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Questions from Mr. Calvert

Sage-Grouse
BLM has requested a $45,000,000 increase in order to implement its sage-grouse conservation
plans. The Committee needs additional information on how the agency plans to allocate and
spend this money in order to make a good funding recommendation.

Calvert Q1: Please provide a list of the 68 Resource Management Plans. Include their location
and completion status.

Answer: The BLM is amending Resource Management Plans in 68 planning areas as part of the
National Sage-Grouse Planning Strategy and completing 6 plan revisions. All amendments and
revisions will be completed and records of decision (RODs) will be signed this summer.

Listed below are the 68 pending plan amendments by State and affected planning areas:

Nevada and Northeastern California Sub-Regional Greater Sage-Grouse RMP
Amendment/EIS:
e BLM California RMP Amendments: Alturas, Eagle Lake, and Surprise.
e BLM Nevada RMP Amendments: Black Rock, Desert-High Rock Canyon National
Conservation Area, Carson City, Elko, Ely, Paradise-Denio, Shoshone-Eureka,
Tonopha, and Wells.
Idaho and Southwestern Montana Sub-Regional Greater Sage-Grouse RMP
Amendment/EIS:
e BLM Idaho RMP Amendments: Birds of Prey National Conservation Area,
Bruneau, Challis, Craters of the Moon National Monument, Cascade, Kuna, Jarbidge,
Lemhi, Owyhee, Pocatello, Bennett Hills/Toimmerman Hills, Cassia, Magic,
Monument, Sun Valley, Twin Falls, Big Lost, Medicine Lodge, Big Desert, and Little
Lost-Birch Creek.
e BLM Montana RMP Amendments: Dillon.
Utah Sub-Regional Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment/EIS:
e BLM Utah RMP Amendments: Kanab, Grand Staircase Escalante National
Monument, Richfield, Price, Vernal, Pinyon, Cedar-Beaver-Garfield-Antimony,
House Range, Warm Springs, Box Elder, Pony Express, Randolph, and Park City.
Oregon Sub-Regional Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment/EIS:



e BLM Oregon RMP Amendments: Upper Deschutes, Brothers-La Pine, Three
Rivers, Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Area, Andrews
Management Area, Southeast Oregon, Baker, and Lakeview.

Northwest Colorado Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment/EIS:
e BLM Colorado RMP Amendments: Grand Junction, White River, Kremmling,
Colorado River Valley, and Little Snake.
Lewiston Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment/EIS:
e BLM Montana/Dakotas RMP Amendments: Headwaters and Judith.
North Dakota Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendments/EIS:
e BLM Montana/Dakotas: North Dakota.
Nine-Plan Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment/EIS:

e BLM Wyoming RMP Amendments: Pinedale, Kemmerer, Rock Springs, Rawlins,

Casper, and Newcastle.

Listed below are the six plan revisions by State and affected planning areas:

Wyoming: Bighorn Basin and Buffalo
South Dakota: South Dakota
Montana: Miles City, Billings and Hiline

Calvert Q2: How much funding is proposed to be allocated to each plan in FY 2016? Please
provide a chart with this information.

Answer: The BLM has not yet determined the funding allocations to each of the revised and
amended land use plans in fiscal year 2016. That determination will be made following
completion of the plans, and consultation with partners, including the States, at which time the
BLM will share allocation information with the Subcommittee. Generally, the funds will allow
the BLM and its many partners to take meaningful steps forward to restore rangelands, minimize
the threat of wildfire, control invasive plants and improve riparian areas, such as selected
removal of encroaching pinyon and juniper. Plan implementation will strategically focus on the
priority habitat and will leverage existing State, Federal and other partnerships.

Calvert Q3: Please provide a break-out by activity, such as conservation measure
implementation, assessment, monitoring, travel management, and inventory, of how funding will
be allocated in FY 2016.

Answer: The actual allocation of funds awaits completion of the land use plans. However, of
the $60 million in the budget for sage grouse conservation, $15.0 million is recurring base
funding in the Wildlife Management subactivity and a $45.0 million requested increase is split
between the Wildlife Management subactivity ($37.0 million) and the Resource Management
Planning, Assessment and Monitoring subactivity ($8.0 million). The BLM anticipates that
approximately $43 million would be directed towards efforts to: (1) protect and restore and
reconnect high priority sagebrush habitat; (2) remove invasive species and seed with desirable
species; and (3) protect high priority habitat from wildfire and restore burned areas back into
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healthy landscapes. Approximately $15 million would be used for the monitoring and
assessment of habitat, and the remaining $2 million would be used for coordination, training, and
outreach/education efforts with the Western Governors Association, the Association of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies, collaborators, and the general public. The estimated $15.0 million that would
be used for monitoring and assessment work includes a combination of the $8.0 million increase
requested in the Resource Management Planning, Assessment and Monitoring subactivity and
$7.0 million of base funds in the Wildlife Management subactivity.

Calvert Q4: Please provide an example of a plan and its proposed activities and associated
funding.

Answer: The BLM proposed land use plan revisions and amendments are being finalized. They
will be available to the public early this summer, and we anticipate that RODs will be signed
later this summer.

One major focus of the BLM’s efforts for the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse habitat is
addressed in the recently completed Fire and Invasives Assessments. These assessments identify
priority locations for implementing activities that address the threat of wildfire and invasive
species. These activities will be implemented as funding becomes available. The assessments
are available on the BLM website at:
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/more/sagegrouse/documents_and_resources.html.

Calvert Q5: If possible, please provide a State-by-State break out of how the funds will be
allocated for implementation in FY 2016.

Answer: The BLM has not yet determined funding allocations to each of the revised and
amended land use plans in FY 2016. That determination will be made following completion of
the plans, at which time the BLM commits to sharing allocation information with the
Subcommittee.

Calvert Q6: Does BLM anticipate that Federal staff will implement on-the-ground conservation
measures on BLM land or will the work be contracted to private companies and/or partners?

Answer: The BLM envisions an ongoing collaborative effort with the States and partners as the
land use plans are implemented. The BLM anticipates that implementation of on-the-ground
conservation projects will be accomplished with stakeholders and partners to better leverage
funding and accomplish successful conservation in priority areas. The BLM also anticipates
contracting with private companies and/or partners to complete some of the on-the-ground work.

Calvert Q7: How much of the $45 million in funding that was requested will be used for
coordination with other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and partners?

Answer: Of the $45 million increase requested, $2 million would be used specifically for
coordination, training, and outreach/education efforts with the Western Governors Association,
the Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies, collaborators, and the general public. However,
the BLM’s goal is to strive for a collaborative and unified approach among Federal agencies,



Tribal governments, State and local governments, and other stakeholders for sage-grouse
conservation as it implements its plans. It is anticipated that much of this funding will be used in
some manner for coordination among partners as the process continues to move forward.

Calvert Q8: Does BLM anticipate that any of the additional funding would be used for
litigation expenses?

Answer: The $45 million request does not include funding to cover litigation expenses and the
BLM does not anticipate using any of the requested funds for this purpose.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Calvert Q9: Please provide a description of the activities supported by BLM’s Threatened and
Endangered Species Management program

Answer: The BLM’s Threatened and Endangered Species Program is dedicated to ensuring the
conservation and recovery of the 400 federally listed species and 100 candidate species found on
BLM-administered lands. The program also provides support for conservation of non-listed, rare
plant species. Its mission is to implement conservation programs to achieve species recovery so
protection under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) is no longer required for currently listed
species, and so that listing under the ESA is unnecessary for Bureau sensitive plants or Federal
candidate species.

The BLM’s successful conservation of these species requires implementation of the following
activities:
1. Cooperative planning with States and other stakeholders in the preparation of recovery
plans and development of conservation strategies for targeted species;
2. Implementing actions identified in species conservation and recovery plans, including
collaborative conservation efforts with States and other partners;
3. Conducting inventories for newly listed, proposed and candidate species; and,
4. Monitoring species populations to determine if objectives identified in species
conservation and recovery plans are being met.

Calvert Q10: Please provide a chart showing the allocation of funds to these activities.

Answer: For the 2016 President’s budget, 85 percent of the $21.6 million requested for the T&E
program is directed toward BLM execution of the four activities listed above. Internally, these
activities are not separated for budgeting purposes. The remaining 15 percent goes towards
specific one-time directed projects that may also support crosscutting Bureau programs such as
National Historic Trails, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Healthy Lands.

