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The Committee on Appropriations submits the following report in
explanation of the accompanying bill making appropriations for en-
ergy and water development for the fiscal year ending September
30, 1997, and for other purposes.
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SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Committee has considered budget estimates which are con-
tained in the Budget of the United States Government, 1997. The
following table summarizes appropriations for fiscal year 1996, the
budget estimates, and amounts recommended in the bill for fiscal
year 1997.
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INTRODUCTION

With the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Bill,
1997, the Committee continues to deliver on its commitment to ef-
fect substantial cost savings, structural deficit reduction, and sig-
nificant governmental reforms. At $19.4 billion in new budget au-
thority, new spending in the bill is more than $1 billion below that
of the Energy and Water Development Bill passed by Congress just
two years ago. Because the Committee has made the substantial
investments necessary to protect, improve and reconfigure our
atomic energy defense infrastructure, savings in domestic discre-
tionary programs are particularly pronounced. Total funding for
these programs has been reduced by over sixteen percent in just
two years. Furthermore, the Committee has achieved these savings
without gimmicks, accounting tricks or one-time devices.

Although budget savings in the bill are dramatic, they are real-
ized without inflicting damage on high-priority programs and ac-
tivities in which Federal investment is most appropriate. Indeed,
the Committee has endeavored to: protect its previous investments
in water and energy infrastructure; provide sufficient funding to
operate and maintain critical facilities and programs within the
Subcommittee’s jurisdiction; and achieve further savings through
accelerated completion of various projects currently in the construc-
tion pipeline.

Demands on the Energy and Water Development Bill have been
extraordinary this year. The Committee conducted a series of hear-
ings on the 1997 bill, which is recorded in eight separate volumes
containing more than 13,000 pages. Moreover, Members of Con-
gress from forty-eight states and Puerto Rico have communicated
over 2,300 discrete priorities for the bill. The Committee has done
its best to balance these requests against a limited allocation of re-
sources; nevertheless, the Committee acknowledges that the imper-
ative of deficit reduction has resulted in reluctant rejection of many
such requests.

Authorization for various projects and agencies funded by this
bill is in various stages of the legislative process. The Committee
has worked closely with jurisdictional committees to establish the
funding levels recommended in the bill. Funding has been provided
for certain programs in anticipation and advance of authorization
in order to avoid unnecessary disruptions in the provision of gov-
ernment services.

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CoORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
CORPS OF ENGINEERS’ CIVIL WORKS MISSION

In the fiscal year 1996 budget request, the Administration pro-
posed radical changes in the Civil Works mission of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. Those proposals were rejected by the Congress
as being counterproductive to the well-being of the Nation.
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The Committee is pleased that the Administration has aban-
doned the proposal made last year that would have all but ended
the Corps of Engineers’ role in protecting our citizens from the dev-
astating impacts of floods. However, the Committee is extremely
troubled that the Administration has again proposed that the Fed-
eral Government’s role in shore protection projects and smaller
navigation projects be terminated.

Shore protection projects serve the same function as other flood
control projects—they protect lives and property from the impacts
of flooding. The only difference is that for shore protection projects,
the flood waters come from the oceans, the Gulf of Mexico, or the
Great Lakes, rather than from rivers. Through this proposal, the
Administration has determined that all Americans are eligible for
flood protection assistance except those who live along our coast-
lines. The Committee notes that the Administration’s proposal
would permit Federal involvement in those cases where the project
does not rely on the placement of sand. The Committee, however,
can find no logic in a policy that permits one community to be pro-
tected if the appropriate engineering solution is the construction of
a seawall, but allows another to go unprotected simply because the
appropriate solution is a protective structure constructed of sand.

Therefore, the Committee has included funds in the bill for con-
tinued construction of shore protection projects, the periodic nour-
ishment of previously constructed projects, and the continuation of
ongoing studies related to shore protection. The Committee expects
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers,
to proceed with those projects, all of which are fully authorized.
The Committee further directs the Secretary of the Army and the
Chief of Engineers to continue to process all decision documents,
including the transmission of feasibility reports to the Congress for
authorization and reports prepared under section 934 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1986, without regard to whether or
not projects comply with the Administration’s proposed new poli-
cies.

The Committee also remains concerned about the Administra-
tion’s plans to stop requesting funds for the maintenance of smaller
navigation projects beginning in fiscal year 1998. Failure to ade-
quately maintain those projects will cause economic hardship for
many communities throughout the nation and result in hazardous
navigation conditions that could directly lead to the loss of life and
property. The Committee expects the Administration to continue to
request adequate funds for maintenance of these projects.

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Appropriation, 1996 .........cccoceiviiiiiiiieiieee e $121,767,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 142,500,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiieiieeeceeeee et 153,628,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........cccccciveriiiiriiieeniee et eare e +31,861,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....ccccooviiiiiiiieeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e +11,128,000

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



—— 000°0SZ

- 000°052 XL 8 ¥V ‘NOAYE AINNIYOW (dad)
- 000892 - 000592 ‘MY ‘HLIWS LHMO4 ‘HONVYE AVW (dGd)
SVSNYMHY
000°008 - 000°008 --- T Zv_‘v3Yv JOYNIVYA NOSONL  (Od)
000 000°00Z 000 o .. I RIDIRE S8 A s i Sy
- 000005 - 000° 00§ : TTiTUUZY 'W3LSAS0D3 O3HSHILVM OGvIVS OI¥ (3)
- 000°00S - 000°00§  tUrrotreerecesesiees "7V '44vV1SOV1d ‘9v1d 30 OI¥  (ddd)
o 000°002 - 000007 s “Zv ‘vI¥V J9VNIVYQ VITIOLMOL “¥3AIY VIID  (ddd)
- 000°06Z - 000°062 1Zv 'NISVE WIATY ZNHO VINVS ‘SIIMVINGIML ¥ ¥3AI¥ VIID  (dQd)
- 000°00€ - 000 00¢ 'V3YY JOYNIVHO ITVASLL00S N ‘SITYVLNGTHL % WIAIN VIID  (dad)
- 000°£52 - 000°£GZ Tt Trehemee TR SR TTUZV '3V OWVIY  (dOH)
- 000°00Z - o0o0‘00z e MY ‘HOGYVH TI1IONVHM ()
000081t - 00005+ ——— . MY ‘HOGMVH TNvd 1S (N)
~—- 000°s1 -— 000°G1 : WY ‘YOBHVH Nvd 1S (N)
- 000°001! - 000°001 : CUUMY CMOBMYH QHYMIS  (N)
- 000001 ——- 000°0014 MY ‘HOHYVH LNIOd ONVS  (N)
—- 000°091 - 000°091 - TUTUUNY SINIWINOYAWI HOSYYH JWON  (N)
-—- 000°8€Z - 000°8€Z o Tt TerTONg CYIATY WIMNONSON  (N)
- 000°8¥1 - 000°8v1 : Tt TUUUUMY 'HOBHVH HOLNG  (N)
000°0§1 - 000061 - : Trirtecececesecctogy YIFINT OO (0d)
000° 19 - 000° 19 - : Treteeresceccioyy ‘HOGWYH NINDIHO (N)
- 000°€2Z p— 000°€22 . Trrttetecyy ‘QIHGWILVM MIATY YNIHO  (3)
i 000858 oo oo g8t . e IR Y VINY  (dad)
- 000°004 - - : Crreerrerctoyy 'SONVIST NVILNETY
VISV IY
- 000°00€ - o T (SQIHSYILYM WYHONTWYIE) ALNO NOS¥33JIr ‘¥3IWO 3OVITIA
— 29090t - 000° 001 . 1S03HSYILYM WYHONINYIG) ALND NOSHIIJAM, e lHaATy 900 (N)
- 000052 - 000082 TtttV 'WYQ ONY YOOT 3NYOEIVIO MOTIE WIATH vWvavly  (N)
YAVEYTY
ONINNYId SNOILVDOILSIANI ONINNVId SNOILYDILSIANT 103royd
3ONVMOTIV 3SNOH S3LVWILS3 139Gn8 JILIL 103r0Yd 40 3dAL

SNOILVYOILSIANT TTYHINID - SYIINIONI 40 SJHOD



000°v61

000°018

000°'00€
000°081

000°000°

000081

000°0SY

000°000° L

000°S6Y

000°008°€

000

000

000’

ooc

ooo
000’

000°
000’

000

000*
coo

5:14)
000’
000’
000°
000’
000°
000’
000’

‘002
000°
000°

ooy
oSt
009
00€
98¢
0L2
0S€

(1324
[4°14

oly

‘002
‘LLe

‘ozt
‘og

‘0S€
‘oo
‘00¢€
‘00€
‘082
.omN

ooz

00z
oov
otV

0LE

'68€
000’

ooe

oSy
0o0¢

000°'v61

000°018

000°004

000°0S1

000°009

000°S6¥

000°00S '€

000°82Z1
000 00%
000°0S}
000°009
000°98¢
000°0L2
000 °0S€
000°00Z
000082
000°252
000 '0iY
ooo.ooN
ooo LLe

ooo .ozt
o€

000 00€
000°082
000 ‘002

000°0¢EY
000°0LE

000°68¢€

000°€9¢

ieceiiriiiciiiciiiiiesiiitiigg ‘43340 OINOLNY NVS
e moz(qmm V1130 NY3L33IM .<hqwo NINOVOr NYS-OLNIWVHOVS
Vo ko<¢h GNYTIOH 31LLTY V1130 NINOVOr NvS-OLNIWVHOVS
PRI £ ‘Y1730 NINOVOr NVS-QLN3WVHOVS
‘YO ‘INIWIDVYNVIW GIHSHILVM H3IAIY OLNIWVHOVS
*'YO ‘NOILVHOLSIY WALSASOO3 ‘¥3AIY NYISSNY
cee TR NY0 S 30H3A SOVd OHONYY
Tttt toy) ‘ANddNS ¥ALYM NISYE 0dvdd
*TyD (ONINIJ33Q) HOV3IE DNOT 4O L1¥Od
................. <+ YW0 ‘IWININH 1NOd
TUtTTUU'YD ‘HOBYVH INIOd ¥VYI11d
Trorrtrrrrtertcty) ‘HOVEAE VINSNIN3G
crrrtcrttt oy “ITTIANOSLVM LY H3AIY OMvrvd
‘Y3340 ITGATW ‘SWY3IHLS VINYO4ITVO NYIHLYON
crTrottttrtttY) ‘M3LVMMVINE HOBYYH OAON

DDA 4 'S$34N718 OOHON
©TCC Y0 ‘HOBYYH AVE LYOdM3IN
‘v onh<mOhmu¢ HSYVYIK LTVS ‘Y3AIY VdYN
SETL TR TIRRRRTRLAVEIVT 0 PHIATY YdYN
Tretcrty) ‘NISYE H3AIY VENA ‘SWYIHLS VO
'Y ‘ALINIOIA 3 SHILNIM ‘SWvIYLS VO
* w0 "ALINIOIA 8 SYIINIM ‘SWVIHLS VO
ORI £ ‘NOXIQ/3T1IAVOVA ‘SWYIYLS VO
Tretcrtecreccoy)y ‘GIHSHILYM HSHYW NNSINS SWYIYLS VO
TTTTUWO “NOILVYOIW HSI4 HIATY OLNIWVHOVS ‘SWYIMLS VO
Tttt y) ‘SWILSAS JOVNIVMA NISYE VSN100 ‘SWYIYLS VO
O 'NOTLVYOLS3Y TVINIWNOYIAN3 X¥334O 3HOVO ‘SWYIULS VO
S T 0T TG S0 ¥3IATY 3AVIOW
Treccreccosret ot otyy ‘YIFYO VNOTIVE OGNV AW 130 YNIHWW
Treccr oy “N3I3YO JANIWITO NVS “INTTIHOHS ALNNOD NIHVW
cee e TREERLINUTRRYLEY 00 fyady IVLSY0D NEITVR
srorerrrrrertrrtoyy CNOILVHOLSIH QIHSYILYM JOHVL IV
WYQ 34 VINVS B SMO¥MYN H3ITLLIHM)ANS '3 SNOD ¥3LVM VOOV
UYL .Am2<o Z3d07 3 NISNVH)JNS 8 SNOJ H3LVM VAoV
. SN "WIATH HVIMV
VO ‘AGNLS Q3HSHILVM ALNNOD TVIYAMWI
Trecrrrrrercscttyd C(NMOLITAGIN) MIFUO AMA
crrrsrrerecrrettct iy ‘YOEYWYH ALIO IN3OS3IYUO
Trrrecrtorttr Yy ‘HOV3IA NOLONILNNH 30 ALID
CTTTYO .mmo(s vd43IS ANV VIQvOdv d4O S3ILID
IR £% '103r0Yd Y3LYMANNOYD NISVE JVHIN3ID
I T Y R S PR Y°¥D *NOODY1 SYNIT08
T ‘WO ‘QIHSHILYM HIATH NvOINIAY

VINYO3IITVO

ZZZZZZZZ

-
a
~NOB A~ A~Q A~

—~—
WULNZZZWhw Kwwn
N N " N N o o St o o St

o~
~Q 0 ~

Wil wwut
s N o e

0CoQO~~

—_
w
~

(3dS)
(0d)



000°002 - 000002 - Trorrrrrretrreter ettt Qg C13INT OHOESIIIH (N)
-—= 000 ‘00Z - - Tttt Tt TTUttt 4 ALNNOD OYOBSTTIH
- 000°0St - -—= T T4 "HOSYVH 30W3Td 1MO04
- 000°SZt - ——- Trtttttt g ALITIOVE 3SN3Y ¥3LVM ALNNOD 3Qva
—_— 000°08 L — o ceeeeee e T O T TRV TS U AYE 11d0DTHD
000008 g —_—e —— e v ces “++e94 *ALNNOD QYVAIYE
000°09Z —_ 000°052 o e ST e GNTE D18 N)
varyoid
000°9S1 - 000°9S1 - ‘*'¥d 8 MN “30 ‘ONIN3IJIIQ TINNVHO NIVW ¥3IAIY 3I¥vMv13Q (N)
- 000882 == 000°882 Q "ONVIST MOIMN3J OL N3JOIN3H 3d¥0 WOYd 1SV0) JuvMv13ag (ds)
—— 000°£9S - 000°£SS srocrerrererrerct ittt 0N g 30 “3INITTLSVOD AVE J¥VMYI3Q (ds)
000°01Z°1 -— 000°01Z°1 ——— d330) GW 3 3G ‘STINNVHO NNOO ¥BH 3YOWILIVE - TVNVD (80 (N)
-—= 000°‘SY - 000°SY d230) GW 9 30 ‘STANNYHO NNOO ¥8H JUOWILIVE - VNVO (%30 (N)
JYVYMYT30
- 0000t -— 000°0EV Tecrresrreeocsesererrtres s tyy ‘NISYE YIAIM HILVMILIHM  (dQd)
- 000 °00€ ——— - crotrerrrerecrecettritty) ‘SSYAAS ONVS MOBHYH WHNLN3A
—— 000°00€ - 000°2SZ YUt yD “INTITISHOHS ALNNOD YHYBMYE VINVS ANV VHNLN3A (ds)
-— 000°0SY - 000°0St Treserrrrreserserrsecse e oyy “MIIYO VIONILINIC ¥3ddn  (dQd)
- 000°6.9 —— 000°'6L8 Tttt Trrtecrreesccrecctt ettty ‘HIATY 3ANTIVOVND ¥AddN  (dad)
000°09 - 000°09 TTUU W0 ‘NOTLVAMISNOD ¥ILVM SWvd 0Qwdd ONV SHVO N3A3S  (dad)
000'08Z —— 000°0S8Z - Tt W0 NOTLVANMISNOD HILVM SWvQ OOGvMd OGNV SHVO N3A3S (04)
- 000°00Y - ~—= TUtWO CALITIGYITEY UNLONYLSYHANI HILVM VOINOW VINVS
- 000°'S.¢€ - -== RN 4% .mmu¢<h:mu¢h ONV Y3ATYH VLIINVOUVW VINVS
- 000'0S€E - 000'0S€ 'vo xuwzo NOISSIW ¥3MO1 ‘SWY3INLS ALNNOD WHVEYVE VINVS (ddd)
— 000°‘S9¢ -— 000°S9¢ TTUWO "INIW3OYNVIW OIHSHIALYM SH3IYD OSITVY GNY NVNF NVS (3)
- 000°00¥ it - ©T'vO ALNNOD SAVISINVLS 1S3M ‘NISVE H3IAIY NINOVOr NVS
i 000°002 - 000°002 Trettrrrrertorcyy ‘YIAIY ITNL CNISVE YIAIH NINOVOPR NS  (dQd)
-—= 000 ‘ 0¥S - 000 °'0¥S 0 'v3IYY NVIITOJOHLIW NOINOOLS ‘NISVE HIAIM NINOVOr NvS (dgd)
- 000085 —— 000 ‘0SS V3Y1S ALNNOO OLNIWVHOVS HINOS °‘NISVE HIAIY NINODVOr NvS (dad)
-== 000°0St - - Tttty CNIIYY JUINIIIVO NISVE HIAIY NINOVOr Nvs
- 000°000° ¢ - 000°000° | "' (0D ONS3H4) OUIrVSYd OAONHY .sz<m H3IAIY NINOVOr NvS (dQd)
- 000009 ——- 000 ‘008 OlS3Y 1lviIGvH M3J 'WvQ Lv1d 3NId °NISVE ¥ NINOVOr NvS (3)
-—= 000°08Z - - Dottt WD TTINNVHO HYE AVE OOSIONWHY NVS
—_— 000008 — —_ seeeenee st T CTULRINL Dos Yy0aNYH 09310 NVS
ONINNY1d SNOILVOILSIANI ONINNVId SNOTLVYOILSIANT 103royd
JONVMOTIV JISNOH S3LVWILS3 1390n8 A7L1L 103r0oYd 40 3dAL

SNOTLVOILSIANI IVH3INID - SHIINIONI 40 Sd¥0D



000°00Z
000002
000°001
000°SLY

000°001

000°0S¢

000°S9¢E

000 ‘00Y

000°00¢

000°00¥

000°002

000°0S1
000°00S ‘0t
000°002
000°00Z
000 00¢€

ooo.mn—
ooo 00T

ooo Sl

000°0€Z
000°0Z1

000°0S€

000°08Z
000 ‘00

000°0S8Z
000°‘sZe

000°00Z
000° 00V
000°Z41
000°9Z
000°9¥Z
000 ‘6¢

000°SLY

000’001

000°0S€E

000°S9¢

000°00Y

000 ' 00€E

000°00Y

000°002

000°€88°6

000°002
000°SL}

000°0€Z
000°0Z1

000°0S€E

00000t
000097
000°52¢

000°Ci1

000°92
000°9tZ
000 ‘6€

PPN NI ‘AVMN33YD H3AIY OIHO
‘NI (HOLIQ HSHVW AQVQ) NISVE Y¥3AIM L3IWNTVO 3T1LLIT
e TR AR UCUNT Y 1uvE0H 394039 3V
oty NI °*(HLYON) Y3AI¥ 3LIHM ‘SITOJdVNVIQNI

VYNVIONI

..........A.JH ‘10T¥LSIA 33A31 ONV 3DYNIVHG HIAIN QOOM
‘AQNLS AVN SIONITII % IddISSISSIW ¥3ddn
..........Ju .h2m5a04m>mo LNOYIH3AIY VIHO3ad
et TI_°NYHILSVIHLNOS ‘¥IAIY OIHO
T houthmo 33A37 ONV 3OVNIVHQ QOOMLNN
. "1 ‘AONIND LV Y3IATIY IddISSISSIN
Tt UT 'NISYE YIAIY IINVINY
ceeee e RO RO 1HOd33YA
Ceseceesesecieee gt syaATY SINIVIA S30
TUTTUCI1 “SITINNOD INSYING ANV ¥3ANVX3IY

SIONITTI

‘IH ‘NHYO ‘AGNLS TTOYINOD Q0014 WY3NLS IdNITVM
TettrrterererttctroIW CINVING CHOBYYH ONOJ3S INYW
Tttt CIH CIVAYN CHOBYVH Lvod 1TVWS YIOVININ
““IH ‘NHYO ‘NOILYOIJ4IGOW HOBYWVH INIOd SH3auve

TIVMVH

TUUTUY9 CI0YINOD Q00Td TYNOTIO3Y ALNNOD_WYHLVHO/HVYNNVAYS
TnTTITtrttTYO ZOHmz<nXu YOAHVH HYNNVAVYS
98 % VO ‘H3ATY HVYNNVAVS H3IMOT
TTUUUYD AGNLS NISVE HIAIY UANITS
Trrettrerro ot tyn ‘YOEHYH MOIMSNNYG
LT s = P (P atwiis v

VIOYO039

4 szz<Io vIdviy ‘YOBHVYH VdWYL
: Tttd PwJZH 31on1 1S
T4 ‘HIAIY SNHOP S
TTetttttt4 “13TINI NO3Y 30 30NOd
Trrittetrtt 4 CALNNOD NYSSYN
g >Hz:oo Y.1OSYYVYS A3M 0QI1

L ‘HOBYVH ITTIANOSHOVE
Ctrrrt 4 CALNNOD HOVEE WV CAVMYILYM TVLSYOOWHINI
....... *T77d "ALNNOD HOV3E WiVd "AVMYILYM TVISVOOVYINI

(3d)



000002 -—= 000 °002 -

_ Seesesseeeeeei ooy YWIATH 3LINOD (94)
000°001 ——= 000°001

: ‘ Tresrrsesesseseeseccisioy “NOISYIAIA NOAVE NOVIE  (dQ4)
--- 000°001 -—- 000001 e “*'y] 'HLV¥3 ‘3HOIL NOAVE (ddd)
oo 200 .00t oo 000 e T Sheed JHSTL oAV

YNVISINOT
o 000°00Z e . ey o Ul NV
--- 000°'61L°L —- 000'61L°¢L NI ‘71 ‘AX ‘AGNLS SW3IISAS WILS NIVW ¥3ATH OIHO  (N)
-—- 000°29¢Z ——- 000292 Tttty *1GIMHLNOS ‘3TIIASINOT NVLIT0MOMIIW  (d0d)
- 000 ‘ 00€ - --- Ctrttetee oA ‘%33O 1IN ‘31IIASINGT NVAIT0MOMLIW
000°051 --- 000°051 --- “TUUAM M33MO SSWHOWY3E ‘ITIIASINOT NVIITOOMLIIN  (Dd)
--- 000°08 - 000°08 AN ‘HIIUO SSWHOMYIE ‘IT1IASINOT NVIIIOMOMIIN  (dad)
- 000°SIE --- 000°G1€E “TAM *ANONINIY NY3HIMON ‘TIVNNIONIO NVLITOJONLIN (da3)
--- 00008 | = - e Ty CYIATY ONVTNIENND M3MOT
-—- 00061 - 000°6Y1 e Ttrtttrttt AW CALNNOD 3013AVH 'NOLONIXIT  (dQd)
vo0‘000's o0 000‘000°s 00 T Ay tra v i XA H RS et
--- 000°081 -~ 000 08¢ “*AGNLS NOTLISOASIG NOILVOIAYN SYIAIN N3¥iva ONvV N3WO  (N)
ANONLNEYN
o 000°551 e 000°55 1 e e gy t3u NOSTIM (dOY)
— 0006 - 000 6. RSO sreccccececcceon g gY ‘NISYE ¥IIHO AMNL  (dO4)
000°SZ ~-= 000°SZ --- Trrrecseseeeeecesccogn g Y NISYE X3IWO ATNMAL  (O4)
000 000" L9€ 000 000" £9€ o e NV RS oL (9o
oo oo ioe o oo -4k PRI L M A it
-—- 000Gyl e 000°S¥1 SY ‘1Lv-09¥H T SS¥T SLIND ‘WILSAS 3IATT YIATY TUNOSSIN  (dOY)
- ooa. 37 oo 0.3y P HTTOOEL Y T e I S 3 35 "sTI0doNwY  (dow)
--- 000°62Z !t --- 000°6Z1 Tresteeresssesescseececoscigy CyaATY (OHSO3N) ONVHD  (3dS)
SVSNVH
o 000°5E2 o 000°552 ey 2wy 3TIATVHOD  (90¥)
YMOT
- 000° 002 - 000°501 Treeectecq[ g NI (S3HOVIM 3100IW) NISYE ¥3ATY HSVEVM  (dad)
- 900.00¢ oo 000 e L Y T RUATH dONVOISdTL

ONINNVId SNOILVOILSIANI  ONINNV1J SNOTLYDILSIANI 103r0¥d

30NVMOT1Y 3SNOH S3LYWILS3 L390NE LIL 103r0Nd 40 3dAL

SNOTLVOTISIANI TVHINI3D -~ SHIINIONI 40 SdY¥0I



11

000°06L°T
000°002

000°0614
000°08Z

000°06

000°8¢€€

00000V

000°9S

000°00€

000°00€
000°00Z

ooo.vm
ooo [24°}
000161

000°‘Zyy
000'00L

000°06L°C

000°061

000°06

000 '8EE

000 00¥v

000°9S

000°00¢

000 °00€
000°00Z
000°'0vL
ooo 143

ooo [24°)
000 ‘968
000°161
000zt
000 ‘00L

000°6Z1

000 ‘€65
000 °009

=

crrrrrrt g "WYY NVLITIOdOYL3W NOSHOVI
ceee e e iSRS TALNNOD NOSYHOVE

IddISSISSINW

Ceeeteeete it NG| SHOOND
Ceseraaseneiico s o CNOTSHOOND

VLOS3NNIW

ettt IW “3INVW 3LS LNVS
NVOIHOIW
.......................(S ‘HOBYVH NOLSOS

mz T YW ‘NOILVHOLSIY QIHSHILVM HIATY 3INOLSHOVIE

S11L3ISNHOVSSYW

TGN 'NOILVYOLS3Y TVINIWNOYIANI AONVISI HLIWS

TTTTTTTUUt QN ‘SIDOHN0S3Y YIALYM YIAIY ANIXNLYC
corrrrrerrest ittt ALINIOIA GNY QW CALID NV300

