power authorities. These provisions inhibit full par-
ticipation by the Federal public power authorities as the Nation
pursues extensive discussions on electricity restructuring.

Restart of the High Flux Beam Reactor.—Section 315 provides
that no funds may be used to restart the High Flux Beam Reactor
at the Brookhaven National Laboratory in New York.

Limitation on Federal Power Marketing Administrations.—Sec-
tion 316 provides that no funds may be used by the Federal power
marketing administrations for construction, expansion, or upgrades
of fiber optic telecommunication lines, associated facilities, or pur-
chase of equipment directly related to such efforts.

Additional Limitation on Federal Power Marketing Administra-
tions.—Section 317 provides that no funds may be used by the Fed-
eral power marketing administrations to: rent or sell construction
equipment, provide construction-type services, perform contract
construction work, provide construction engineering services, or
provide financing or leasing services for construction, maintenance,
operational, or engineering services.
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TITLE IV

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $66,400,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 66,400,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 60,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥6,400,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥6,400,000

The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) is a regional eco-
nomic development agency established in 1965. It is composed of
the Governors of the thirteen Appalachian states and a Federal Co-
Chairman who is appointed by the President. The Committee rec-
ommends $60,000,000, a reduction of $6,400,000 from the budget
request.

The Committee recognizes the substantial challenges faced by
the Appalachian region in adapting to the changes presented by
welfare reform and welfare-to-work programs. In order to meet
these challenges and to ensure the ultimate success of welfare re-
form efforts in the Appalachian region, the Committee urges the
ARC to commit a greater share of available resources to new and
innovative activities to break the cycle of poverty and to provide for
improved child care and child development programs throughout
Appalachia.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $16,500,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 17,500,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 16,500,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ............................
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥1,000,000

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board was created by the
Fiscal Year 1989 National Defense Authorization Act. The Board,
composed of five members appointed by the President, provides ad-
vice and recommendations to the Secretary of Energy regarding
public health and safety issues at the Department’s defense nuclear
facilities. The Board is responsible for reviewing and evaluating the
content and implementation of the standards relating to the design,
construction, operation and decommissioning of defense nuclear fa-
cilities of the Department of Energy.

Consistent with agency reductions that the Committee has made
throughout this bill, the Committee recommendation is
$16,500,000, a decrease of $1,000,000 from the budget request of
$17,500,000. The Committee urges the Board to focus on those de-
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fense nuclear production facilities that are operational and rep-
resent the highest radiological risk to workers and the public.

DENALI COMMISSION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $20,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ............................
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ............................
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥20,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The bill includes language rescinding $18,000,000 appropriated
in Public Law 105–245 for the Denali Commission.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $465,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 465,400,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 455,400,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥9,600,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥10,000,000

REVENUES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $¥444,800,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ¥442,400,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ¥432,400,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +12,400,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... +10,000,000

NET APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $20,200,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 23,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 23,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +2,800,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

The Committee recommendation is $455,400,000, a reduction of
$9,600,000 from the current fiscal year and $10,000,000 from the
budget request. The recommendation includes $23,000,000 to be
made available from the Nuclear Waste Fund and the General
Fund, including $19,150,000 to support the Department of Energy’s
efforts to characterize Yucca Mountain as a potential site for a per-
manent nuclear waste repository. The recommendation also in-
cludes $1,200,000, the same amount as the budget request, for the
Commission’s continuing efforts to study and provide technical as-
sistance relating to external regulation of certain Department of
Energy facilities, $2,050,000 for work related to the Hanford Tank
Waste Remediation System and $600,000 for assistance to the
Agency for International Development for nuclear safety related
work in the Former Soviet Union and Eastern European countries.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, as amended, re-
quires that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission recover 100 per-
cent of its budget authority, less the appropriation from the Nu-
clear Waste Fund, by assessing license and annual fees. This au-
thority expires at the end of the current fiscal year. The Committee
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has included a statutory provision providing for a one-year exten-
sion of this authorization. The extension of this authority is nec-
essary to provide the resources needed to fund the activities of the
Commission.

The Committee notes that the Commission has responded posi-
tively to a number of issues that the Congress has raised over the
last few years with respect to moving toward a more efficient and
effective regulatory system. The Commission as a whole, the five
Commissioners individually, and the Commission staff deserve a
great deal of credit for the accomplishments in the last year.

The Committee observes that much work remains to be done be-
fore the benefits of these reform initiatives are realized. The Com-
mittee expects that these changes, when implemented, will result
in lower budget requirements and has therefore recommended a
lower amount for fiscal year 2000 than requested by the Commis-
sion. Moreover, the Committee believes that for these changes to
occur, the Commission must be able to decide what organizational
structure will best enable it to meet its responsibilities. The Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, as successor to the Atomic Energy
Commission, was established as an independent agency by the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended. In subsequent legislation,
the Commission was statutorily required to establish certain offices
and functions. The Committee believes the Commission is in the
best position to determine what organizational structure will best
enable it to fulfill its statutory mandate to assure adequate protec-
tion of public health and safety and the common defense and secu-
rity associated with the use of nuclear materials. Therefore, the
Committee urges the Commission to consider submitting legislation
to repeal those provisions of law.

The Committee believes that one of the most important chal-
lenges facing the Commission is the renewal of licenses for cur-
rently operating reactors. The Committee is pleased that the Com-
mission has taken steps to put a two-year review process for license
renewal applications in place. The Committee directs the Commis-
sion to provide a report that describes the lessons learned from the
initial license renewal reviews and the actions being taken to en-
sure that the two-year timetable will be sustained and improved
upon for future license renewal applicants.

The Committee supports the move to safety-focused, perform-
ance-based regulation. The Committee is aware that the Commis-
sion has recently directed the Commission staff to begin to revise
the regulations to change the scope and technical requirements
based on safety insights and operating experience. The Committee
notes, however, that no timetable was given for completing this ef-
fort. The Committee directs the Commission to examine reforms to
the scope of power reactor regulations that will promote a higher
level of confidence that the revised regulations, when issued, are
consistent with the fundamental accountability of the Commission
and that regulations which do not contribute to adequate protection
are eliminated. The Committee directs that these efforts be com-
pleted no later than December 31, 2000.

In addition, the Committee directs the Commission to review ex-
isting regulations to reform those that are outdated or paperwork
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oriented to a set of regulations that are performance-based. This ef-
fort should also be completed by 2004.

The Committee directs the Commission to continue to provide
monthly reports on the status of its licensing and regulatory duties.
The Committee notes that in addition to the power reactors regula-
tions contained on 10 CFR 50, other parts affecting power reactor
operation are in need of reform. The Commission should include in
the monthly report to Congress its activity with respect to these
other parts, particularly its efforts to harmonize its security regula-
tions with part 50.

The Committee recommendation includes authority for the Com-
mission to collect annual charges not to exceed a total of
$432,400,000 from licensees in fiscal year 2000. The Committee
recommendation includes an appropriation of $19,150,000 to be
made available to the Nuclear Waste Fund and another $4,000,000
to be made available from the General Fund for other Federal
agency activities. Due to severe budget constraints, the Committee
was unable to provide the approximately $50,000,000 for Agree-
ment State oversight, international activities, generic decommis-
sioning and reclamation activities, the site decommissioning man-
agement program, regulatory support to Agreement States, the
small entities program, and support to nonprofit educational insti-
tutions. The Committee urges the Commission and the Administra-
tion to provide statutory language and budget resources needed to
remove these expenditures from the fee base currently imposed on
licensees.

The Committee has recommended a $12,400,000 reduction for fis-
cal year 2000 to the regulatory and non-Federal programs. Consist-
ent with the new regulatory practices and procedures, the Commit-
tee expects reductions in future budget requests and is committed
to ensuring that out-year budget requirements will be reduced. The
Commission is directed to include a comprehensive five-year plan
as part of its fiscal year 2001 budget request. The five-year plan
must provide a detailed staffing and organizational analysis and
corresponding budget requirements for fiscal years 2001 through
2005.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $4,800,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 6,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 6,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... +1,200,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

REVENUES

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $¥4,800,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... ¥6,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ¥6,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥1,200,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ............................

This appropriation provides for the Office of Inspector General of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Pursuant to law, budget au-
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thority appropriated to the Inspector General must be recovered
through the assessment of license and annual fees.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $6,000,000,
equal to the amount of the budget request, and $1,200,000 more
than the amount provided in the current fiscal year. Pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 2214, this appropriation must be recovered through the
assessment of license and annual fees, resulting in a net appropria-
tion of $0.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $2,600,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 3,150,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... 2,600,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ............................
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥550,000

The Committee recommendation provides continued funding for
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board. The Nuclear Waste
Policy Amendments Act of 1987 directs the Board to evaluate the
technical and scientific validity of the activities of the Department
of Energy’s nuclear waste disposal program. The Board must report
its findings not less than two times a year to the Congress and the
Secretary of Energy.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $2,600,000, the
same as the current fiscal year, and a reduction of $550,000 from
the budget request.