Calvert Q11: Please provide additional information on the funding used for recovery;
consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service; coordination with other Federal, state and local
agencies and partners; and for planning purposes?



Answer: The primary goal of the T&E Species program is to recover Federally-listed species
and preclude the need to list candidate species. The approach for the recovery of listed species is
generally detailed in recovery plans, completed for nearly 85 percent of listed species. These
plans are developed under the leadership of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the National
Marine Fisheries Service. The BLM is typically a stakeholder in developing the recovery plans
for species that depend on habitat managed by the agency. In implementing recovery plans, the
BLM works with partners such as State fish and game agencies, other Federal agencies and non-
governmental agencies. Partners may provide expertise, labor, or funds to help recover a
species. Recovery actions include monitoring of populations, restoring or maintaining suitable
habitat, conducting research to understand and address threats to the species, and participating in
efforts to establish new populations. One tool used by BLM in the recovery of species is the
T&E Species Recovery Fund, which is described in the response to Question 12 below.
However, this $1.0 million Recovery Fund represents just a fraction of the total funding in
BLM’s T&E Species Management program used for recovery efforts.

In terms of consultation, under Section 7 of the ESA, the BLM must consult with the Fish and
Wildlife Service or the National Marine Fisheries Service whenever it determines that an action
it authorizes, funds, or carries out, may affect a listed species. The BLM does not separately
track funding used to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service or to coordinate with other
agencies and partners on matters related to compliance under the ESA for specific projects or
activities. These consultations are included in the overall expenses associated with the planning
and permitting of specific projects. These expenses are not included in the $21.6 million for the
T&E program; they are covered by the benefitting subactivity, for example, the Oil and Gas
Management subactivity would cover the consultation costs associated with oil and gas
permitting.

This consultation is informed, however, by inventory and monitoring information collected
through the T&E program. Additionally, implementation of recovery efforts for federally listed
and candidate species through the T&E program bolsters the resiliency of the species on the
ground, which may offer benefits to other BLM priority portfolio programs such as energy
development, mineral extraction, range management, wild horse and burro management, forestry
management, and recreation.

Calvert Q12: Please describe the purpose and results of the Recovery Fund.

Answer: The BLM uses the Threatened and Endangered Species Recovery Fund to support the
recovery of candidate and listed species. This fund helps strategically target key recovery tasks
on BLM-administered public land that would preclude the need to list a candidate species or
result in a delisting or down-listing of a federally listed species. The BLM works closely with
the Fish and Wildlife Service to achieve these objectives and to focus funds where species
recovery would be optimized.

The fund was established in 2010 and awards approximately $1.0 million annually, on a
competitive basis, for recovery actions. This recovery fund has supported significant species
recovery efforts in the field, but BLM’s recovery successes extend beyond the funding associated
with this initiative. Through the efforts of BLM biologists and the leveraging of funds from
partners, the program has achieved a number of successes in species conservation. In 2014
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alone, seven candidate species were precluded from listing due in part to the BLM's conservation
efforts.

For instance, in August 2014, the Fish and Wildlife Service announced that the Arctic Grayling
in Montana was deemed unwarranted for Federal listing. To date, the BLM has contributed
approximately $250,000 towards grayling restoration efforts in southwest Montana. Funds have
been used to conduct population monitoring, restore riparian areas, install riparian fencing, and
support grayling reintroduction efforts in the Upper Ruby River drainage. The Fish and Wildlife
Service also withdrew Least Chub from the candidate list and concluded that conservation efforts
have reduced or eliminated current and future threats to the fish. The BLM's participation was
notable because three of five naturally occurring populations of the fish are on BLM-
administered public land. The other successes include eight species that have been either
precluded from listing (Sand Dune Lizard and Coral Pink Sand Dunes Tiger Beetle), delisted
(Maguire Daisy and Inyo California Towhee) or recommended for down listing (Beach Layia,
Stephen’s Kangaroo Rat, San Benito Evening Primrose and Borax Lake Chub).

Energy

Calvert Q13: Please describe how the agency’s new regulation regarding hydraulic fracturing
accounts for the regulatory actions taken by States.

Answer: The Department recognizes many States have their own regulations regarding
hydraulic fracturing. Recognizing the expertise and experience that State and tribal authorities
possess, and consistent with BLM’s standard practice of ensuring the efficient implementation of
it rules, the final rule includes provisions for States to request a variance when specific State
regulations are equal to or more protective than the BLM’s rules.

The BLM State Offices are in the process of meeting with their State counterparts to identify
opportunities for variances and establish Memorandums of Understanding (MOUSs) that will
ensure efficient regulatory oversight of oil and gas development on Federal lands. These
include: the North Dakota Industrial Commission; the Wyoming Oil and Gas Commission; and
the States of Alaska, California, Colorado, New Mexico, Nevada, and Utah. The BLM will also
be presenting the rule at the Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission’s next meeting.

Calvert Q14: How many States that also contain land managed by the Bureau have hydraulic
fracturing regulations in place?

Answer: As of March, 25, 2015, the Department estimated fifteen (15) States: Alaska,
Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Illinois,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming have regulations in place specifically
addressing hydraulic fracturing operations. Some of these regulations are expected to meet or
exceed the objectives of the BLM rule, but the specific rules and provisions vary from State-to-
State. As explained above, the BLM is the process of working with its State counterparts to
evaluate these requirements and identify opportunities for enhancing efficiencies through the
variance process.



Calvert Q15: Which States have regulations that are consistent with BLM’s new regulation?
Which States do not?

Answer: The BLM developed the rule to apply to all hydraulic fracturing operations occurring
on Federal or Indian oil and gas resources on a nationwide basis. The BLM is currently working
with its State counterparts to establish MOUs that will realize efficiencies and to identify
opportunities for variances.

Calvert Q16: Please describe how BLM works with States to ensure sufficient and efficient
regulation and to avoid duplicative regulatory regimes?

Answer: The BLM has established and maintained regulations governing oil and gas operations
on public lands for decades, and has worked successfully with operators, Tribes and State
governments to avoid duplication and delays in the enforcement and monitoring of these
regulations. The implementation of the recently issued hydraulic fracturing rule will continue
this longstanding practice while also ensuring the BLM satisfies its obligations to ensure Federal
standards are met. The rule builds upon and updates the BLM’s existing regulations to address
an evolving technology, in order to provide consistent parameters to conduct hydraulic fracturing
operations on BLM-managed public lands nationwide and Indian trust lands.

For example, the BLM California State Office has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
with the California Department of Conservation, Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources (DOGGR). The purposes of the MOU are to delineate procedures for regulating oil
field operations where both the BLM and DOGGR have jurisdictional authority to streamline
operations and minimize duplication. As part of its implementation of the rule, the BLM State
Offices are meeting with their other State counterparts to identify opportunities for variances and
establish MOUs.

Native Plants

Calvert Q17: How much funding was allocated in FY 2014 and 2015 for the Native Plant
Materials Development Program? What are the sources of those funds?

Answer: Funding from the Native Plant Materials Development program in 2014 and 2015
totaled $11.1 million and $8.0 million, respectively. In 2014, approximately $3.5 million was
provided from the Department as a result of the Disaster Relief Appropriations Act, 2013.
Program resources by subactivity are listed below.

Subactivity | 2014 | 2015
(dollars in thousands)

Soil, Water and Air Management $3,000 $3,000

Wildlife Management $4,600 $5,000

Disaster Relief Appropriations Act,

2013 (Funds allocated to BLM in FY $3,500 $0

2014)

Total $11,100 $8,000




Calvert Q18: Please update the information provided in the FY 2015 hearing record describing
in detail the activities funded through this program. (Question provided for reference. Calvert
Q33: Please describe in detail the activities funded.)

Answer: The BLM’s Native Plant Materials Development program works within eco-regions
across the western United States by collecting native seed to use in the development of native
plant crops for restoration of native plant communities after wildfire, invasive weed removal, and
other land disturbances. The program focuses on restoration species and has made about 16,000
collections of more than 5,000 species in its 12-year history. Annually, the program makes
approximately 1,500 seed collections and works with hundreds of partners including other
Federal agencies, private businesses, and non-governmental organizations on the various phases
of native plant development. To develop a crop from wildland seed can take 10 to 20 years of
research, and most native plants have not had the necessary research done to ensure that a private
grower can grow them commercially. This important program works to fast-track this process
by working with an array of partners on thousands of native plant species across the different
Western eco-regions.