MM 3 QN NOT1VO01TVIY - 3NV HJIOONVY SONINNIC

“AM 8GN 'NOTLVOOT1IVIY - 3NV HJTOGNVY SDNINNAC

©700 7 ¥d ‘YA 'GN ‘1300W 3T8VINVA IWIL AvE 3INV3IdVYSIHO
T CON ‘AGNLS S30HNO0S3Y HMILVM NVLITOdOWLIW JHOWILIVE
Tttt QN “STINNVHO B SIDVHOHONY HOBNYH 3JHOWILIVE

‘"GN “ST3INNVHO ¥ S3DVHOHONY ¥OBYYH 3YOWILva

LNIWSSISSY LOVAWI QIHSHALYM Tvd303d H3IATY VILSOOVNY

00 3 QW 'SITUVINAIYL ONV H3AIY VILSOOVNY
ANV IAYYIW

TV CNIVHIYVHOLNO 3NV - 3HOHS L1S3M
TUUWT IWNYO A3AYYH 40 1SV3 ~ HNvE LS3IM
et T N S TG ANVIVNYL LS
TTUUY CIYNYO NOISH3IAIQ 3NIBVS
e T S THYD SNY3TNO

SLIN3W3NAOYIWI TINNYHO dIHS ¥3AIY IddISSISSIW

V1 ‘HSIMVd 3113AVIV]

.................. ceesseeesieeiiooy sueTHYE NOSHI443C

CUUUYT "SHO0T AVMYILYM TVLSVOOVYINI

TtttV HSIWVY 39N0Y NOLvE LSva

(04)



12

000°0€E 000°‘St - 000°St secsrrseeerre o eN CEIINT AV 3dVO OL L3TINI SONISNMOL (ds)
—— 000 ‘00¥ - 000 00¥ seceecereese oo N CNISYE HIAIY NVLINVY “HIAIY HINOS  (dad)
000°18L°T -—= 000°184°2 ——= Tttt N ‘NISYE-8NS MOO¥E NIJYD CNISVE H3ATY NYLIHWY (0d)
——- 000°SZ¢ - 000065 Trrerecescrere it ON “AVE NOOH AGNYS QNV AVE NYLIWVY (ds)
—— - - 000°SZ *UCN ‘(HOV3S8 QOOMI4ITO) AVE MOOH AGNYS ANV AvE NV.ITHVH (ds)
- 000°002 - - cerrerrerseerett e oN CAVMYILVM TVASYOOUILINI A3SYIC MIN
-— 000°00¥ — - srecererererercc i N C13TINT LVOD3NEYE OL LIINI NYNOSYNYIW
- 000° 1€2 - 000° L€T Tt PN INIOd AVW 3dVO - SMOQVYIW AVW 3dvO ¥3MO1 (ds)
——— 000 ° 00¥ —— ——— Tt N ‘13N SAN3SNMOL OL L3TINI ¥OGBYVH 993 LV3IHO
000°‘0vY 000°091 - 000°091 crectcc N “LIINT HOBHVH 993 1V3HD 0L 13INI 3NILNYOINE (ds)
- 000 ' 85§ - -== sttt AN O“L3INT HOSHMVH D93 3TLLIT OL L3NNI LVO3NuvE
- 000002 - - sescrrccrteser e orN CGIHSHILVM GNY AMVNLSI AvE LVO3NYVE
A3SYIr M3AN
— 000°0S59 - 000°'059 rrrrrrtt crtctttcCcCAN ON3Y ‘SMOGYIW 33NONNL  (dad)
taid -, - 000°00} : crrrcrtct st AN LY, T3NNVHO CSYDIA SV HLYON  (dad)
- 000°05¢ -— 000°09¢2 : ST AN ALNNOD JOHSYM ‘H3AIY 33XONYL H3IMOT (32)
- 000°082 - 000°0S2 Trrrerrereccererret it AN “JINTVA CHIATY IINONYL HIMOT (3)
- 000°012 -—= 000°012Z TrrtrerrrrronectrrtoAN ‘SONVILIM HSYM SVDIA SV ¥3MOT (3)
VAYA3IN
- coo“oNv - 000°0Zv ettty ‘3N ‘SITHVLINAINL 8 Y3AIY ALivid ¥Y3MOT  (d0d)
-—= 00o0‘sLt ——= 000°S¢L1 Trorrrrsoereseesceseeesr et e igN CNTOONIT NH33HO 340NV (dGd)
WXSYHE3N
- ooo”mm —— 000°SS ettt ON ‘ALTO SYSNYN ‘WINY IVIMASNONI MYVd IJOMS  (dQd)
-— 000°051 - 000 ‘0§ oot Tttt COW ‘S3¥3d S30 MIATY M3MOT  (dad)
—— 000°08 — — e e e T T T S TMSINWT Y
- 000°0S¢ - 000°0S Trrrrceresecssseses et CALTO TVASA¥O OGNV SN1S3d (dQd)
- 000'81¢e - 000°8B1LE sttt QW “10THISIQ IOYNIVEG ONY 33A3T HIAIY SNIGVI  (dOH)
== 000°582 —_ 000°582 T S SR TN TR TVNLTTON '01313431SaHD (dad)
000°0SY - 000 0S¥ -—= TrrttrrrtsrrscrrccctcOW ALIO SYSNYXM NISYVE HIAIY 3NT8 (0d)
TYNOSSIW
ONINNY1d SNOTLVDILSIANT ONINNVId SNOILVOILS3ANT 103royd
JONVMOTIV 3SNOH S3ILVWILSI 139an8 31LIL 1037r0ud 40 3dAl

SNOTL1VOTLSIANT TVHINID - SUIANIONI JO Sd¥0D



(]
-

000°000°t

000001}

000°000° |
000 ' 00S

000°00Z° |

000°£02

000’

000
000
000

000°
000°*

000
000°

000°*
000°

000

00v
‘0€T
‘6LL
‘008

008
00€

19€
001 °

00¢
oov

000°000"

000001

000°000° 1
000 °00S

000°Z¥L

000°00Z°‘1L

000°£0Z

000 °00Y
000°0€Z
000°641
000°009

000° 19¢
000°001L ‘1L

000’00V

000°SZ
000°602

000°0Z1

000°009
000°SLE

000 00V 1
000°SZ

000°0S 1

‘YO TOYLNOD IUNLVYIJWIL HIATY ILLIWVIIIM
40 3u~>mm NISYE ¥3ATY ILLIWVITIM
TUUTTUCUUYM 8 ¥O 'G3HSHILYM MIATY VIIYM YIIVM
HO ‘NOTLYHOLS3Y AMIHSIS JLLIWVITIM YHO4 3I1Q0IW
TYM 8 HO ‘ONIN3d33AQ TINNVHO NOILYOIAWN ¥IAIY VIGWNI0D

NOD3IYO

‘T UHO ‘HOS¥VH ANVI3A3T0
TTCTTHO NISVE H3ATY ONIMOOH

CUTTUUCON 'SHYO4 ONWYD
............ CCON 3%V STIA3G

VLONYG HLIMON

"ON "M3ATY YV34 3dV0 ISVIHINON - HOBYYH NOLONIWIIM
Trortrrrrtrtrttt N ‘SITYYANGTIHL ONV MIATY 3I3ISSINNGL
....................... STUToN *63HOVIAE ALNNOD 3¥VO
CTUTTTUON ¢w>~¢ (Yv34 3dVJ) LISVIHLYON - Hvid 3dvO
Trrorororrririorrrerttittt 9N 'SIHOVIE ALNNOD MOIMSNNYE

VYNIT0¥YO HLYON

TrTtTTerieriicecisoaN CINTTINOHS SHINNOA
‘°Vd 3 AN °NISVE Y3ATY YNNVH3INOSNS ¥3ddn
"ANJW3OYNVW Y3LYM NISYE Y3AIY YNNVHINOSNS
CIAN “ONVIST N3LVLIS 40 3IHOHS HINOS
TTTAN “ONVIST 9NOT 4O JYOHS HLINOS
......................>z "33y VOYANONO
............. TTUCAN ONVIST ONOT 40 3JHOHS HLHON

e BB cz<4wa HOY38 BNO1
‘HOV38 8ANTd ONV Y¥vd INIYVWN ‘AvE VOIVWYN
............ AN ‘NOI1WHOLS3Y 1vlIBvH ¥3AI¥ NOSGNH
oniirnrrrr it AN CNISYE Y3ATH ONNWIHO
AN “MYOA MIN 40 LSVOD OILNVILY
AN “TYNIWY3L 3NTHVW MNOOH ONVIMOH — T13NNVHO TN ¥OHLYY
AN A A S S R A S S e SRRENYL N U NOSTaaY

MYOA M3IN

“CUNN <JOz<nmw 0L WYa NINDIGY ‘YWVHO OIY
TCUUUCWN ALINIOIA ONV OSVd 13 ‘S30NYD SV

OJIX3W M3IN

(dW)
(WOQ)

o~
Zuu
——~



14

000°0€6 000°0E6 == seeeececeeyt 'YIATY ALINIML ‘NOISNILX3 AVMO0O1d SY1IV@  (9d)
- ooo 08 - 000°08 CreereneeeReenn Sl NVRVL TN TQIHSHILYM AITIVA SSIMAAD  (3)
000 00¥ 000°00¥ - : e e XL 'NOLSNOH ‘333D SSIWdAO  (9d)
- 000°001 --- 000°004 . seerecesecseiccsoyy CTINNVHO JIHS ILSI¥HO SNA¥OD  (N)
— 000°028 — 000°0Z€ . t1ttezy XL ‘430408 OQIX3IW-"S'N ONOTY SYINO10D  (3dS)
000°0LL'L  --—— 000°01L°1  —-- . e e TR BRNEL S) TUNOLSNON ‘NOAYE SAVHE  (0d)
000 000°8L1 000 000821 e OO NIy (401}
svX3L
- 000 0€E€ -—- 000°0€€ ceeeeecsceccscoN] CAINNOD NOSOIAVG ‘33A37 HIINID O¥LIN  (dad)
-—- 000°009 - - ettt tol g NL O ‘Y3YY NYLTTIOOMLIN SIHAWIW
i oo o8 o o b ST YRRY NSO 1y Siona
000°SEY -— -— -— “*NL ‘SONVILIM ‘SONINJS ONVINVO ONV 3J3UJUNW ‘XO04 ¥OV18
33SSINNIL
-— 000°00€ -—- == seecrecseseeeeee s ing rQIUGUT VM SHIATY 33@ 33d/NINGYA
-—- 000° ¥ -— 0o0'vsz o serteerscecece3e “SYIATIY 3IYYONQD ‘MIM00D 'IIINVS  (N)
- 000°£0Z —— 000°£02 Seenen s e TR TITL ST ag Ty0aNYH NMOLIDH03D  (N)
000°s2Z -—- 000°522 - “**(ONIN3IGIM 3 ONIN3d330) OS ‘HOBWWH NOLS3TMYHO  (N)
YNITONYD HLINOS
000°08! - 000°081 -—- T e Tttttiereceo¥d ‘YOBMVH NVOC NYS  (N)
000°62€ - 000°6Z€ - e s s ¥d ‘SYNITVS LV VNOIN OI¥  (dd)
000009 -— 000°009 - Crrrreeeseeeeene creeereees “¥d 'OBIMYNYND OT¥  (dd)
0014 01¥3Nd
-—- 000°5Z} - 000°541 OW ¥ vd 'NOTLVOOTIVIY 39VHOLS '3¥Y] YIAIM ANIHOOTHONOA  (dOY)
-—- 000 °00€ -—- - A “°vd "Q3IHSHILYM ¥IAIN VOOIL
—— 000°5L1 -—- 000°GL} "Vd V34V NIAVH TTINTAOHOS NISVE ¥IAIY TIDINAHOS  (dad)
000° 0S¥ - - - ttriitotyd ‘ALNNOD WIOANS 3340 3IGGIN WA SHISSOW
000 000" EL - 000" €L Llyd Ane 22389, 2100, WG SNOTW  (aaa)
-—- 000° 009 - 000°'009 ottt seeeeceeecececyg NISYE HIATH VIVINAC  (dQd)
--- 000°0S ——— 00008 ILVHOLS3Y IINIWNOYIANI 019 ALNYN 'NISVE YAY HONVWINOO  (3)
- 0007 90¢ . 00o‘0s  LLVYOLS3Y TVANIWNOYIANI 010 ALNYN  NIS MR AL
VINVATASNNId
ONINNVd SNOILVOILSIANI ONINNVId SNOTLYOILSIANT o 103r0oyud
3ONYMOTIV 3SNOH S31VWILS3 1390n8 37111 103r0¥d 40 3dAL

SNOTLYDTLSIANI TVHINID ~ SHIINIONI 40 SdH0D



15

000°'€82

000°sse

000'¥¥e

000°00!

000°0S9

oco 0zs

000°£58

000°LEE
000°'0S€
000°'0€€

000 ‘00¢

000°0SZ
000°9ZZ
000°0SC
000°029
000°0LZ
000° LOE

000 ‘008
000°'0zZ¢€

000°0€Z°1

000'00}
000°0vi

000°0S1
000°00Z° 1
000°00Z

000°€82

000°vve

000001

000°0S9

oco.owm

ooo oom 3

000°.S8

000°1e€
000 °0S€
000 °‘0€€
000°0t1
000°0Z¢€
000°0S1
000°00€

ooo 9Tz

ooo 0z9
ooo 10e

000°0Z€

000°0€Z° 1
000°00t

000°0vt
000 °00€

000°00Z°1

Srereeeseaiiiaii g CuaATY HSIAVNOVIIILS
Sreeeeeee e LT  VRSATE. LTOWNS

TTTTTTTYM .mmhaw TYS0dSIA Q3NIANOO ONNOS 139nd

TTITTITTITTIUUNOYMOTIVNYD dIHS NOLONIHSYM 3INV1
....‘.‘................(3 “Wvd NOSNYH QYVYMOH
! TTTTTTTUOYM ¢m>Hx NIJYD ANV HSIWVMNG
Tt yM o C3SIVY 700d Hd3SOr J43IHD
TTTTUVMOCVINOOVL JO 1¥Od TAVMYILVM HMIVg

NOLONTIHSYM
CLLlLLiiTiitt YA 'HOVIS VINIDMIA 3DATHEANYS

RERRRRAASRRRREEE 7)) owImmwh<3 H3IAIY 173MOd
‘11dS AGHONOTTIM 40 ALINIOIA ‘VINOHIA NT0JHON

TUTTTTUITUUCWA ‘Y1044NS CNISVA MIATH ONOWISNYN

DUTTGN 8 YA TQ3HSYILYM AHVN1S3 OYWOLOd ¥3MOT
CoLLITIITTTTTUON 8 WA UINVY HYAN HONHOP

ST YA 'NISYS YIAIY HL3EVZIN3
VA zomo:coa ‘3NIT3¥OHS AVE 3INVIdVSIHO
TTTTTTITTTUUUWA '3901HE LVIND LY 3DAING MAIY

VINIOYIA

Sertereeeeesiiieiiiii o IA CIINNYHO AVE NMOND
SANVISI NIOYIA

171N 'NOILVHOLS3Y M3ATY NVQHOr ¥3ddn

ceeaane see SRRV TR CALINIOTA ONY OAOMd

HVYLN

TUITTTTTUUUXL CNISVYE YIATY ALINIML ¥3ddn
s SRR YIINNYHO NIV HINOS
TrrttrttttrUXy 'NISVE Y3IAIY SOZVHE "MITANIV1d
e X4 'OOOMNMOYE ‘NOAVE NvO3d
....... s ST N TN 0SYd 13 LSTIMHANON
‘YITHYVE YILVYMLIVS SITYVINEIYL B HIAIY SIHOIN
DIttt X)L NISVE 3ANVED OTH ¥3MOT
TIXL 'ST3NNVHO NOILYOIAYN NOLS3ATVO - NOLSNOH
Trortrtrtrttr it XL "NOLSNOH NOAvE ,SN3349
Cttrttt(NISVYE M3AIN SOZvyE) XL CWYHWYD

X1 ‘Ave I1STHHO SNA¥OO OL HONNOD,Q Ll¥Od - MMID

el “HIAAIY SOZVHE OL ONVIST HOIH - MMID
..... "HONNOD,0 1¥Od OL Y3AIM SOZvHE - MMID
TCXL *39N43¥ I4IT0TIM TYNOILYN SYSNYVHY ~ MMID

(3)
(dQd)

(dOY)
(dy)

(3ds)

(38)

(3ds)
(d0Y)

(ds)
(N)

(N)

(dad)

LuzZ Zutwuuw
o o e

(dQy)



16

000°00S°'v?  000°8ZI ‘60!

000°0vL " 8E 000°09L°€01

............ ©Tt "SNOILVOILS3ANT TWH3NI9 ‘IviOoL

—— 000°'vS6 9L~ -— 000°¥90° 91~ 01t 39VddIIS ONY SONIAVS Q3ILVAIOIINY ¥OJ NOILONGIM

-— 000006 -— 000056 TSR eeterIieet e R W3 ISAS NOTLY.LNOdSNYEL

-— 000°'0LL -— 000°0L¢ : e " (A3AYNS TVOID0OT03D "S°N) ONIGYD WY3YILS

- - -—- 000°05 1 : *c**-SY3INID NOILYWHOINT TVOINHOIL ONV OTJIIN3IOS

-— 000°056° 12 -— 000°000°£Z Tereeeecn e TR e e | NINGOTIASQ ONY HOWYISIY

- 000°00¢ -— 000°'00€ **1M0ddNS WALSAS NOILVWYOANI OTHJVYOO0ID/ONISNIS ILOWIY

-— 000°00¥ — 000 00§ 17T (I0IAYIS YIHLYIM IWNOILYN) SITANLS NOLIVLIIAIO3Hd

—-— - -— 000°'S(9 “°'SYOBYYH OGNV SIYOd 40 AGNLS SA3IN ONIOGIMA TYNOILWN

— 000°00€ -— 000°00€ " Sres e TN eTONLS YI1YM TYNOTLYNYIINT

- oo oos - PR .. SO L e oH G

-— 000 00§ -— — : *** (107 03S) Wv¥OOHd NOTLOV TVIOIWIY SINVT LYIYD

-— 000°000°9 — 000°000°01 - ©7°S30IAY3S LNIWIDYNVW NIV1d Q0014

—-—— —— - 000°0§Z  rrrrroeereesseeeesmoenn T UY1vQ 39VIWYG Q0013

— 000082 ‘¥ -— 000°0VS ‘8 : "S3IONJOV Y¥IHLO HLIM SITANLS NOILVNIGHOOD

- 000005 " | -— 000°00S ‘1 : sreeese SRS CONGTID3TT00 VAVA Q1314 TVASYOD

-— 000' 059 -— 000°059 seteseecstescect1¥OdDNS WILSAS NOTLYWHOINT Q3LVWOLNY

SNOINVTTIOSIN
-— 000°00Z -—- 000002 R soeeceeecccaM 'NOTLVHOLS3IM 3TOH NOSHOVE ()
ONIWOAM
L 000° 281 - 000°281  ccee- e eiiiieeieceee eI 'WIATH Y04 (dOW)
NISNODSIM

--- 000°0S€ - 000°05¢ OTLVNO1S3Y 4§zuzzo§>zu NOY ASSVHS ‘8 ¥ AITTVA LYVOAL (3
— 000052 — e T e SRR RS A (T T1THA) NISYE H3IATY LNVOAL

-— 000058 - ooo 058 AM_NOTLVY¥OLSIY 4<§uszoﬁ>zw ¥AY OYWOLOd HONYHE HLYON (d0d)
—— 000°0§2Z -— ST ‘A#_“CLNOWMIVd) M3IATY V13HVONONOW

000° 008 -— —— -— s Ser s ETS A “YIATY VIIHVONONOW

000 000 00% oo .. A N AL ATt i
000°058°t  --- 000°058° | — TTUUUUUAM WV ONY SHOOT LIWMYW (N)
000°99¢ - 000 ‘93¢ -— : St AN WYG ONV SHO0T NOGNOT (N)
- 000 00¥ —-— 000 00Y : “*"AM NOTLYDIAVN WIATY VHMYNY (N)
-— 000°0S€ — 000°0SE O11VMOLS3Y TVANINNOYIANI NNY YOI1 ‘HONWYE N ‘9 ¥ 1V3HO (3)

VINIDHIA 1S3M
ONINNYId SNOILVOILSIANI  ONINNVd SNOTLYOTLSIANT 193roYd
3ONYMOTTY 3SNOH S3LYWILS3 139an9 I1LIL 103roNd 40 3dAL

SNOTLVOILSIANI TVH3INID ~ SHIINIONI JO Sd¥0D



17

Alabama River below Claiborne Lock and Dam, Alabama.—The
bill includes $250,000, the same as the budget request, to continue
the study of ways to improve the reliability of the authorized 9-foot
navigation channel in the Alabama River below Claiborne Lock and
Dam. The Committee is aware that studies to date indicate that an
additional lock and dam is not a feasible alternative and, therefore,
directs that the Corps use the funds provided to investigate other
alternatives to improve the reliability of the navigation channel.

Jefferson County, Alabama.—Within available funds, $300,000 is
provided for a study to address flooding and related water re-
sources problems in the Cahaba River Basin in Jefferson County,
Alabama.

Aleutian Islands, Alaska.—The Committee has provided $100,000
for the Corps of Engineers to initiate a comprehensive evaluation
of the Aleutian Islands region in order to determine the extent of
a Federal interest in a regional network of small ports and harbors
along the Aleutian Islands.

Rio Salado Watershed Ecosystem, Arizona.—The Committee has
included $500,000, the same as the budget request, to continue
work on the Rio Salado feasibility study in cooperation with the
cities of Phoenix and Tempe. The Committee directs that the Corps
of Engineers accelerate work on the study to the extent possible in
order to allow completion of the study by the beginning of fiscal
year 1998.

Tres Rios, Arizona.—The Committee has provided $200,000 for
the Corps of Engineers to continue the study of the flood control
aspects of the Tres Rios Wetlands Demonstration project being de-
veloped by the Bureau of Reclamation in cooperation with the cities
of Phoenix, Tempe, Mesa, Glendale, and Scottsdale as authorized
by section 321 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992.
Under that authority, the Corps of Engineers is responsible for the
planning, design, and construction of flood damage reduction fea-
tures of the project, including channel clearing within the floodway
to protect the constructed wetlands project, and levee construction
to protect the surrounding residential properties near the con-
fluence of the Salt and Gila Rivers.

Central Basin Groundwater Project, California.—The Committee
has provided $363,000, the same as the budget request, for the
Corps of Engineers to complete the feasibility study for the Central
Basin Groundwater project. The study will identify and recommend
remediation measures to address contamination within and down
gradient of existing Federal facilities at Whittier Narrows Dam.

Cities of Arcadia and Sierra Madre Water Infrastructure Restora-
tion Study, California.—The Committee has provided $300,000 for
the Corps of Engineers to continue a special study to identify prob-
lems and alternative solutions, including governmental roles and
responsibilities, for providing a more dependable water supply for
the Cities of Arcadia and Sierra Madre, particularly with respect
to minimizing damages to the water system that might occur dur-
ing an earthquake.

City of Huntington Beach, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided $450,000 for the Corps of Engineers to conduct a study to
identify problems and alternative solutions, including govern-
mental roles and responsibilities, for providing a more dependable
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water supply for the City of Huntington Beach, particularly with
respect to minimizing damages to the water system that might
occur during an earthquake.

City of Santa Monica, California.—The Committee has provided
$400,000 for the Corps of Engineers to conduct a study to identify
problems and alternative solutions, including governmental roles
and responsibilities, for providing a more dependable water supply
for the City of Santa Monica, particularly with respect to minimiz-
ing 1(;lamages to the water system that might occur during an earth-
quake.

Crescent City Harbor, California.—The bill includes $495,000,
the same as the budget request, for preconstruction engineering
and design of the Crescent City Harbor deepening project. The
work of the Corps of Engineers at Crescent City is a further exam-
ple of the importance of a continuing Federal presence in smaller
harbors.

Dry Creek (Middletown), California.—The Committee has pro-
vided $300,000 for the Corps of Engineers to update its earlier
study of the flood control problems along Dry Creek near Middle-
town, and to perform the necessary environmental review.

Kaweah River, California.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000 for the Kaweah River project, $400,000 above the budg-
et request, in order to maintain an optimum schedule for
preconstruction engineering and design for the project to enlarge
Terminus Dam in California.

Malibu Coastal Area, California.—The Committee has provided
$200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate the feasibility study
of the need for shoreline protection measures along the Malibu
coastal area.

Napa River, California.—The Committee has provided
$1,000,000, $300,000 above the budget request, to complete the de-
sign and environmental review and to finalize the Project Coopera-
tion Agreement for the Napa River flood control project. The Com-
mittee believes the additional funds are appropriate to address all
concerns that have been raised in the recent reevaluation of the
project and to affirm the flood control effort.

Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration and Russian River Ecosystem
Restoration, California.—The Committee has provided $377,000 for
the Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration study and $386,000 for the
Russian River Ecosystem Restoration study, the same as the
amounts included in the budget request. The Committee is pleased
that the Corps is continuing these efforts, which were initiated by
the Congress in fiscal year 1996.

Norco Bluffs, California.—The bill includes $180,000 for the
Corps of Engineers to initiate preconstruction engineering and de-
sign for the Norco Bluffs, California, project.

Northern California Streams, Colusa Basin Drainage Systems,
California.—The Committee has provided $300,000 for the Corps of
Engineers to initiate a reconnaissance study of flood control prob-
lems along the Colusa Basin Drain and its tributaries.

Northern California Streams, Middle Creek, California.—The
Committee concurs with Administration’s request and has included
$410,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue its study of alter-
natives to restore the natural functions of the Middle Creek/Clear
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Lake ecosystem, including the restoration of wetlands at the his-
toric Robinson Lake.