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Appropriation, 1999 ............................................................................ $50,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ....................................................................... 7,000,000
Recommended, 2000 ........................................................................... ............................
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1999 .................................................................... ¥50,000,000
Budget Estimate, 2000 ............................................................... ¥7,000,000

Final year appropriations for the non-power functions of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority were provided by Congress for fiscal year
1999.
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TITLE V

GENERAL PROVISIONS

The Committee recommendation includes several general provi-
sions pertaining to specific programs and activities funded in the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill.

Prohibition on Lobbying.—Section 501 provides that none of the
funds appropriated by this Act may be used in any way, directly
or indirectly, to influence congressional action on any legislation or
appropriation matters pending before Congress, other than to com-
municate to Members of Congress as described in section 1913 of
Title 18, United States Code.

Buy American.—Section 502 requires that American-made equip-
ment and goods be purchased to the greatest extent practicable.

Drainage of the San Luis Unit.—Section 503 provides language
clarifying the funding requirements for the San Luis Unit.

Extension of Authority for Nuclear Regulatory Commission to Col-
lect Fees and Charges.—Section 504 provides a one-year extension
of the authority of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to collect
fees and charges to offset appropriated funds.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and State
of South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration.—Section
505 repeals the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe, and State of South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Res-
toration Act.

Denali Commission.—Section 506 repeals legislation authorizing
the Denali Commission and amendments thereto.

Technical Change.—Section 507 makes a technical change to the
provision of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 author-
izing reimbursement for work by non-Federal interests on certain
civil works projects of the Corps of Engineers.

Prohibition on Implementation of Kyoto Protocol.—Section 508
prohibits the use of funds to propose or issue rules, regulations, de-
crees or orders for implementing the Kyoto Protocol prior to Senate
ratification.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT REQUIREMENTS

The following items are included in accordance with various re-
quirements of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY

Clause 3(d)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives states that: ‘‘Each report of a committee on a public
bill or public joint resolution shall contain the following: (1) A
statement citing the specific powers granted to Congress in the
Constitution to enact the law proposed by the bill or joint resolu-
tion.’’

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.

COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Clause 3(c)2 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives requires an explanation of compliance with section
308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–344), as amended, which requires that
the report accompanying a bill providing new budget authority con-
tain a statement detailing how that authority compares with the
reports submitted under section 302 of the Act for the most re-
cently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for the fiscal
year from the Committee’s section 302(a) allocation. This informa-
tion follows:

[In millions of dollars]

302(b) Allocation This bill

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority Outlays

Discretionary .......................................... 19,390 19,168 20,190 19,673
Mandatory .............................................. .............................. .............................. .............................. ..............................

FIVE-YEAR OUTLAY PROJECTIONS

In compliance with section 308(a)(1)(B) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–
344), as amended, the following table contains five-year projections
associated with the budget authority in the accompanying bill:
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Millions

Budget Authority ................................................................................ 20,190
Outlays:

2000 .............................................................................................. 12,131
2001 .............................................................................................. 6,342
2002 .............................................................................................. 1,310
2003 .............................................................................................. 83
2004 and beyond .......................................................................... 205

ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In accordance with section 308(a)(1)(C) of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93–
344), as amended, the financial assistance to State and local gov-
ernments is as follows:

Millions

Budget authority ................................................................................ 43
Fiscal year 2000 outlays resulting therefrom .................................. 10

TRANSFER OF FUNDS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following is submitted describing the trans-
fer of funds provided in the accompanying bill.

The following table shows the appropriations affected by the
transfers:

Under Title I, Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program:
* * * Provided further, That the unexpended balances of

prior appropriations provided for these activities in this
Act or any previous Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act may be transferred to and merged with
this appropriation account, and thereafter, may be ac-
counted for as one fund for the same time period as origi-
nally enacted.

Under Title II, Bureau of Reclamation, Water and Related Re-
sources:

* * * of which $2,247,000 shall be available for transfer
to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and $24,089,000
shall be available for transfer to the Lower Colorado River
Basin Development Fund, and of which such amounts as
may be necessary may be advanced to the Colorado River
Dam Fund: Provided, That such transfers may be in-
creased or decreased within the overall appropriations
under this heading: * * *

Under Title II, Bureau of Reclamation, California Bay-Delta Res-
toration:

* * * and of which such amounts as may be necessary
to conform with such plans shall be transferred to appro-
priate accounts of such Federal agencies: * * *

Under Title III, Energy Supply:
* * * of which $820,953 shall be derived by transfer

from the Geothermal Resources Development Fund, and of
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which $5,000,000 shall be derived by transfer from the
United States Enrichment Corporation Fund.

Under Title III, Operation and Maintenance, Southwestern
Power Administration:

* * * of which $773,000 shall be derived by transfer
from unobligated balances in ‘‘Operation and Maintenance,
Southeastern Power Administration’’ * * *

Under Title, III, General Provisions:
SEC. 306. The unexpended balances of prior appropria-

tions provided for activities in this Act may be transferred
to appropriation accounts for such activities established
pursuant to this title. Balances so transferred may be
merged with funds in the applicable established accounts
and thereafter may be accounted for as one fund for the
same time period as originally enacted.

RESCISSIONS

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following table is submitted describing the
rescissions recommended in the accompanying bill:

The bill proposes to rescind $18,000,000 from funds provided in
Public Law 105–245 for the Denali Commission.

CHANGES IN THE APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAW

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1) of rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, the following statements are submitted describ-
ing the effect of provisions in the accompanying bill which directly
or indirectly change the application of existing law.

TITLE I—CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Language has been included under Corps of Engineers, General
Investigations, providing for detailed studies and plans and speci-
fications of projects prior to construction. Language is also included
under General Investigations directing the Secretary of the Army
to use unobligated funds appropriated in Public Law 102–377 for
the feasibility phase of the Red River navigation, Southwest Arkan-
sas, study.

Language has been included under Construction, General, per-
mitting the use of funds from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund
and the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

Language has been included under Operation and Maintenance,
General, stating the following:

* * * including such sums as may be necessary for the
maintenance of harbor channels provided by a State, mu-
nicipality or other public agency, outside of harbor lines,
and serving essential needs of general commerce and navi-
gation; * * *

Language has been included under Operation and Maintenance,
General, providing for construction, operation, and maintenance of
outdoor recreation facilities and permitting the use of funds from
the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.
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Language has been included under the Regulatory Program re-
garding the regulation of navigable waters and wetlands. Language
is also included directing the Corps of Engineers to implement an
administrative appeals process and to prepare analyses of the im-
pacts of the proposed replacement permits for the nationwide per-
mit 26. Language is also included prohibiting termination of the
nationwide permit 26 until such time as the aforementioned analy-
ses are submitted to jurisdictional committees of Congress.

Language has been included under General Expenses regarding
support of the Coastal Engineering Research Board, the Hum-
phreys Engineer Support Center Activity, the Water Resources
Support Center and headquarters support functions at the USACE
Finance Center. Language is also included under General Expenses
prohibiting the use of other Title I funds for the Office of the Chief
of Engineers and the division offices. Language is also included
prohibiting the use of funds to support an office of congressional af-
fairs within the executive office of the Chief of Engineers. Lan-
guage is also included prohibiting the use of funds to support an
office of congressional affairs within the executive office of the
Chief of Engineers. Language is also included prohibiting the use
of funds to support more than one regional office in each Corps of
Engineers division.

Language has been included under Administrative Provision pro-
viding that funds are available for purchase and hire of motor vehi-
cles.

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

Language has been included under Water and Related Resources
providing that funds are available for fulfilling Federal responsibil-
ities to Native Americans and for grants to and cooperative agree-
ments with state and local governments and Indian tribes. Lan-
guage is included under Water and Related Resources providing
that such sums as necessary may be advanced to the Colorado
River Dam Fund. Language is included under Water and Related
Resources which permits fund transfers within the overall appro-
priation to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and the Lower
Colorado River Basin Development Fund. Language is included
under Water and Related Resources providing that funds may be
derived from the Reclamation Fund of the special fee account es-
tablished by 16 U.S.C. 460l—6a(i). Language is included under
Water and Related Resources which provides that funds contrib-
uted by non-Federal entities shall be available for expenditure.
Language is included providing that funds advanced for operation
and maintenance of reclamation facilities are to be credited to the
Water and Related Resources account. Language is also included
permitting the use of funds available for the Departmental Irriga-
tion Drainage Program for site remediation on a non-reimbursable
basis.