Under the national leadership of the BLM, the Native Plant Materials Development Program has
been working since 2001 to develop high quality seeds and seedlings of America’s native plant
species for restoration, rehabilitation, and reclamation. From the outset, this program has
included the following activities:

Native Seed Collection

Long-term Conservation Seed Banking
Evaluation and Development

Field Establishment

Commercial Seed Production

Guidance on Seed Transfer Zones

Post Production Seed Storage
Restoration of Native Plant Communities
Production of Sagebrush Steppe Seed

In addition, the program is working on technology transfer of the research and issues focused on
native plant materials development and seed for restoration. Specifically, the program supported
a webinar series entitled “The Right Seed in the Right Place at the Right Time.” The webinar
covers the following topics: seed zones; seed production; restoration equipment; seed mixes;
seed weather; and container stock. The series is open to the public and is available online at
http://static1.1.sgspcdn.com/static/f/1146098/26123004/1428528986000/2015-
01_SeedingSeries.pdf?token=ygk%2B5P%2B0zS11Gr50P5CgzzJ%2B8yE%3D

The BLM also supported and developed a special issue of the Natural Areas Journal entitled
“Using Native Plant Materials in Restoration.” Finally, the program supported and organized
with the Institute for Applied Ecology the 3" National Native Seed Conference which had over
320 participants from more than 10 countries.



Calvert Q19: Has BLM considered proposing that the Native Plant Materials Development
Program be a single budget subactivity or line item? What is BLM’s opinion of this idea?

Answer: Across its programs, BLM actively considers updating budget structures to see if
changes can create greater efficiencies and increase program effectiveness. Vegetation
restoration is multifaceted and none of the components, such as the Native Plant Program and
Invasive Species Management, stand alone. To be successful in maintaining land health and
restoring native plant communities, the BLM must take a comprehensive approach, one that
includes developing native seed and plant materials, invasive species control, site preparation,
planting/seeding or other site treatments, and monitoring of the results.

Calvert Q20: What is BLM’s role in the Native Seed Strategy?

Answer: The BLM led the initiation and development of the National Seed Strategy. This has
involved working across 12 Federal agencies, tribal, State and local governments as well as with
non-governmental organizations and the private sector. The BLM is also developing a business
plan identifying the costs associated with implementing the National Seed Strategy. This
business plan will be considered in future budget development.

Calvert Q21: How many staff support this effort?

Answer: The BLM Plant Conservation Program has one dedicated position (FTE) and two full
time contractors who assist with the program. Additional staff contribute to this work on a part-
time or collateral duty basis.

Calvert Q22: How much funding does BLM anticipate allocating to this activity in FY 2016?
Answer: In 2016, the BLM plans to allocate a total of $7.6 million for the Plant Conservation

Program. Approximately $3.0 million will come from the Soil, Water and Air Management
subactivity. The remaining $4.6 million will come from the Wildlife Management subactivity.

In 2014, the Committee worked with BLM to expedite the release of emergency stabilization
funds so that BLM could buy seed and begin replanting in areas affected by fire.

Calvert Q23: Please update the Committee on the progress made toward improving the process.
Answer: The BLM has the authority to approve emergency stabilization requests. The BLM
continues to work closely with the Department’s Office of Wildland Fire to identify emergency

stabilization process improvements.

Calvert Q24: Do state directors have the flexibility they need to procure seed and begin the
rehabilitation process?



Answer: Seed can be acquired several ways, but the two most common practices are through the
BLM seed warehouse system, or through a consolidated purchase. The goal of the seed
warehouse system is to stock commonly used seeds for post fire and other vegetation
management treatments so that the right seed is available at the right time for the right location.
If seed is in stock at the warehouse, it is available instantly to be mixed or shipped to the location
needed. On the other hand, if seed has to be acquired, a number of factors, including demand by
other parties and the seed production decisions made by seed providers earlier in the season can
impede BLM’s flexibility in procuring the seed and beginning the rehabilitation process.

Calvert Q25: What are the best practices for beginning the rehabilitation process? Does BLM
meet these best practices?

Answer: The best practices for post fire rehabilitation rely heavily on the site conditions. The
BLM is working to engage the scientific community to better understand vegetation dynamics
and ways in which to best compete with invasive annual grasses and other weeds that could
possibly dominate native plant communities. The BLM plans for average conditions and may
accept higher risk treatments to rehabilitate ecologically sensitive areas.

Calvert Q26: How much time does it take, on average, for a State director to procure seed and
begin the rehabilitation process in FY 2015?

Answer: If seed is in stock at the warehouse, it is available instantly to be mixed or shipped to
the location needed. If seed has to be acquired, a number of factors, including demand by other
parties and the seed production decisions made by seed providers earlier in the season can
determine the time it will take to have the seed delivered to where it is needed. The availability
of certain types of seed on the open market can be problematic, and because demand is driven by
wildfire occurrence, predictability of the need for these seeds is low. The BLM procures the
most seed in late summer, corresponding to the post wildfire needs. The solicitation goes out in
early August, and by early September, contract awards are made, with delivery generally
occurring in mid to late September. Additional seed purchases for shrubs can be made in
October and November based on the current year’s seed crop available to harvest in late fall.

Calvert Q27: Please describe BLM’s relationship with the Natural Resources Conservation
Service and its Plant Materials Centers. Does BLM utilize the Plant Materials Centers?

Answer: The BLM has a very significant and collaborative relationship with the Natural
Resources Conservation Service and its Plant Materials Centers (PMCs). The BLM works very
closely with all 10 of the PMCs in the West. BLM is cooperating with the Los Lunas PMC,
which is working on production of five different native plant species, as well as, working on
modifying a vacuum seed harvester to perform as a high power forage harvester of native seed
crops. Additionally, the Tucson PMC is working on nine native plant species, identifying the
germination protocols for each species and developing the production and harvesting protocols
for growing them as commercial crops. The seed produced from these trials will be used for
distribution to commercial growers, use in demonstration sites or research projects. These are
just a few of the examples of the type of work we are doing with the NRCS PMCs.
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Wild Horses and Burros

Calvert Q28: Please describe in detail BLM’s plan to support research to control the population
of wild horse and burros. How much funding will be dedicated to this activity? What are the
sources of the funding?

Answer: In 2015, BLM is continuing or initiating a suite of 16 research studies aimed at
developing new or improved methods of spay/neuter and contraception vaccines for wild horses
and burros at an estimated cost of $9.2 million. Seven other studies and projects will
complement and supplement population control research at a cost of approximately $3.6 million,
for a total of approximately $12.8 million. The total includes $2.0 million in animal capture
costs to support the studies. The total of $12.8 million for these studies includes both 2014 and
2015 appropriations. Most of these costs are borne by the Wild Horse and Burro Management
subactivity; two benefitting subactivities (Rangeland Management and T&E Species
Management) also contributed funds. These studies will be conducted by the United States
Geological Survey (USGS), various universities and several contractors over the next five years.

Calvert Q29: How many research grants does the agency anticipate funding in FY 2015 and FY
2016?

Answer: As previously noted, the 16 research studies described in the previous response have
been funded using FY 2014 and FY 2015 funds. They are multi-year studies that will continue
into 2016 and beyond. Additional population control field trials would be initiated in FY 2016
with the $3.0 million requested increase for implementing National Academy of Sciences
recommendations.

Calvert Q30: How many population control applications does BLM plan to do in FY 2015 and
FY 2016? What methods will be used?

Answer: About 600 wild horse mares will be vaccinated with PZP vaccine in FY 2015. Work
plans for FY 2016 have not been finalized but they will include research field trial spay/neuter
treatments along with an undetermined number of PZP vaccinations.

Calvert Q31: Are wild horses and burros on the range negatively affecting sage-grouse and/or
sage brush habitat? How does BLM prioritize horses vs. habitat when there are conflicts?

Answer: The BLM manages wild horses and burros on approximately 14.6 million acres of
sage-grouse habitat predominantly in Nevada, southwest Wyoming and southeast Oregon.
According to a 2013 USGS report entitled “Summary of Science, Activities, Programs, and
Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse,” overpopulation of
wild horses and burros can contribute to degradation and fragmentation of sagebrush-steppe
habitat, though the precise nature and scale of these impacts is unclear. Monitoring data is being
collected to better understand this relationship. Land use conflicts are resolved through the
BLM’s land use planning process.
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Calvert Q32: BLM has been criticized in the past regarding its estimates of wild horses and
burros on the range. What is that status of BLM’s estimates? Have improvements been made?