Noyo Harbor Breakwater, California.—The Committee has in-
cluded $300,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete the General
Design Memorandum for the Noyo Harbor Breakwater, California,
project. While work on the project was previously suspended when
the local sponsor indicated difficulty raising the non-Federal share
of project costs, a number of boats have been lost in the past year,
with attendant loss of life. This has led to renewed efforts by the
Harbor Commission and City of Fort Bragg to identify additional
local funding sources. Funds were included in the fiscal year 1996
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act for the Corps
of Engineers to evaluate a proposal to utilize prefabricated struc-
tures in lieu of a stone breakwater. Given the continued loss of life
and property, the Committee believes that the Corps should com-
plete the General Design Memorandum for either the original stone
breakwater or prefabricated structures at the same time as local
funding sources are identified.

Sacramento River Watershed Management Plan, California.—The
Committee has provided $300,000 for the Corps of Engineers to ini-
tiate a comprehensive review of the watershed of the Sacramento
River and its tributaries.

San Joaquin River Basin, Caliente Creek, California.—The bill
includes $150,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete, during
fiscal year 1997, the Caliente Creek feasibility study.

San Joaquin River Basin, Stockton Metropolitan Area, Califor-
nia.—The Committee has provided $540,000, the same as the budg-
et request, to continue the reconnaissance study for flood damage
protection for the Stockton metropolitan area, and flood control,
water supply, and water storage at Farmington Dam.

San Joaquin River Basin, West Stanislaus County, California.—
The Committee has provided $400,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to initiate a reconnaissance investigation for flood control, environ-
mental restoration, and related purposes for Salado Creek in
Stanislaus County, California.

Santa Margarita River and Tributaries, California.—The Com-
mittee has provided $375,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate
a reconnaissance study to examine watershed management needs,
including flood control, environmental restoration, stormwater re-
tention, water conservation and supply, and recreation along the
Santa Margarita River and its tributaries, including Murrieta
Creek, in Riverside and San Diego Counties, California.

Ventura and Santa Barbara County Shoreline, California.—The
Committee has provided an additional $48,000 to initiate the fea-
sibility study for the Ventura and Santa Barbara County Shoreline
project.

Dade County Water Reuse Facility, Florida.—The bill includes
$425,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete the reconnaissance
report and initiate the feasibility study for the Dade County Water
Reuse project in Florida.

St. Johns River, Florida.—The Committee has provided $400,000
for the Corps of Engineers to continue the study of water quality
management within the St. Johns River basin in Florida.
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Tampa Harbor, Alafia Channel, Florida.—The Committee has
provided $200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue the fea-
sibility study of the need for deepening of the Alafia Channel in
Tampa Harbor.

Lake George, Hobart, Indiana.—The Committee has provided
$100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete plans and speci-
fications for the Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, project.

Little Calumet River Basin, Cady Marsh Ditch, Indiana.—The
Committee has provided $200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to
continue preconstruction engineering and design for the Little Cal-
umet River Basin, Cady Marsh Ditch, project.

Tippecanoe River, Indiana.—The Committee has provided
$200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake a study of sedi-
mentation problems and ecosystem restoration opportunities at
Lakes Shafer and Freeman on the Tippecanoe River.

Wabash River Basin (Middle Reaches), Indiana and Illinois.—
The Committee has provided $200,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to continue the feasibility study at Greenfield Bayou in Vigo Coun-
ty, Indiana.

Kentucky Lock, Kentucky.—The Committee has provided
$3,000,000, the same as the budget request, for the Corps of Engi-
neers to continue preconstruction engineering and design of the
Kentucky Lock addition project.

Lower Cumberland River, Kentucky.—The Committee has pro-
vided $150,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake a study of
the streambank erosion and navigation problems on the Lower
Cumberland River associated with the rapid rise and fall of water
surface elevations resulting from hydroelectric power generation.

Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and Channels, Maryland.—The
Committee has provided $529,000, the same as the budget request,
to complete the feasibility study and initiate preconstruction engi-
neering and design for the Baltimore Harbor Anchorages and
Channels project. The Committee notes the delay since last year in
completing the study and urges the Corps to accelerate its comple-
tion in order to initiate PED at the earliest possible date.

Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Tolchester Channel S-Turn,
Maryland.—Within available funds, the Committee directs the
Corps of Engineers to complete design work associated with cor-
recting the dangerous S-turn in the Tolchester Channel.

Jackson County, Mississippi.—The Committee has provided
$200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to provide technical assistance
for the project to provide an alternative water supply for Jackson
County, Mississippi, as authorized by section 219 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1992.

Fabius River Levee and Drainage District, Missouri.—The Com-
mittee is aware of the need to conduct a study to review, update
and revise, as appropriate, the flow-frequency curves prepared by
the Corps of Engineers for the upper and middle reaches of the
Mississippi River, including the lower Missouri and Illinois Rivers.
In order to accomplish this work, the Corps of Engineers may uti-
lize funds previously appropriated and appropriated in this Act for
the Fabius River Levee and Drainage District project. The work
should include an examination of flow records of the river, a review
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of existing flow-frequency data, and development of a scope of work
for additional efforts if needed.

Barnegat Inlet to Little Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey.—The bill
includes $558,000 to continue the feasibility study for the Barnegat
Inlet to Little Egg Harbor Inlet project.

Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet, New Jersey.—The
Committee has provided an additional $440,000 for the Corps of
Engineers to initiate preconstruction engineering and design for
the Brigantine Inlet to Great Egg Harbor Inlet project.

Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Townsends Inlet, New Jersey.—The
Committee has provided $400,000 for the Corps of Engineers to ini-
tiate the feasibility study for the Great Egg Harbor Inlet to Town-
sends Inlet, New Jersey, project.

Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New Jersey.—The Committee
has provided $400,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate the
feasibility study for the Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet, New
Jersey, project.

New Jersey Intracoastal Waterway, New Jersey.—The Committee
has provided $200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate a
study to address environmental restoration opportunities along the
New Jersey Intracoastal Waterway.

Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay, New Jersey.—The Committee
has included a total of $725,000 for the Corps of Engineers to con-
tinue the study of hurricane and storm damage reduction improve-
ments for Raritian Bay and Sandy Hook Bay in New Jersey. In-
cluded in that amount is $135,000 for completion of the reconnais-
sance study and initiation of the feasibility study for the Cliffwood
Beach portion of the project. The Committee directs the Corps of
Engineers to undertake the work associated with Cliffwood Beach
as part of the overall Raritan Bay and Sandy Hook Bay project.

Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet, New Jersey.—The bill in-
cludes an additional $330,000 for the initiation of preconstruction
engineering and design for the Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet
project.

North Shore of Long Island, New York.—The Committee has pro-
vided $250,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate the feasibility
study for the North Shore of Long Island, New York, project.

South Shore of Staten Island, New York.—The Committee has
provided $300,000 to continue the feasibility study for the South
Shore of Staten Island, New York, project.

Cleveland Harbor, Ohio.—The Committee has provided $500,000
for the Corps of Engineers to continue the Cleveland Harbor Fed-
eral Navigation Channel Bulkheading study.

Mussers Dam, Snyder County, Pennsylvania.—The Committee
has provided $450,000 for completion of preconstruction engineer-
ing and design for the Mussers Dam, Middle Creek, Snyder Coun-
ty, Pennsylvania, project.

Black Fox, Murfree, and Oakland Springs Wetlands, Tennessee.—
The Committee has provided $435,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to complete preconstruction engineering and design of the Black
Fox, Murfree, and Oaklands Springs Wetlands project in
Murfreesboro, Tennessee.

Colonias Along the U.S.-Mexico Border, Texas and Arizona.—The
Committee has provided an additional $200,000 for the Corps of
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Engineers to provide water-related environmental infrastructure
planning and technical assistance to the Littletown and San Luis
Colonias in Arizona.

Lower Rio Grande Basin, Texas.—The Committee has provided
$150,000 for preconstruction engineering and design of the
Raymondville Drain feature of the Lower Rio Grande Basin, Texas,
project.

Upper Jordan River Restoration, Utah.—The Committee has pro-
vided $500,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate a reconnais-
sance study of environmental restoration opportunities along the
upper Jordan River in Utah.

Powell River Watershed, Virginia.—The Committee has provided
$250,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake an ecosystem and
environmental restoration and flood control study of the Powell
River Watershed.

Flooding in Eastern Washington.—The Committee urges the
Corps of Engineers to work with the city and county governments
within eastern Washington that were affected by the February
1996 floods to mitigate flood related silting and flood damage. Fur-
thermore, the Committee urges the Corps of Engineers to give full
consideration to each city and county’s request for recommenda-
tions for the prevention and management of future flooding.

Monongahela River, West Virginia.—The Committee has pro-
vided $500,000 for the Corps of Engineers to initiate
preconstruction engineering and design activities at the Palatine
Park, Pricketts Fort, Morgantown, and Rail to Trail Corridor sites.

Monongahela River (Fairmont), West Virginia.—The Committee
has provided $250,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake a
reconnaissance study of the potential for waterfront development at
the CSX site adjacent to the Monongahela River in Fairmont, West
Virginia.

Tygart River Basin (Philippi), West Virginia.—The Committee
has provided $250,000 for a reconnaissance study of potential non-
structural projects to reduce flood damages in the vicinity of Phi-
lippi in Barbour County, West Virginia.

Coordination Studies with Other Agencies.—The amount pro-
vided for Coordination Studies with Other Agencies includes
$480,000 for Cooperation with Other Agencies, $2,000,000 for the
Planning Assistance to States program, $1,300,000 for Special In-
vestigations, and $500,000 for the Interagency Water Resources
Development program.

Section 22 Planning Assistance to the States.—Within the funds
provided for the Section 22 Planning Assistance to States program,
the Committee expects the Corps of Engineers to work with the
Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District to
develop a floodplain maintenance plan for Murrieta Creek in Cali-
fornia, and the San Bernardino County Flood Control District to
develop a floodplain management plan for the Mojave River in
California.

Research and Development.—The Committee has provided
$300,000 to continue the Corps of Engineers Construction Tech-
nology Transfer Project.

The Committee is aware of passive cathodic protection systems
and their potential for protecting Corps of Engineers projects from
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underwater corrosion. The Committee urges the Corps to consider
demonstrating this technology on Corps’ structures. In addition,
the Committee is aware that in response to the devastating Mid-
west floods of 1993, the Institute of Hydraulic Research at the Uni-
versity of Iowa, in cooperation with private industry, has begun de-
velopment of the Comprehensive Flood Impact-Response Modeling
System (CFIRMS), which would utilize supercomputers to provide
models for watershed management nationwide. Given the impor-
tance of the project and the academic and private resources already
committed to it, the Committee believes the Corps of Engineers
should consider participating in the development of CFIRMS.

Use of Private Sector for Planning, Engineering, and Design.—
The Committee is aware of recent efforts by the Corps of Engineers
to increase the use of the private sector in performing planning, en-
gineering and design work for Corps’ projects. However, the Com-
mittee believes that the Corps of Engineers needs to intensify those
efforts. The Committee expects the Corps, in those instances where
a district office has not obtained the goal of having the private sec-
tor perform at least 50% of planning, engineering and design work
for projects in that district, to increase private sector contracting
by 10% in fiscal year 1997 and in each subsequent fiscal year until
the level of work contracted to the private sector reaches at least
50%. It is not the Committee’s intent that the Corps reduce con-
tracting levels in those offices that are already conducting more
than 50% of planning, engineering and design work with the pri-
vate sector. Contracting with the private sector shall continue to be
conducted in compliance with the normal qualification based selec-
tion process found in 40 U.S.C. 541-544.

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceevieieriiieeniiieerieeerire et e sreesaeeeeebeeeas $804,573,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 914,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooiiiiiiiiiieeceee et 1,035,394,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiieciieeeree e +230,821,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......cccooieieviieieeeeeee et +121,394,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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L
TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL

BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT CosT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
ALABAMA
{N) BAYOU LA BATRE, AL......c00irecsoanaasnens viaaansssns 6,184,000 1,123,000 1,123,000
{N) BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, VICINITY OF JACKSO 16,123,000 600,000 600,000
(N} TENNESSEE ~ TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY UILDLIFE MITIGATION AI. 87,300,000 4,281,000 4,281,000
(MP)  WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & HAB) . 27,400,000 900,000 -
ALASKA
{FC) BETHEL BANK STABILIZATION, AK. 16,133,000 3,800,000 3,800,000
N KAKE HARBOR, AK 10,116,000 4,000,000 -
(FC) CLIFTON, AZ... 11,500,000 2
(FC)  RILLITO RIVER, 25,000,000 4,406 4,406,000
ARKANSAS
(We) DARDANELLE LOCK AND RHOUSE, AR (MAJOR REHAB). 28,700,000 6,000,000 6,000,000
{N) MCCLELLAN - KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATXDN SYSTEM, AR. 632,500,000 1,414,000 1,414,000
(N} MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK & DAM, AR.........vovvunvenninns 200,000,000 6,886,000 8,000,000
CALIFORNIA
CORTE MADERA, -== 0,
(FC) COYOTE AND BERRYESSA CREEKS “ 44,000,000 2,400,000
(FC) UPE R . 63,300,000 ,500,000
T m—— 3,000,000
(FC) 204,000,000 16,350,000
(N} 100,700,000 12,000, 00
(FC) 450, o 500,000
{FC) 23,600,000 4,200,00C 4,200,000
(FC) 85,900,000 800, 000
(FC) 25,700,000 .00¢ 2,500,000
(N) 66,025,000 4,306,00( 4,306,000
(N) CH“OMJ BO . 360,000 3. 6,000,000
(FC) SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA. . 169,100,000 6,100, 9,800,
(FC) RIVER, GLENN COLUSA IRRIGATIDN DISYR]OT CA 10,650,000 2, ,0C 2,000,000
(N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, . 172,250,000 N 660,000
(FC) 8,030,000 -m=
(FC) 778,000,000 51,020,00 53,020,000
(FC) EEK, 20,300,000 4,200, 00( 4,200,000
ILVER STRAND SHORELINE, 'IMPERIAL BEAGH, CA. . —-= ——— 400,000
{BE) URFSIDE - SUNSET - NEWPORT BEACH, CA......... 43,200,000 6,604,000 5,604,000
(FC)  UPPER SACRAMENTO AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 2,890,000 300,000 300,000
(FC) WEST SACRAMENTO, CA. 15,700,000 5,700,000 6,800,000
(FC) 5,950,000 100,000 100,000
(BE) DELAWARE COAST PROTECTION, OE.. 12,800,000 214,000 214,000
FLORIDA
CANAVERAL HARBOR SAND BYPASS, FL.. ——- - 4,000,000
(FC) CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 1,366.000,000 17,237,000 17,237,000
(FC) 170,400,000 2.100,000 2,100,000
{FC) 181,000,000 680, 000 580.083
=== —== 3, .0l
(WP) 30,600,000 1,400,000 1,400,000
(E) 255,600,000 3,000,000 3, 00
- 1,511,000
(N) 18,585,000 2,800,000
(BE) 26,000,000 109,000
(N) 51,066,000 6,000,000
(BE) 34,100,000 6,100,000
(BE) L 129,000, DUO 8,000,000
ST JOHNS CDUNTY ST AUGUSTINE BEACH, - 300,000
GEORGIA
(MP) HARTWELL LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA & SC (MAJOR REHAB) . 17,700,000 8,300,000 8,300,000
{MP) RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, SC......... 586,650,000 1,500,000 1,500,000
(MP) THURMOND LAKE POWERHOUSE, GA & SC (WON REHAB) . 69,700,000 4,900,000 4,900,000
TYBEE ISLAND, GA - -— 4,665,000
(FC) ALENAIO STREAM, HAWAIIL, 10,670,000 500,000 500,000
(FC})  IAD STREAM FLOOD CONTROL DMU], HI (DEF CORR) 12,112,000 345,000 —
(N) KAWAXHAE SMALL BOAT HARBOR HAWAIL, 6,178,000 2,238,000 2,238,000
(N} MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI 8,610,000 517,000 517,000
(BE) CHICABO SMORELINE 1. 8,100,000 1,300,000 11,310,000
(FC) I. 28,563,000 2,300,000 2, g .%
(N) AM 24, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL 8 MO (MAJOR REH 23,430,060 3,000,000 3,00 :000
(N) LOCK AND DN‘ 25 MISSISSIPPI RIVER, JL & MO (MAJOR REH 21,150,000 3,000,000 3,000,000
(FC) .300,000 2,000, 000 2,000,000
(N) 38 4,000,000 4,000,000
(FC) ,000 1,918,000 1,918,000
(N) 1,020,000,000 70,362,000 70,362,000
(FC) AKE, 1 . . 000 500, 000 00, 000
(N) UPPER MISS RIVER SYSTEM ENV MGMT PROG, IL, 1A, MO [ 222,737,000 15,694,000 17,694,000
INDIANA
(N) BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN (NAJOR REHAB) . 13,600,000 4,000,000 4,190,000
{FC) FORT WAYNE METROPOLITAN AREA, IN 33,866,000 7,000,000 7.000, 000
1 ANA SHORELINE EROSION. IN - - 2,200,000
INDIANAPOLIS CENTRAL WATERFR( - - 8,000,000
(FC) LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 108,000, 000 11,000,000 11,000,000
OHIO RIVER FLOOD PROTECTION —— -—- 1,800,000
10WA
(N) LOCK AND DAM 14, MISSISSIPPl RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB).. 20,700,000 2,800,000 2,800,000
(N) MISSQURI RIVER FISH AND WILDLIFE MITIGA'HW lA. NE, K 76,700,000 1,600, 000 1,600,000
(FC) MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM IA, NE, KS . . I2S 723 000 400,000 50,000
(FC) ISCATINE ISLAND, JA. 500,000 00, 000
(FC) PERRY CREEK, IA . Ql 644 000 6,363,000 5,363,000
(FC)  WEST DES MOINES, OES MOINES, 1A.l. 14,600,000 2,814,000 2,814,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS ~ CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

TOTAL
PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
;:\ggegi cosT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE

FC) ARKANSAS CITY, KS. 28,100,000 50,000 600,000
(FS)  WINFIELD. ks ..o 10,300,000 50,000 00,000
KENTUCKY
(4 BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEV KY & TN. 167,299,000 4,400,000 4,400, 000
(S} 18,300,000 2,000,000 2,000
N 255,000,000 7,601,000 3:550:550
(FC) 8.471.000 3.089.000 e
— 3,500,000
LOUISIANA
(FC) ALOHA - RIGOLETTE, LA. 7,333,000 1,600,000 1,600,000
(FC)  LAKE PONTCHARTRAIK AND Vi (h 504.000.000 4,025,000 18,626,000
(FS)  LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW. LA {NARECANE PROTECTION) 79,100,000 517,00 1000
(N) RISSISSIPPL RIVER - GULF OUTLET, # 598,000,000 3,100,000 3,100,000
(N)  MISSISSIPPI mvsn SHIP CHANNEL, 'GULF 70 BA 161,000, 752,000 762,000
(FC)  NEW ORLEANS 10 VENICE. LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION)... ... 166,000,000 2,300,000 2,300,000
R BELON DENTSON DAk | EVEE/BANK STAB, LA, AR & TX e o 100,000
{N) RED R]VER WATERWAV MISSISSIPPI RIVER TO SHREVEPORT L 1,886,880,000 4,800,000 6,876,000
(FC)  SOUTHEAST LOUISIAN 25,000,000 10,000,000 16,000,000
(FQ)  NRSTHEGD TOUMARVEY CANAL. [A” (HURRIGANE PROTECTION) | 61,800,000 4,206,000 7,206,000
MARYLAND
(€) CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD. 2,500,000 206,000 206,000
(E)  POPLAR ISLAND, MD 287,000,000 22,000,000 15,000,000
MASSACHUSETTS
{FC) HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA (MAJOR REHAB) 17,100,000 5,200,000 -
{FC) ROUGHANS POINT, REVERE 7.930,000 2,663,000 2,663,000
(FC) TOAN BROOK, QUINCY AND' BRAINIREE MA 27,000,000 3,137,000 3,137,000
MINNESOTA
(FC) 29,100,000 1.609,000 1,609,000
{FC) 7,220,000 500,000 400,000
(N) 14,600,000 680,000 680,000
MISSOURI
(EC) BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 194,000,000 8,300,000 8,300,000
(FC)  CAPE GIRARDEAU - JACKSON, . . 33,300,000 1,000,000 1000;
(FC)  MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK . ” 16,267,000 $ /600,000 1.600.000
{N) RISS RIVER BTWN THE OHI 214,000,000 00, 000 3,400,000
(MP)  TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO & AR (DAM SAFETY).. 60,200,000 +480:000 460,000
NEBRASKA
(FC) MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER, NE & SD. 21,000,000 100,900 100, 000
(FC)  WOOD RIVER, GRAND ISLAND, NE 5.900,000 1,000,000 ---
NEVADA
(FC)  TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV.............co.ooonn 170,000,000 10,260,000 10,260,000
NEW JERSEY
(BE) CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 689, 400 000 1,965,000 1,966,000
(BE)  GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, NJ. 343,000 380000 380,000
(FC)  MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND PATERS 23800 000 8.150.000 8,160,000
(FC)  RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ. 9,025,000 £000 250,000
(BE) SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET NI 2,196,000, 000 24,118,000 24,118,000
NEW MEXICO
(FC) IQUIU DAM EMERGENCY GATES, NM.. 4,200,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
(FC) ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 63,900,000 300,000 300,000
(FC) ALAMOGORDO, NM.............. 3!,800.000 100,000 100,000
(FC)  GALISTEO DAM, NM' {DAW SAFETY). 8,300,000 150,000 160,000
(FC) MIDOLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO 10 BELG 35,700,000 3,700,000 3,700,000
{FC) RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, 56,000,000 100, 000 100,000
(FC)  TWO RIVERS DAM, NM {(DAM SAFETY)...........ccoooononni. 3,020,000 250,000 260,000
NEW YORK
(BE) EA%E ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET AND JAMAICA BAY, 61,470,000 1,298,000 :fgeggg
. —— - BRI
{BE) 519,400,000 13,900,000 13,900,000
(N) {9 326,200,000 600,000 600,000
{N) NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIF 130, 000, 000 100,000 100,000
NORTH CAROLINA
(N) AIMW - REPLACEMENT OF FEDERAL NIGNWAY BRIDGES, NC 77,100,000 6,400,000 6,400,000
(BE)  CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC. 177,680,000 6,533,000 6.533,000
NURTH DAKOTA
(MP) GARRISON DAM AND POWER PLANT, ND (MAJOR REHAB). 36, 100,000 337,000 -
(FC) HOMME LAKE, ND (DAM SAFETY)......... ..0o.vvnnn 8,190,000 450,000 450,000
(FC) LAKE ASHTABULA AND EALDHILL DAM, ND (DAM SAFETY). 15,800,000 1,450,000 1,450,000
(FC) £ ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND (MAJOR REHAB). 1000000 1,200,000 1.200.000
(FE)  SARVENNE RIVER, No.- 32,230,000 500,000 0. 000
(FC)  SOURIS RIVER, ND 101,387,000 1,700,000 1,700,000

OHIO

) BEACH CITY LAKE, MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH (DAM SAFETY 3,380,000 220,000 220,000
: HOLES CREEK, WEST CARROLLTON, OH.............c...o.uus 3,306,000 692,000 692,000
)

METROPOLITAN REGLON OF CINCINNATI DUCK CREEK, OH..... 8,668,000 466,000 --=
WEST COLUMBUS, OH..........oiiiitrinnnsnnanneonnennns 682,400,000 11,400,000 11,400,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