Language has been included under the Bureau of Reclamation
Loan Program providing that funds may be derived from the Rec-
lamation Fund.

Language has been included under the Central Valley Project
Restoration Fund directing the Bureau of Reclamation to assess
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and collect the full amount of additional mitigation and restoration
payments authorized by section 3407(d) of Public Law 102–575.

Language has been included under the California Bay-Delta Res-
toration account, imposing limitations on the obligation of funds for
ecosystem restoration and other activities.

TITLE III—DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Language has been included under Nuclear Waste Disposal pro-
viding that none of the funds appropriated under that heading
shall be distributed to the State of Nevada or affected units of local
government for financial assistance.

Language has been included under the Departmental Adminis-
tration account, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and consistent
with the authorization in Public Law 95–238, to permit the Depart-
ment of Energy to utilize revenues to offset appropriations. The ap-
propriations language for this account reflects the total estimated
program funding to be reduced as revenues are received. This lan-
guage has been carried in prior appropriations Acts.

Language has been included under the Departmental Adminis-
tration account providing that notwithstanding the provisions of
the Anti-Deficiency Act, such additional amounts as necessary to
cover increases in the estimated amount of cost of work for others,
as long as such increases are offset by revenue increases of the
same or greater amounts.

Language has been included under the Other Defense Activities
account providing not to exceed $5,000 for official reception and
representation expenses for national security and nonproliferation
activities.

Language has been included under the Bonneville Power Admin-
istration account approving the Northeast Oregon Hatchery Master
Plan, providing not to exceed $1,500 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses, and precluding any new direct loan obliga-
tions.

Language has been included under the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration to permit Southwestern to utilize reimbursements,
notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302. This language has been carried in
previous appropriations Acts.

Language has been included under the Construction, Rehabilita-
tion, Operation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administra-
tion account providing $5,036,000 for deposit into the Utah Rec-
lamation mitigation and Conservation Account pursuant to Title IV
of the Reclamation Projects Act of 1992.

Language has been included under the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission to permit the hire of passenger motor vehicles,
to provide official entertainment expenses, and to permit the use
of revenues collected to reduce the appropriation as revenues are
received.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, providing that management and operating con-
tracts must be awarded using competitive procedures unless Con-
gress is notified 60 days in advance.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, requiring 60 days notice to the Committees on Ap-
propriations if the Secretary of Energy awards, amends, or modifies
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a contract in a manner that deviates from the Federal Acquisition
Regulation.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the use of funds to prepare workforce
restructuring plans or to provide enhanced severance payments
and other benefits for Department of Energy employees under sec-
tion 3161 of Public Law 102–484.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the use of funds to augment the fund-
ing provided for section 3161 of Public Law 102–484.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the use of funds to prepare or initiate
requests for proposals for programs which have not yet been fund-
ed by Congress.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, providing that unexpended balances of prior appro-
priations may be transferred and merged with new appropriation
accounts established in this Act.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, permitting the use of funds to enter into or con-
tinue multi-year contracts without obligating the estimated costs
associated with cancellation or termination of the contract.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the use of funds for Laboratory Di-
rected Research and Development and Director’s Discretionary Re-
search and Development.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, limiting to no more than $125,000,000 the funds
available for reimbursement of contractor travel expenses.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the expenditure of funds under a lab-
oratory contract unless the funds are expended in accordance with
a Laboratory Funding Plan that has been approved by the Sec-
retary of Energy.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, requiring the Secretary of Energy to review and
approve various contractor fees and costs.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the expenditure of funds to establish
independent program centers or partnerships at a Department of
Energy facility or laboratory unless such funds are specifically
identified in the budget.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, prohibiting the Department from waiving overhead
or added factor charges for work performed for other Federal agen-
cies or other Department of Energy programs.

Language has been included under Department of Energy, Gen-
eral Provisions, repealing section 505 of Public Law 102–377, the
Fiscal Year 1993 Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, and section 208 of Public Law 99–349, the Urgent Supple-
mental Appropriations Act, 1986.

Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the restart of the High Flux Beam Reactor.
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Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the use of funds by the Federal power marketing administra-
tions for construction, expansion, or upgrades of fiber optic tele-
communications lines, associated facilities, or purchase of equip-
ment directly related to such efforts.

Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the use of funds by the Federal power marketing administra-
tions to provide construction equipment or related services to other
entities.

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

Language has been included under the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission excluding the costs of NRC prelicensing activities related
to the cleanup of the Hanford site from license fee revenues. Lan-
guage is also included to permit the NRC to utilize revenues col-
lected to offset appropriations, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302.
This language has been carried in previous appropriations Acts.

Language has been included under the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, Office of Inspector General, to utilize revenues collected to
offset appropriations, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302. This lan-
guage has been carried in previous appropriations Acts.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS

Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the use of funds in this Act to influence congressional action
on any legislation or appropriation matters pending before Con-
gress.

Language has been included under General Provisions requiring,
to the greatest extent practicable, that all equipment and products
purchased should be American-made, and prohibiting contracts
with persons falsely labeling products as ‘‘Made in America.’’

Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the use of funds to determine the point of discharge for the in-
terceptor drain for the San Luis Unit until development by the Sec-
retary of Interior and the State of California of a plan to minimize
the impact of drainage waters.

Language has been included under General Provisions directing
the Secretary of Interior to classify the costs of the Kesterson Res-
ervoir Cleanup program and San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program
as reimbursable or nonreimbursable.

Language has been included under General Provisions providing
a one-year extension of the authority of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission to collect fees and charges to offset appropriated funds.

Language has been included under General Provisions repealing
the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and
State of South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Act.

Language has been included under General Provisions repealing
legislation, as amended, authorizing the Denali Commission.

Language has been included under General Provisions making a
technical change to the provision of the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1996 authorizing reimbursement for work by non-Fed-
eral interests on certain civil works projects of the Corps of Engi-
neers.
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Language has been included under General Provisions prohibit-
ing the use of funds to propose or issue rules, regulations, decrees
or orders for implementing the Kyoto Protocol prior to Senate rati-
fication.

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAW

Pursuant to clause 3(f)(1) 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:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:
Construction, General
Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program

Department of Energy:
Energy Supply
Non-Defense Environmental Management
Science
Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund
Departmental Administration
Office of the Inspector General
Weapons Activities
Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
Defense Facilities Closure Projects
Defense Environmental Management Privatization
Other Defense Activities
Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal
Power Marketing Administrations

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board
Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Office of Inspector General
The Committee notes that the annual authorizing legislation for

many of these programs is in various stages of the legislative proc-
ess. It is anticipated these authorizations will be enacted into law
later this year.

COMPLIANCE WITH CLAUSE 3 OF RULE XIII (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 omit-
ted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

The accompanying bill would repeal section 505 of Public Law
102–337, the fiscal year 1993 Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act.

øSEC. 505. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, sub-
sequent Energy and Water Development Appropriations Acts or
any other provision of law hereafter, none of the funds made avail-
able under this Act, subsequent Energy and Water Development
Appropriations Acts or any other law hereafter shall be used for
the purposes of conducting any studies relating or leading to the
possibility of changing from the currently required ‘‘at cost’’ to a
‘‘market rate’’ or any other noncost-based method for the pricing of
hydroelectric power by the six Federal public power authorities, or
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other agencies or authorities of the Federal Government except as
may be specially authorized by Act of Congress hereafter enacted.¿

The accompanying bill would repeal section 208 of Public Law
99–349, the Urgent Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1986.

øSEC. 208. No funds appropriated or made available under this
or any other Act shall be used by the executive branch for soliciting
proposals, preparing or reviewing studies or drafting proposals de-
signed to transfer out of Federal ownership, management or control
in whole or in part the facilities and functions of the Federal power
marketing administrations located within the contiguous 48 States,
and the Tennessee Valley Authority, until such activities have been
specifically authorized and in accordance with terms and conditions
established by an Act of Congress hereafter enacted: Provided,
That this provision shall not apply to the authority granted under
section 2(e) of the Bonneville Project Act of 1937; or to the author-
ity of the Tennessee Valley Authority pursuant to any law under
which it may transfer facilities or functions in the normal course
of business in carrying out the purposes of the Tennessee Valley
Authority Act of 1933, as amended; or to the authority of the Ad-
ministrator of the General Services Administration pursuant to the
Federal Property and Administrative Service Act of 1949, as
amended, and the Surplus Property Act of 1944 to sell or otherwise
dispose of surplus property.¿

The accompanying bill would amend Section 6101(a)(3) of the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, as amended:

Section 6101(a)(3) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1990, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 2214(a)(3)) is amended by striking
‘‘September 30, 1995’’ and inserting ø‘‘September 30, 1999’’¿ ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2000.’’