Answer: The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) 2013 Report found that the BLM’s wild
horse and burro estimates may have undercounted numbers by as much as 20 to 30 percent on a
national basis. The NAS recommended that the BLM use new population survey methods
developed by the United States Geological Survey that utilize statistical analysis to account for
animals that are undetected during aerial survey flights. In 2014, the BLM began using the
recommended methods and completed new surveys in 77 of the 179 herd management areas
(HMAs). The BLM intends to continue to use the new methods and survey one third of the
HMAs annually on a rolling basis. The BLM reports national on-range population estimates
annually. The 2014 estimate was 49,209 and the data for 2015 will be published by June 1.

Calvert Q33: How accurate are the agency’s estimates? How frequently are the estimates
conducted? When was the last one conducted?

Answer: The 2013 NAS Report concluded that the BLM’s estimates may have undercounted
the wild horse and burro population by as much as 20 to 30 percent. Following the
recommendations in the report, the BLM began using new population survey methods developed
by USGS in 2014. Seventy-seven of the 179 herd management areas have been surveyed using
this new method. The BLM plans to continue using this method to survey one-third of the
HMAs annually. The BLM reports on-range population estimates annually. The data for 2015
will be published by June 1.

Calvert Q34: Does BLM plan to remove wild horses and burros from the range in FY 2015?
Please also describe the agency’s plan for FY 2015 and FY 2016 and include information
regarding its priority for removals.

Answer: About 2,500 removals are planned in FY 2015. Priorities for these removals are based
on court orders, settlement agreements, requests for removals from private lands, research
implementation and greater-sage grouse habitat considerations. Removal plans for FY 2016 are
being reevaluated due to rising holding costs.

Calvert Q35: What is BLM’s plan for FY 20167

Answer: Plans for changes and improvements to the program in FY 2016 include: continuing
research studies aimed at developing more effective population control methods; decreasing
holding expenses by transferring animals out of expensive corrals to new, less expensive
contracted pastures; increasing adoptions by providing more trained animals through agreements
with non-profit organizations and prisons; and continuing work with the Office of Science and
Technology Policy and a variety of stakeholders to develop a Prize Challenge to find alternative
ways to deliver a liquid vaccine (such as PZP) to wild horses and burros on western rangelands.
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Cost of Litigation

Calvert Q36: How much did BLM allocate for litigation costs in FY 2014 and FY 2015
(estimated)?

Answer: The BLM does not allocate separate funding for litigation costs. Rather, such costs are
born by all of BLM’s accounts, both discretionary and mandatory, including the three annual
appropriations accounts — Management of Lands and Resources, Oregon and California Grant
Lands, and Range Improvements — and the Department’s Wildland Fire Management account,
from which BLM receives an allocation. The Department’s Office of the Solicitor reported that
in FY 2014, the Department made payments of slightly more than $1.0 million for BLM cases
under the Equal Access to Justice Act (EAJA).

In FY 2015, the BLM is implementing a new policy that will allow it to better track the costs of
natural resource-related administrative reviews and litigation, including the payment of attorney
fees and expenses. As part of this effort, the BLM has provided guidance to all offices to ensure
diligence and accuracy in the coding of litigation costs.

Calvert Q37: What accounts supported these costs?

Answer: As explained above, all of the BLM’s accounts, both discretionary and mandatory,
support the costs of litigation.

Human Capital

In January 2014, GAO reported that Interior continues to face challenges hiring and retaining the
staff it needs to oversee oil and gas development on federal leases. GAO recommended that
Interior expand its use of recruitment, relocation, and retention incentives and collect and
analyze hiring data to look for ways to streamline the hiring process.

Calvert Q38: Please update the Committee on BLM’s efforts to improve hiring and retention
and adopting alternative approaches to hire and retain personnel.

Answer: The BLM continues to use existing Recruitment, Retention and Relocation authorities
(3R), as well as temporary special pay authorities to enhance the recruitment and retention of
petroleum engineers and petroleum engineering technicians engaged in oil and gas development
operations and activities. In FY 2014, the BLM implemented its Congressionally-authorized
Special Pay Rate for its Petroleum Engineers (PEs) and Petroleum Engineering Technicians
(PETS), equal to the GS non-locality base rate plus 25 percent, or their current locality rate,
whichever is higher. Affected BLM employees realized a nearly 11 percent increase in pay. The
BLM also established a bureau-wide 10 percent group retention incentive for all PEs and PETs
and implemented mandatory 10 percent recruitment and relocation incentives for PEs and PETs
in its critical duty stations — Anchorage, AK; Bakersfield, CA; Billings, MT; Carlsbad, NM;
Casper, WY Dickenson, ND; Hobbs, NM; Pinedale, WY Santa Fe, NM; Vernal, UT; and
Washington, DC. In addition, the BLM has increased the use of student loan repayments for
mission critical energy occupations. Finally, the BLM has expanded its use of various special
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hiring authorities and programs, including the Vets-2-Feds Initiative; the Veteran’s Disability
Hiring Program; and the Pathways Program to further augment its existing competitive-service
hiring efforts.

Calvert Q39: Does BLM need any additional authority to address these issues?

Answer: Federal authority currently exists. The BLM, along with other DOI bureaus, is
working with the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) to establish permanent special pay
authority for a number of professional and technical positions directly engaged in the oversight
of Federal oil and gas operations, with a particular attention to those located in areas where
specialized skills are in high demand.

Data Center Consolidation

Calvert Q40: How many data centers has the agency consolidated over the past three fiscal
years? What is the savings associated with the consolidation?

Answer: Since 2011, the BLM has reduced the number of data centers from 51 to 14, achieving
a 73 percent reduction resulting in a total $4.5 million of savings. Savings have been reinvested
into BLM mission areas.

Calvert Q41: How many additional data centers will be consolidated in FY 2016 and future
fiscal years and what are the anticipated savings associated with these actions?

Answer: In 2016, the BLM plans to close 12 of the remaining data centers, which will achieve
the BLM’s reduction goal of 51 to 2 data centers. Although the amount of savings is site
specific, the BLM anticipates an average savings of $121,000 per site, resulting in additional
savings of $1.4 million. In total, nearly $6.0 million in savings from data center efforts will be
reinvested into BLM mission areas.

Fire Retardant

Calvert Q42: How much did the agency spend on fire retardant in FY 2014 and FY 2015
(estimated)?

Answer: The funding BLM spends on fire retardant is from its allocation of the Department’s
Wildland Fire Management appropriation. It is also important to clarify that the retardant BLM
purchases is used on all fires BLM responds to, not just fires on BLM land. That includes fires
on non-Federal land and fires on lands administered by other Federal agencies. Fiscal Year 2014
was an abnormally low year for retardant use compared to previous fire seasons, as BLM spent
only $4.1 million. By contrast, BLM’s retardant expenditures in 2012 and 2013 were $9.8
million and $9.9 million, respectively. There is no reliable means to estimate the amount BLM
will spend on retardant in 2015 since the Western fire season is just getting underway.
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Questions from Mr. Stewart

Alton Coal

I want to thank you for the time you have taken on the Alton Coal issue that we have discussed a
few times. As you informed me this week, we are now waiting on the State's evaluation of the
suitability criteria for coal leasing on these lands.

Stewart Q1: Mr. Kornze, can you confirm that if the BLM finds the area unsuitable for coal
leasing but the State determines that the area is suitable for coal leasing, that under the suitability
Criteria Number 15( 43 CFR Section 3461.5(0)(1) ) the BLM is required to find the area suitable
for leasing?

Answer: Unsuitability Criterion 15 does not require consensus between a State and the BLM as
to whether an area is unsuitable. Rather, Criterion 15 requires consultation with the State. As
the preamble to the rule establishing Criterion 15 explained in 1979, Criterion 15 “does not allow
any state the determinative say in how Federal lands will be used.” (44 Fed. Reg. 42584, 42604).
The 1979 preamble goes on to explain that giving such control over “unsuitability assessments
on Federal lands ...might be in derogation of section 523 of the Surface Mining Act." (44 Fed.
Reg. 42604). Thus, a lack of agreement between a State and the BLM does not mean an area is
by default suitable.

Stewart Q2: Also, if the BLM and the State find the area unsuitable for coal leasing pursuant to
Criteria Number 15, is there a path forward for coal leasing through exceptions gained through
mitigation and other mine design requirements?