TOTAL
TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT cosT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
OKLAHOMA
{FC) FRV CREEKS, BIXBY, OK 13 650, 000 $,000,000 6,000,000
(FC) INGO CREEK TULSA OK.\vovvuun 2,000,000 5,100,000 5,100,000
(MP) TENK!LLER FERRY LAKE, OK (DAM 32 800,000 690,000 690,000
OREGON
(MP) BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE PHASE I, OR & WA (MAJOR REHAB).. 24,040,000 500, 000 00,
(MP) BONNEVILLE POWERHOUSE PHASE Il. Oﬂ L WA (MAJOR RENAB) 89,100,000 6,600,000 6,600,000
(MP) BONNEVILLE SECONI 678,714,000 800,000 600,000
(MP) COLUMBIA RlVER TREATY FlSﬁlNG ACCESS SITES. oR'& WA 74,400.000 4,300,000 4,300,000
(N) .. . 352,000 4,900,000 4,900,
(FC) 114 OOD 000 00, 500,000
GLEN FOERD, PA.......... = 800,000
N} GRAYS LANDING LOCK AND DAM IB| 000, 000 100,000 00, O
(FC) JOHNSTOWN, PA (MAJOR REHAB) . » SOD. 000 2,200,000 2,200,000
(FC) LACKAWANNA RIVER, OLYPHANT, 10,900, 000 10,000 610,000
{FC) LACKAWANNA RIVE . 16,400,000 58, 000 958,000
N) LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PAL . 0] 645,000,000 17,100,000 17,100,000
(BE) PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) . ......... IR 63,036,000 485,000 486,000
(FC) SAW MILL RUN, PIVTSBURGI PA. i saeien 7,080,000 500,000 -——
SOUTH CENTRAL PA ENV[RONMENTAL RESTORATION PA........ m—— == 10,000,000
(FC) WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING)............... PN 100,000, 000 14,063, 000 14,063,000
PUERTO RICO
(FC) ARECIBO RIVER, PR........ .. 11,700,000 350,000 -
(FC) S AND BUCANA RlVERS. PR 416,500,000 7.500,000 7,500,000
{FC) 62,400,000 600,000 600,000
{FC) RlO GWDE DE LOIZA. PR 839,050,000 2,540,000 =
(FC) RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR.... 322,100,000 7,663,000 7,663,000
SOUTH CAROLINA
{BE) MYRTLE BEACH, SC........ PRI 140,635,000 13,000,000 13,000,000
SOUTH DAKOTA
(FC) BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SO.............ovvuunnns 17,150,000 2,200,000 i
TEXAS
(FC) BEALS CREEK, BIG SPRING, TX 4,436,000 1,396,000 1,396,000
{N) HANNEL TO vu:'roaxA TX. 22,500,000 560, 0 9,550,000
{FC) T . 68,600,000 1,700,000 1,700,000
(FC) S0, 113,400,000 8,200,000 8,200,000
{N) GIWW - SARGENT BEACH, 600,000 18,300,000 18,300,000
{FC) MCGRATH CREEK, WlCHITA FALLS T)( . 80, 000 900,000 900,000
(FC) RAY ROBERTS l.M( 317,450,000 3,004,000 3,004,000
(MP) RESERVO1R, TX (DM SAFETV) . 36,914,000 1,200,000 1, . Of
{FC) SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, TX. ceeeen 147,410,000 1,600,000 1,600,000
(FC) SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON X . ceveas 203,600,000 11,200,000 11,200,000
(FC) WACO LAK X (DAM SAFETY) . v 10,100, DOD 00, 000 300,000
WALLISV!LI.E LAKE, TX........0n “ee - 10,000,000
VIRGINIA
(FC) JAMES R OLIN FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, VA.......... e 34,500,000 6,800,000 6,800,000
N) NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANN ELS (DEEPENKNG) VAL 137,400,000 1,200,000 1,200,000
RICHMOND FILTRATION PLANT == - 3,500,000
(FC) ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEAWATERS AREA VA 23,600,000 1,100,000 1,100,000
VIRGINIA BEACH, VA.............. cersesinees == - 8,000,000
(BE) VIRGINIA EEACH VA (RE]MBURSEMENT) ........... . 7,461,000 487,000 487,000
WASHINGTON
(MP) COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MIY]GAT!O“ WA OR & ID........... .382,217, 000 107,000,000 78,800,000
(FC) HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA (DAM S, Y o » ,000 . .000
(MP) LOWER SNAKE VER FISH & WILDLIFE CDMPENSATION WA, 232,000, 000 3,800,000 3,600,000
(MP) THE DALLES PO’NERﬂOUSE (UNITS 1-14), WA & OR (MAJOR RE" 86,000,000 3,000,000 -
WEST VIRGINIA
{FC) LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RlVER WV, Vv 1,659,728,000 6,921,000 33,021,000
{FC) . .- 18,00 00 6,386,000 6,385,000
{FC) . 17,90 4,516,000 4,516,000
(N) . 373,000,000 12,158,000 12,158,000
(N) WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, WV. 225, GOO 000 30,900, 000 30,900,000
WISCONSIN
LAFARGE LAKE, KICKAPOO RIVER, WI.. == - 20,000
(FC)  PORTAGE, WI veers o 6,620,000 1,700,000 1,700,000
MISCELLANEOUS
AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM. . 2,500,000 ——
BEACH EROSION CONTROL PROJECTS (SE . . 3,000,000 5,800,000
BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATER!AL (SECUON 204).‘ e 4,000,000 —=-
CLEARING AND SNAGGING PROJE! . 00, 000 500,000
DAM SAFETY ASSUI 13 PRDGRAM . 2,000,000 2,000,000
EMERGENCY STREAMBANK & SHORELINE PROTECTION (SEC. 14). , 600,000 9,500,000
MPLO! T 18,892,000 18,892,000
24,500,000 29,000,000
40,000 40,000
lNLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS E)(PENSES v 185,000 185,000
ION MITIGATION PROJECT................. 600, 00 500,000
NAVIGAYION PROJECTS (SECTION 107} ..., .0uivnu vn.unnns 5,000,000 5,000,000
PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF ' THE ENVIRONME 15,000,000 15,000,000
REDUCTION FOR ANTICIPATED SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE........ -46,716,000 -46,716,000
TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION GENERAL..............coennn 914,000,000 1,035,394,000
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Montgomery Point Lock and Dam, Arkansas.—The Committee
has provided $8,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue
work on the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam project in Arkansas.
The Committee notes that the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam
project was authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 1946, prior
to creation of the Inland Waterways Trust Fund. Therefore, the
Committee has deleted language proposed by the Administration
that would have authorized the use of the Inland Waterways Trust
Fund for construction of the Montgomery Point Lock and Dam. The
Committee expects that the Administration will continue to budget
for this project without cost-sharing from the Inland Waterways
Trust Fund.

Humboldt Harbor and Bay, California.—The Committee has in-
cluded $3,000,000 to initiate deepening of Humboldt Harbor and
Bay. The funds are included in anticipation of enactment of the au-
thorization for the project, which has been included by the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure in the Water Resources
Development Act of 1996, as reported to the House.

Klamath-Glen Levee Repairs, California.—The Committee com-
mends the Corps of Engineers for its decision to proceed with re-
pairs of Klamath-Glen levee design deficiencies under the same fi-
nancial terms as the original project construction. The South Pa-
cific Division acted with dispatch to address the concerns of Del
Norte County officials about the repair project. The agreement be-
tween the Corps and County officials reflects the Committee’s un-
derstanding that the Corps will continue to be responsible for cor-
recting any design deficiencies in the project. The Committee is
hopeful the repairs will proceed promptly, before this year’s rainy
season.

Lower Sacramento Area Levee Reconstruction, California.—The
Committee has provided $500,000, $450,000 above the budget re-
quest, to continue construction of the Lower Sacramento Area
Levee Reconstruction project.

Mid-Valley Area Levee Reconstruction, California.—The Commit-
tee has provided $2,500,000 for the high priority Mid-Valley Area
Levee Reconstruction project, an increase of $2,400,000 over the
amount included in the budget request.

Sacramento River Flood Control Project (Glenn-Colusa Irrigation
District), California.—As requested in the budget, the Committee
has provided $2,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue
work on the riffle restoration project, which is an integral part of
the effort to develop a long-term solution to the fish passage prob-
lem at the Hamilton City Pumping Plant. It is the Committee’s in-
tent that the Corps of Engineers participate in, and, when nec-
?ssary, provide direct support to, this important state-Federal ef-
ort.

San Timoteo Creek (Santa Ana River Mainstem), California.—
The bill includes $7,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue
construction of the San Timoteo Creek feature of the Santa Ana
River Mainstem project in California.

Silver Strand Shoreline, Imperial Beach, California.—The bill in-
cludes $400,000 for a General Reevaluation Report for shore protec-
tion improvements along the Silver Strand Shoreline in Imperial
Beach, California.
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Faulkner’s Island, Connecticut.—Within available funds, the com-
mittee provides $2,000,000 for the Faulkner’s Island beach erosion
control project, Faulkner’s Island, Connecticut.

Canaveral Harbor Sand Bypass, Florida.—The Committee has
provided $4,000,000 to complete the initial sand bypassing for the
Canaveral Harbor, Florida, project.

Ft. Pierce Beach, Florida.—The Committee has provided
$3,300,000 for renourishment of the Ft. Pierce Beach project in
Florida. The Committee is aware that a section 934 report rec-
ommending the extension of Federal participation in this project to
the year 2020 was completed in June of 1995 but has not received
final approval because of the Administration’s proposal to termi-
nate the Corps of Engineers role in shore protection projects. In
light of the Congress’ rejection of that proposal, the Committee ex-
pects Corps of Engineers and the Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Civil Works to complete the processing of that report. In addi-
tion, $200,000 has been provided for the Corps of Engineers to un-
dertake a General Reevaluation Report that will examine the fea-
sibility of extending the project.

Lee County, Florida.—The bill includes $1,211,000 for reimburse-
ment of the Federal share of costs for the renourishment of the
Captiva Island segment of the Lee County, Florida, project. In ad-
dition, the Committee has provided $300,000 to complete the Gen-
eral Reevaluation Report for the Estero and Gasparilla Islands seg-
ment of the Lee County, Florida, project.

St. Johns County (St. Augustine Beach), Florida.— The Commit-
tee has provided $300,000 for completion of the General Reevalua-
tion Report for the St. Johns County (St. Augustine Beach), Flor-
ida, project.

Tybee Island, Georgia.—The bill includes $4,665,000 for the re-
nourishment of the Tybee Island, Georgia, project.

McCook and Thornton Reservoirs, Illinois.—The Committee is in
agreement with the Corps of Engineers plan to use $6,655,000 in
previously appropriated funds to continue the McCook and Thorn-
ton Reservoirs project in Illinois.

Burns Waterway Harbor (Major Rehabilitation), Indiana.—The
Committee has provided an additional $190,000 to construct access
for the disabled at a jetty construction project currently underway
at the harbor.

Indiana Shoreline Erosion, Indiana.—The bill includes
$2,200,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue construction of
the Indiana Shoreline Erosion project.

Ohio River Flood Protection, Indiana.—The bill includes
$1,800,000 to continue construction of the Ohio River Flood Protec-
tion project in Indiana. The Committee has also included language
in the bill directing the Secretary of the Army to utilize the
$1,000,000 provided in the fiscal year 1996 Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations Act for construction of the Ohio River
Flood Protection project for that purpose.

Des Moines Recreational River and Greenbelt, Iowa.—The Com-
mittee has included language in the bill that directs the Corps of
Engineers, in cooperation with state, county, and city governments
and in consultation with the Des Moines River Greenbelt Advisory
Committee, to provide highway and other signs appropriate to di-
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rect the public to the bike trail which runs from downtown Des
Moines to the Big Creek Recreation area at the Corps of Engineers
Saylorville Lake project and the wildlife refuge in Jasper and Mar-
ion Counties in Iowa authorized in Public Law 101-302.

Missouri River Levee System, Iowa, Nebraska, Kansas, and Mis-
souri.—The bill includes %200,000, the same as the budget request,
for the Corps of Engineers to continue engineering and design of
the Unit L—-385 levee. However, the Committee is concerned about
impact of the project on other flood control levees in the vicinity
and, within the funds provided, directs the Corps of Engineers to
undertake a study of the increase in Missouri River elevations that
will occur as a result of levee construction and the impact of that
increase on nearby flood control levees. The Committee has pro-
vided an additional $250,000 for the Corps of Engineers for a Gen-
eral Reevaluation Report and engineering and design for Unit L—
15 of the Missouri River Levee System project.

Salyersville, Kentucky.—The bill includes $3,500,000 for the
Corps of Engineers to continue work on the cut-through project for
the City of Salyersville, Kentucky.

Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity (Hurricane Protection), Louisi-
ana.—The bill includes $18,525,000 to continue construction of the
Lake Pontchartrain and Vicinity hurricane protection project. Of
the amount provided above the budget request, $4,500,000 shall be
used for levee raising and landslide runoff control for Jefferson
Parish lakefront levees and $10,000,000 shall be used to continue
construction of parallel protection along the Orleans and London
Avenue outfall canals, including studying the feasibility of using a
levee gate where Lakeshore Drive crosses London Avenue Canal at
the entrance to the University of New Orleans.

Red River Waterway, Louisiana.—The Committee has provided
an additional $2,075,000 for the Red River Waterway project to be
used for construction of the Eagle Bend Capout.

Red River below Denison Dam Levee and Bank Stabilization,
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Texas.—The Committee has included
$100,000 in the bill for the Red River below Denison Dam Levee
and Bank Stabilization project to continue the Bowie County Levee,
Texas, portion of the project. The Committee directs the Secretary
of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to continue to
prepare plans and specifications for restoration or replacement of
the Bowie County Levee, as authorized by the Flood Control Act of
1946, for incorporation into the Federal levee system, to provide
the same level of protection as the adjoining Miller County Levee
in Arkansas under the terms and conditions of section 3 of the
Flood Control Act of 1936.

Poplar Island, Maryland.—The Administration has proposed to
construct the Poplar Island dredged material disposal facility under
the provisions of section 204 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1992, which authorizes the Secretary of the Army to carry
out projects for the protection, restoration, and creation of aquatic
habitats in connection with dredging for construction or mainte-
nance of authorized navigation projects. The authority to carry out
projects under section 204, however, is limited to $15,000,000 per
year. Therefore, the Committee has provided $15,000,000 for the
project in fiscal year 1997.
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Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet Beach Erosion Control Project,
New Jersey.—It is the intent of the committee that within available
funds for construction of the Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet beach
erosion project, construction be continued on section I, contract 2
(Monmonth Beach-Long Branch border to Lake Takanasee) and
section II, contract 1 (Shark River Inlet to Manasquan) and that
construction begin on section 1, contract 3 (Lake Takanasee to Deal
Lake) and section II, contract 1 (Asbury Park to Shark River Inlet).

Acequias Irrigation System, New Mexico.—The Committee has
provided $300,000, the same as the budget request, for the
Acequias Irrigation System project in New Mexico. These funds,
combined with $1,176,000 in programmed carryover, will provide a
total of $1,476,000 for acequia rehabilitation projects in fiscal year
1997. The Committee directs the Corps of Engineers to work more
closely with acequia members in order to accelerate the number of
acequia projects undertaken and encourages the Corps to work
with acequia members to permit them to perform some of their own
repairs.

Fire Island Inlet to Jones Inlet, New York.—The Committee has
provided $4,471,000 to the Corps of Engineers for dredging of Fire
Island Inlet and the placement of the material on Gilgo Beach.

New York City Watershed, New York.—The Committee is aware
of ongoing efforts at the State and local level to develop a manage-
ment plan for the 2,000 square mile watershed that supplies drink-
ing water for the City of New York. The Committee urges the
Corps of Engineers to utilize its expertise in dam and reservoir
management and water quality monitoring to assist in that effort,
which is essential to protect the drinking water supply for the 9
million people who live in the New York metropolitan area.

Lackawanna River, Scranton, Pennsylvania.—The Committee
has provided an additional $600,000 for preconstruction engineer-
ing and design of the project to provide flood control for the Plot
and Greenridge sections of Scranton, Pennsylvania.

South Central Pennsylvania Environmental Restoration Infra-
structure and Resource Protection Development Pilot Program,
Pennsylvania.—The bill includes $10,000,000 for the Corps of Engi-
neers to continue work on the South Central Pennsylvania Envi-
ronmental Restoration Infrastructure and Resource Protection De-
velopment Pilot Program authorized by section 313 of the Water
Resources Development Act of 1992. Within the funds provided, the
Committee directs the Corps to provide assistance to the Chestnut
Ridge Area Joint Municipal Authority for the design and construc-
tion of public sewer projects. In fiscal year 1995, the Committee di-
rected that funding provided for this program was to be used to de-
sign and construct a sewer management system for Broad Top
Township and Coaldale Borough. Those funds may also be used for
watershed reclamation projects included as part of the Broad Top
Township and Coaldale Borough sewer management system. In ad-
dition, the Committee directs that funds provided for this program
in fiscal year 1996 be used for the following projects: Hyndman
Levee Project, Bedford County, Pennsylvania ($1,000,000); Guilford
Township Water Line, Franklin County, Pennsylvania ($330,000);
and Blair County Airport Industrial Development Sewer and Water
Line, Martinsburg, Pennsylvania ($320,000).
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Richmond Filtration Plant, Virginia—The bill includes
$3,500,000 to complete construction of the Richmond Filtration
Plant flood control project in Virginia.

Columbia River Juvenile Fish Mitigation, Washington, Oregon,
and Idaho.—Last year the Committee referred to this program as
“a black hole for money.” That characterization was based on two
concerns. First, the total estimated cost of the program had grown
from $345,000,000 in fiscal year 1994 to $583,600,000 in fiscal year
1996. Second, in spite of the enormous sums of money being spent
on the program, there appeared to be no consensus among all the
parties involved in the effort about what needed to be done to re-
store the salmon runs. This year, the Corps of Engineers estimates
that the total cost of this program will be almost $1,400,000,000
and there still appears to be no consensus about what steps need
to be taken to restore the salmon runs. In a response to a question
at this year’s hearings about the changing cost of the program, the
Corps of Engineers North Pacific Division Engineer stated that
“the total cost will be relatively firm when final decisions are made
on the long-term configuration and operation of the Federal Colum-
bia River Power System to restore anadromous fish runs. At this
time, we expect these decisions to be made near the turn of the
century.” The Committee believes that it would be appropriate to
slow down spending for this program until a definite plan for recov-
ery of the fish runs can be developed. Accordingly, the Committee
recommendation for the Columbia River Juvenile Fish Mitigation
program is $78,800,000, which is the same as the amount appro-
priated in FY 1996 and $28,200,000 below the budget request. The
Administration should be aware that in these times of declining
budgets for discretionary programs it is unlikely that this line item
will receive a significant increase in the future. The Administration
should work to priorize its efforts in salmon recovery within a
budget which is justified considering current and future fiscal con-
straints.

The Committee supports the testing and installation of surface
bypass facilities at several of the Corps projects and understands
that they may hold great promise for improving fish survival in the
system. It is important, however, for the Corps to design, construct
and install the surface bypass prototypes at the lowest possible
cost. The recently installed surface bypass prototype at Lower
Granite Dam cost more than twice as much as a surface bypass fa-
cility at a public utility district-owned project on the mid-Columbia
River. While the configurations of the Federal and non-Federal
projects on the Columbia and Snake rivers are all unique, and com-
parisons among them are difficult to make, the Committee is con-
cerned that the Corps is over-designing its prototypes, and encour-
ages the Corps to review its procedures in order to lower the cost
of future facilities.

The Corps is directed to continue its work on gas abatement
measures, including the construction of spillway flip lips at Ice
Harbor and John Day dams. The Committee encourages efforts to
continue improving monitoring of dissolved gas levels at the
projects, and directs the Corps to work with the National Marine
Fisheries Service, the states and the tribes to further improve the
current physical gas monitoring and reporting system.
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In addition, the Committee supports the construction of Passive
Integrated Transponder (PIT) tag detectors at the John Day and
Bonneville projects. The Committee understands that the Corps’
cost estimate for the construction of the John Day PIT tag facility
has been revised upward due to recently discovered problems at
the construction site. The Committee considers this facility to be a
high priority, and directs the Corps to allocate sufficient funds
within the overall program to ensure that the facility is completed
no later than October 1997.

In accordance with the Administration’s request, no funds have
been provided for the advanced planning and design for public and
private facilities affected by the operation of the John Day project
at minimum pool levels.

La Farge Lake, Kickapoo River, Wisconsin.—The Committee has
provided $20,000 for the Corps of Engineers to carry out remedi-
ation activities in anticipation of deauthorization of the La Farge
L}allke project and the transfer of project lands out of Federal owner-
ship.

Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper Cum-
berland River, West Virginia, Kentucky, and Virginia.—In addition
to the amounts provided in the budget request, the Committee has
provided: $18,500,000 to continue construction of the Phase III por-
tion of the Harlan, Kentucky, element of the project, including con-
tinued construction of a river diversion, levee and floodwall struc-
tures, and nonstructural work; $4,050,000 to continue construction
of the levee/floodwall and complete nonstructural work on the Wil-
liamsburg, Kentucky, element of the project; $2,000,000 for channel
improvement work and nonstructural work on the Middlesboro,
Kentucky, element of the project; $2,000,000 to continue non-
structural work on the Pike County, Kentucky, element of the
project; $350,000 for the Martin County, Kentucky, element of the
project; $300,000 for a draft report/plan for a flood prevention
project in Martin, Kentucky, on the Levisa Fork; and $500,000 to
continue engineering and design of the Haysi Dam feature of the
Levisa Fork Basin, Virginia, element of the project. In addition, the
Committee has deleted $1,600,000 requested for detailed project re-
ports.

Continuing Authorities Programs.—The Committee is pleased
that the Administration has abandoned the proposal made last
year to terminate the various continuing authorities programs. For
relatively modest amounts of money these programs have provided
significant benefits to many of our citizens, particularly those in
smaller communities.

Small Flood Control Projects (Section 205).—The Committee has
provided $29,000,000, $4,500,000 above the budget request, for the
section 205 program. Within the funds provided, the bill includes:
$1,000,000 to complete plans and specifications and initiate con-
struction of the Northport, Alabama, project; $150,000 to initiate
construction of the Elba, Alabama, project; $150,000 to initiate con-
struction of the Geneva, Alabama, project; $3,916,000 to initiate
and complete construction of the Muscle Shoals, Alabama, project;
$252,000 to complete the feasibility study and initiate plans and
specifications for the Dallas Branch/Pinhook Creek, Alabama,
project; $242,000 to initiate and complete construction of the
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Clarks Spring Branch, Decatur, Alabama, project; $200,000 to initi-
ate and complete plans and specifications for the Huntsville Spring
Branch, Alabama, project; $250,000 to initiate engineering and de-
sign of the Arizona Statewide Flood Warning System project;
$125,000 to initiate the feasibility study for the Tehama-Hamilton
City, California, project; $690,000 to complete plans and specifica-
tions and initiate construction of the Magpie Creek, California,
project; $540,000 to initiate and complete plans and specifications
for the San Pedro Creek, Pacifica, California, project; $774,000 to
initiate and complete plans and specifications and initiate construc-
tion of the Mission Zanja Creek, California, project; $20,000 to com-
plete the reconnaissance phase of the Christopher Creek, Florida,
project; $20,000 to complete the reconnaissance phase of the Span-
ish Pond, Florida, project; $65,000 to initiate construction of the
Wills Branch (Cedar River), Florida, project; $300,000 to initiate
engineering and design of the Cedar Hammock (Wares Creek),
Manatee County, Florida, project; $170,000 to initiate the feasibil-
ity study for the Harmon Canal, Savannah, Georgia, project;
$800,000 to complete design and initiate and complete construction
of the Hamburg, Iowa, project; $200,000 to complete the feasibility
study and initiate plans and specifications for the Grand Tower,
Degonia and Fountain Bluff, Illinois, project; $223,000 to complete
design for the installation of flood gates at McHenry and Algonquin
Dams on the Fox River in Illinois; $222,000 to initiate plans and
specifications for the Prairie du Rocher, Illinois, project; $Pl,500,000
to initiate construction of the North Libertyville Estates, Illinois,
project; $50,000 to initiate studies of flooding problems along In-
dian Creek, Muddy Creek, and Brushy Creek in Lawrence County,
Illinois; $363,000 to complete plans and specifications and initiate
construction of the Brevoort Levee, Deshee Ditch Pump Plant, Indi-
ana, project; $122,000 for design and construction of the Wabash
River, City Ditch, Brevoort Levee, Indiana, project; $500,000 to
complete plans and specifications and initiate construction of the
Flatrock River, Rushville, Indiana, project; $200,000 to initiate con-
struction of the Feather Creek, Clinton, Indiana, project; $150,000
to initiate the feasibility study for the Little Calumet River Basin,
Dyer, Indiana, project; §25,000 to complete the feasibility study for
the Bellepoint Floodwall, Frankfort, Kentucky, project; $100,000 to
initiate and complete plans and specifications for the Beech Fork,
Bardstown, Kentucky, project; $40,000 to complete the feasibility
study for the Rolling Fork River, Lebanon Junction, Kentucky,
project; $100,000 to initiate construction of the Jackson (Cy Bend),
Kentucky, project; $100,000 to initiate construction of the Gwynn
Falls, Maryland, project; $100,000 to initiate construction of the
Black River at Poplar Bluff, Missouri, project; $91,000 to complete
plans and specifications for the Main Ditch No. 8, Pemiscot County,
Missouri, project; $3,200,000 to initiate construction of the St. Pe-
ters Old Town Levee, Missouri, project; $400,000 to complete plans
and specifications and initiate construction of the Logan Creek at
Pender, Nebraska, project; $135,000 to complete plans and speci-
fications for the Mill Brook, Highland Park, New Jersey, project;
$130,000 for the feasibility study for the Poplar Brook, Monmouth
County, New Jersey, project; $300,000 to complete construction of
the Sugar Creek, Bellbrook, Ohio, project; $200,000 to initiate and
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complete a feasibility study for flood reduction measures at two
sites along Connoquenessing Creek in Franklin, Marion, and North
Sewickley Townships in Pennsylvania; $100,000 to initiate and
complete the feasibility study for the Emily Avenue/Timothy Street,
Knoxville, Tennessee, project; and $555,000 to complete the fea-
sibility study and initiate and complete plans and specifications for
the Cedar River, Renton, Washington, project.

For the Magpie Creek, California, project, the Committee under-
stands that the portion of the project located at McClellan Air
Force base is not proceeding on the same schedule as the Corps of
Engineers’ section 205 project. The Committee directs the Corps of
Engineers to proceed with this project such that its design shall
provide for the future construction of on-base improvements. Any
modifications made to the on-base portion of the project during de-
sign shall be made in consultation with the local sponsor.

Emergency Streambank and Erosion Control (Section 14).—The
Committee has provided $9,500,000 for the section 14 program,
$2,000,000 above the budget request. Within the funds provided,
the bill includes: $185,000 to initiate and complete construction of
the Ditto Landing, Huntsville, Alabama, project; $500,000 to initi-
ate and complete construction of the Batesville, Arkansas, project;
$110,000 to complete construction of the Whitewater River,
Brookville, Indiana, project; $40,000 to initiate and complete plan-
ning and design of the Mill Creek, Parke County, Indiana, project;
$80,000 for planning, design and construction of the White River,
Freedom, Indiana, project; $109,000 to initiate and complete con-
struction of the Ohio River, Masterson House, Kentucky, project;
$335,000 to complete construction of the French Creek, Wattsburg,
Pennsylvania, project; $500,000 to initiate and complete planning
and construction of the Cumberland River, Clarksville Fairgrounds,
Tennessee, project; $500,000 to initiate and complete planning and
construction of the Cumberland River (river miles 193.8 to 197.5),
Nashville, Tennessee, project; $300,000 to initiate and complete
planning and construction of the Cumberland River, Erin Water
Treatment Intake, Tennessee, project; $500,000 for design and con-
struction of the City Interceptor Sewer Line (Tennessee River mile
466.5), Tennessee, project; $500,000 for design and construction of
the Tennessee Riverpark, Frye Fishing Center, Tennessee, project;
$258,000 to initiate and complete construction of the project at
Howard Bridge in Columbia, Tennessee; $395,000 to complete
plans and specifications and initiate construction of the Washing-
ton-on-the-Brazos, Texas, project; and $232,000 to initiate and com-
plete construction of the Ohio River, City of Chester, West Virginia,
project.