The accompanying bill would repeal Title VI, division C, of Public
Law 105–277, Making Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1999.

øTITLE VI—CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER BRULE
SIOUX TRIBE, AND STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA TERRES-
TRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION

SEC. 601. DEFINITIONS.
In this title, the following definitions apply:

(1) RESTORATION.—The term ‘‘restoration’’ means mitigation
of the habitat of wildlife.

(2) TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT.—The term ‘‘terrestrial
wildlife habitat’’ means a habitat for a wildlife species (includ-
ing game and nongame species) that existed or exists on an up-
land habitat (including a prairie grassland, woodland, bottom
land forest, scrub, or shrub) or an emergent wetland habitat.

(3) WILDLIFE.—The term ‘‘wildlife’’ has the meaning given
the term in section 8 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(16 U.S.C. 666b).

SEC. 602. TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION.
(a) TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION PLANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with this subsection and in
consultation with the Secretary and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, the State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux
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Tribe, and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe shall, as a condition
of the receipt of funds under this title, each develop a plan for
the restoration of terrestrial wildlife habitat loss that occurred
as a result of flooding related to the Big Bend and Oahe
projects carried out as part of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River
Basin program.

(2) SUBMISSION OF PLAN TO SECRETARY.—On completion of a
plan for terrestrial wildlife habitat restoration, the State of
South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, and the Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe shall submit the plan to the Secretary.

(3) REVIEW BY SECRETARY AND SUBMISSION TO COMMITTEES.—
The Secretary shall review the plan and submit the plan, with
any comments, to the appropriate committees of the Senate
and the House of Representatives.

(4) FUNDING FOR CARRYING OUT PLANS.—
(A) STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA.—

(i) NOTIFICATION.—On receipt of the plan for terres-
trial wildlife habitat restoration submitted by the
State of South Dakota, each of the Committees re-
ferred to in paragraph (3) shall notify the Secretary of
the Treasury of the receipt of the plan.

(ii) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—On notification in ac-
cordance with clause (i), the Secretary of the Treasury
shall make available in the State of South Dakota
funds from the South Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife
Habitat Restoration Trust Fund established under sec-
tion 803, to be used to carry out the plan for terres-
trial wildlife habitat restoration submitted by the
State and only after the Trust Fund is fully capital-
ized.

(B) CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE AND LOWER BRULE
SIOUX TRIBE.—

(i) NOTIFICATION.—On receipt of the plan for terres-
trial wildlife habitat restoration submitted by the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe, each of the Committees referred to in
paragraph (3) shall notify the Secretary of the Treas-
ury of the receipt of each of the plans.

(ii) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—On notification in ac-
cordance with clause (i), the Secretary of the Treasury
shall make available to the Cheyenne River Sioux
Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe funds from the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habi-
tat Restoration Trust Fund and the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Trust
Fund, respectively, established under section 804, to
be used to carry out the plan for terrestrial wildlife
habitat restoration submitted by the Cheyenne River
Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, respec-
tively, and only after the Trust Fund is fully capital-
ized.

(C) TRANSITION PERIOD.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—During the period described in

clause (ii), the Secretary shall—
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(I) fund the terrestrial wildlife habitat restora-
tion programs being carried out on the date of en-
actment of this Act on Oahe and Big Bend project
land and the plans established under this section
at a level that does not exceed the highest amount
of funding that was provided for the programs
during a previous fiscal year; and

(II) fund the activities described in sections
803(d)(3) and 804(d)(3).

(ii) PERIOD.—Clause (i) shall apply during the pe-
riod.—

(I) beginning on the date of enactment of this Act;
and

(II) ending on the date on which funds are made
available for use from the South Dakota Terres-
trial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Trust Fund
under section 803(d)(3)(A)(i) and the Cheyenne
River Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat
Restoration Trust Fund and the Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restora-
tion Trust Fund under section 804(d)(3)(A)(i).

(b) PROGRAMS FOR THE PURCHASE OF WILDLIFE HABITAT
LEASES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The State of South Dakota may use funds
made available under section 803(d)(3)(A)(iii) to develop a pro-
gram for the purchase of wildlife habitat leases that meets the
requirements of this subsection.

(2) DEVELOPMENT OF A PLAN.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the State of South Dakota, the

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, or the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe elects to conduct a program under this subsection,
the State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux
Tribe, or the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe (in consultation with
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the Sec-
retary and with an opportunity for public comment) shall
develop a plan to lease land for the protection and develop-
ment of wildlife habitat, including habitat for threatened
and endangered species, associated with the Missouri
River ecosystem.

(B) USE FOR PROGRAM.—The plan shall be used by the
State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, or
the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe in carrying out the program
carried out under paragraph (1).

(3) CONDITIONS OF LEASES.—Each lease covered under a pro-
gram carried out under paragraph (1) shall specify that the
owner of the property that is subject to the lease shall
provide—

(A) public access for sportsmen during hunting season;
and

(B) public access for other outdoor uses covered under
the lease, as negotiated by the landowner and the State of
South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, or the
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe.

(4) USE OF ASSISTANCE.—
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(A) STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA.—If the State of South Da-
kota conducts a program under this subsection, the State
may use funds made available under section
803(d)(3)(A)(iii) to—

(i) acquire easements, rights-of-way, or leases for
management and protection of wildlife habitat, includ-
ing habitat for threatened and endangered species,
and public access to wildlife on private property in the
State of South Dakota;

(ii) create public access to Federal or State land
through the purchase of easements of rights-of-way
that traverse such private property; or

(iii) lease land for the creation or restoration of a
wetland on such private property.

(B) CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE AND LOWER BRULE
SIOUX TRIBE.—If the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe or the
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe conducts a program under this
subsection, the Tribe may use funds made available under
section 804(d)(3)(A)(iii) for the purposes described in sub-
paragraph (A).

(c) FEDERAL OBLIGATION FOR TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT
MITIGATION FOR THE BIG BEND AND OAHE PROJECTS IN SOUTH DA-
KOTA.—The establishment of the trust funds under sections 803
and 804 and the development and implementation of plans for ter-
restrial wildlife habitat restoration developed by the State of South
Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, and the Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe in accordance with this section shall be considered to
satisfy the Federal obligation under the Fish and Wildlife Coordi-
nation Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) for terrestrial wildlife habitat
mitigation for the State of South Dakota, the Cheyenne River Sioux
Tribe, and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe for the Big Bend and Oahe
projects carried out as part of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin
program.
SEC. 603. SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RES-

TORATION TRUST FUND.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established in the Treasury of the

United States a fund to be known as the ‘‘South Dakota Terrestrial
Wildlife Habitat Restoration Trust Fund’’ (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘Fund’’).

(b) FUNDING.—For the fiscal year during which this Act is en-
acted and each fiscal year thereafter until the aggregate amount
deposited in the Fund under this subsection is equal to at least
$108,000,000, the Secretary of the Treasury shall deposit
$10,000,000 in the Fund.

(c) INVESTMENTS.—The Secretary of the Treasury shall invest the
amounts deposited under subsection (b) only in interest-bearing ob-
ligations of the United States or in obligations guaranteed by the
United States or in obligations guaranteed by the United States as
to both principal and interest.

(d) PAYMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—All amounts credited as interest under sub-

section (c) shall be available, without fiscal year limitation, to
the State of South Dakota for use in accordance with para-
graph (3) after the Fund has been fully capitalized.
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(2) WITHDRAWAL AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Subject to sec-
tion 802(a)(4)(A), the Secretary of the Treasury shall withdraw
amounts credited as interest under paragraph (1) and transfer
the amounts to the State of South Dakota for use as State
funds in accordance with paragraph (3) after the Fund has
been fully capitalized.

(3) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph (B), the State

of South Dakota shall use the amounts transferred under
paragraph (2) only to—

(i) fully fund the annually scheduled work described
in the terrestrial wildlife habitat restoration plan of
the State developed under section 802(a); and

(ii) with any remaining funds—
(I) protect archaeological, historical, and cul-

tural sites located along the Missouri River on
land transferred to the State;

(II) fund all costs associated with the ownership,
management, operation, administration, mainte-
nance, and development of recreation areas and
other lands that are transferred to the State of
South Dakota by the Secretary;

(III) purchase and administer wildlife habitat
leases under section 802(b);

(IV) carry out other activities described in sec-
tion 802; and

(V) develop and maintain public access to, and
protect, wildlife habitat and recreation areas along
the Missouri River.

(B) PROHIBITION.—The amounts transferred under para-
graph (2) shall not be used for the purchase of land in fee
title.

(e) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS.—Except as provided in sub-
section (d), the Secretary of the Treasury may not transfer or with-
draw any amount deposited under subsection (b).