Answer: Yes, even if an area is determined to be unsuitable under Criteria 15, leasing may still
occur, “if, after consultation with the state, the surface management agency determines that all or
certain stipulated methods of coal mining will not have a significant long term impact on the
species being protected.” 43 C.F.R. 3461.5(0)(1). The reference to “methods [of coal] mining”
in the regulations includes consideration of mitigation measures and/or other design features that
might be identified as part of the BLM’s review process to address impacts associated with a
particular project.
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Questions from Mr. Amodei

Greater Sage-Grouse

Last year, the Secretary of the Interior announced Secretarial Order 3336 to protect the
sagebrush-steppe ecosystem in the Great Basin area from wildland fire and invasive species. The
Department also plans to implement a National Seed Strategy and Implementation Plan to
address invasive speciesl, altered wildfire regimes, habitat fragmentation, and ecological
restoration of the West. Additionally, the Department of Agriculture recently announced a
commitment to provide an additional $207 million to greater sage-grouse conservation bringing
their total commitment under the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Sage Grouse
Initiative to $763 million over the past few years.

Amodei Q1: Does the BLM consider these combined efforts to be an unprecedented
commitment by the Department of the Interior towards protecting and conserving the Sage-hen
and its sagebrush-steppe ecosystem?

Answer: The BLM considers the range-wide planning effort and the subsequent implementation
of the resulting land use plans for the conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse and the sagebrush-
steppe ecosystem to be unprecedented in scope, as they span much of the West and involve many
partners. The requested funding increase will allow the BLM to continue to involve
communities and State and Federal partners in coordinating regional conservation and
mitigation, sage-grouse habitat restoration, and monitoring and assessments of conditions in
priority areas.

The FY2016 BLM budget requests $60 million — a $45 million increase from 2015 — for greater
sage-grouse conservation and sagebrush-steppe restoration.

Amodei Q2: What percentage of that $60 million would be used for on-the-ground work in
BLM field offices?

Answer: The allocation of funds awaits completion of the land use planning process later this
summer. However, the BLM anticipates a large portion of the requested funding will be directed
towards projects that: (1) protect sagebrush habitat from wildfire by creating fuel breaks and
reducing fuel loads; (2) remove invasive species and seed with desirable species; and (3) restore
burned areas to healthy rangelands. The success of these efforts depends on good monitoring,
and funds will also be devoted to those efforts.

Included in Secretarial Order 3336, the Task Force is required to “provide the Secretary two
reports that outline actions that can be accomplished prior to the onset of the 2015 wildfire
season, and actions that will require a longer period for implementation.” Such actions include
“establishing protocols for monitoring the effectiveness of fuels management, post-fire, and
long-term restoration treatments and a strategy for adaptive management to modify management
practices or improve land treatments when necessary.”
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Amodei Q3: Is the BLM concerned that the Fish and Wildlife Service might issue a listing
determination for the Sage hen before monitoring of the effectiveness of the fuels management
and habitat restoration policies outlined in the Secretarial Order are conducted?

Answer: The revised and amended land use plans incorporate conservation measures in a
manner that provides certainty to the Service the activities will take place. The BLM worked
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and other agencies to prepare the reports required
by the Secretarial Order and also in developing the Fire and Invasives Assessments. The
Secretarial Order reports, the Fire and Invasives Assessments, and the administrative draft
revised and amended land use plans will all be available to the FWS for their consideration
during their status review under the ESA as part of its forthcoming listing decision.

Amodei Q4: Would the BLM prefer more time to monitor the results and effectiveness of these
unprecedented rangeland management efforts and policies before issuing a listing determination?

Answer: The BLM is making commitments to sage-grouse and sagebrush-steppe conservation
in the new land use plan revisions and amendments that will begin to be implemented when the
Records of Decisions are signed later this summer. As explained above, these land use plans
incorporate conservation measures designed to provide the FWS with regulatory mechanisms
that address threats to the species such that listing under the ESA is not necessary. The listing
determination is in the purview of the FWS.

Amodei Q5: Is the BLM concerned that if the Sage hen is listed, voluntary conservation efforts
and financial commitments from state and private land owners to protect the species will
decline?

Answer: The BLM will continue to work with willing landowners and agencies to implement
sage-grouse habitat conservation. The requested funds will help the BLM implement the
commitments made to the States and other partners through the collaborative planning effort.
The funding will allow the BLM and its many partners to take meaningful steps forward on
restoring rangelands, minimizing the threat of wildfire, controlling invasive plants, and
improving riparian areas. Together the BLM and its partners can maintain or improve the
sagebrush habitat which forms the foundation for so many components of the traditional western
lifestyle and avert the need to list the species under the ESA. The BLM plans to complete
amendments to 68 of its land use plans to conserve and protect greater sage-grouse later this
summer.

The BLM has said it plans to complete amendments to 68 of its land use plans to conserve and
protect greater sage-grouse by the end of September 2015

Amodei Q6: Is the BLM basing resource management plan amendments to protect sage-hen on
the assumption that it will be listed?

Answer: The BLM is addressing the threats to the Greater Sage-Grouse and its habitat in the
revised and amended land use plans so that listing the species under the ESA is unnecessary.
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Sagebrush habitats support a variety of recreational opportunities and the economic vitality of
the West, as well as over 350 sagebrush obligate species. The conservation measures in the
BLM resource management plans are intended to reduce impacts to sage-grouse populations and
the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem.

Amodei Q7: To what extent do BLM’s sage-hen land use plan amendments make a connection
between decisions that restrict multiple uses—Ilike livestock grazing and mining—and improved
sage-hen habitat?

Answer: The BLM’s plans will seek to limit development in important sage-grouse habitat,
while encouraging development in areas where there is less or no conflict with Greater Sage-
Grouse conservation. The plans recognize — as does the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service — that
well-managed grazing practices can be compatible with long-term sage-grouse conservation.
The plans put no lands off limits to grazing, nor do they require a one-size-fits-all approach to
grazing allotments. The BLM relies on the best available information to manage public lands for
multiple use and sustained yield.

Grazing & Wild Horses

Included in the Department of the Interior’s FY2016 budget request is a new grazing
administration fee program that would potentially bring in $16.5 million in FY216, $8 million of
which would be spent monitoring grazing allotments in sage-grouse habitat. The increase in
monitoring is expected to occur in allotments already being monitored, which means there would
be an increased number of compliance visits to each allotment.

Amodei Q8: What percentage of sage hen habitat fragmentation in the sagebrush-steppe
ecosystem is cattle grazing responsible for?

Answer: Improper livestock grazing can contribute to invasive species, habitat degradation and
fragmentation of sagebrush-steppe habitat. Because habitat degradation and fragmentation can
occur at different scales and scopes, the BLM cannot provide an exact percentage of Greater
Sage-Grouse habitat fragmentation caused by improper livestock grazing. The BLM monitors
and addresses improper livestock grazing on an allotment by allotment basis.

Amodei Q9: How many acres in the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem do wild horses and burros
occupy?

Answer: According to a 2013 USGS report entitled “Summary of Science, Activities, Programs,
and Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse,” the BLM
manages wild horses and burros on approximately 14.6 million acres of sage-grouse habitat
predominantly in Nevada, southwest Wyoming and southeast Oregon.

Amodei Q10: What percentage of sage hen habitat fragmentation in the sagebrush-steppe
ecosystem are wild horses and burros responsible for?
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Answer: According to a 2013 USGS report entitled “Summary of Science, Activities, Programs,
and Policies That Influence the Rangewide Conservation of Greater Sage-Grouse,,”
overpopulation of wild horses and burros can contribute to degradation and fragmentation of
sagebrush-steppe habitat, though the precise nature and scale of these impacts is unclear.
Monitoring data is being collected to better understand this relationship.
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Questions from Ms. McCollum

National Conservation Lands

The budget request includes an increase of $11 million to protect and maintain National
Conservation Lands.

McCollum Q1: What can we expect to see if we provide this increase?

Answer: While National Conservation Lands represent a small portion of the lands managed by
BLM, one-quarter of all visitors to BLM lands make these special areas their destination of
choice. This investment will help to ensure these untamed places remain a legacy for all future
generations. The additional investment will provide essential support and aid the Bureau in
addressing high-priority needs to ensure quality recreation and visitor services. The requested
funding increase will support critical resource protection and maintenance work. Efforts to be
undertaken include eradicating invasive plants; protecting equipment investments from weather;
conducting inventories of natural and cultural resources; and implementing resource, science and
travel management plans. The BLM will also address additional maintenance needs, including
maintenance for signage and facilities.