Small Beach Erosion Control Projects (Section 103).—The Com-
mittee has provided $5,800,000 for the section 103 program,
$2,800,000 above the budget request. Within the funds provided,
the bill includes: $1,850,000 for construction of the City of Carls-
bad-Aqua Hedionda Lagoon, California, project; $500,000 to initiate
construction of the Shelter Island/Ram Island Causeway, New
York, project; $400,000 to initiate construction of the Oakwood
Beach, New York, project; and $1,757,000 to complete plans and
specifications and initiate construction of the Lummi Shore Road,
Lummi Indian Reservation, Washington, project.
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Small Navigation Projects (Section 107).—The Committee has
provided $5,000,000 for the section 107 program, the same as the
budget request. Within the funds provided, the bill includes:
$100,000 to initiate a study of navigation problems at Hernando
Beach Channel in Florida; $305,000 to implement a modification to
expand the limits of the Shallow Creek navigation project in Balti-
more County, Maryland; $100,000 to initiate a study of navigation
problems at Rockhold Creek in Maryland; $100,000 to initiate a
study of navigation problems at Huron Harbor, Michigan; $100,000
to study the need for navigation improvements at Mamaroneck
Harbor in New York; $980,000 to complete plans and specifications
and initiate and complete construction of the breakwater extension
project at Newport Harbor, Oregon; $100,000 to initiate the fea-
sibility study for the Coan River, Virginia, project; and $100,000 to
initiate the feasibility study for the Messick Point, Back River, Vir-
ginia project.

Clearing and Snagging for Flood Control (Section 208).—The
Committee has provided $500,000 for the section 208 program, the
same as the budget request. Within the funds provided, the Com-
mittee has provided $300,000 for initiation and completion of plan-
ning and design studies for the Walker River Basin project in
Nevada.

Project Modifications for Improvement of the Environment
(Section 1135).—The Committee has provided $15,000,000 for the
section 1135 program, the same as the budget request. Within the
funds provided, the bill includes: $438,000 to prepare a project
modification report and initiate engineering and design of the
Gunnerson Pond, California, project; $600,000 to initiate and com-
plete plans and specifications and initiate construction of the San
Lorenzo River, California, project; $600,000 to complete plans and
specifications and initiate construction of the Upper Sacramento
River, Murphy Slough, California, project; $3,000,000 to continue
construction of the Yolo Basin Wetlands (Davis Site), California,
project; $500,000 to complete the project modification report for the
Prospect Island, California, project; $500,000 for plans and speci-
fications for a sea turtle nesting habitat project at Long Beach,
North Carolina; $253,000 to initiate and complete design and envi-
ronmental compliance work for the Grande Ronde Headcut Sta-
bilization project in Oregon; and $3,750,000 to complete plans and
specifications and initiate and complete construction of an environ-
mental restoration project at the Port of Jefferson in the Cypress
Valley Watershed in Texas.

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

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

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceeeeiieieiiiieeeiieeecee e ere e e earae e $307,885,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 292,500,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiiiieeeeeeee et 302,990,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........cccoccieviiiiiienieeieee e —4,895,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cccooviiiiiiiieeeiieeeeeeeee e +10,490,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPL RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES

TOTAL
TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT cosT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS
SURVEYS:
GENERAL STUDIES
(FDP) LA TO THE GULF OF HEXICD 4,806,000 965,000 965,000
(FDP) MISSISSIP?I DELTA, NS 7,377,000 338,000 338,000
(FDP) LFOOT €, TN. 2,092,000 350,000 350,000
(FDP) WOLF RIVER, MEMPHI N 2,130,000 130,000 130,000
COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BAS D —— 335,000 335,000
PRECONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING AND DESIGN
(FC) EASTERN REGION (COM IVE STUDY), AR... 204,760,000 788,000 768,000
SUBTOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS................ 2,906,000 2,908,000
CONSTRUCT ION
(FC) CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN, 3,670,000,000 60, 800,000 50,800,000
(FC) EIGHT MILE CREEK, 8,570,000 841,000 841,000
(FC) NA & VICINITY, AR .o 7,700,000 150,000 ——-
(FC) MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, lL, KY. LA, MS, MO & TN. 1,452,000,000 24,369,000 27,229,000
(FC) ) . .. 381 8. ,000 8,900,000
(FC) 1,000,000 1,000,000
(FC) 5,020,000 5,446,000
(FC) 18,600,000 18,600,000
(FC) 800,000 800,000
(FC) II BDO.DUO 11,800,000
(FC) NSAS RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA. 393,00 11,383,000
YAZOO BASIN S : (33 164, DDO) (38,464, 000)
(FC BACI ESS ROCKY BAYOU, MS. 20,000
(FC M: 6,807,000 6, 007 000
(FC 12,700,000 18,000, 000
(FC 480,000 460.000
(FC. ,000 .
(FC 3,459,000 3,459,000
(FC 904,000 804,000
(FC. 8,769,000 8,769,000
(FC INAH CREEK , FLOOD CONTI . 4,000,000 4,000,000
{FC. WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN 1 31 000 000 3,024,000 3,024,000
SUBTOTAL, CONSTRUCTION.... 173,861,000 182,296,000
MAINTENANCE
FC CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN,..... 65,101,000 65,101,000
FC INSPECTION OF CMPLETED WORKS R.... e 476,000 475,000
FC SAS RIVE 166,000 166,000
FC 121,000 121,000
FC 5,458,000 5,458,000
FC! 9,815,000 9,816,000
FC. EN 2,631,000 2,631,000
fC. A ER, 1,300,000 1,300,000
FC. SPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS. L 000 ,000
FC| SPECTION OF u MPLETED WORKS, KY ,000 .000
FC CHAFALAYA BASIN FLOODWAY SYSYEM, LA. 160,000 150,000
FC. ATCHAFALAYA BASIN LA oiveiiiiaans . 12,223,000 12,223,000
FC. BATON ROUGE MARBOR - DEVIL SWAMP, (A . 172,000 172,000
FC! BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA. . 2,000 2,000
FC. BONNET CARRE, LA................ . 1,228,000 1,228,000
£C NSPECT cm OF COMPLETED WORKS . 416, 415,00
FC. LOWER RED RIVER - SOUTH BANK LEVEES LA.. . 6, 6, 00
FC. ISSISSIPPI OELTA REGION, CAERNARVON, LA. . 261,000 1,
FC! OLD RIVI R, LA e iiiaiineereiaas . 5,028, 8, .
FC SlN. RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA. 2,849, 2,849,
N) GREENV!L E HARBOR, . .
FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETE » 0C N
N) . VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS. . .
YAZOO BASIN, MS: 18, ’ ) (20, 758,000)
{FC. T 2, B 2, 0
(FC . .0
(FC 2, . 2, »
(FC, +00C »00C
(FC 3. . 3, 200
{FC. . 936, 00¢
{FC 3,946, 6,046,00
(FC 1.287, 1,287,00
(FC. 485, 488,
(FC. 93, 393,
(FC)  YAZOO CITY, MS.............. 50, 750,
{FC) 23, .
{(FC)  WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO............. 3,545, 3,545,
(FC) ON OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 29, 29,
(N) HARBOR (MCKELLAR LAKE), TN. 1,700, 1,700,
(FC) - 1,064, 1,064,
133,461,000 136,681,000
REDUCTION FOR SAVINGS AND SLIPPAGE.................... -— -17,748,000 -17,793,000

TOTAL, FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND
TRIBUTARIES. ... viiitinrieeensnnnnnerannnnns 292,600,000 302,990,000
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Helena and Vicinity, Arkansas.—Due to the budgetary situation,
the Committee has deleted the funds requested for the initiation of
construction of the Helena and Vicinity, Arkansas, project.

Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana.—The Committee
has provided an additional $425,000 for the Secretary of the Army,
acting through the Chief of Engineers, to construct a boat ramp
near Simmesport in Avoyelles Parish, Louisiana, as part of the
Atchafalaya Basin Floodway System, Louisiana, project authorized
in Public Law 99-88.

Yazoo Basin, Demonstration Erosion Control, Mississippi.—The
bill includes $18,000,000 for the Demonstration Erosion Control
program, a continuation of joint efforts by the Vicksburg District of
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service in the Yazoo Basin of Mississippi. The funds pro-
vided will permit the Corps of Engineers to undertake work in the
following watersheds: Batupan Bogue, Otoucalofa Creek, Hotophia
Creek, Black Creek, Abiaca Creek, Hurricane-Wolfe Creek,
Coldwater River, and Yalobusha River. For the Yalobusha River
Basin, the Committee has provided $1,000,000 for the Corps of En-
gineers to design and construct grade control structures, clean out
channels, develop an environmental impact statement and design
future work. The Committee does not concur with the Administra-
tion’s position that this partially completed project has fully dem-
onstrated its effectiveness. This project, which is only now begin-
ning to generate the technology transfer originally anticipated,
should be continued to completion, including the necessary mon-
itoring to facilitate technology transfer. The Committee expects the
Administration to continue to request funds for this important pro-
gram.

St. Johns-New Madrid Floodway Flood Control Project, Mis-
souri.—The Committee urges the Corps to complete its pre-con-
struction activities on the St. Johns-New Madrid Floodway Flood
Control Project, particularly the East Prairie element, within six
months of the enactment of this bill. The Corps is expected to co-
operate with the U.S. Department of Agriculture, its Enterprise
Community Program, and other federal agencies.

West Tennessee Tributaries, Tennessee.—The Committee is aware
that the West Tennessee Tributaries flood control project author-
ized by the Flood Control Act of June 30, 1948, has been a matter
of considerable concern for many years because of the need to con-
sider and implement measures to preserve and enhance environ-
mental values as part of the project. The Committee is further
aware that a steering committee, including membership represent-
ing a cross-section of all interested groups, has been tasked by the
State of Tennessee to develop a plan which can be supported by all
interests. The Committee has been advised that the steering com-
mittee has developed a consensus plan on two critical watersheds
within the basin to be implemented as a demonstration of a total
watershed/ecosystem approach to providing a measure of flood con-
trol while preserving and enhancing environmental resources.
Therefore, the Committee directs that the Corps of Engineers uti-
lize funds provided for the West Tennessee Tributaries project for
demonstration projects on the Middle Fork Forked Deer River,
Buck Creek, and Stokes Creek Watersheds, and to conduct refor-
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mulation studies to develop consensus plans for flood control and
environmental preservation using a total watershed/ecosystem ap-
proach. The construction of protection works for bridges and other
facilities where channel improvement work has been completed
should also be continued.

Mississippi River Levees, Louisiana.—The Committee has pro-
vided an additional $2,860,000 for the Corps of Engineers to accel-
erate the important work of bringing Mississippi River levees in
Louisiana up to grade.

Sardis Lake, Mississippi.—The Committee is aware that the City
of Sardis, Mississippi, has worked closely with the Corps of Engi-
neers to develop a viable and responsible plan for developing the
valuable resources of Sardis Lake in Mississippi. The Committee
has provided additional funds so that the Corps of Engineers may
perform the dredging that is necessary for the development plan to
proceed.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceeeiieirriiieeniiieerieeerir et e e eeeraeeeas $1,703,697,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 1,663,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooiiiiiiieiiiececee et 1,701,180,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiiieiiieeeree e —-2,517,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiieieeieee e +38,180,000

The budget request and the approved Committee allowance are
shown on the following table:
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
ALABAMA
ACF ACT COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY - - 250,000
(N) ALABAMA - COOSA RIVER, AL... 5,839,000 5,839,000
(N} BAYOU CODEN, 5,0gg 5,000
(N)
(N) 16,693,000 21,343,000
(N) ERS, AL 550,000 550,000
(N) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, 3,054,000 3,054,000
{FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS AL, ,000
(MP) MILLERS FERRY LOCK 8 DAM - WILiIAM * 6,647,000 6,647,000
(N) AL.. . ... . 918,000 17,918,000
(N) PERD!DO PASS CHANNEL AL 899,000 ,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AL 392,000 392, 001
(MP). ROBERT F HENRY LOCK AND DAM, AL . . 4,491,000 4,491,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AL, . 0,000 90,000
(N) TENNESSEE - TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS 19,192,000 22,892,000
(MP) WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & 5,972,000 5,972,000
ALASKA

(N) ANCHORAGE HARBOR, AK 1,200,000 1,200,000
(N) BETHEL HARBOR, AK. 325,000 325,000
(FC) CHENA RIVER LAKES, 1,726,000 1,726,000
(N) CRESCENT BAY HARBOR, 70,000 70,000
(N) DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK.. 551,000 §51,000
{(N) DOUGLAS HARBOR, AK... 396,000 396,000
(N) 345,000 345,000
(N) 233,000 233,000
(FC) 24,000 24,000
(N) 181,000 181,000
(N) 260,000 260,000
(N) 665,000 565,000
{FC) ALAMO LAKE, AZ 1,069,000 1,069,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ 72,000 72,000
{FC) PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ....... . 1,136,000 1,136,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERAT 70,000 70,000
(FC) WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ..... 112,000 112,000
(MP) BEAVER LAKE, AR 3,961,000 3,961,000
{MP) BLAKELY MT DAM - LAKE OUACHITA AR. .. 4,595,000 4,595,000
(FC) BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, 1,088,000 1,088,000
{MP) BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR . e eve 4,416,000 4,416,000
(MP) DARDANELLE LOCK AND DAM, AR e PPN 5,793,000 5,793,000
{(MP) DEGRAY LAKE, AR............ e e 4,088,000 4,088,000
(FC) DEQUEEN LAKE, AR P R 1,061,000 1,051,000
(FC) DIERKS LAKE, AR...... e e 1,034,000 1,034,000
(FC) GILLHAM LAKE, AR..... . PPN . 995,000 996,000
(MP) GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR... e P 4,264,000 4,464,000
(N) HELENA HARBOR, AR. Cheeann . 455,000 455,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED 209,000 209,000
(N} MCCLELLAN - KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION Sy 24,155,000 24,155,000
{FC) MILLWOOD LAKE, AR. 1.743,000 1.743,000
(me) NARROWS DAM - LAKE GRFEQON AR 3 00 3.614,000
{FC) NIMROD LAKE, AR...... 1,295,000 1,295,000
(MP) NORFOPK LAKE, AR, 3,505,000 3,505,000
(N) OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR. 26,000 426,000
{N) OUACHITA AND BLACK RlVERS AR (A 5,763,000 5,763,000
(me) OZARK - JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM AR’ 3.986,000 3,986,000

T,
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR. e .. .000
(N) WHITE RIVER, AR.............. et . 2,257,000 2,257,000
11

(N} YELLOW BEND PORT AR 3,000 113,000
(FC) BLACK BUITE LAKE, CA...... .e.ivrvuaennoo.nn.. 1.676,000 1,576,000
(FC) BUCHANAN DAM - H V EASTMAN LAK 1.376,000 1,376,000
{N) CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, 2,000,000 2,000,000
(FC) COYOTE VALLEY DAM (LAKE MENDOC 2,432,000 2,432,000
(FC) DRY CREEK (WARM SPRINGS) LAKE AND CHANNE 3.177.000 3,177,000
(FC) 192,000 192,000
(FC) 1,446,000 1,446,000
(N) 3.155,000 3,155,000
(FC) 1,224,000 1,224,000
(FC) E. CA 1,125,000 1,125,000
(N} LOS ANGELES -~ LONG BEACH HARBOR MODEL, CA. 165,000 165,000
{N) LOS ANGELES - LONG BEACH HARBORS, CA.. 100,000 3,800,000
(FC) LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 3,729,000 4,229,000
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA (SEPULVEDA DAMY , - 3,200,000

LOS ANGELES RIVER, == 300,000

(FC) 291,000 291,000
(FC) 222,000 222,000
- 300,000

(N) 1,130,000 1,130,000
(N) 2,056,000 2,056,000
(FC) 1,651,000 1.651,000
(MP) 910,000 910,000
(N) 40,000 §90, 000
(N) 736,000 736,000
(N} 2,625,000 2,625,000
(N) 0, 00! 50, 00
(FC) N 2,721,000 2,721,000
(N) CA . e 399,000 399,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS CA ... ceeeeen 1,415,000 1.416,000
{N) RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 3,025,000 3,025,000
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CORPS OF ENGINEERS ~ OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA.............,.. 2,099,000 2,099,000
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA. 887,000 897,000
(N) SACRAMENTO RIVER SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, (,A 105,000 105,000
{N) SAN DIEGO HARBOR, CA............... . 175,000 175,000
(N) SAN DIEGO RIVER - MISSION BAY, CA. 35,001 35,000
{N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY - DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE "CA. 2,030,000 2,030,000
{N) SAN FRANCISCO BAY LONG TERM MANAGEMENT STRATEGY, 0, 000 100,000
(N) SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY (DRIFT REMOVAL), CA 2,290,000 2,290,000
(N) SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CcA 2,385,000 2,365,000
(N} SAN JOAQUIN RIVI CA 1.960, 000 1,660,000
(N) SAN LEANDRO MARINA (JACK D M CHANNEL) , 1,460,000 1,450,000
(N) SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA 1,410,000 1,410,000
(N) 2.515,000 2,515,000
(FC) 2,739,000 2,739,000
(N) CA. 1.265,000 1,26 00
(FC) SCHEDUL ING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA. 39,000 739,00
{FC) SUCCESS LAKE, CA.............. 1,610,000 1,610,000
{N) SUISUN BAY CHANNEL ....... 4 00 745,000
{FC) TERMINUS DAM (LAKE KAWEAH), CA 1,569,000 2,243,000
(N} VENTURA HARBOR, CA 2,300,000 3.800,000
(N) YUBA RIVER, CA 48,000 48,000
(FC) BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO 423,000 423,000
(FC) CHATFIELD LAKE, CO...... . . N 793,000 793,000
(FC) CHERRY CREEK LAKE, 1,084,000 1,084,000
{FC) INSPECTION OF COMPL ETED WORKS, CO. 63,000 63,000
(FC) IN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO........... 1,415,000 1.415,000
{FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERAT!DNS co. PRI 330,000 330,000
{FC) TRINIDAD LAKE, CO............oovviunn. . . 632,000 632,000
(FC) BLACK ROCK LAKE, . 396,000 ~ 396,000
(FC) COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE 419,000 419,000
(FC) HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT J N . 469,000 468,000
(FC) K [ . 868,000 868,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CT. . , O 3,000
(FC) MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, 470,000 470,000
(FC) NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE, 16,00 415,000
{N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT 1,210,000 1,210,000
(FC) STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT 402,00 402,000
(FC) TON DAM, 477,000 477,000
(FC) WEST THOMPSON LAKE CT. .. 426,000 426,000
DELAWARE
(N) CHESAPEAKE AND DELAWARE CANAL - ST GEORGE'S BRIDGE REP 14,000,000 14,000,000
(N) INDIAN RIVER INLET AND BAY, DE..........o00ivunnunnn.. 100,000 100,000
(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE R TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, D 11,602,000 11,602,000
(N) INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, REHOBOTH BAY TO DELAWARE BAY, O 42,000 42,000
(N) MURDERKILL RIVER, DE... ... ... ... ceeernnnnnnnaaann. s 265,000 265,000
(N) WATERWAY INDIAN RIVER INLET TO REFOBOTH BAY, DE e 316,000 315,000
(N) WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE........... et e 4,810,000 4,810,000
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, DC.............. . 7,000 7.000
(N) POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS (DRIFT REMOVAL), oc 829,000 829,000
(N) POTOMAC RIVER BELOW WASHINGTON, DC. 62,000 62,000
(N) PROJECT COND!T!ON SURVEYS, OC...... 30,000 30,000
(N) WASHINGTON HARBOR, DC 34,000 34,000
FLORIDA
{(N) AIWW, NORFOLK TO ST JOHNS RIVER, FL, GA, SC, NC & VA.. 1,436,000 1,436,000
(N) APALACHICOLA BA . 150,000 150,000
(N) CANAVERAL HARB l-L 3,545,000 3,545,000
(FC) CENTRAL AND SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL. 8.513,000 9.513,000
(N) CHARLOTTE HARBOR F 35,000 35,
(N) EAST PASS CHANNEL 86, 000 886,000
(N) ESCAMBIA AND CONECUH NIVERS FL. 136,000 136,000
(N) FERNANDINA HARBO! FL 1,848,000 1,848,000
FORT MYERS BEACH, ~== 76,000

FORT PIERCE HARBO

WO F
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE R 1O ANG
INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL..
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PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL.
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GRONTH, FL.
NE HARSOR.