(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of the Treasury such sums as are nec-
essary to pay the administrative expenses of the Fund.
SEC. 604. CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE AND LOWER BRULE SIOUX

TRIBE TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION
TRUST FUNDS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There are established in the Treasury of
the United States 2 funds to be known as the ‘‘Cheyenne River
Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Restoration Trust Fund’’ and the
‘‘Lower Brule Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration
Trust Fund’’ (each of which is referred to in this section as a
‘‘Fund’’).

(b) FUNDING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), for the fiscal year

during which this Act is enacted and each fiscal year there-
after until the aggregate amount deposited in the Funds under
this subsection is equal to at least $57,400,000, the Secretary
of the Treasury shall deposit $5,000,000 in the Funds.
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(2) ALLOCATION.—Of the total amount of funds deposited into
the Funds for a fiscal year, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
deposit—

(A) 74 percent of the funds into the Cheyenne River
Sioux Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Restoration Trust Fund;
and

(B) 26 percent of the funds into the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Trust Fund.

(c) INVESTMENTS.—The Secretary of the Treasury shall invest the
amounts deposited under subsection (b) only in interest-bearing ob-
ligations of the United States or in obligations guaranteed as to
both principal and interest by the United States.

(d) PAYMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—All amounts credited as interest under sub-

section (c) shall be available after the Trust Funds are fully
capitalized, without fiscal year limitation, to the Cheyenne
River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe for their
use in accordance with paragraph (3).

(2) WITHDRAWAL AND TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Subject to sec-
tion 802(a)(4)(B), the Secretary of the Treasury shall withdraw
amounts credited as interest under paragraph (1) and transfer
the amounts to the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower
Brule Sioux Tribe for use in accordance with paragraph (3).

(3) USE OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph (B), the

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe shall use the amounts transferred under paragraph
(2) only to—

(i) fully fund the annually scheduled work described
in the terrestrial wildlife habitat restoration plan of
the respective Tribe developed under section 802(a);
and

(ii) with any remaining funds—
(I) protect archaeological, historical, and cul-

tural sites located along the Missouri River on
land transferred to the respective Tribe;

(II) fund all costs associated with the ownership,
management, operation, administration, mainte-
nance, and development of recreation areas and
other lands that are transferred to the respective
Tribe by the Secretary;

(III) purchase and administer wildlife habitat
leases under section 802(b);

(IV) carry out other activities described in sec-
tion 802; and

(V) develop and maintain public access to, and
protect, wildlife habitat and recreation areas along
the Missouri River.

(B) PROHIBITION.—The amounts transferred under para-
graph (2) shall not be used for the purchase of land in fee
title.

(e) TRANSFERS AND WITHDRAWALS.—Except as provided in sub-
section (d), the Secretary of the Treasury may not Transfer or with-
draw any amount deposited under subsection (b).
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(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of the Treasury such sums as are nec-
essary to pay the administrative expenses of the Fund.
SEC. 605. TRANSFER OF FEDERAL LAND TO STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) TRANSFER.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall transfer to the De-
partment of Game, Fish and Parks of the State of South
Dakota (referred to in this section as the ‘‘Department’’)
the land and recreation areas described in subsections (b)
and (c) for fish and wildlife purposes, or public recreation
uses, in perpetuity.

(B) PERMITS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, AND EASEMENTS.—All per-
mits, rights-of-way, and easements granted by the Sec-
retary to the Oglala Sioux Tribe for land on the west side
of the Missouri River between the Oahe Dam and Highway
14, and all permits, rights-of-way, and easements on any
other land administered by the Secretary and used by the
Oglala Sioux Rural Water Supply System, are granted to
the Oglala Sioux Tribe in perpetuity to be held in trust
under section 3(e) of the Mni Wiconi Project Act of 1988
(102 Stat. 2568).

(2) USES.—The Department shall maintain and develop the
land outside the recreation areas for fish and wildlife purposes
in accordance with—

(A) fish and wildlife purposes in effect on the date of en-
actment of this Act; or

(B) a plan developed under section 802.
(3) CORPS OF ENGINEERS.—The transfer shall not interfere

with the Corps of Engineers operation of a project under this
section for an authorized purpose of the project under the Act
of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, chapter 665; 33 U.S.C.
701–1 et seq.), or other applicable law.

(4) SECRETARY.—The Secretary shall retain the right to inun-
date with water the land transferred to the Department under
this section or draw down a project reservoir, as necessary to
carry out an authorized purpose of a project.

(b) LAND TRANSFERRED.—The land described in this subsection is
land that—

(1) is located above the top of the exclusive flood pool of the
Oahe, Big Bend, Fort Randall, and Gavin’s Point projects of
the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin program;

(2) was acquired by the Secretary for the implementation of
the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin program;

(3) is located outside the external boundaries of a reservation
of an Indian Tribe; and

(4) is located within the State of South Dakota.
(c) RECREATION AREAS TRANSFERRED.—A recreation area de-

scribed in this section includes the land and waters within a recre-
ation area that—

(1) the Secretary determines, at the time of the transfer, is
a recreation area classified for recreation use by the Corps of
Engineers on the date of enactment of this Act;
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(2) is located outside the external boundaries of a reservation
of an Indian Tribe;

(3) is located within the State of South Dakota;
(4) is not the recreation area known as ‘‘Cottonwood’’, ‘‘Train-

ing Dike’’, or ‘‘Tailwaters’’; and
(5) is located below Gavin’s Point Dam in the State of South

Dakota in accordance with boundary agreements and recip-
rocal fishing agreements between the State of South Dakota
and the State of Nebraska in effect on the date of enactment
of this Act, which agreements shall continue to be honored by
the State of South Dakota as the agreements apply to any land
or recreation areas transferred under this title to the State of
South Dakota below Gavin’s Point Dam and on the waters of
the Missouri River.

(d) MAP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consultation with the De-

partment, shall prepare a map of the land and recreation areas
transferred under this section.

(2) LAND.—The map shall identify—
(A) land reasonably expected to be required for project

purposes during the 20-year period beginning on the date
of enactment of this Act; and

(B) dams and related structures;
which shall be retained by the Secretary.

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The map shall be on file in the appro-
priate offices of the Secretary.

(e) SCHEDULE FOR TRANSFER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of the Army and the Sec-
retary of the Department shall jointly develop a schedule for
transferring the land and recreation areas under this section.

(2) TRANSFER DEADLINE.—All land and recreation areas shall
be transferred not later than 1 year after the full capitalization
of the Trust Fund described in section 803.

(f) TRANSFER CONDITIONS.—The land and recreation areas de-
scribed in subsections (b) and (c) shall be transferred in fee title to
the Department on the following conditions:

(1) RESPONSIBILITY FOR DAMAGE.—The Secretary shall not be
responsible for any damage to the land caused by flooding,
sloughing, erosion, or other changes to the land caused by the
operation of any project of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin
program (except as otherwise provided by Federal law).

(2) EASEMENTS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, LEASES, AND COST-SHARING
AGREEMENTS.—The Department shall maintain all easements,
rights-of-way, leases, and cost-sharing agreements that are in
effect as of the date of the transfer.

(g) HUNTING AND FISHING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title affects jurisdiction

over the land and water below the exclusive flood pool of the
Missouri River within the State of South Dakota, including af-
fected Indian reservations. The State of South Dakota, the
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe
shall continue in perpetuity to exercise the jurisdiction the
State and Tribes possess on the date of enactment of this Act.
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(2) NO EFFECT ON RESPECTIVE JURISDICTIONS.—the Secretary
may not adopt any regulation or otherwise affect the respective
jurisdictions of the State of South Dakota, the Lower Brule
River Sioux Tribe, or the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe de-
scribed in paragraph (1).

(h) APPLICABILITY OF LAW.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the following provisions of law shall apply to land
transferred under this section:

(1) The National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et
seq.), including sections 106 and 304 of that Act (16 U.S.C.
470f, 470w–3).

(2) The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16
U.S.C. 470aa et seq.), including sections 4, 6, 7, and 9 of that
Act (16 U.S.C. 470cc, 470ee, 470ff, 470hh).

(3) The Native American Graves Protection Act and Repatri-
ation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.), including subsections (a) and
(d) of section 3 of that Act (25 U.S.C. 3003).

SEC. 606. TRANSFER OF CORPS OF ENGINEERS LAND FOR INDIAN
TRIBES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) TRANSFER.—The Secretary of the Army shall transfer to

the Secretary of the Interior the land and recreation areas de-
scribed in subsections (b) and (c).

(2) CORPS OF ENGINEERS.—The transfer shall not interfere
with the Corps of Engineers operation of a project under this
section for an authorized purpose of the project under the Act
of December 22, 1994 (58 Stat. 887, chapter 665; 33 U.S.C.
701–1 et seq.), or other applicable law.