McCollum Q2: What difference will this investment make?

Answer: Though visitation to BLM lands has grown, financial investment in the Recreation and
Visitor Services program has not kept pace with this growth. A strong commitment to
conservation also means proactive management of cultural and paleontological resources. This
increase will help bolster BLM’s capacity to preserve and protect these vast heritage resources
by allowing the BLM to fill positions such as NCA managers, recreation managers, and field
staff, as well as provide additional resources for highly visited and sensitive areas. Funding to
the visitor centers will accommodate public demand for increased hours of operation and
program offerings.

Youth Programs

To carry on our commitment to natural landscapes, it is imperative to engage youth with the
outdoors.

BLM’s youth funding was zeroed out in 2015. The budget proposes a $5.0 million request in
2016 that will restore BLM to its 2014 level.

McCollum Q3: Can you tell us what this $5 million will be used for?

Answer: The 2016 budget request includes an increase of $5.0 million over the 2015 enacted
level, for a total of $6.0 million, which will be used to connect young people with the outdoors
by providing them with opportunities to play, learn, serve, and work on public lands. Funding
will also support national-level partnerships that promote expanded access to public lands,
stewardship of cultural and natural resources, and outdoor ethics. The requested increase is split
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between two subactivities, with $2.5 million in the Recreation Resources Management
subactivity, and $2.5 million in the Soil, Water & Air Management subactivity. Funds in both
subactivities will support the following field-level partnership programs:

Take It Outside, a program to engage youth from all backgrounds in recreational
activities, informal learning experiences, and stewardship projects. The BLM estimates
that more than 75,000 kids will participate in 2016. In 2016, the BLM is joining Every
Kid in a Park, a new Administration initiative that will provide expanded access to
public lands for 4™ graders and their families. Field sites will be better able to serve
visitors with programs and materials, including BLM Junior Explorer booklets.

Hands on the Land, a growing network of outdoor classrooms that provides K-12
students with hands-on field-based learning, developed in partnership with local schools
to meet local education standards. The BLM has more than 70 Hands on the Land sites.
The BLM estimates that in 2016 the program will host over 1,300 days of outdoor
classroom activities for nearly 61,000 students, teachers and parents. The program also
creates connections with communities that leverage significant volunteer and school staff
hours and in cash and in-kind contributions.

DOI/VISTA Interns, the BLM and partner organizations address poverty through
education and stewardship projects that build job skills.

Project-based Work and Internships where Youth Corps organizations, such as the 21%
Century Conservation Service Corps, help the BLM accomplish mission-critical work
and provide job skills and training to young people, many from communities hard hit by
unemployment.

McCollum Q4: How does BLM use youth to help its mission?

Answer: Engaging youth in volunteer service and in project-based work and internships
provides the BLM with a cost-effective way to accomplish its mission of sustaining the health,
diversity, and productivity of America’s public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and
future generations.

The BLM works with over 150 partners to engage youth corps crews, interns, and volunteers to
perform the following functions:

Building and maintaining trails and other recreational facilities that enable increasing
numbers of visitors to enjoy public lands, and ensure public health and safety
Engaging in habitat restoration projects, from invasive species removal to native seed
collection and planting

Assessing and addressing impacts of wildland fire

Monitoring water quality and riparian health

Monitoring the impacts of energy production on wildlife and public land health.

In addition to addressing current BLM resource management goals, these youth service and work
programs are critical to workforce planning efforts. Through a continuum of youth programs
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from early childhood to early career, the BLM is creating a diverse and skilled workforce for the
21% century, ensuring the long-term health, diversity, and productivity of public lands.
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system is crit - ' to unde~tanding how contamination enters and
moves through the groundwater.

These studies also provide information on the physical and
chemical characteristics of the aquifer, including groundwater flow
patt¢ ns, aquifer recharge, groundwater levels and historical

trenc 5 and the interaction with surface water and aquatic habitats.
The ISGS has networks of monitoring wells that help interpret
how water withdrawals and other factors have affected this
aquifer over time. There are 32 total wells in the Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifer in the groundwater levels network. Twenty-four
of them are continuously recording the groundwater levels and 6
are manually checked twice per year. Inside the Pinelands

bour iary we have 18 total wells. Fourteen are continuous and 4
are manual. Attached is a spread sheet listing the 14 continuous
wells within the Pinelands. It also includes a link to the
Groundwater Watch page for each well. This link will provide
more detailed information on each well.

The ISGS and the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection also monitor water quality in another 50 wells in the
Amt 3nt Ground Water Quality Monitoring Network

(AGWQMN) that are in the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer.
Dissolved nutrients, common ions, dissolved organic carbon,
dissolved trace elements (including arsenic and mercury), gross
alpha and beta radionuclides, volatile organic compounds and
pesticides are analyzed from samples collected from each of
these wells. Depending on the concentrations of gross alpha and
beta -adioactivity in the sample, the analyses of Radium isotopes
(224 and 226) may also be requested.

Attached is an image of the AGWQMN wells in the Kirkwood-
Cohansey as well as a list of the specific wells (some of which are
due to be sampled this spring/summer 2015).
























Responses to Post-hearing Questions
HNR hearing on FY 2016 Budget
March 18, 2015

Within the next five years, half (27) of OAS’s State Certified General Appraisers will be
eligible for retirement. OAS is already faced with the highest appraisal workload in the
federal government. Finally, reducing the number of appraisers would also reduce the
amount of funding for the 36 tribal appraisal programs, since tribal shares are directly
linked to the appropriated funding for appraisal programs and, by statute, to what the
Secretary would have otherwise spent if she was operating the program.

Question: Could a restructuring of the current appraisal system solve this issue
instead of the suggestion that this is simply a lack of employees?

Response: While OST is open to evaluating the potential benefits from restructuring the
Office of Appraisal Services, it should be noted that the current organizational structure
has been successful in providing real estate appraisals to support BIA real estate
transactions and DOI Land Buy Back Program acquisitions. The current annual appraisal
requests — about 6,000 for BIA regional operations and 11,000 from DOI LBBP, to total
17,000 appraisal requests — is to be completed by a current team of 58 appraisers,
including 38 appraisers in regional Operations Division and 20 appraisers in the Land
Buy Back Program Valuations Division.

According to statistics from the Federal Chief Appraiser’s Committee/Roundtable,
OST/OAS completes the highest number of appraisals in the federal government, and
despite the high workload and limited staffing available, in FY 2014 the total backlog of
requests at the end of the year was only 85 requests. This averages to 7 requests per OST
region.

Follow-Up Question: What are your thoughts about letting a tribe, at its option,
conduct its own appraisal so the Office of the Special Trustee does not have to?

Response: Tribes should be allowed to obtain or provide appraisal of their lands to
support real estate transactions to support economic development or community services.
OST currently has 36 Indian tribes operating the appraisal program under P.L. 93-638
contracts and self-governance compacts. The office is also in the process of approving
three additional Indian tribes to assume the appraisal program. Under this arrangement,
the Secretary reviews and approves the appraisals to ensure consistency in meeting the
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice standards.

3. Mr. Logan, your testimony touches on financial education for young people. You
have created a new position at OST—Director of Financial Education.

Question: Can you elaborate on what types of educational and experiential learning

formats you believe young children find the most beneficial? Is this in class
instruction, forums, family or community involvement, etc.?
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Committee on Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Water, Power, and Oceans
1334 Longworth House Office Building
March 24, 2015
10:30 a.m.

AGENDA

Oversight Hearing on:

“Examining the Spending Priorities and Missions of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Power
Marketing Administrations and USGS Water Division in the President’s FY 2016 Budget

Proposal.”

Questions from the Honorable Jim Costa

PANEL 1: Commissioner Lopez — Bureau of Reclamation

(1). Please provide the following to the Committee:

The total amounts of federal appropriated and non-appropriated funds expended on
implementation of the [SJRRP] program since approval of the Settlement by the
Federal Court in 2006 and extending through FY 2014.

RESPONSE: The total amount of federal appropriations expended on the
implementation of the San Joaquin River Restoration Program (Program) from Fiscal
Year (FY) 2007 to FY 2014 was $54,526,469. The total amount of non-appropriated
funds expended on the implementation of the Program from FY 2007 to FY 2014 was
$58,640,586. In addition, Reclamation has expended $3,226,468 of funds provided
by the State of California on the implementation of the Program over this timeframe.