ST LUCIE INLET,

ST PETERSBURG HARBOR .
TAMPA HARBOR, FL reeaaas

WITHLACOOCHIE RIVER, FL.LI. 0000 s . 41,000 41,000
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TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
GEOQRGIA
{MP) ALLATOONA LAKE, GA. . ...ttt iinenrmnnoranoeaennnaensn 4,51 4,614,000
(N) APALACHICOLA crmmmocnee AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL &. 4,10 4,109,000
(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA 1,710,000 1,710,000
(N) BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA. 2,883,000 3,400,000
(MP)  BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SION 6,649,000 6,649,000
(MP)  CARTERS DAM AND LAKI: S 4,324,000 4,324,000
(MP)  HARTWELL LAKE, 9.441.000 9,081,000
(FC) NSPECTTON OF OOMPL rso 40,000 40,000
(MP)  J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC...... 10,378,000 9,978,000
(MP)  RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC. I 6,367,000 6.117,000
(N) SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA............... . 14,714,000 16,000, 000
(N) SAVANNAH RIVER BELON AUGUSTA, GA. OO 277,000 1,277,000
(MP) WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA & AL. 4,811,000 4,911,000
HAWAT I
(N) BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI e 160,000 150,000
({FC) NSPECTION OF (.OMPLEIED WORKS, HI. . . 200,000 200,000
(N) PROGECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI 275,000 275,000
IDAHO
(MP) ALBEN[ FALLS DAM, 1D 4,535,000 4,535,000
(MP) RSHAX DAM AND RESERVOIR, 1D. 7,939,000 7.939.000
(FC) mspecnou or COMPLETED WORKS, 114,000 114,000
(FC)  LUCKY PEAI I0. .. iviseoninns 1,151,000 1,151,000
(FC) SEREDLLTNG RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, iD. 272,000 272,000
(N) SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, 10.. 45,000 45,000
1LLINOIS
(N)  CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL & IN 1,268,000 1,268,000
(FC)  CARLYLE €, 1b,... K 4,497,000 149 ;080
(N} CHIC, RBOR, 1L 3 000 4,678,000
(N) * CHICAGO RIVER, 507,000 507,000
(FC)  FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, iL. 257,000 257,000
(N) ILLINOIS WATERWAY u.uvo PORTION) I 881,000 881,00
(N) !LLINOIS WATERWAY (NCD 23,726,000 23,726,000
(FC) TION OF COMPLETED wom(s ‘000 12.000
(N) SKASK!A RIVER NAVIGATIOI 1,666,000 1,666,000
(N) LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION 498,000
(FC)  LAKE SHELBYVILLE, I 6,763,000 5,763,000
(N) mss R BETWEEN MO R A 13,081,000 13,081,000
(N) S R BETWEEN Mo R AND MINNEAPOL IS 79,423,000 79,423,000
(FC) NORTH BRANCH CHICAGO RIVER, IL 150,000 150,000
(N)  PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 105,000 105,000
(FC)  REND LAKE, IL. 3,568,000 3,568,000
(N} SURVEILLANCE O 191,000 191,000
(N) WAUKEGAN HARBOR, I 1,167,000 1,167,000
(FC)  BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN.......c.oenuueunenneroennnnnnns . 815,000 815,000
(N} BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN............ Ll 1,193,000 1.193,000
(N)  BURNS WATERWAY SMALL BOAT HARBOR, IN. 5,000 §.000
(FC) 661,000 661,000
(FC) 739,000 733,000
{FC) 733,000 733,000
(N) R, IN 458,000 760,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS,, 117,000
(N)' MICHIGAN CITY HARBOR, IN.......... 62,000
(FC)  MISSISSINEWA LAKE, L 993,000
(FC)  MONROE LAKE, 749,000
(FC)  PATOKA LAKE, i 605,000
(N) PROJECT COND1TI 26,000
(FC) SALAMONIE LAKE, . 798,000
(N) SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDA 110,000 110,000
I0WA
(FC) CORALVILLE LAKE, JA...........0.iiiviinnnnunnnnnnns 2,726,000 2,726,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMP[ETED WORKS, 1A 874,000 874,000
(FC)  MISSOURI RIVER - KENSLERS BEND, NE 10 SIOUX CiTv, 4,000 64,000
(N) MISSOURI RIVER - SIOUX CITY TO MOUTH, 1A, NE, KS'& MO, 6,210,000 6, 2|o 200
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, 1A 61,000
(FC) LAKE, .................. 1,884,000 1, 884 OOD
(FC) DAM -~ LAKE RED ROCK, 3,518,000 3,518,000
(FC) s;\vu.oavm.r: LAKE, IA 3.635,000 3,635,000
(FC)  CLINTON LAKE, KS............... . .. 1,473,000 1,473,000
(FC) counctL cnove LAKE, KS. O o 1,032,000 1,032,000
(FC) DO LAKE, KS 489,000 489,000
(FC) ELK C!.TV LAKE, 723,000 723,000
(FC) 737,000 737,000
(FC) 807,000 807,000
(FC) 78,000 78,000
(FC) 4,054,000 4,064,000
(FC) 1,395,000 1,395,000
(FC) 1,038,000 1,038,000
(FC) OO 1,680,000 1,580,000
(FC) KS - 1 000 1,769,000
(FC)  PEARSON - SKUBITZ BIG HILL (AKE, KS.. 798,000 798,000
(FC) PERRY LAKE ..................... 1,798,000 1,798,000
(FC)  POMONA LAKE, KS. . ...........c.cc..... 1,720,000 1,720,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVO[R OPERATIONS, KS 66,000 56,000
(FC)  TORONTO LAKE, KS........ccooennoen.. 157,000 357,000
(FC)  TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS. 2.031 000 2,031,000
(FC)  WILSON LAKE, KS 6,000 1,715,000
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TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
KENTUCKY
(MP) BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY & TN. 8,429,000 8,429,000
(FC) BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY 1,968,000 1.960 000
(N) BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY. 1,080,000 1.080.000
(FC) BUCKHORN LAKE, 1,232,000 1,232,000
({FC) CARR FORK LAKE, KY. 1 000 1,397,000
(FC) CAVE RUN LAK K 964,000 964,000
(FC) DEWEY E, 1,330,000 1,330,000
(N) ELVIS STAHR (NlCKMAN) HARBOR, KY. 420,000 420,000
{FC) FISHTRAP LAKE. 1,944,000 1,944,000
{FC) GRAYSON LAKE, t 000 1,249,000
(N) GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY. 1,835,000 1,836,000
(FC) GREEN RIVER LAKE, K 1,791,000 1,791,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS , ‘KY . e e $3,000 153,000
(N) KENTUCKY RIVER, KY. . ..................... e V.148, 000 1,148,000
KENTUCKY RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, 5-14, KY. e 3,600,000
(MP) LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 1,235.000 1,236,000
(N) LICKING RIVER DPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY 23,000
{FC) MARTINS FORK (. KY €92,000 692,000
(FC) MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY................ 83,000 83,000
{FC) NOLIN LAKE, KY...........o00unn.. 1,725,000 1,725,000
(N) OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN, OH, PA & wv.... 52,146,000 52,146,000
(N) OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN, OH, PA & Wv. 6,633,000 533,000
(FC) PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY........... . . 1,041,000 1,041,000
{N) PROJECT CONDITION SUR\/EYS KY. 5,000 5,000
(FC) ROUGH RIVER LAKE, V ........... 1,790,000 1,790,000
(FC) TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY.......... 1,015,000 1,015,000
(MP) F CREEK DAM - LAKE CUMBERILANI e 5,996,000 5,996,000
(FC) YATESVILLE LAKE, KY............... 1,067,000 1,067,000
LOUISIANA
(N) ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, L 8,281,000 8,281,000
(N) BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, 497,000 497,000
(FC) BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA................ 520,000 620,000
(N) BAYQU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE JUMP WATERWAY, LA. 10,000 10,000
(FC) BAYOU PIERI LA 25,000 25,000
(N) BAYOU TECHE AND VERMILIOR RIVER, LA. PRI 25,000 25,000
(N) BAYOU TECH LA Ceeeeeen. 119,000 119,000
(FC) LAK ‘LA 38,000 138,000
(N) CALCAS!EU RIVER AND PASS, LA. . 4,635,000 4,535,000
(N) FRESHWATER BAYOU, . 1,947,000 1, . 00
(N) GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA & TX. 16,603,000 16,603,000
(N) HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL . 2,321,000 2,321,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMFLETED WORKS, LA 418,000 418,000
{N) LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBO 321,000 321,000
(N) MADISON PARISH PORT, . 000 38,000
(N) MERMENTAU RIVER, LA 1,000,000 1,000,000
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER ~ BATON ROUGE TO GULF OF MEXICO, LA. 46,165,000 46,155,000
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER - GULF OUTLET, LA, 12,828,000 12,828,000
(N) MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS AT VENICE 2,190,000 2,180,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, LA. .. 144,000 144,000
(N) RED RIVER WATERWAY, MISSISSIPP 9,853,000 10,853,000
REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH, LA 1,890,000 1,890,000
(N) TANGIPAHOA RIVER, LA. 150,000 160,000
(FC) WALLACE LAKE, LA. 165,000 165, 000
{N) WATERWAY - EMPIRE TO 115,000 115,000
(N) WATERWAY FROM INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO B8 DULAC, L .. 225,000 225,000
MAINE
{N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, ME....................... .. 1,131,000 1,131,000
(N) SCARBOROUGH RIVER, ME. e 1.167,000 1,167,000
(N) YORK HARBOR, 714,000 714,000
MARY{LAND
(N) BALTEIMORE HARBOR & CHANNELS, MD (S0 Flyo oo 10,711,000 10,711,000
{(N) BALTIMORE HARBOR (DRYFT REMOVAL L), MD. ... L 420,000 420,000
(N) BALT IMORE HARBOR (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS), 550,000 §50,000
(N) CRISFIELD HARBOR, MD.............. 478,000 478,000
(FC) CUMBERLAND, MD ANU RIDGELEY, wv. PN 108,000 108,000
(N) FISHING BAY, MD 685,000 695,000
FISHING CREEK, o 400,000
(N) HONGA RIVER AND TAR BA €5,000 65,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF CDMPLETED WORKS MD 32,000 32,000
(FC) JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD & 1,600,000 1,740,000
N) NORTHEAST RIVER, MD................ RN 117,000 117,000
(N) OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET AND SINEPUXE B 682,000 582,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MD...... 300,000 300,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERAI'IONS MD 119,000 119,000
(N) TILGHMAN ISLAND HAR 50,000 50,000
(N} TWITCH COVE AND BIG TMOROF 744,000 744,000
(N) WICOMICO RIVER, MD. 70,000 70,000
(N) 165,000
(FC) 324,000
(FC) 451,000
(FC) 348, 00
{N) 8,191,000
(FC) 376,000
(FC) 168,000
(N) 101,000
(N) 1,882,000
(FC) 284,000
(N) 262,000 .
(FC) 339,000 338,000
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PROJECT TIILE BUDGET HOUSE
ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE

HYANNLIS HARBOR, MA 358,000 368,000
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MA. 112,000 112,000
KNIGHTVILLE DAM, 371,000 371,000
LITTLEVILLE LAKE, 338,000 338,000
NEW BEDFORD FAlRNAVkN AND ACUSHNET Hu 696,000 596,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVE 871,000 871,000
16,000 16,000

376,000 376,000

621,000 521,000

387,000 387,000

ALPENA HARBOR, M1... 254,000 264,000
ARCADIA HARBOR, MI. e 293,000 293,000
AU SABLE HARBOR, MI. [ 22,000 22,000
BLACK RIVER (PORT WURON) , ML . . | 23,000 . 000
CASEVILLE HARBH MI1. 124,000 124,000
CEDAR RIVER HARBOK M == 25,000
CHANNELS IN LAKE bf ClAlR M. 125,000 125,000
CHARLEVOIX HARBOR, MI..... ... 80,000 80,000
CHEBOYGAN HARBOR, M[ 105,000 105,000
CLINTON RIVER, Mi... 113,000 113,000
DETROIT VER, MI. 3,466,000 4,466,000
FRANKFORT HARBOR, Mi. 38,000 38,000
GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, MI. 1,278,000 1,278,000
HARBOR BEACH HARBOR, M 12,00 12,000
HARRISVILLE HARSOR, L3 368,000 368,000
HOLLAND HARBOR MI 614,000 614 000

23,000 .0

205,000 ?05,000

-—= 160,000

302,000 302,000

82,000 82,000

LELAND HARBOR, MI. 306,000 306,000
LEXINGTON HARBOR Ml . 225,000 225,000
LITTLE LAKE NARBOR M1 84,000 94,000
LUDINGTON HARBOR, MI. . ... ... ... ...................... 166,000 166,000
MACKINAW CITY HARBOR MI. 22,000 2,000
MANISTEE HARBOR, 60,000 60,000
MANISTIQUE HARBOR, MI .. 323,000 323,000
MENOMINEE HARBOR Ml & wi 484,000 484,000
MONROE HARBOR, 717,000 717,000
MUSKEGON HARBOR MI 126,000 126,000
NEW BUFFALO HARBOR, M1 26,000 25,000
ONTONAGON HARBOR, MI 96, 0O 496,000
PENTWATER HARBOR, MI. 1,719,000 1,719,000
PETOSKEY HARBOR, MI. 163.0 3,000
POINT LOOKOUT HARBOR, 298,000 298,000
PORT AUSTIN HARBOR. MI.. 163,000 163,000
PORY SANILAC HARBOR, MI1. 218,000 218,000
PORTAGE LAKE HARBOR, MI. 255,000 255,000
PRESQUE 1SLE HARBOR. . . e 82,000 82,000
PROJECT CONDIT]ON SURVEYS, Mi. et 169,000 163,000
IGE RIVER, MI........ e BN 502,000 502,000
SAGINAW RIVEK MI 1,729,000 +,729,000
SAUGATUCK HARBOR, Ml 1,926,000 1,926,000
SEBEWAING RIVER., M1 38,000 38,000
SOUTH HAVEN HARBOR, M 35,000 35,000
ST CLAIR RIVER, MI 767,000 767,000
ST JOSEPH HARBOR, M1 671,00 96, 000
S RIVER, ML..... 16,557,000 16,557,000
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS. 2,301,000 2,301,000
WHITE LAKE HARBOR, MI 1,688,000 1,688,000
WHITEFISH POINT HARBOR, MI 22,000 22.000

MINNESOTA
BIGSTONE | AKE WHETSTONE RIVER, MN & SD. 179,000 179,000
DULUTH - SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN & WI. 2,665,000 2,665,000
GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, MN........... 22,000 22,000
INSPECTION OF COMPIETED WORKS. MN. 8,000 9,000
LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 835,000 835,000
MlNNESOTA R]VER MN’ 145,000 145,000
WEL 2,909,000 2,909,000
PRDJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MN. 58,00 59,000
RED LAKE RESERVOIR, MN 87,000 87,000
RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN. 2,387,000 2,397,000
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MN...... . 231,000 31,000
TWO HARBORS, MN.. . ... .. ... .. ittty 167,000 167,000
BILOX1 HARBOR, MS 800,000 800,000
CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS.... .. 3,000 .000
EAST FORK, TOMBIQBEE RIVER, MS. 200, 000 200,000
GULFPORT HARBOR, MS.............. 2,999,000 2,999,000
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS. 114,000 114,000
MOUTH OF YAZOO RIVER, MsS 78,000 78,000
OKATIBBEE tAKE, MS....... 1,693,000 1,693,000
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 3,001,000 3,001,000
PEARL RIVER, M A 1,983,000 1,983,000
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MS. 5,00 5,000
ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS 348,000 348,000
YAZOO RIVER, MS 16,000 156,000
MISSOURL

CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO. .. ... .......ouuveniiannnonnn 315,000 315,000
CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO........... 5,197,000 5,197,000



TYPE OF
PROJECT

44

CORPS OF ENGINEERS -~ OPERATION AND MAINIENANCE, GENERAL

PROJECT TITLE

IZRTTDT
828383863

222ZE222322222z2

o
) kb buddd
03‘(“)00003(7

CLEARNATER LAKE, M

TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO.
INSPECTION OF COMPIETED WORKS, .
LITTLE BLUE R[VER S, MO .
LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO...................

MISS RIVER SYWN TNE OHIO ANDG MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO
NEW MADRID HARBOR, .
POMME DE TERRE LAKE. MO
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MO..
SMITHVILLE LAKE

UNION LAKE, MO.......
WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO. ...
MONTANA

FY PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT
INSPECT[ON OF COMPLET£D WORKS L] I
Y DAM, LAKE KOOCANUSA, MT........
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MT.......
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS MT .

NEBRASKA

GAVINS POINT DAM, LEWIS AND CLARK LAKE, NE & SD..

HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE.... ................ .

MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREAT 1ONAL RIVER, NE. .
MISSOUR MASTER WTR CONTROL MANUAL, NE, lA KS, MO, .

MKSSOURI RIVER BASIN COLLABORATIVE WATER PLANNING, NE.

PAPILLION CREEK & TRIBUTARIES LAKES, NE

SALT CREEK AND TRIBUTARI Ni .

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERAT1ONS

NEVADA

MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV & C.
PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONb LAKES NV

NEW HAMPSHIRE

OTTER BROOK
PROJECT CONDITION SURVEVS NH.
SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH

NEW JERSEY
BARNEGAT INLET, NJ...

3
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE S
DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON NJ
INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, B
KEYPORT HARBOR, NJ...
AS

J .
NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY,
EWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PA&SAIC RlVERS NJC
PROJECT CONDIT[ON SURVEYS, NJ
SHARK RIVER, NJ...................
SHOAL HARBOR AND COMPTON CREEK. NJ
TUCKERTON CREEK, NJ

ABIQUIU DAM, NM. ..
COCHITI LAKE, NM.

ALMOND LAKE, NY
ARKPORT DAM, NY e
BAY RIDGE AND RED HOOK CHANNELS, NY.........
BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY.
BRONX RIVER, NY....
BUFFALO HARBOR, NY.......
DUNKIRK HARBOR, NY.......
EAST ROCKAWAY INLET NY.
EAST SIDNEY LAKE, .
EASTCHESTER CREEK, NV .
FIRE ISLAND INLET, NY..

FIRE ISLAND TO JONES INLET, NY..
FLUSHING BAY 8 CREEK, NY

HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY.
HUDSON RIVER, NY

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORI
JAMAICA BAY, NY....

BUDGET HOUSE
ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
2,025,000 2,375,000
8,418,000 8,418,000
203,000 203,000
878,000 878,000
747,00 747.000
14,299,000 14,299,000
65, 00 265,000
I,Bdg.goo ', a45 ooo
1,046,000 1, 046 000
01,000 101,000
3,391,000 3,391,000
5,801,000 5,501,000
16,000 16,000
20,600 20,000
3,684,000 3,684,000
6,00 16,
8,127,000 8,127,000
,00 47,000
14,000 14,000
6,193,000 6,193,000
1,382,000 1,382,000
-== 200,000
1,000,000 1,000,000
600, 000 00, 000
736,000 736,000
928,000 928,000
442,000 442,000
483,000 483,000
164,000 164,000
415,000 415,000
468,000 468,000
731,000 731,00
1,887,000 1,887,000
489,000 489,000
355,000 355,000
632,000 532,000
1,276,000 1,276,000
430,000 430,000
500, 000 500, 000
20,00 20,000
15,196,000 16,195,000
1,445,000 1,445,000
293,000 3,000
50,000 50,000
2,300,000 2,300,000
50, 50,
2,079,000 2,079,000
1,190,000 1,190,000
354,000 354,000
420,000 420,000
375,000 375,000
--- 600,000
1,340,000 1,340,000
1,987,000 1,987,000
1,105,000 1,105,000
6,000 356,000
109,000 109,000
425,000 425,000
366, 00 966,000
66,000 66,000
455,000 455,000
526,000 626,000
259,000 269,000
465,000 465,000
3, 906 000 3,906,000
365,000 365,000
1,476,000 1,476,000
263,000 263,000
90,000 90,000
466,000 466,000
625,000 625,000
120,000 120,000
, 00 900,000
380,000 380,000
925,000 925,000
2,215,000 2,215,000
640,000 540,000
1,300,000 1,300,000
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TYPE OF PROJECT TITLE BUDGET HOUSE
PROJECT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
(N) JONES INLET, NY 1,005,000 1,005,000
(N) LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY. 85,000 85,000
LITTLE SODUS BAY HARBOR, NY. ——- 1,700,000
MAMARONECK HARBOR, NY. ——- 1,000,000
(N) MATTITUCK HARBOR, NY 100,000 100,000
(N) MORICHES INLET, NY. 80,000 80,
(FC)  MT MORRIS LAKE, NY. 2,361,000 2,361,000
(N) NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY 1,750,000 1,760,000
(N) NEW YORK HARBOR (DRIFT REMOVA ). 4,273,000 4,273,000
(N) NEW YORK HARBOR (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTlVE DEPOSITS), 730,000 730,000
(N) NEW YORK HARBOR, NY. ... ...oeoooiseianausonansuaunnnns 5,798,000 6,798,000
NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY CHANNEL SURVEYS, NY & RJ........ —-= 750,000
(N) OSWEGO HARBOR, NY. . ................ . 285,000 286,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NY.... [PDERI 109,000 109,000
(N) ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY. 918,000 918,000
(N) RONDOUT HARBOR NY 740,000 740,000
(N) SHINNECOCK IN 500, 000 600,000
(FC)  SOUTHERN NEW ok FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS, NY. 900, 000 900,000
(N) STURGEON POINT HARBOR, NY..................... 15,000 15,000
(N) SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, NY. 527,000 527,000
(N) WESTCHESTER CREEK, NY............cocooounenns 500,000 500,000
(FC)  WRITNEY POINT LAKE, NY 510,000 510,000
NORTH CAROLINA
(N) ATLANTIC BEACH CHANNELS, NC 20, 00| 2
(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NC. 5,328,000 5,328,000
(N) AVON HARBOR, NC.. 20,000 20,000
(FC) B EVERETT JORDAN 1,128,000 1,128,000
(N) BEAUFORT HARBOR, NC. . 20,000
(N) BELHAVEN HARBOR NC. 90,000 90,000
(N) BOGUE INLET AND CHANNE 655,000 655,000
(N) CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WlLMlMGlON NGl 686,000 686 , 000
(1) CAROLINA BEACH INLET, NC......... ... .... 852,000 852,000
(N) CHANNEL FROM BACK SOUND TO LOOKOUT BIGHT, N 20,000 20,
(N) DRUM INLET, NC. 2,000,000 2,000,000
(FC)  FALLS LAKE, NC 1,043,000 1,043,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NC. 22,000 22,000
(N) LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC 857,000 857,000
(N) MANTEO (SHALLOWBAG) BAY 6,171,000 6,331,000
(N) 890,000 890,000
(N) 2,748,000 2,748,000
(N) 1,595,000 1,595,000
(N) NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC. .. 840,000 840,000
(N) PAMLICO AND TAR RIVERS, NC.............. - 125,000 125,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION sunvevs NC..viiinens . 69,000 59,000
(N) ROANOKE RIVER, NC.... 125,000 125,000
(N) ROLLINSON CHANNEL . NC 20,00 20,000
(N) STUMPY POINT BAY, NC.. 20,000 .00
(FC) W KERR SCOTT DAM AND RES| 1,904,000 1,904,000
(N) WATERWAY CONNECTING PAMLICO SOUND ANO BEAUFORT HAREOR, 20,000 20,000
(N) WATERWAY CONNECTING SWANGUARTER BAY AND DEEP BAY, NC. 20,000 20,000
(N) WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC. ... ..t:cueuonouonanannonanionnn. 5,757,000 6,767,000
NORTH DAKOTA
(FC)  BOWMAN - HALEY LAKE, 229,000 229,000
(MP) = GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA ND. 8,445,000 8,545,000
(FC)  HOMME LAKE, ND.....cccco...o0on... 150,000 150,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ND. 104,000 104,000
(FC)  LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDMILL DAM, ND. 933,000 933,000
(FC)  PIPESTEM LAKE, N 418,000 418,000
(FC)  SOURIS RIVER, ND. 261,000 261,000
(N} SURVEILLANCE OF NO 33,000 33,000
(FC)  ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH 693,000 693,000
(N) ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH........... RO 718,000 718,000
(FC)  BERLIN LAKE, OH....... O . 1,429,000 1,429,000
(FC)  CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH. N Lol 1,142,000 1,142,000
(FC)  CLARENCE J BROWN OAM, OH. 808,000 808, 000
(N) CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 17,938,000 17,938,000
(FC) ,000 §26,000
(FC) 671,000 671,000
(FC) 603,000 503,000
(N) 866,000 866,000
(N) HURON HARBOR, OH 1,030,000 1,030,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLE1ED VIORKS, OH. 35,000 335,000
(N) LORAIN HARBOR, OH...................:. 445,000 445,000
(°C)  MASSILLON LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH. 25,000 25,000
(FC)  MICHAEL J KIRWAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, OH. 887,000 887,000
(FC)  MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH 899,000 899,000
(FC)  MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH X 5,793,000 5,793,000
(FC)  NORTH BRANCH KOKOSING RIVER LAKE, OH. 2,000 12,000
(FC)  PAINT CREEK LAKE, OH 1,664,000 1,664,000
(N) PORTSMOUTH HARBOR, OH. ... ,000 15,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OH. . . 26,000 26,000
(FC)  ROSEVILLE LOCAL PROTECTION PRO. el . 30,000 30,000
(N) SANDUSKY HARBOR, Of . 1,013,000 1,013,000
(N) SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OH 283,000 283,000
(N) TOLEDO HARBOR, OH 3,340,000 3,340,000
(FC)  TOM JENKINS D, 367,000 367,000
(FC)  WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, "OH. ... 1000 558,000 658,000
(FC)  WILLIAM H HARSHA LAKE, OH........... . 802,000 802,000
OKLAHOMA
(FC)  ARCADIA LAKE, OK 295,000 295,000
(FC)  BIRCH LAKE, OK 812,000 812,000
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(MP)  BROKEN BOW LAKE, OK... 1,691,000 1,691,000
(FC)  CANDY LAKE, OK.. 39,000 39,000
(FC) TON LAKE, OK 1,848,000 1,848,000
(FC) COPAN LAKE, 916,000 916,000
(MP)  EUFAULA LAKE, OK. 3,522,000 3,522,000
(MP)  FORT GIBSON LAKE, 3,269,000 3,269,000
(FC)  FORT SUPPLY LAKE, .000 802,000
(FC)  GREAT SALT PLAINS 330,000 330,000
(FC)  HEYBURN LAKE, OK. 764,000 764000
(FC)  HUGO LAKE, OK.. 1,619,000 1,618,000
(FC) 424,000 424000
(FC) 84,000 0!
(FE) 1.781.000 1,781,000
(MP) 3,645,000 3,645,000
(FC)  OOLOGAH LAKE, OK. IUERRR 1,326,000 1,326,000
(FC)  OPTIMA LAKE, OK. . 247,000 247,000
(FC) PENSACOLA RESERVOIR - LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, OK.. ,000 1,510,000
(FC)  PINE CREEK LAKE, OK. .. .\ooovvuoesnneeennnns. 1,182,000 1,182,000
(MP) OBERT S KERR LOCK AMD DAM AND RESERVOIRS, OK 3,546,000 3,646,000
(FC)  SARDIS LAKE, OK.........co0niuuuunun.nn 932,000 932,000
{ES)  SCReDULING ResERvoiA OPERATIONS, OK. 474,000 474,000
(FC)  SKIATOOK LAKE, OK............. 922,000 922,000
{(MP) TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK. . 3,554,000 3,654,000
(FC)  WAURIKA LAKE, OK.............. 1,521,000 1,521,000
(MP)  WEBBERS FALLS LOCK AND DAM, OK 2,802,000 2,902,000
(FC)  WISTER LAKE, OK 856,000 856,000
(FC)  APPLEGATE LAKE, OR.. 699,000 699,000
(FC) BLUE RIVER LAKE, O 273,000 273,000
(MP)  BONNEVILLE LOCK AND 17,109,000 17,109,000
(N)  CHETCO RIVER, OR. Sl 530,000 530,000
(N) COLUMBIA & LWR WILL ETTE R BL 11,739,000 14,139,000
(N)  COLUMBIA RIVER AT _THE MOUT 8.021,000 8,021,000
(N)  COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER VAT ARD T DALLES, 0 344,000 344,000
(N)  GOOS BAY, OR 4,433,000 4,433,000
(N)  COQUILLE RIVER, OR . 559,000 559000
(FC)  COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR 766,000 756,000
?:I;) . 1,466,000 1,486,000
(MP) 2,217,000 2,217,000
(FC) 597,000 597,000
(FC)  FALL CREEK LAKE, oa 551,000 651,000
(FC)  FERN RIDGE LAKE 4,000 964,000
(Wo) GACEw PETER - FosTER LAKES, "OR OO 2,549,000 2,549,000
(MP)  HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR........... X 764,000 764,000
(FC) . 184,000
(MP) 14,558,000 14,558 000
(MP) 4,138,000 4,138,000
(MP) 4,021,000 4,021,000
(MP) 11,242,000 11,242,000
(N 396,000 396,000
(N) 154,000 154,000
(N) 1,153,000 1,163,000
(FC) 1000 102,000
(N} SIUSLAW RIVER, OR................ 753,000 753,000
(N) L, OR...virenrinin, 17,000 17,000
(N)  SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OR. 56,000 56,000
(N) TILLANOOK BAY AND BAR, OR...... . 13,000 13,000
(N} UMPOUA RIVER, OR................... 1,228,000 1,228,000
(N)  WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WiilAWETiE FALLS, OR. 1,201,000 1,201,000
(FC)  WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR. 60,000 60,000
WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN, OR —am 1,345,000
(FC)  WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR 603,000 603,000
(N) 2,192,000 2,192,000
(N) 7,586,000 7.586,000
(FC) 635,000 635,000
(FC) 219,000
(FC) 830,000
(FC) 2,194,000
(FC) 2,252,000
(FC) 2,076,000
(FC) 1,301,000
(£6) 35408
(N) AR OR, 1O s 000
(FC)  FOSTER JOSERH SAVERS OAM, PALLLL. 744,000
(FC)  FRANCIS E WALTER DAN, PAL_ ... .. ... 818,000
(FC)  GENERA JADWIN DAM AND RESERVOIR, PA §87.000
(FC) INSPECTION O or COMPLETED WORKS, PA..... 181,000
(FC)  JOHNSTOWN, PA................c...c000ss 222,000
(FC)  KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR, 'PA. 1,393,000
(FC)  LOYALHANNA LAj 1,138,000
(FC)  MAHONING CREF.K LAKE. PA X 1.317.000
(N) INGAHELA PA . 16,940,000
(N PROJECT NI 11N SURVEYS, PA. X 1,228,000
(FC)  PROMPTON LAKE, PA.. . . 586,00
(FC) vunxsunwnev PA, e 12,000
(FC)  RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA : 4,190,000
(FC}  SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS PAL... 60, 00!
(N)  SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA... 360,000
(FC)  SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA. 2,418,000
(FC)  STILLWATER LAKE, PA. 45,000
(FC)  TIOGA - HAMMOND LAKE 2,577,000 2,577,000
(FC)  TIONESTA LAKE, PA. 1,231,000 1,231,000
(FC)  UNION CITY LAKE, PA. 297,000 237,000
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(FC) WOODCOCK CREEK LAKE, PA. 919,000 919,000
{FC) YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA. 1.287,000 1,297,000
(FC) YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA & MD. 2,154,000 2,154,000
RHODE ISLAND
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, RI............. .. ... ..., 444,000 444,000
SOUTH CAROLINA
(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC...... 2,589,000 2,589,000
(N) CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC.............. . 4,609,000 4,609,000
{N) COOPER RIVER, CHAR&ESTON HARBOR, SC 3,287,000 3,287,000
{N) FOLLY RIVER, 92,000 . 001
(N) GEORGETOWN HARBOR 3,088,000 3,088,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF CDMPLETGD WORKS S 27,000 27,000
(N) LITTLE RIVER INLET, SC & 40,000 40,000
(N) MURRELLS INLET, sc. AN 42,000 42,000
(N) PORT ROYAL HARBOR., 81,000 81,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, SC 23,000 23,000
(N) SHIPYARD RIVER, SC 396,000 385,000
(N) TOWN CREEK, SC 488,000 488,000
SOUTH DAKOTA
(MP) BIG BEND DAM - LAKE SHARPE, SD........ 6,457,000 6,457,000
(FC) COLD BROOK LAKE, SD.......... 201,000 201,000
(FC) COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LAKE, SD e 186,000 186,000
(MP) FT RANDALL DAM - LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD. 8,041,000 8,041,000
(FC) LAKE TRAVERSE, SD 8 MN N 430,000 430,000
(MP) AHE DAM - LAKE OAHE, SD & NO. 9,911,000 9,911,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATlONS SD 311,000 311,000
TENNESSEE
{MP) 4,938,000 4,938,000
{(MP) 5,659,000 6,659,000
(MP) 4,634,000 4,694,000
(MP) 3,908,000 3,908,000
(FC) lNSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 130,000 130,000
(MP) J PERCY PRIEST DAM AND RESERVGIR TN 4,039,000 4,039,000
(MP) OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, 6,833,000 6,833,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TN 7.00 7,000

e .000 .
(N) TENNESSEE RIVER, TN.......... e 13,612,000 13,612,000

(N) WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN 650,000 650,000
(FC) AQUILLA LAKE, TX. ..o uo.iouotoousnraooassneesunnuneoaons 627,000 627,000
(FC) ARKANSAS - RED RIVER BASING CHUORIOE CONTROL - AREA VI 1,162,000 1,162,000
FC) BARDWELL 1,344,000 1,344,000
N) BAYPORT SHIP CHANN 1,160,000 1,160,000
FC) BELTON LAKE, TX. 2,325,000 2,326,000
FC) BENBROOK LAKE TX. 1,572,000 1,572,000
N) RAZOS I1SLAND HARBO 3,328,000

(FC) BUFFALO BAYOU AND TR[BUTARIE:, 3,413,000

(FC) CANYON LAKE, TX.. 2,001,000

N) CEDAR BAYOU, TX. 600,000

N) CHANNEL TO PORT MANSFIELD > 160,000

FC) COOPER LAKE AND CHANNELS, TX 951,000

N) CORPUS CHRIST! SHIP CHANNEL, 4,360,000

MP) DENISON DAM - LAKE TEXOMA, 1X. 6,275,000

N) DOUBLE BAYOU ™ 10, 00!