(3) SECRETARY OF THE ARMY.—The Secretary of the Army
shall retain the right to inundate with water the land trans-
ferred to the Secretary of the Interior under this section or
draw down a project reservoir, as necessary to carry out an au-
thorized purpose of a project.

(4) TRUST.—The Secretary of the Interior shall hold in trust
for the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux
Tribe the land transferred under this section that is located
within the external boundaries of the reservation of the Indian
Tribes.

(b) LAND TRANSFERRED.—The land described in this subsection is
land that—

(1) is located above the top of the exclusive flood pool of the
Big Bend and Oahe projects of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River
Basin program;

(2) was acquired by the Secretary of the Army for the imple-
mentation of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin program;
and

(3) is located within the external boundaries of the reserva-
tion of the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe.

(c) RECREATION AREAS TRANSFERRED.—A recreation area de-
scribed in this section includes the land and waters within a recre-
ation area that—
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(1) the Secretary determines, at the time of the transfer, is
a recreation area classified for recreation use by the Corps of
Engineers on the date of enactment of this Act;

(2) is located within the external boundaries of a reservation
of an Indian Tribe; and

(3) is located within the State of South Dakota.
(d) MAP.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in consultation with the
governing bodies of the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, shall prepare a map of the land
transferred under this section.

(2) LAND.—The map shall identify—
(A) land reasonably expected to be required for project

purposes during the 20-year period beginning on the date
of enactment of this Act; and

(B) dams and related structures;
which shall be retained by the Secretary.

(3) AVAILABILITY.—The map shall be on file in the appro-
priate office of the Secretary.

(e) SCHEDULE FOR TRANSFER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary and the Chairmen of the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe
shall jointly develop a schedule for transferring the land and
recreation areas under this section.

(2) TRANSFER DEADLINE.—All land and recreation areas shall
be transferred not later than 1 year after the full capitalization
of the State and tribal Trust Fund described in section 804.

(f) TRANSFER CONDITIONS.—The land and recreation areas de-
scribed in subsections (b) and (c) shall be transferred to, and held
in trust by, the Secretary of the Interior on the following condi-
tions:

(1) RESPONSIBILITY FOR DAMAGE.—The Secretary shall not be
responsible for any damage to the land caused by flooding,
sloughing, erosion, or other changes to the land caused by the
operation of any project of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin
program (except as otherwise provided by Federal law).

(2) HUNTING AND FISHING.—Nothing in this title affects juris-
diction, over the land and waters below the exclusive flood pool
and within the external boundaries of the Cheyenne River
Sioux Tribe and Lower Brule Sioux Tribe reservations. The
State of South Dakota, the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe shall continue to exercise, in per-
petuity, the jurisdiction they posses on the date of enactment
of this Act with regard to hose lands and waters. The Secretary
may not adopt any regulations or otherwise affect the respec-
tive jurisdictions of the State of South Dakota, the Lower Brule
River Sioux Tribe, or the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe de-
scribed in the preceding sentence. Jurisdiction over the land
transferred under this section shall be the same as that over
other land held in trust by the Secretary of the Interior on the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe reservation and the Lower Brule
Sioux Tribe reservation.
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(3) EASEMENTS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, LEASES, AND COST-SHARING
AGREEMENTS.—

(A) MAINTENANCE.—The Secretary of the Interior shall
maintain all easements, rights-of-way, leases, and cost-
sharing agreements that are in effect as of the date of the
transfer.

(B) PAYMENTS TO COUNTY.—The Secretary of the Interior
shall pay any affected county 100 percent of the receipts
from the easements, rights-of-way, leases, and cost-sharing
agreements described in subparagraph (A).

SEC. 607. ADMINISTRATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this title diminishes or affects—

(1) any water right of an Indian Tribe;
(2) any other right of an Indian Tribe, except as specifically

provided in another provision of this title;
(3) any treaty right that is in effect on the date of enactment

of this Act;
(4) any external boundary of an Indian reservation of an In-

dian Tribe;
(5) any authority of the State of South Dakota that relates

to the protection, regulation, or management of fish, terrestrial
wildlife, and cultural and archaeological resources, except as
specifically provided in this title; or

(5) any authority of the Secretary, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, or the head of any other Federal agency under a law in
effect on the date of enactment of this Act, including—

(A) the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.);

(B) the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979
(16 U.S.C. 470aa et seq.);

(C) the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C.
661 et seq.);

(D) the Act entitled ‘‘An Act for the protection of the bold
eagle’’, approved June 8, 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.);

(E) the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et
seq.);

(F) the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531
et seq.);

(G) the Native American Graves Protection and Repatri-
ation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001 et seq.);

(H) the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (commonly
known as the ‘‘Clean Water Act’’) (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.);

(I) the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.);
and

(J) the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.);

(b) FEDERAL LIABILITY FOR DAMAGE.—Nothing in this title re-
lieves the Federal Government of liability for damage to private
land caused by the operation of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River
Basin program.

(c) FLOOD CONTROL.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
this title, the Secretary shall retain the authority to operate the
Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin program for purposes of meeting
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the requirements of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887,
chapter 665; 33 U.S.C. 701–1 et seq.).
SEC. 608. STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary shall arrange for the United States
Geological Survey, in consultation with the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and other appropriate Federal agencies, to conduct a com-
prehensive study of the potential impacts the transfer of land
under sections 805(b) and 806(b), including potential impacts on
South Dakota Sioux Tribes having water claims within the Mis-
souri River Basin, on water flows in the Missouri River.

(b) NO TRANSFER PENDING DETERMINATION.—Not transfer of
land under section 805(b) or 806(b) shall occur until the Secretary
determines, based on the study, that the transfer of land under ei-
ther section will not significantly reduce the amount of water flow
to the downstream States of the Missouri River.
SEC. 609. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) SECRETARY.—There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary such sums as are necessary—

(1) to pay the administrative expenses incurred by the Sec-
retary in carrying out this title; and

(2) to fund the implementation of terrestrial wildlife habitat
restoration plans under section 802(a) and other activities
under sections 803(d)(3) and 804(d)(3).

(b) SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary of the Interior such sums as are nec-
essary to pay the administrative expenses incurred by the Sec-
retary of the Interior in carrying out this title.¿

The accompanying bill would repeal Title III, division C, of Pub-
lic Law 105–277, Making Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1999, and section 105
of Public Law 106–31, the 1999 Emergency Supplemental Appro-
priations Act.

øTITLE III—DENALI COMMISSION

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Denali Commission Act of 1998’’.

SEC. 302. PURPOSES.
The purposes of this title are as follows:

(1) To deliver the services of the Federal Government in the
most cost-effective manner practicable by reducing administra-
tive and overhead costs.

(2) To provide job training and other economic development
services in rural communities particularly distressed commu-
nities (many of which have a rate of unemployment that ex-
ceeds 50 percent).

(3) To provide rural development, provide power generation
and transmission facilities, modern communication systems,
water and sewer systems and other infrastructure needs.
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SEC. 303. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a commission to be

known as the Denali Commission (referred to in this title as the
‘‘Commission’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) COMPOSITION.—The Commission shall be composed of 7

members, who shall be appointed by the Secretary of Com-
merce (referred to in this title as the ‘‘Secretary’’), of whom—

(A) one shall be the Governor of the State of Alaska, or
an individual selected from nominations submitted by the
Governor, who shall serve as the State Cochairperson;

(B) one shall be the President of the University of Alas-
ka, or an individual selected from nominations submitted
by the President of the University of Alaska;

(C) one shall be the President of the Alaska Municipal
League or an individual selected from nominations submit-
ted by the President of the Alaska Municipal League;

(D) one shall be the President of the Alaska Federation
or Natives or an individual selected from nominations sub-
mitted by the President of the Alaska Federation or Na-
tives;

(e) one shall be the Executive President of the Alaska
State AFL–CIO or an individual selected from nominations
submitted by the Executive President;

(F) one shall be the President of the Associated General
Contractors of Alaska or an individual selected from nomi-
nations submitted by the President of the Associated Gen-
eral Contractors of Alaska; and

(G) one shall be the Federal Cochairperson, who shall be
selected in accordance with the requirements of paragraph
(2).

(2) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The President pro temporare of the

Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives
shall each submit a list of nominations for the position of
the Federal Cochairperson under paragraph (1)(G), includ-
ing pertinent biographical information, to the Secretary.

(B) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall appoint the Fed-
eral Cochairperson from among the list of nominations
submitted under subparagraph (A). The Federal Cochair-
person shall serve as an employee of the Department of
Commerce, and may be removed by the Secretary for
cause.

(C) FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON VOTE.—The Federal Co-
chairperson appointed under this paragraph shall break
any tie in the voting of the Commission.