The total amount of State funds expended on the STRRP since court approval of the
Settlement through FY 2014

RESPONSE: Based on information self-reported by the State, the State has
expended $58,196,147 on the implementation of the Program from State FY 2007 to
FY 2014. The State has committed to seek multi-benefit projects and funds equaling
at least $200 million to support the implementation of the Settlement.

The total amount paid into the San Joaquin River Restoration Fund by Friant long-
term contractors under provisions of the Settlement Act providing for early
repayment of Friant Division capital repayment and the collection of the (former
CVPIA) surcharge on Friant water deliveries.



RESPONSE: As of the end of FY 2014, the Friant Division long-term contractors
have paid a total of $30,854,517 from the Friant Surcharge. In addition to this
amount, $217,081,705 of Friant Division’s capital repayment obligation (which
would have been due regardless of whether a settlement was executed) has been
credited to the Fund. Lastly, the Friant Division has purchased over 600,000 acre-feet
of water through the Recovered Water Account and Unreleased Restoration Flows
programs for a total cost of $6,725,551, which has also been credited to the Fund.
These three sources of funds total $254,661,773 that has been credited to the San
Joaquin River Restoration Fund.

¢ The balance of unspent funds, by source, within the San Joaquin River Restoration
Fund as of Oct. 1, 2014.

RESPONSE: The balance of unspent funds in the San Joaquin River Restoration
Fund as of October 1, 2014 was $196,021,187. This is the total receipts of
$254,661,773 less expenditures of $58,640,586. We do not track expenditures by
fund source.

(2). In 2014, Reclamation released a draft Framework for Implementation of the SJRRP for
negotiation among the Settling Parties with appropriate input from affected Third Parties. The
draft Framework is a revised implementation plan for the SJRRP made necessary because the
timetable and cost estimates assumed by the Settlement in 2006 and 2009 have proved to be
unattainable, is that correct?

RESPONSE: Yes. The San Joaquin River Settlement in NRDC, et al., v. Rodgers, et al.,
(Settlement) provided an aggressive schedule to construct major improvements in the river and
reintroduce spring and fall run Chinook salmon. The Settlement’s schedule represents the
minimum time period the Federal defendants calculated to complete the improvements. By
2011, it was evident that the timelines established in the Settlement were not going to be
achieved. Reclamation prepared a revised schedule and budget for the Program, called the
Working Draft Framework for Implementation, dated June 2012. The 2012 Framework was
successful in establishing “core” projects and limiting actions that were being requested of the
Program. In the intervening years Reclamation has refined this document in coordination with
Settling Parties, Third Parties, and other Program stakeholders, and we expect to complete the
Revised Framework for Implementation in July 2015.

(3). What are the primary causes of timetable delays and increased costs for the program?

RESPONSE: Several factors have contributed to schedule delays and increased costs
confronting the Program. The primary four factors are: anticipated constrained funding available
to the Program in future years even after the dedication of mandatory funding; seepage impacts
on lands adjacent to the San Joaquin River and resulting adjustments to Program flows and



Program timelines; levee stability concerns and the resulting adjustments to Program flows and
Program timelines; and subsidence impacts resulting in delays to key project construction
activities such as the Arroyo Canal Fish Screen and Sack Dam Fish Passage Project. Based on
the analysis in the Administrative Draft Revised Framework released in July 2014, seepage and
levee stability costs are over $483 million dollars and will not be fully addressed until the end of
FY 2029. Both seepage and levee stability actions were not anticipated when the Settlement and
Settlement Act were signed.

(4). Which components of the program have been completed on the schedule anticipated by the
Stipulation of Settlement? Which components are not meeting that schedule?

RESPONSE: Dozens of distinct individual actions have been successfully completed by the
Program since the Stipulation of Settlement was signed in 2006 and the enactment of the San
Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Act (Settlement Act) in 2009. In general, the Program’s
major accomplishments are: (1) Interim Flows commenced in 2009 and concluded in 2013; (2)
completed EIS and ROD for the Program covering Interim and Restoration flows from Friant
Dam (October 2012); (3) obtained Biological Opinions from both the National Marine Fisheries
Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service for Endangered Species Act-listed species under their
purview for all Program actions (January 2012); (4) completed modification to Reclamation’s
water rights at Friant Dam to implement the releases required under the Settlement (September
2013); (5) completed the Restoration Flow Guidelines after 4 years of monthly negotiating
sessions with the Settling Parties and began Restoration Flows on schedule (January 2014); (6)
prepared a draft Recapture and Recirculation Plan and have been recapturing and recirculation
Interir and Restoration flows since 2009; (7) allocated 680,440 acre-feet (AF) of Recovered
Water Account credits in 2011 based on projected future water supply impacts and the Friant
Contractors took delivery of over 482,000 AF; (8) completed the Program’s Seepage
Management Plan and Seepage Handbook in close coordination with the Third Parties and have
installed more than 200 seepage monitoring wells to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to crops
adjacent to the river (2009 and continuing); (9) completed the Program’s first two seepage
projects — a seepage easement on 4,500 acres and a fee title purchase of 400 acres addressing 20
percent of the about 23,000 acres potentially impacted by the Program flows; and (10) completed
the Endangered Species Act 10(j) and 4(d) rules and the State of California equivalent process
that allows for the take of spring-run Chinook salmon for certain activities in specific areas and
provides protections to third parties from potential liability under the Federal and State
Endangered Species Acts for reintroduced spring-run salmon. Components of the Program that
are not meeting the originally anticipated schedule are channel modification and structural
improvements identified in Paragraph 11(a) and 11(b) of the Settlement.

(5). What is the status of updating the draft Framework? When does Reclamation expect that a
final implementation plan will be completed and put into place?

RESPONSE: Reclamation expects to complete the Revised Framework for Implementation in
July 2015.



(6). The draft Framework estimates the total cost of the STRRP will be $1.4 billion, is that still
the Bureau’s estimate?

RESPONSE: Yes, $1.421 billion is the current estimate to complete the Program. However,
significant uncertainties associated with subsidence, hydrology, non-Federal cost share and other
factors may affect costs moving forward.

(7). Last month, the Commissioner of Reclamation said that implementation of the SJRRP will
cost between $350 million and $500 million over the next five years. (Statement made during
the USBR FY 2016 budget request briefing at DOI on Feb. 2.) Is that correct? On what is that
estimate based?

RESPONSE: The Revised Framework for Implementation seeks to develop a realistic schedule
based on an anticipated realistic future funding stream. To that end, the Framework prioritizes
and limits actions to those that can be accomplished with no more than about $50 million in
Federal appropriations plus funds from Central Valley Project (CVP) Restoration Fund and any
mandatory funds remaining for the Program. Based on the July 2014 Administrative Draft
Revised Framework, the anticipated Federal cost of the Program from FY 2015 to FY 2019 is
$261 million. This number will change slightly as the Framework is finalized in coordination
with the Settling Parties and Third Parties. Based on the July 2014 draft Framework, the
anticipated total cost of the Program (Federal and State costs) from FY 2015 to FY 2019 is $330
million. Again, this number will change slightly as the Framework is finalized in coordination
with the Settling Parties and Third Parties.

(8). Taking into account what has been spent on the program to date, the unspent balances in the
San Joaquin River Restoration Fund that will become available without appropriation in 2019,
State contributions, and Reclamation’s estimate of future costs, does the Bureau believe that the
SJRRP can be implemented within Settlement Act’s existing appropriations authorizations?

RESPONSE: Taking into account the factors identified in your question, and based on the July
2014 Administrative Draft Revised Framework, we anticipate that the Program cannot be
implemented within the Settlement Act’s existing appropriations authorizations. However, we
are exploring a variety of other Federal, State, and non-profit funding sources to implement the
Program within the existing appropriations authorizations. These include additional State
fundin' funding from other Federal authorities, and grants from non-profit organizations.
Overall, the total cost for the Settlement Paragraph 11(a) and 11(b) actions have increased
slightly and extending the schedule of the Program has increased Program implementation costs.
Based on the analysis in the 2014 Administrative Draft Revised Framework, seepage and levee
stability costs to protect Third Parties are over $483 million dollars. These actions and their
significant cost were not anticipated or accounted for when the Settlement was signed and the
Settlement Act was passed.

(9). If not, what is the Bureau’s estimate of additional funding that Congress must authorize if
the program is to be completed?