FC) ESTELLINE SPRINGS, TX 12,000

FC) FERRELLS BRIDGE DAM ~ LAKE O'THE PINES, TX NN 2,182,000

N) FREEPORT HARBOR, TX................... . Ce 3,140,000

N) GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL., e c. 3,693,000

(N) GIWW - CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, 1x 2i

{N) GIWW - CHOCOLATE BAYOU, TX

(FC) GRANGER DAM AND LAKE, IX.. .416,000
{FC)  GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX........... 1,968,000 I 968,000
{N) 13,138,000 19,138,000
{FC) t,004,000 1,004,000
(N) 4,323,000 4,323,000
(FC) $90,000 §80,000
(FC) JOE POOL E, 774,000 774,000
(FC) LAKE KEMP, TX. 235,000 235,000
(FC) LAVON LAKE. TX. 2,180,000 2,180,000
(FC) LEWISVILLE DAM, TX . 2,589,000 2,589,000
(N) MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX . 1,490,000 1,490,000
(N) MOUTH OF THE COLORADO RIVER X, PR PINN ces 1,165,000 1,165,000
(FC) NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX...................... N 1,380,000 1,380,000
(FC) NORTH SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX e 1,539,000 1,639,000
(FC) O C FISHER DAM AND LAKE, T e 792,000 792,000
(FC) PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX 796,000 796,000
(FC) PROCTOR LAKE, TX. 1,543,000 1,643,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION 60,000 60,000
(FC) RAY ROBERTS LAKE 711,000 711,000
{(N) SABINE - NECHES WATERWAV TX. 10,050,000 10,050,000
(MP) SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR. 3,462,000 3,462,000
(FC) SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, T 77.000 77.000
{FC) SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX............ 2,385,000 2,385,000
{FC) STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, 1,567,000 1,567,000
{N) TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL > 1,250,000 1,250,000
{MP) TOWN BLUFF DAM - B A STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX. 1,571,000 1,571,000
{(N) TRINITY RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, TX 35,000 ,000
(FC) WACO LAKE, TX............cuuuns 1,901,000 1,901,000
(FC) WALLISVILLE LAKE ™ ,000 449,000
(MP)  WHITNEY LAKE, TX............. 3,328,000 3,326,000
(FC) WR!GNT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX. 2,295,000 2,295,000
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UTAH
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, UT. 41,000 41,000
(FC})  SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, 159,000 159,000
VERMONT
(FC)  BALL MOUNTAIN LAKE, VT 854,000 854,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VI 133,000 133,000
(N) 46,000 46,000
(FC) 555,000 655,000
(FC)  NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE vT.... [P . 668,000 668,000
(FC)  TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT......... . e . §92,000 592,000
(FC) . 392,000 392,000
(N) APPOMATTOX RIVER, VA 000
(N) ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, VA............ . 2,290,000 2,290,000
(N) BROAD CREEK, VA................. e t,000
(N} CHANNEL TO NGWPORT NEWS, VA. e . 50,000 50,000
(N) CHINCOTEAGUE BAY CHANNEL, VA. 125,000 125,000
(N) CHINCOTEAGUE HARBOR OF REFUGE, VA 144,000 144,000
(N) CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA 887,000 887,000
(FC) 1,481,000 1,481,000
(N) 210,000 10,000
(N) 700,000 700,000
(N) 125,000 125,000
(FC) INSPECTION OF COMPLE1&0 WORKS, VA 84,000 84,00
(N) JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA 2,567,000 4,000,000
(MP)  JOHN H KERR LAKE, VA & NG . 6,652,000 6,652,000
(FC)  JOHN W FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA.. 1 000 1,498,000
(N) LYNNHAVEN lNLET VA e 712,000 712,000
(N} NEABSCO CREEK, .. 137,000 137,000
(N) NORFOLK HARBOR (PREVENI!ON OF ‘OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS), v 232,000 232,000
(N) NORFOLK HARBOR, V. .. 5,000,000 5,000,000
(FC)  NORTH FORK OF POUNO RIVER LAKE, VA. 337,000 337,000
(N) PARKER CREEK, 113,000 113,000
(N) PARROTTS CREEK VA 234,000 234,000
(MP)  PHILPOTT LAKE, VA. 2,203,000 2,203,000
(N) OTOMAC RIVER AT ALEXANDRIA. VA. 41,000 41,000
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, VA.... 711,000 711,000
(N) A 608,000 608 , 00
(N) 162,000 162,000
(N) 170,000 170,000
(N) JATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, .246,000 1,246,000
WASHINGTON
(MP)  CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA 12,830,000 12,830,000
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA & 44,000 44,000
(N) COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK AND SANo ISLAND, WA. 38,000 38,000
(N) EDIZ HOOK, WA. .. ... ..(ccvveeeeuunauncs.. 746,000 746,000
(N) EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA e 853,000 853,000
(N) FRIDAY HARBOR, WA........0..0cconoo.n. 52,000
(N) RAYS HARBOR AND CHEHALIS RIVER, "WA. 7,479,000
(FC) 1,198,000
(MP) - ICE HARBOR LOCK AND o . 7.689,000
(FC)  INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORK 116,000
(N) LAKE CROCKETT (KEYSTONE HARBOR) 34,00
(N) 6,833,000
(MP) 5,187,000
(MP) 7,641,000
(MP) 5,876,000
{FC) 737,000
(FC) 414,000
(FC) e 1,860,000
(N) . 39, 00!
(N) PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WA....... 282,000
(N) PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA 1,100,000
(N) QUILLAYUTE RIVER, WA. . .............. 769,000
(FC)  SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WA. 421,000
(N) SEATTLE HARBOR, WA....... . 265,000
(FC)  STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, . 185,000
(N) SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WA. 87,000
(N) SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WA . 365,000
(FC)  TACOMA, PUYALLUP RIVER WA....... 66,000
(MP)  THE DALLES LOC! D DAM, WA & OR. 10,820,000
Ny WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR, WA 02,000 1,002,000
WEST VIRGINIA
(FC)  BEECH FORK LAKE, WV. 1,069,000 1,069,000
(FC)  BLUESTONE LAKE, WV. 1,647,000 1,647,000
(FC)  BURNSVILLE LAKE, wv 1,427,000 1,427,000
(FC) EAST LYNN LAK 1,520,000 1,620,000
(N) ELK RIVER HARBOR w .000 ,000
(FC)  ELKINS, wv 11,000 11,000
(FC) !NSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WV. 73,000 73,000
(N) KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV. ... 8,759,000 8,759,000
(FC) RD BAILEY LAKE, WV 1,504,000 1,504,000
(FC)  STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE w 940,000 ,000
(FC) SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, 1,612,000 1,512,000
(FC)  SUTTON LAKE, wv 1,481,000 1,481,000
(N) TYGART LAKE, Wv. e 780,000 780,000
WISCONSIN

(N) ASHLAND HARBOR, 276,000 276,000
(FC)  EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE 585,000 685,000
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FOX RIVER, WI

GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI.

GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI (DIKE DISPOSAL).

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WI.

KENOSHA HARBOR, WI.

KEWAUNEE HARBOR, Wi .
RGE LAKE, WI.

LA POINTE HARBOR Wi,
NITOWOC HARBOR, WI.
MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI.

STURGEON BAY HARBOR & LAKE MICHIGAN SHIP CANAL, WI.
SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, W1
TWO RIVERS HARBOR, WI

JACKSON HOLE LEVEES, WY
SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WY..

MISCELLANEOUS

COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM
CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION) ..
DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE MONITORING SYSTE
DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER).
EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS PROGRAM FOR BUILDINGS AND LXFELINES
MISSISSIPPI RIVER BASIN MAINSTEM MODEL DEVELOPMENT.
MOMITORING OF COMPLETED COASTAL PROJECTS. .........
NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM.....................
NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAMS (NEPP) .
OPERATIONS TEngé:aL SUPPORT

PROTECT, CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SECTION 3).
RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHABILITATION
REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS.............c00neunnen....
REPAIR EVALUATION MAINTENANCE RESEARCH (REMR I1).

RIVER CONFLUENCE ICE RESEARCI
WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATL Y

TOTAL, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE. .

BUDGET
ESTIMATE

2,602,000

29,000

1,041,000
36,000

2,000,000

4,000,000
-32,216,000

HOUSE
LLOWANCE

2,602,000
1,018,000
3,793,000

4 00

1,041,000
36,000

1.250,000

1,000,000

4,000,000
-32,966,000

1.663,000,000

1,701,180,000
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Greers Ferry Lake, Arkansas.—The Committee has provided an
additional $200,000 for paving of roads at the Greers Ferry Lake
project in Arkansas.

Isabella Lake, California.—The Committee expects the Corps of
Engineers to use funds appropriated in this Act to conduct the
measures required by the May 16, 1996, Biological Opinion issued
by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to the operation
of Isabella Reservoir, Kern County, California. The Committee fur-
ther expects the Corps of Engineers to identify the least costly ac-
tions available, including, whenever possible, the utilization of
partnerships with other Federal and non-Federal agencies and or-
ganizations, so that the Corps can continue to operate and main-
tain Isabella Dam and Reservoir for flood control and water con-
servation purposes as provided in the October 23, 1964 contract
among the United States of America and various public agencies.

Los Angeles County Drainage Area, Compton Creek, California.—
The Committee has been advised that the Corps of Engineers has
entered into an agreement with the City of Compton and the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works to begin a one-time
clean-up of the Compton Creek channel feature of the Los Angeles
County Drainage Area project. In support of this agreement and in
light of the potential hazards that exist because of the project’s cur-
rent condition, the Committee directs the Corps to use $500,000 to
continue the necessary channel maintenance and other related
flood control improvements.

Los Angeles County Drainage Area, Sepulveda Dam, California.—
The Committee has provided $3,200,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to continue the development of recreation facilities at Sepulveda
Dam in California.

Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors, California.—The Committee
has provided $3,800,000 for the Los Angeles-Long Beach Harbors
project. With the funds provided, the Committee expects the Corps
of Engineers to perform maintenance dredging, conduct channel
condition surveys, and conduct a study of the need to rehabilitate
the breakwater. In addition, the Committee directs the Corps of
Engineers to work with the Environmental Protection Agency to
complete all actions necessary for the designation of the LA-3 site
as a permanent dredged material disposal site.

Los Angeles River, California.—The Committee is aware of the
need for the Corps of Engineers to perform maintenance dredging
to remove the material that has accumulated at the mouth of the
Los Angeles River. The Committee is also aware that a suitable
disposal site for that material has yet to be identified. Therefore,
the Committee has provided $300,000 for the Corps of Engineers
to complete the ongoing study of dredged material disposal alter-
natives for material that has accumulated at the mouth of the Los
Angeles River.

Napa River, California.—The bill includes $2,056,000 for mainte-
nance dredging of the Napa River, California, project as requested
by the Corps of Engineers.

Newport Bay Harbor, California.—The Committee has provided
an additional $550,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue re-
pairs to the damaged east and west jetties at Newport Bay Harbor
in California.
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Noyo River and Harbor, California.—The Committee has pro-
vided $736,000 for maintenance dredging of the Noyo River and
Harbor project, the same as the budget request. The Committee is
aware of recent loss of life and property at the project and supports
designation of the project as a Harbor of Refuge. Such losses are
an example of why the Committee views the Administration’s pro-
posal to discontinue dredging at smaller harbors as ill-advised. The
Committee believes that the Corps of Engineers should investigate
whether controlling sedimentation before it reaches the navigation
channel is a cost-effective means of maintaining the project. The
Committee further directs the Corps to evaluate whether the de-
sign of the original inner jetty is contributing to the dangerous sit-
uation at the mouth of the Noyo River.

San Pablo Bay and Mare Island Strait, California.—The Com-
mittee believes that the Corps of Engineers should continue its
maintenance dredging of Mare Island Strait at sufficient depths to
permit commercial traffic to continue to use Mare Island facilities
once they have been converted from military use.

Terminus Dam, California.—The Committee has provided an ad-
ditional $680,000 to accelerate completion of the ongoing seismic
analysis at Terminus Dam.

Ventura Harbor, California.—The Committee has provided
$3,900,000 for the Corps of Engineers to perform maintenance
dredging and repair the breakwater and jetties at Ventura Harbor
in California.

Fort Myers Beach, Florida.—The Committee has provided
$375,000 for the Corps of Engineers to reimburse the local sponsor
of the Fort Myers Beach, Florida, project for maintenance dredging
it performed to open the authorized channel to navigation.

Savannah and Brunswick Harbors, Georgia.—The Committee is
very concerned that the Corps of Engineers has not been ade-
quately maintaining the Savannah and Brunswick Harbor projects
in Georgia. In order to keep these important projects open to navi-
gation, the Committee has provided $16,000,000 for Savannah Har-
bor and $3,400,000 for Brunswick Harbor.

Savannah River Below Augusta, Georgia.—The Committee has
provided an additional $1,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers to un-
dertake repairs to the New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam.

Chicago Harbor, Illinois.—The Committee has provided an addi-
tional $1,150,000 for the Corps of Engineers to continue repairs to
the Chicago Lock.

Indiana Harbor, Indiana.—The Committee has provided an addi-
tional $292,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete the design
memorandum and initiate and complete plans and specifications
for a confined dredged material disposal facility for the Indiana
Harbor, Indiana, project.

Kentucky River Locks and Dams 5-14, Kentucky.—The Commit-
tee has provided $3,600,000 for the Corps of Engineers to complete
repairs to Locks and Dams 5-14 on the Kentucky River in prepara-
tion for transfer of the facilities to the Commonwealth of Kentucky.

Red River Waterway, Louisiana.—The bill includes an additional
$1,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake remedial meas-
ures to enhance the environmental value of, and provide access to
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the oxbow lakes created by construction of the Red River Waterway
project.

Fishing Creek, Maryland.—The Committee has provided
$400,000 for the Corps of Engineers to perform maintenance dredg-
ing of the Fishing Creek project in Maryland.

Jennings Randolph Lake, Maryland and West Virginia.—The
Committee has provided $140,000 for the Corps of Engineers to
cogplete work on the revised master plan for Jennings Randolph
Lake.

Kawkawlin River, Michigan.—The Committee has provided
$160,000 for maintenance of the Kawkawlin River, Michigan, flood
control project.

St. Joseph Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has provided an
additional $325,000 for the Corps of Engineers to perform mainte-
nance dredging of the inner harbor at the St. Joseph Harbor,
Michigan, project.

Cedar River Harbor, Michigan.—The Committee has provided
$125,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake detailed design,
including the preparation of plans and specifications, for repairs to
the breakwaters at Cedar River Harbor in Michigan.

Clearwater Lake, Missouri.—The bill includes an additional
$350,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake engineering and
design activities related to the relocation of facilities impacted by
flooding.

Little Sodus Bay Harbor, New York.—The Committee has pro-
vided $1,700,000 for the Corps of Engineers to repair the deterio-
rated breakwater at Little Sodus Bay Harbor in New York.

Semi-Annual Surveys of Critical Channels in New York and New
Jersey Harbors.—The Committee has provided an additional
$750,000 for the Corps of Engineers to conduct semi-annual hydro-
graphic surveys of the Sandy Hook, Raritan Bay, Arthur Kill, Pas-
saic River, Hackensack River, Newark Bay and Kill Van Kull navi-
gation channels in the ports of New York and New Jersey. These
funds should be utilized to supplement the funds provided to con-
duct normal channel surveys until such time as normal mainte-
nalnce dredging can be conducted in these critical navigation chan-
nels.

New York—New Jersey Dredged Material Management Study.—
The Committee understands that the Corps of Engineers has been
unable to adequately maintain to authorized depths the Federal
navigation channels in the Ports of New York and New Jersey due
to the lack of acceptable dredged material disposal sites. The Com-
mittee also understands that efforts are being made in the region
by Federal, state, and port agencies to identify short and long term
disposal strategies and to site the necessary facilities. Those efforts
are to be encouraged. In the interim, the Secretary of the Army is
directed to use all available resources, and to work with the States
of New Jersey and New York, to maintain the authorized depths
of the Federal navigation channels in New York-New Jersey Har-
bor and to employ any economically feasible sediment management
options that become available for dredged material disposal.

The Committee is aware that the budget request includes
$2,500,000 for the Dredged Material Management Plan for New
York-New Jersey Harbor. As work on the plan progresses, the
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Committee directs the Secretary of the Army to proceed with im-
plementation of any individual option to advance solutions to the
dredged material disposal problem in advance of completion of the
overall management plan. An example would be implementation of
solutions such as long-term capacity confined disposal facilities to
serve Federal and non-Federal dredging activity. In addition to the
regional discussions above, the Corps of Engineers’ December 1989
report, “Managing Dredged Material: Evaluation of Disposal Alter-
natives in the New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Region,” and the
12-year study on which it is based should serve to indicate feasible
solutions.

Manteo (Shallowbag Bay), North Carolina.—The Committee has
provided an additional $160,000 for the Corps of Engineers to con-
tiriue the monitoring of the terminal groin constructed at Oregon
Inlet.

Garrison Dam, Lake Sakakawea, North Dakota.—The Committee
has provided an additional $100,000 for the Corps of Engineers to
undertake mosquito control activities in the vicinity of Williston,
North Dakota.

Cleveland Harbor, Ohio.—The Committee recommends that the
Corps of Engineers negotiate with the City of Cleveland a more
flexible payment schedule for completion of the new confined dis-
posal facility adjacent to Burke Airport. This will alleviate the bur-
den on the City of a $3,500,000 payment due in early fall.

Oklahoma Reservoirs.—The Committee is aware that several
Corps of Engineers projects in the State of Oklahoma were con-
structed over producing or abandoned oil and natural gas fields
and that, over time, a number of unplugged or poorly plugged wells
have purged saltwater, oil, or gas into the lakes. The Committee
understands that the Oklahoma Corporation Commission has re-
cently received grants from the Department of Energy that can be
used to locate and map existing oil and gas wells that may be purg-
ing into Corps of Engineers reservoirs. The Committee directs the
Corps of Engineers to cooperate fully with the Oklahoma Corpora-
tion Commission in that undertaking.

Pensacola Reservoir—Lake of the Cherokees, Oklahoma.—The
Committee has provided an additional $1,500,000 for the Corps of
Engineers to undertake a study of the need to acquire additional
real estate interests in the upstream areas adjacent to and sur-
rounding Grand Lake that are adversely impacted by the operation
of the project.

Columbia and Lower Willamette Rivers below Vancover, Wash-
ington, and Portland, Oregon.—The Committee has provided
$400,000 for the Corps of Engineers to undertake a ship simulation
study of the need to make modifications to the Bookfield/Pillar
Rock stretch of the Columbia River channel in the interest of navi-
gation safety and $2,000,000 to undertake corrective measures.

Willamette River Basin, Oregon.—The Committee has provided
$1,345,000 for a program to mark hatchery reared salmon in order
to permit a selective fishery to be developed. This will allow wild
fish to be released, while at the same time permitting a rec-
reational fishery to continue.

Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania.—The Committee has provided
$500,000 for the Corps of Engineers to implement facility upgrades
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identified in the 1992 Master Plan update for Raystown Lake in
Huntingdon County, Pennsylvania.

Tennessee River, Tennessee—From within funds available for
maintenance of the Tennessee River project, the Committee has
provided $1,000,000 for improvements to landing facilities as rec-
ommended in the Corps of Engineers Nashville District’s
Guntersville Landing report dated June 1996.

Cooper Lake and Channels, Texas.—The Committee has provided
an additional $150,000 for the Corps of Engineers to accomplish
necessary environmental compliance and studies associated with a
land designation change at the Cooper Lake and Channels project
and an additional $1,500,000 for infrastructure improvements to
support proposed project enhancements.

Mississippi River Mainstem Model Development.—The Committee
is aware of the Corps of Engineers’ involvement in mapping and
geographic information system (GIS) activities for the Mississippi
River Mainstem Model Development project. Within available
funds, the Corps is encouraged to work toward completion of sur-
veying, large-scale mapping and GIS activities in support of the hy-
draulics and hydrology model.

Laser Induced Distance and Ranging (LIDAR).—The Committee
supports the use of the LIDAR system for topographic mapping and
expects the Corps of Engineers New Orleans District to utilize
funds to participate in the proof of concept of this technology for
further commercial uses as part of the Atchafalaya Hydrographic
Survey Book project.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

Appropriation, 1996 .........c.ccccceerieiiienieeiienie et $101,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 112,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooioiiiiiiiieeeeee et 101,000,000
Comparison:
AppPropriation, 1996 .........cccccceiiiiiiieriiieeniee et e rree et e e st e e e ntees sesreeessateeesareeannaes
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......coooiiiiiiiieiieieeieeeeeee e —11,000,000

This appropriation provides for salaries and related costs to ad-
minister laws pertaining to regulation of navigable waters and wet-
lands of the United States in accordance with the Rivers and Har-
bors Act of 1899, the Clean Water Act of 1977, and the Marine Pro-
tection Act of 1972.

For fiscal year 1997, the Committee recommends an appropria-
tion of $101,000,000 for the Corps of Engineers’ Regulatory Pro-

ram, which is the same as the fiscal year 1996 level and
%11,000,000 below the budget request. The Committee notes that
the fiscal year 1997 budget request for the Regulatory Program is
over 50% greater than the amount appropriated in fiscal year 1991.
In light of the budgetary situation, the Committee believes that the
Corps of Engineers must seek ways to streamline the permitting
process, which will not only have the benefit of reducing the costs
associated with administering this program, but will also reduce
the regulatory burden on our citizens.

Santa Rosa Plain Vernal Pools Task Force, California.—The goal
of the Vernal Pools Task Force is to develop a general permit appli-
cation that will specifically identify a finite area of high grade ver-
nal pools suitable for protection. Using the data gathered in Phase
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I and Phase II, the application will also specifically identify areas
with low quality or no vernal pools that qualify for automatic inclu-
sion under the general permit. The Committee is disappointed that
the Corps of Engineers has thus far utilized only about $100,000
of the $250,000 appropriated for the task force in fiscal year 1996.
The Committee directs that such amounts as are necessary for the
Vernal Pools Task Force in fiscal year 1997 be taken from funds
otherwise available for the Regulatory Program.

Lakes Earl and Talawa, California.—The Committee directs the
Corps of Engineers to use up to $300,000 of the funds provided for
the Regulatory Program to conduct a study of the effects of dif-
ferent breach elevations on the natural resources of Lakes Earl and
Talawa.

Evaluation of Gravel Operations, Lower Eel and Mad Rivers,
California.—The Committee directs the Corps of Engineers to use
$250,000 of the funds provided for the Regulatory Program to study
long-term sedimentation and conduct biological monitoring of the
impacts of gravel operations on the aquatic ecosystem in the Lower
Eel and Mad Rivers, including potential mitigation measures.