(4) DATE.—The appointments of the members of the Commis-
sion shall be made no later than January 1, 1999.

(c) PERIOD OF APPOINTMENT; VACANCIES.—Members shall be ap-
pointed for the life of the Commission. Any vacancy in the Commis-
sion shall not affect its powers, but shall be filled in the same man-
ner as the original appointment.

(d) MEETINGS.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall meet at the call of
the Federal Cochairperson not less frequently than 2 times
each year, and may, as appropriate, conduct business by tele-
phone or other electronic means.

(2) NOTIFICATON.—Not later than 2 weeks before calling a
meeting under this subsection, the Federal Cochairperson
shall—

(A) notify each member of the Commission of the time,
date and location of that meeting; and

(B) provide each member of the Commission with a writ-
ten agenda for the meeting, including any proposals for
discussion and consideration, and any appropriate back-
ground materials.

(e) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser number of members may
hold hearings.
SEC. 304. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.

(1) WORK PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of this Act and annually thereafter, the Commission
shall develop a proposed work plan for Alaska that meets the
requirements of paragraph (2) and submit that plan to the
Federal Cochairperson for review in accordance with the re-
quirements of subsection (b).

(2) WORK PLAN.—In developing the work plan, the Commis-
sion shall—

(A) solicit project proposals from local governments and
other entities and organizations; and

(B) provide for a comprehensive work plan for rural and
infrastructure development and necessary job training in
the area covered under the work plan.

(3) REPORT.—Upon completion of a work plan under this
subsection, the Commission shall prepare, and submit to the
Secretary, the Federal Cochairperson, and the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget, a report that outlines the
work plan and contains recommendations for funding prior-
ities.

(b) REVIEW BY FEDERAL COCHAIRPERSON.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon receiving a work plan under this sec-

tion, the Secretary, acting through the Federal Cochairperson,
shall publish the work plan in the Federal Register, with no-
tice and an opportunity for public comment. The period for
public review and comment shall be the 30-day period begin-
ning on the date of publication of that notice.

(2) CRITERIA FOR REVIEW.—In conducting a review under
paragraph (1), the Secretary, acting through the Federal Co-
chairperson, shall—

(A) take into consideration the information, views, and
comments received from interested parties through the
public review and comment process specified in paragraph
(1); and

(B) consult with appropriate Federal officials in Alaska
including but not limited to Bureau of Indian Affairs, Eco-
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nomic Development Administration, and Rural Develop-
ment Administration.

(3) APPROVAL.—Not later than 30 days after the end of the
period specified in paragraph (1), the Secretary acting through
the Federal Cochairperson, shall—

(A) approve, disapprove, or partially approve the work
plan that is the subject of the review; and

(B) issue to the Commission a notice of the approval, dis-
approval, or partial approval that—

(i) specifies the reasons for disapproving any portion
of the work plan; and

(ii) if applicable, includes recommendations for revi-
sions to the work plan to make the plan subject to ap-
proval.

(4) REVIEW OF DISAPPROVAL OR PARTIAL APPROVAL.—If the
Secretary, acting through the Federal Cochairperson, dis-
approves or partially approves a work plan, the Federal Co-
chairperson shall submit that work plan to the Commission for
review and revision.

SEC. 305. POWERS OF THE COMMISSION.
(a) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGENCIES.—The Commission

may secure directly from any Federal department or agency such
information as it considers necessary to carry out the provisions of
this Act. Upon request of the Federal Cochairperson of the Com-
mission, the head of such department or agency shall furnish such
information to the Commission. Agencies must provide the Com-
mission with the requested information in a timely manner. Agen-
cies may, upon request by the Commission, make services and per-
sonnel available to the Commission to carry out the duties of the
Commission. To the maximum extent practicable, the Commission
shall contract for competition of necessary work utilizing local
firms and labor to minimize costs.

(b) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Commission may use the United
States mails in the same manner and under the same conditions
as other departments and agencies of the Federal Government.

(c) GIFTS.—The Commission may accept, use, and dispose of gifts
or donations of services or property.
SEC. 306. COMMISSION PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each member of the Commis-
sion who is not an officer or employee of the Federal Government
shall be compensated at a rate equal to the daily equivalent of the
annual rate of basic pay prescribed for level IV of the Executive
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, for each
day (including travel time) during the time such member is en-
gaged in the performance of the duties of the Commission. All
members of the Commission who are officers or employees of the
United States shall serve without compensation that is in addition
to that received for their services as officers or employees of the
United States.

(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—The members of the Commission shall be
allowed travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence,
at rates authorized for employees of agencies under subchapter I
of chapter 57 of title 5, United States Code, while away from their
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homes or regular places of business in the performance of services
for the Commission.

(c) STAFF.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Cochairperson of the Commis-

sion may, without regard to the civil service laws and regula-
tions, appoint such personnel as may be necessary to enable
the Commission to perform its duties.

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Chairman of the Commission may
fix the compensation of personnel without regard to the provi-
sions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code, relating to classification of positions and
General Schedule pay rates.

(d) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—Any Federal Govern-
ment employee may be detailed to the Commission without reim-
bursement, and such detail shall be without interruption or loss of
civil service status or privilege.

(e) PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND INTERMITTENT SERVICES.—
The Federal Cochairperson of the Commission may procure tem-
porary and intermittent services under section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code, at rates for individuals which do not exceed
the daily equivalent of the annual rate of basic pay prescribed for
level V of the Executive Schedule under section 5316 of such title.

(f) OFFICES.—The principal office of the Commission shall be lo-
cated in Alaska, at a location that the Commission shall select.
SEC. 307. SPECIAL FUNCTIONS.

(a) RURAL UTILITIES.—In carrying out its functions under this
title, the Commission shall as appropriate, provide assistance, seek
to avoid duplicating services and assistance, and complement the
water and sewer wastewater programs under section 306D of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1926d)
and section 303 of the Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of
1996 (33 U.S.C. 1263a).

(b) BULK FUELS.—The Commission, in consultation with the
Commandant of the Coast Guard, shall develop a plan to provide
for the repair or replacement of bulk fuel storage tanks in Alaska
that are not in compliance with applicable—

(1) Federal law, including the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (104
Stat. 484); or

(2) State law.
SEC. 308. EXEMPTION FROM FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE ACT.

The Federal Advisory Committee Act shall not apply to the Com-
mission.
SEC. 309. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Commission to carry out the duties of the Commission consistent
with the purposes of this title and pursuant to the work plan ap-
proved under section 4 under this Act, $20,000,000 for fiscal year
1999, and such sums as may be necessary for fiscal years 2000,
2001, 2002, and 2003.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Any sums appropriated under the authoriza-
tion contained in this section shall remain available until ex-
pended.¿
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øSEC. 105. DENALI COMMISSION. (a) The Denali Commission Act
of 1998 (title III of division C of Public Law 105–277) amended—

(1) in section 303(b)(1)(D) by striking in two instances ‘‘Alas-
ka Federation or Natives’’ and inserting ‘‘Alaska Federation of
Natives’’;

(2) in section 303(c) by striking ‘‘Members’’ and inserting
‘‘The Federal Cochairperson shall serve for a term of four years
and may be reappointed. All other members’’;

(3) in section 306(a) by inserting after the first sentence the
following: ‘‘The Federal Cochairperson shall be compensated at
the annual rate prescribed for level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule under section 5315 of title 5, United States Code.’’;

(4) in section 306(c)(2) by striking ‘‘Chairman’’ and inserting
‘‘Federal Cochairperson’’;

(5) by inserting at the end of section 306 the following new
subsections:

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND RECORDS.—The Commission
is hereby prohibited from using more than 5 percent of the
amounts appropriated under the authority of this Act or trans-
ferred pursuant to section 329 of the Department of Transportation
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 101(g) of
division A of this Act) for administrative expenses. The Commis-
sion and its grantees shall maintain accurate and complete records
which shall be available for audit and examination by the Comp-
troller General or his or her designee.

‘‘(h) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Section 8G(a)(2) of the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App. 3, section 8G(a)(2)) is amended by
inserting ‘The Denali Commission,’ after ‘the Corporation for Public
Broadcasting,’.’’; and

(6) in section 307(b) by inserting immediately before ‘‘The
Commission’’ the following: ‘‘Funds transferred to the Commis-
sion pursuant to section 329 of the Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section
101(g) of division A of this Act) shall be available without fur-
ther appropriation and until expended.’’.

(7) in section 305 by inserting at the end of a new section
(d) as follows:

‘‘(d) The Commission, acting through the Federal Cochairperson,
is authorized to enter into contracts and cooperative agreements,
award grants, and make payments necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of the Commission. With respect to funds appropriated to the
Commission for fiscal year 1999, the Commission, acting through
the Federal Cochairperson, is authorized to enter into contracts
and cooperative agreements, award grants, and make payments to
implement an interim work plan for fiscal year 1999 approved by
the Commission.’’.