RESPONSE: As described above, we are exploring a variety of other Federal, State, and non-



profit funding sources to implement the Program with the existing appropriations authorizations.
We would like time to explore these options and further refine and verify our cost estimates
before identifying the additional funding that Congress must authorize if the Program is to be
completed.

(10). What is the total amount of water that has been dedicated to Interim and Restoration flows
to date? How much of that water has been recirculated, recaptured, reused or otherwise made
available to Friant contractors? Please differentiate between the amount of water made available
by recirculation, recapture, exchanges etc., and the amount of reduced-price water made
available under the Settlement’s Recovered Water Account program.

RESPONSE: To date the Program has resulted in a 623,000 AF water supply impact to the
Friant Division long-term contractors. Ofthat 623,000 AF amount, 282,000 AF has been
recaptured and allocated back to Friant, and during the wet years of 2010 and 2011, almost
482,000 AF of water was delivered to the Friant contractors under the Recovered Water Account
component of the Program. Because of this, Reclamation and the Program have facilitated the
delivery of 140,700 AF more water to Friant than they have been impacted to date, mitigating
more water supply impacts than have actually occurred under the Program. As referenced above,
this was accomplished by advancing the Friant contractors the ability to take Recovered Water
Account water in the higher flow years of 2010 and 2011.

(11). What 1s the status of the plan mandated by Paragraph 16 of the Stipulation of Settlement for
“recirculation, recapture, reuse, exchange or transfer” of Settlement flows? What are the primary
obstacles to completion and implementation of the Paragraph 16 Plan? When does Reclamation
expect to complete and implement the Paragraph 16 Plan?

RESPONSE: There have been numerous accomplishments pursuant to Paragraph 16 and the
Settlement’s directive to implement the Water Management Goal. Reclamation completed a
draft Recapture and Recirculation Plan in 2011 and has been implementing that Plan since its
completion. In addition, Reclamation completed a series of Environmental Assessments and
Finding of No Significant Impact statements for recapture and recirculation activities and has
implemented a robust program of recirculation, recapture, reuse, exchange or transfer of Interim
Flows and Restoration flows since 2009. As stated in the response to Question 10 above,
because of this, Reclamation and the Program have facilitated the delivery of 140,700 AF more
water to Friant Division long-term contractors than they have been impacted to date, mitigating
more water supply impacts than have actually occurred under the Program. We are working to
largely complete the Recapture and Recirculation Plan this calendar year. A series of
challenging issues will need to be overcome to do this, including identifying recapture
opportunities and operations at the Federal and State pumping facilities in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta and addressing potential changes in water allocations to the CVP westside
contractors that result from the Program and recapture actions. We will need the Settling Parties,
south-of-Delta CVP contractors and the State of California fully engaged and willing to work
toward collaborative solutions to accomplish our goal of largely completing the Recapture and
Recirculation Plan this calendar year.



(12). What is the status of the Water Management Goal projects (canal capacity restoration,
pump-backs) authorized by Part I1I of the Settlement Act? Has construction begun? When does
Reclamation expect to complete the pump-back and canal-capacity projects?

RESPONSE: Reclamation has completed a draft Environmental Assessment, Feasibility Study
and 60 percent design for the Friant-Kern Canal Capacity Restoration Project. We expect to
finalize these documents this year and award the financial assistance agreement to the Friant
Water Authority to begin construction of the project late this calendar year or early 2016. A total
of $11.466 million is requested for this activity in the FY 2016 budget. Reclamation is
beginning the environmental compliance, Feasibility Study and design for the Madera Canal
Capacity Restoration Project and expects to complete these efforts in 2017. Reclamation is
beginning environmental compliance and design efforts on the Friant-Kern Canal Reverse Flow
Pump-Back Project. We expect to award a contract for these efforts in this fiscal year. In an
effort to increase efficiency and reduce costs, the Program Office purchased the pumps from the
now decommissioned pumping plant at Red Bluff and plans to use these for this project. We
expect that this will results in a tremendous cost savings for this project.

(13). How much funding has been awarded under the groundwater enhancement program
authorized by Part I1I?

RESPONSE: In FY 2013, Reclamation awarded $14.29 million to four projects and provided
$10 million in funding under Part III or Section 10202(a) of the Settlement Act. Within the
timeframe identified in the Revised Framework, Reclamation anticipates completing
construction on these projects, and allocating the required amount of staff time necessary to
manage the agreements.

(14). What is the status of the channel improvements and other projects mandated by Paragraph
11 of the Settlement? Which of these projects are currently under construction? When does
Reclamation expect to complete the Paragraph 11 projects?

RESPONSE: Paragraph 11 identifies several distinct activities, and the July 2014
Administrative Draft Revised Framework provides details on the progress to date in these areas.
In summary, the Mendota Pool Bypass component of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B
Improvements Project is targeted to transition into construction in FY 2017. The Arroyo Canal
Fish Screen and Sack Dam Fish Passage Project is targeted to transition into construction in FY
2020. The Reach 2B levees component of the Mendota Pool Bypass and Reach 2B
Improvements Project is targeted to transition into construction in FY 2022. We expect to
complete construction on all Paragraph 11 projects by the end of FY 2029.

(15). What is the status of the salmon reintroduction required by Paragraph 14 of the Settlement?
Of the salmon that may have been reintroduced to-date, what percentage is expected to return to
the San Joaquin River as mature adults? When does Reclamation expect to achieve the
Settlement’s restoration goal of a self-sustaining salmon fishery?

RESPONSE: On February 26, 2015, the Program released approximately 54,000 hatchery-
produced juvenile spring-run Chinook salmon into the San Joaquin River. This year’s release of






RESPONSE: If current dry conditions continue, worsen, or occur with greater frequency in the
future, many aspects of California’s entire water storage and federal, state and local delivery
system will be severely tested, in addition to ongoing river restoration programs such as the
Program. The Settlement contemplated “Critical Low” years with less than 400,000 AF of
unimpaired runoff, and the Program employs an adaptive management approach aimed at
keeping core Program objectives moving forward amid adverse circumstances such as drought.

(18). The Settlement hydrographs show no restoration flow releases in dry years so that the
Friant contractors can have a minimal water supply to meet critical water needs. With the
unprecedented release of water by Reclamation from Friant for delivery to the Exchange
Contra >rs in 2014, is Reclamation doing everything possible to provide critical water supplies
to Friant contractors, including release of river restoration flows only after such critical supplies
are made available to Friant Contractors?

RESPONSE: The Settlement hydrographs do not prohibit flow releases in all dry years, only
“Critical Low” years. Dry years and Critical High years still allow for Restoration Flows. As
stated above, the Program has mitigated more water supply impacts to the Friant contractors than
have actually occurred under the Program due to advancing the Friant contractors the ability to
take Recovered Water Account water in the higher flow years of 2010 and 2011. #



Questions from the Honorable Raul Ruiz

PANEL 1: Commissioner Lopez — Bureau of Reclamation

(1). Over the past 18 months, local authorities and stakeholders have come together to confront
the complex challenges at the Salton Sea. They are working to develop solutions that would
benefit Southern California region as well as the entire Colorado River Basin. Reclamation and
the Department of the Interior have responded constructively to these local efforts by giving a
high-level of attention to the deteriorating conditions at the Sea and by encouraging local and
state authorities to develop “practical, implementable and affordable” solutions.

One such solution being proposed by the Imperial Irrigation District and Imperial County is the
establishment of a renewable energy development area at the Sea to help fund health hazard
mitigation and restoration work. This Salton Sea Restoration Renewable Energy Initiative would
encompass both federal lands and non-federal at the Sea, including lands owned by the Bureau of
Reclamation and other agencies of the Interior Department, which is currently considering
requests by local authorities to participate in the initiative.

What is the status of Reclamation’s effort to identify and inventory federal lands at the Salton
Sea that may be suitable for the proposed Salton Sea Restoration Renewable Energy Initiative?
When do you expect this work to be completed, and when will Reclamation and Interior be in a
position to act on local requests to include federal lands in the proposed Salton Sea renewable
energy area?

RESPONSE: Reclamation has completed a land ownership map update with the Bureau of Land
Management and the Imperial Irrigation District to support potential requests for use of Federal
lands for renewable energy purposes in support of the Salton Sea Restoration Renewable energy
Initiative (SSRREI).

The work is completed, and Reclamation and Interior are in a position to review local requests to
include federal lands in the proposed Salton Sea renewable energy area. Reclamation is a
member of the SSRREI Steering Committee, and meets regularly with the SSRREI team for
technical support and potential land use requests.
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