(b) Amounts made available by this section are designated by the
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant to section
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985, as amended: Provided, That such amounts shall be
available only to the extent that an official budget request that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
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gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by
the President to the Congress.¿

The accompanying bill would amend Section 211(e)(2)(A) of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–303,
110 Stat. 3682), as follows:

(A) REIMBURSEMENT.—For work (including work associ-
ated with studies, planning, design, and construction) car-
ried out by a non-Federal interest with respect to a project
described in subsection (f), the Secretary shall, subject to
amounts being made available [in advance in appropria-
tions Acts], reimburse, without interest, the non-Federal
interest an amount equal to the estimated Federal share
of the cost of such work if such work is later recommended
by the Chief of Engineers and approved by the Secretary.

The accompanying bill would establish a new independent agen-
cy for all matters pertaining to atomic energy defense activities.
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FULL COMMITTEE VOTES

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 3(a)(1)(b) of rule XIII of the
House of Representatives, the results of each roll call vote on an
amendment or on the motion to report, together with the names of
those voting for and those voting against, are printed below:

ROLLCALL NO. 1
Date: July 20, 1999.
Measure: Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill,

FY 2000.
Motion by: Mr. Visclosky.
Description of Motion: To delete from the bill language providing

that the results of an administrative appeals process for jurisdic-
tional determinations under section 404 of the Clean Water Act
shall be considered final agency action under the Administrative
Appeals Act.

Results: Rejected 23 yeas to 32 nays.
Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay

Mr. Clyburn Mr. Aderholt
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Bonilla
Mr. Dicks Mr. Boyd
Mr. Dixon Mr. Callahan
Mr. Edwards Mr. Cramer
Mr. Farr Mr. Cunningham
Mr. Jackson Mr. Dickey
Ms. Kaptur Mrs. Emerson
Ms. Kilpatrick Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mrs. Lowey Ms. Granger
Mrs. Meek Mr. Hobson
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Hoyer
Mr. Moran Mr. Istook
Mr. Obey Mr. Kingston
Mr. Olver Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Pastor Mr. Kolbe
Ms. Pelosi Mr. Latham
Mr. Porter Mr. Lewis
Mr. Price Mr. Miller
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Methercutt
Mr. Sabo Mr. Packard
Mr. Serrano Mr. Regula
Mr. Visclosky Mr. Rogers

Mr. Skeen
Mr. Sununu
Mr. Taylor
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp
Mr. Wicker
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Young
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FULL COMMITTEE VOTES

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 3(a)(1)(b) of rule XIII of the
House of Representatives, the results of each roll call vote on an
amendment or on the motion to report, together with the names of
those voting for and those voting against, are printed below:

ROLLCALL NO. 2
Date: July 20, 1999.
Measure: Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill,

FY 2000.
Motion by: Mr. Visclosky.
Description of Motion: To delete from the bill language requiring

the preparation of studies and analyses of the impacts on the Corps
of Engineers Regulatory Branch workload and on the cost of com-
pliance by the regulated community of proposed replacement per-
mits for the nationwide permit 26 under section 404 of the Clean
Water Act.

Results: Rejected 22 yeas to 35 nays.
Members Voting Yea Members Voting Nay

Mr. Clyburn Mr. Aderholt
Ms. DeLauro Mr. Blunt
Mr. Dicks Mr. Bonilla
Mr. Dixon Mr. Boyd
Mr. Edwards Mr. Callahan
Mr. Farr Mr. Cramer
Mr. Jackson Mr. Cunningham
Ms. Kaptur Mr. Dickey
Ms. Kilpatrick Mrs. Emerson
Mrs. Lowey Mr. Frelinghuysen
Mrs. Meek Ms. Granger
Mr. Mollohan Mr. Hobson
Mr. Moran Mr. Istook
Mr. Murtha Mr. Kingston
Mr. Obey Mr. Knollenberg
Mr. Olver Mr. Kolbe
Ms. Pelosi Mr. Latham
Mr. Price Mr. Lewis
Ms. Roybal-Allard Mr. Miller
Mr. Sabo Mr. Nethercutt
Mr. Serrano Mrs. Northup
Mr. Visclosky Mr. Packard

Mr. Pastor
Mr. Porter
Mr. Regula
Mr. Rogers
Mr. Skeen
Mr. Sununu
Mr. Taylor
Mr. Tiahrt
Mr. Walsh
Mr. Wamp
Mr. Wicker
Mr. Wolf
Mr. Young
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(200)

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF HONORABLE PETER J. VISCLOSKY

As the ranking minority member of the Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development, I submit these additional views on the bill
as reported by the Committee on Appropriations.

I strongly support the bill, which was put together in a non-par-
tisan way and with the complete cooperation of all members of the
Committee. The Chairman of the Subcommittee was considerate of
the needs of the minority and was fair in the distribution of re-
sources in the bill. Given the constrained 302(b) allocation provided
to the Subcommittee, the Chairman did a responsible job in distrib-
uting scarce resources to the numerous programs funded by the
bill. While I am supportive of the bill, there are two legislative pro-
visions included in Title I with which I disagree. I believe these
provisions, related to wetlands protections in the Clean Water Act,
would result in the unnecessary loss of wetlands.

First, the bill includes statutory language related to the new ad-
ministration appeals process the Corps of Engineers is formulating
for wetlands permitting. This language would short-circuit the re-
view process for wetlands jurisdictional determinations by making
the review of these initial decisions appealable to the Federal
courts prior to a final permit decision. Although I support the cre-
ation of an administrative appeals process for these determina-
tions, the bill would generate unnecessary and premature litiga-
tion, set back efforts to ensure a fair and amicable resolution of po-
tential disputes, and undermine the ability of citizens and commu-
nities to participate on an equal footing in the permit process.

Second, the bill threatens excessive wetlands losses by delaying
the termination and replacement of nationwide permit 26. By re-
quiring an unnecessary study of the workload and cost effects of
the proposed replacements for the current nationwide permit 26,
the language would substantially delay promulgation and imple-
mentation of the replacement until such a study is completed. Im-
plementation of the new nationwide permits is a high priority for
the Administration because these permits will put into effect the
special protections for flood plains, impaired waters, and pristine
waters announced by President Clinton on October 7, 1998. These
changes are essential to meeting the goals Congress established in
the Clean Water Act for restoring water quality and reducing the
loss of the nation’s wetlands. The simple fact is that the U.S. is
permanently losing 70,000 to 90,000 acres of wetlands every year
to development. This cannot continue. Delays in the implementa-
tion of the replacement permits would place the regulatory pro-
gram at substantial risk of litigation and would result in increased
flooding, degradation of water quality, and the loss of fish and wild-
life habitat.

PETER J. VISCLOSKY.



(201)

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF MRS. PELOSI AND MR. FARR

We strongly object to the Committee Report language regarding
the Central Valley Project, Trinity River Division.

The report language directs the Secretary of the Interior to do
something he cannot do under current law. Specifically, we are con-
cerned that this language would rewrite years of the legislative his-
tory of the Trinity Division, and would be inconsistent with the
Secretary’s trust responsibilities to the Hoopa valley and Yurok
tribes.

Interior Secretary Babbitt clearly recognizes his responsibilities
regarding both the Trinity River and California water supply net-
works in the Central Valley. He also recognizes that Federal law
requires him to make an independent finding with regard to res-
toration of the Trinity River. In a statement May 20, 1999 before
the House Resources Committee, Secretary Babbitt remarked,

Mr. Chairman, the Trinity River is a distinct, defined,
specific mandate in law which says I must make a decision
about water flows sufficient to restore the fishery. That’s
the baseline. Now, obviously, that decision has impacts in
the Sacramento Valley and indeed the entire system. And
having made—once having made the decision about what’s
necessary for the flow regimes and the hydrograph, I think
it is then possible and indeed imperative that we look at
the management regimes in a way that is designed, to the
extent possible, to minimize the impact in the Central Val-
ley.

In other words, it is the Secretary’s intent to minimize the im-
pact on the Central Valley, but to do so by adjusting the way water
is distributed and used in the Central Valley, not by reducing the
flows needed to restore the Trinity River. The Committee report
language would dramatically complicate this process and would
add more frustration for water users, affected Indian Tribes, com-
mercial fishermen, and environmentalists alike.

This report language was never formally requested by any af-
fected party, and this topic has never been reviewed at any hearing
convened by the Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development.
It has no place in this report, and we object to its inclusion.

NANCY PELOSI.
SAM FARR.

Æ
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