FLOOD CONTROL AND COASTAL EMERGENCIES

Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccccieeiieieiiiieeeiieeeree e eear e e eeaee e $145,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 15,000,000
Recommended, 1997 .......oooooiiiiiiiieeeeeee et 10,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiiieiiieeeiee e —135,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....ccoovviiiiiiieeeiieeeteeeiee e —5,000,000

Note: The fiscal year 1996 appropriation includes $135,000,000 in emergency appropriations
enacted in Public Law 104-134.

This activity provides for flood emergency preparation, flood
fighting and rescue operations, and repair of flood control and Fed-
eral hurricane or shore protection works. It also provides for emer-
gency supplies of clean drinking water where the source has been
contaminated and, in drought distressed areas, provision of ade-
quate supplies of water for human and livestock consumption.

Pierce County, Washington.—The Committee is aware that as a
result of flooding which occurred in November of 1995 and Feb-
ruary of 1996, non-Federal levees along the Puyallup and Carbon
Rivers in Pierce County, Washington, suffered severe damages. The
Committee is further aware that these levees could be eligible for
Federal assistance under the provisions of Public Law 84-99 were
it not for requirements of the Puyallup Tribe of Indians Settlement
Act of 1989, which prevented the County from complying with the
Corps of Engineers national vegetation management standards.
The Committee believes that the residents of Pierce County should
not be penalized for having to comply with the terms of that agree-
ment, and has, therefore, included language in the bill which di-
rects the Secretary of the Army to rehabilitate the damaged levees
along the Puyallup and Carbon Rivers. The Committee further di-
rects the Corps of Engineers to immediately begin working with
the County and the Tribe to develop an acceptable levee vegetation
management program for levees affected by the Puyallup Tribal
settlement in Pierce County, Washington.
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OIL SPILL RESEARCH

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........cccceeeiererieiieierieriereeee e e ere e s e aens $850,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 850,000
Recommended, 1997 ...ttt e et e e e eete eeeeeteeeeataeeeeaaaeens
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c..ccceeviiiiiiiiiniiii e - 850,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........ooooiiiiieeeeeeeceeeeee e —850,000

Section 7001 of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 established an
Interagency Coordinating Committee on Oil Pollution Research to
develop a plan for, and coordinate the implementation of, an oil
pollution research, development, and demonstration program.

Title VII of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 also authorizes use of
the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to perform oil pollution research.

Due to the severe budgetary situation, the Committee has de-
leted the funds requested by the Administration for the Corps of
Engineers participation in the activities of the Interagency Coordi-
nating Committee of Oil Pollution Research established by section
7001 of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990.

GENERAL EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceevvveeerieeennns $151,500,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . 153,000,000
Recommended, 1997 145,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceieeiiiiieiiieeeree e —6,500,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......ccccoeviieiiiiiieieeeeceeeeeee e —8,000,000

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.

Last year, the Committee expressed its concern about the
amount of money required to provide executive direction and man-
agement to the Corps of Engineers district offices. The Committee
also expressed its belief that, faced with the prospect of declining
budgets, the Nation could no longer afford the current Corps of En-
gineers division office structure. It is now clear that the Commit-
tee’s concerns were well founded and the Committee has included
language in the bill requested by the Administration that permits
funds to be used to reduce the number of division offices. Due to
the budgetary constraints faced by the Committee, the rec-
ommendation for General Expenses of the Corps of Engineers for
fiscal year 1997 is $145,000,000, a decrease of $6,500,000 below the
fiscal year 1996 level and $8,000,000 below the budget request.

San Francisco Bay—Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta, Califor-
nia.—In the Bay-Delta Accord signed on December 15, 1994, sev-
eral Federal agencies, the State of California, environmental orga-
nizations, and water users agreed to develop a plan to protect the
Bay-Delta estuary’s environmental resources and restore reliable
water supplies to California’s farms and cities. Though not a signa-
tory to the Accord, the Corps of Engineers has authority over pro-
grams that are necessary to its successful implementation. The
Committee urges the Corps to work with Bay-Delta agencies and
to provide them with technical, planning and administrative assist-
ance in fulfilling their obligations under the Bay-Delta Accord.
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GENERAL PROVISION
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

Hopper Dredging.—Public Law 95-269 requires that the Sec-
retary of the Army carry out dredging by contract if the Secretary
determines that industry has the capability to do the work and
that it can be done at reasonable prices and in a timely manner.
Under this authority, the Corps tested the industry’s capability in
the 1980s through a program of competitive bidding that indicated
industry could do a great deal of the dredging work far more effi-
ciently than the Federal government. The Committee notes that re-
cent efforts to test industry’s capability by advertising for contract
7,500,000 cubic yards of dredging volume previously accomplished
by government vessels has been successful. The Committee, there-
fore, has decided to expand that effort by including a provision in
the bill that directs the Secretary of the Army to advertise for com-
petitive bid 10,000,000 cubic yards of hopper dredge volume accom-
plished with government dredges in fiscal year 1992.

Hopper Dredge McFarland.—The Committee has included lan-
guage prohibiting the use of appropriated funds to study, design,
or undertake improvements to the Federal vessel, McFarland. The
limitation of the use of funds includes funds appropriated to carry
out Federal dredging projects which are then deposited into the
Corps Revolving Fund and used to pay for the operation, mainte-
nance or improvement of Federal equipment, such as Corps’
dredges. In prohibiting improvements to the vessel, the Committee
does not intend to prevent or interfere with repairs to the vessel
needed to keep the vessel in its current operating condition.






TITLE II
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccecevirierieiieieiieienieieeeeee ettt naens $44,139,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 43,627,000
Recommended, 1997 ......cc.ooiiiiiiieiieeeeee e 43,627,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccceeeiiiiieiiiieeeiee e —512,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ..ottt ste eveesite et ste e

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 1997 to carry out
the provisions of the Act is $43,627,000, the same as the budget re-
quest.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

Appropriation, 1996 ...........coceiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $12,684,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 15,095,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiieiieeeieeeeeee et 14,548,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccoceiiririiiinenienenene e +1,864,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......c.oooeviiiiiiieeeeeeeteeeee e —547,000

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

(59)
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

TOTAL
PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
cosT ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS
ARIZONA
HOPI WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY...... 900,000 80,000
NAVAJO MTER MANAGEMENT STUDY. ... 900,000 100, 000
SOUTHERN ARIZONA REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMEN 600,000 160, 000 =
WEST SALT RIVER VALLEY WATER RESOURCES MGMT STUDY - - 200,000
CALIFORNIA
DEL_NORTE CNTY/CRESCENT Ll'I'V WASTEWATER RECLAMATION ST - 800,000
480,000 —
- 500,000

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA COASTAL WAYER SUPPLY STUDY.
SOUTHERN CAL1FORNIA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY.
VERDE RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT STuDY

COLORADO

DOLORES RIVER BASIN RUNOFF MODE
UPPER ARKANSAS RIVER NEEDS ASSESSMENT

1DAHO

IDAHO RIVER SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT...... . .................

UPPER SNAKE RIVER BASIN SALMON MIGRATION WATER STuOY..

UPPER SALMON RIVER WATER OPTIMIZATION STUDY...........
KANSAS

CHENEY RESERVOIR WATER QUALITY INVESTIGATION..........
MONTANA

COLD CLIMATE WASTEWATER TREATMENT..
FORT PECK INDIAN RESERVATION.......

N STUDY
WESTERN MONTANA VIATER CONSERVA”ON STURY.
YELLOWSTONE RIVER BASIN STUDY..............

NEBRASKA
NEBRASKA WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT. ..
NEVADA

CARSON RIVER BASIN
WALKER RIVER BASIN

NEW MEXICO

MIDDLE RIO GRANDE WATER CONVEYANCE PLAN........... e
RIO GRANDE/LOW FLOW CONVEYANCE CHANNEL. STUDY..........

OKLAHOMA
OKLAHOMA WATER SUPPLY STUDY............oviiininnnnnns
OREGON

CENTRAL OREGON IRRIGATION SYSTEM CONSERVATION FEASIBIL
IDE WATER OPTIMIZATION STUDY.................
NORT"IIEST OREGON REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY STUDY PPN
OREGON STREAM RESTORATION PLANNING STUDY.
OREGON SUBBASIN CONSERVATION PLANNING.
SOUTHERN OREGON COASTAL RIVER BASINS
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT, PHASE III.

SOUTH DAKOTA
BLACK HILLS REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT STUDY...........
TEXAS
EWARDS ADUIFER REGIONAL WATER RESOURCES AND MANAGEMEN
N BAYOU-NUECES CH WETLANDS RESTORAT(ON/ENNANCE

R!O GRANDE RIO BRAVO INTERNATIONAL BASIN ASSESSMENT.
RIO GRANDE CONVEYANCE CANAL/PIPELINE..................

UTAH

ASHLEY/BRUSH CREEK OPFIMIZATION 5'IIIDY
CARBON/EMERY COUNTY WATER MANAGEMENT P
OGDEN RIVER BASIN WATER QUALITY MANAGEMEN

WASHINGTON
WASHINGTON RIVER BASIN PLANNING

VARIOUS

COLORADO RIVER WATER QUALLYY IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM......
ENVIRONMENTAL AND INFERAGENCY COORD!N‘\TION ACTIVITIES.

INVESTIGATION OF EXISTING PROJECTS.
MINOR WORK ON COMPLETED PROJECTS
MISSOURI RIVER BASIN TRIBES IN NO/SD WATER RESOURCE) [
PALLID STURGEON RECOVERY DECISION SUPPORT SYSTEM.
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO STATES
UPPER SNAKE RIVER BASIN STORAGE OPTIMIZATION .

TOTAL, GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS...................

"504.,000
900,000

875,000

400,000

320, .000

300,000

200,000
480,000

376,000

276,000
725,000

896, 000
875,000
600,000

475,600
600, 000
450,000

500, 000

58,914,000

t,250,000
350,000

1,164,000

175,000

150,000
300,000
400,000
1. V. .000
250,000
. 750,000
125,000 125,000
75,000 ——
100,000 ———
250,000 250,000
300,000 300,000
150,000 150,000
109,000 -——
35,000 -
== 210,000
80,000 -—
150,000 -—-
150,000 150,000
100,000 100,000
100,000 100, 000
- 200,000
St 250,000
100,000 -==
200,000 200,000
125,000 125,000
260,000 250,000
150,000 160,000
200,000 200,000
150,000 150,000
100,000 100, 00!
200,000 200, 000
100,000
76,000 76,000
190,000 190,000
100,000 100,000
200,000 200,000
it 200,000
200,000 200,000
100,000 -—-
50,000 -
125,000 125,000
60, 00 360,000
1,745,000 1,250,000
t,985,000 1.476,000
G5, 00 389,000
145,000 108,000
250,000 250,000
140,000 140,000
1,925,000 1,500,000
50, 00! 50,000
16,095,000 14,548,000
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West Salt River Valley Water Resources Management Study, Ari-
zona.—The Committee has provided $200,000 for the Bureau of
Reclamation to begin work on a study to develop a regional solu-
tion to eliminate groundwater mining and increase reliance on re-
newable water supplies in the West Salt River Valley.

Del Norte County and Crescent City Wastewater Reclamation
Study, California.—The Committee has provided $500,000 for the
Bureau of Reclamation to complete the appraisal study and initiate
preconstruction engineering and design for the Del Norte County
and Crescent City Wastewater Reclamation project. The Committee
believes that in view of the depressed economy of the region, the
Bureau should make every effort to minimize any requirement for
a local contribution. At a minimum, in-kind services performed by
the local sponsor should be considered part of the local share.

Fort Bragg Reclamation Study, California.—The bill includes
$500,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation to complete the appraisal
study and initiate preconstruction engineering and design for the
Fort Bragg Reclamation project. The Committee believes that in
view of the depressed economy of the region, the Bureau should
make every effort to minimize any requirement for a local contribu-
tion. At a minimum, in-kind services performed by the local spon-
sor should be considered part of the local share.

Sacramento County Water Reclamation and Reuse Study, Califor-
nia.—The Committee has provided $300,000 for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to undertake a water reclamation and reuse study for
Sacramento County, California.

Salton Sea Research Project, California.—The Committee has
provided $400,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue the
Salton Sea, California, research project.

Southern California Comprehensive Water Study, California.—
The Committee has provided $750,000 for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to continue its participation to develop a long-range water sup-
ply and reclaimed water management program for the southern
California coastal and inland valley area. Due to the addition of the
Orange County Regional Water Reclamation study as part of this
existing study, up to $97,000 shall be provided for the Orange
County Regional Water Reclamation Project.

Carson River Basin, Nevada.—The Committee has provided
$200,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation to undertake a ground-
water study in the Fallon area of Churchill County, Nevada.

Walker River Basin, Nevada.—The Committee has provided
$250,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue a study, being
conducted in cooperation with the University of Nevada, of the po-
tential for water banking within the Walker River Basin of Ne-
vada. Specifically, the study is seeking to assess the extent to
which voluntary water transfers involving private water rights
holders and the Walker River Indian Reservation might be em-
ployed to assist in the development of a water bank, and in the
conservation and stabilization of water quality for fish habitat and
recreation in the Walker River Basin.

Rio Grande Conveyance Canal/Pipeline, Texas.—The bill in-
cludes $200,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation to continue its par-
ticipation in the modeling of a lined conveyance system to deliver
water from Elephant Butte Dam to El Paso.
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CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

Appropriation, 1996— .........ccccoiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $420,046,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 392,524,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee et 398,069,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccoeiiriririinenieneetene st —21,977,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cooooiiiiiiieeeieeeeeee et +5,545,000

Note: The fiscal year 1996 appropriation includes $9,000,000 in emergency appropriations en-
acted in Public Law 104-134.

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

TOTAL
PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
cosy ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
CONSTRUCTION NAlzDREHABILITATION
COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS
ARIZONA
CRBSCP, TITLE I DIVISION 459,038,000 2,300,000 2,300,000
IN SITU COPPER MINING RESEARCH PROJECT. - -== 440,000
SOUTHERN ARIZONA WATER RIGHTS SETTLEMENT ACT 35,795,000 7,000,000 7,000,
CALIFORNIA
BRACKISH WATER RECLAMATION DEMONSTRATION FACILITY..... --- - 1,000,000
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT:
AMERICAN RIVER DIVISION 161,961,000 11,000,000 11,000,000
AUBURN- FOLSO“ SOUTH UNIT. 2,394,762,000 2,600 000 2,600,0
DELTA DIVISION........... 94,940, 001 8,860, 9,600,000
MISC LLANEOUS PROJECT PROGRAMS . 643,459,000 14,200, 000 14,850,0
RAMENTO RIVER DIVISION cens 650,765,000 7,200,000 9,116,000
SAN JOAQUIN DIV ISION .661,000 4,737,000 4,737.000
1,508,164,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
343,310,000 §00,000 500,000
........ 326,407,000 5,000,000 6, .0
LOS ANGELES AREA WATER RECLAMATION / REUSE 69,970,000 14,300, 00 14,300,000
SAN D AREA WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM. 172,590,000 9,340,000 9,340,000
SAN GABRIEL BASIN PROJECT, WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE 090,000 6,800,000 §,800,000
SAN JOSE WATER RECLAMATION AND REUSE PROGRAM.......... 109,959,000 2,760,000 2,760,000
1DAHO
MINIDOKA NORTH SIDE DRAINWATER PROJECT................ 1,830,000 180,000 180,000
NORTH DAKOTA
GARRISON OIVERSION UNIT, P-SMBP....................... 1,483,255,000 21,600,000 21,600,000
OREGON
UMATILLA BASIN PROJECT 67,362,000 4,900,000 4,900,000
SOUTH DAKOTA
BELLE FOURCHE UNIT, P-SMBP 62,076,000 5,100,000 S 100, 000
MID-DAKOTA RURAL WATER SYSTEM. 119,417,000 2,600,000 .500,000
MNI WICONI PROJECT 250,341,000 28,350,000 28 350,000
TEXAS
NORTHWEST WASTEWATER REUSE PROJECT.................... --- -- 2,000,000
WASHINGTON
COLUMBIA BASIN PRUJECT, IRRIGATIUN FACILIFIES .. ... 1,788,983, 000 2,590,000 2,690,000
YAKIMA RIVER BASIN WATER ENHANCEMENT PROJECT.......... 160,327.000 4,475,000 4,475,000
VARIUUS
COLUMBIA / SNAKE RIVER SALMON RECOVERY PROJECT. 1us, 504, 0V0 15,000,000 16,000, 000
CRBSCP, T11LE II DIVISION 331,878,000 10,500, 000 10,500,000
EFFICIENCY INCENTIVES PROGRAM............. --- 4,350,000 --=
ENDANGERED SPECIES RECOVERY IMPL. EMEN1AT[0N 89,744,000 14,511,000 14,50,
NATIVE AMERICAN AFFAIRS PROGRAM 64,769,000 6,759,000 6,769,0
NATIONAL FISH AND WILOL1FE FOUNDATION.. ... -—- 2,500,000
SUBVOTAL, REGULAR CONSIRUCTION....... ..... 53,620,000 46,770,
DRAINAGE AND MINOR CONSTRUCTION:
BOISE PROJECT, ID. 35,166,000 200,000 0, 000
BRANTLEY PRDJECT N 198,703,000 700,000 700,000
COLORADO RIVER FRONT WORI 183,158,000 2,100,000 2,100,000
CRSP, DALLAS CREEK PROJECT, 121,631,000 300,000 300,000
KLAMATH PROJECT, OR, CA............... ... ... . .. 62,926,000 2,245,000 2,245,000
LAKE MEREDITH SALINITY CONTROL PROJECT, nM, 1X. 3,500,000 00,000 100,000
LEADVILLE / ARKANSAS R1VER RECOVERY PROJECT, CO. 21,195,000 650,000 650,000
MOUNTAIN PARK PROJECT, OK. . 45,459,000 1,700,000 1,700,000
NEWLANDS PROJECT, CA, MV... 73,143,000 6,550,000 6,550,000
PICK-SLOAN MISSOURL BASIN PROGRAM
NORTH LOUP ODIVISION, NE 301,179,000 900, 000 900,000
AHE UNIT, SO................ 490,000,000 85,000 5,000
RECLNMTION RECREATION MANAGEMENT ACT-TITIE 28, VARI 31,425,000 3,615,000 2,155,000
RIO GRANDE PROJECT, NM. TX.......................... 2,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
SAN LUIS VALLEY, CLOSED BASIN DIVISIGN, CO. BN 95,249,000 00, 00 400,000
TRES RlOb WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION, AZ... 25,000 $00,000 500, 000
VELARDE COMMUNITY DITCH, NM 30,550,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
WETLANDS DEVELOPMENT, VAR 51,483,840 938,000 4,138,000
YAKIMA FISH PASSAG&/PROTECT!VE FACILITIES, WiA. 47,351,000 370,000 370,000
SUBTOTAL, DORAINAGE AND MINOR COMSTRUCTION. 27,253,000 26,093,000
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BUREAU OF RECLAMATLION

PROJECT TiTLE

SAFETY OF DAMS PROGRAM:

CROOKED RIVER PROJECT, OCHOCO DAM, OR. 14,606,000
CVP, FOLSOM DAM (MORMON ISLAND), CA. .. 29,930,000
DEPARTMENT DAM SAFETY PROGRAM, VARIOUS. 16,151,000
INITIATE SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTION. 483,335,000
SAFETY OF DAMS CORRECTIVE ACTION SIUDIES . §7,699,000
SALT RIVER PROJECY, BARILETT DAM, 35,167,000
SALT RIVER PROJECT, HORSESHOE DAM AZ P 22,773,000
SAN ANGELO PROJECT, TWIN BUTTES . 60,000,000
SAN CARLOS 1RRIGATION PROJECT, LOOL!DGE DAM, e 48,203,000
SCOFIELD PROJECT, SCOFIELD DAM, UT................ . 2,500,000
YAKIMA PROJECT, BUMPING LAKE OAM, WA.. .. ...... ..... 5,086,000

SUBTOTAL, SAFEY OF DAMS PROGRAM.................

REHABILITATION AND BETTEKMENY:
SHONE PROJECT, WY....... 7,500,000
WEBER BASIN PROJECT, UT.... 19,639,000
SUBTOTAL, REHABILITATION AND BETTERMENT....
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY:

'OUNOWATER RECHARGE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM.......... 25,081,000
IMPROVED RIVER BASIN MANAGEMENT CONTROL SYSTEM (PHAS 1,200,000
TECHNOLOGY ADVANCEMENT ... ... ... .. ....coeainaionan.n 2,002,000
WATERSHED RIVER SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROGRAM . 4,000,000
WATER TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY................. . 17,176,000
WATER TECHNDLOGY/ENVXRONMENIAI 134,962,000

SUBTOTAL, SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY........ ........

TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION AND REHABLLITATION AHU

COLORADO RIVER BASIN SALINITY CONTROL PROJECTS
COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT
UPPER COLORADOM!:;VER BASIN FUND
PARTICIPATING PROJECTS
COLORADO
ANIMAS-LA PLATA PARTICIIPATING PROJECT.. 437,744,000
DOLORES PARTICIPATING PROJECT 549,262,000
UTAH
CENTRAL UTAH PARTICIPATING PROJECY, BONNEVILLE UNIT... 1,231,301,000
RECREATIONAL AND FISH AND WILOLIFE FACILITIES......... 80,694,000
TOTAL, COLORADO RIVER STORAGE PROJECT...........
COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT
CEHTRAL AR1ZONA PROJECT
ARIZONA
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT., WATER DEVELOPMENT (LCRBDF). 4,1$0,701,000
CENTRAL ARIZONA PROJECT, SAFETY OF DAMS............... 138,487,000

TOTAL, COLORADO RIVER BASIN PROJECT.
ASSOCIATED ITEMS
UNDISTRIBUTED REDUCTION BASED ON ANTICIPATED DELAYS...

TOTAL, CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM.....................

BUDGET HOUSE
ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
900,000 900, 000

1,750,000 1,750,000
1,200,000 1.200,000
25,050,000 25,050,000
2,500,000 2,500,000
3,097,000 3,097,000
403,000 403,000
23,000, 000 23,000,000
221,000 221,000
500,000 500,000
640,000 640,000
§9,261,000 59,261,000
1,459,000 1,458,000
1,700,000 1,700,000
3,169,000 3,159,000
540,000 $40,000
400,000 —-
400,000 300,000
1,000,000

2,000,000
3,800,000

8,140,000

319,515,000 325,060,000
00, 000 9,500,000
5,000 6,115,000
7,495,000 7,495,000
2,440,000 2,440,000
25,550,000 26,560,000
71,728,000 71,728,000
4,918,000 4,918,000
76,646,000 76,646,000
-29,187,000 -29,187,000
398,089,000

392,524,000
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Central Arizona Project, Tucson Reliability Project, Arizona.—The
Committee has included language in the bill that directs the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, utilizing funds appropriated for the Tucson
Aqueduct System Reliability Investigation, to complete, by the end
of fiscal year 1997, the environmental impact statement being con-
ducted on the proposed surface reservoir. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion is further directed to work with the City of Tucson on any out-
standing issues related to the preferred alternative.

Brackish Water Reclamation Demonstration Facility, Califor-
nia.—The Committee has provided $1,000,000 in support of the
Port Hueneme Water Agency’s brackish water reclamation dem-
onstration project.

Central Valley Project, Delta Division, California.—The Commit-
tee has provided $1,000,000, $750,000 above the budget request, for
the Bureau of Reclamation to undertake an environmental analysis
and perform pre-design and design engineering for screening of the
Contra Costa Canal intake at Rock Slough.

Central Valley Project, Miscellaneous Project Programs, Califor-
nia.—

Refuge Water Supply.—The Committee has provided
$5,000,000, the same as the budget request, for design, engi-
neering, and construction of facilities to convey water supplies
to Federal wildlife refuges, as required by section 3406(d) of
Public Law 102-575. The Committee directs the Bureau of
Reclamation to make the selection of an alternative for supply-
ing water to the Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge complex
a high priority and to take such steps as are necessary to en-
sure that the project is not delayed, particularly in light of the
continuing delays in the completion of the Programmatic Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement for the entire Central Valley
Project.

Spring Run and Coho Salmon Programs.—The Committee
has provided funds to be deposited with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation to be used in support of activities to en-
hance and protect the Spring Run Salmon ($225,000) and the
Coho Salmon ($225,000).

Salmon Stamp Program.—The Committee, pursuant to sec-
tion 3407(e) of Public Law 102-575, has provided $200,000 for
the Salmon Stamp Program, which is directed and overseen by
representatives of commercial salmon fishermen, charter boat
operators, and the California Department of Fish and Game for
programs and activities that will increase the production of
young salmon in Central Valley Project impacted streams or
fishery habitat.

Central Valley Project, Sacramento River Division, California.—

Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District (Hamilton City Pumping
Plant).—The Committee has provided $4,300,000 for continu-
ing work on a new fish screen and fish recovery facilities asso-
ciated with the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District’s Hamilton
City Pumping Plant, the same as the budget request. Costs in-
curred for work undertaken to construct and evaluate the in-
terim fish protection improvements shall be included as a part
of the Federal-state cost share, pursuant to section 3406(b)(20)
of Public Law 102-575, of the long-term program to mitigate
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the fishery impacts associated with the district’s operations.
The Committee notes that the aforementioned section author-
izes and directs the Secretary of the Interior to “participate” in
the “on-going” project to address the fish passage problems at
the Hamilton City Pumping Plant. To ensure that the intent
of the authorizing statute is observed and to ensure that the
project is carried out at the least cost, the Committee directs
the Bureau of Reclamation to provide private entities with a
fair and reasonable opportunity to design and construct the
project with oversight responsibility by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion in cooperation with the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District.

Alternative Fish Protection Facilities.—The Committee has
provided an additional $1,100,000 for the installation and eval-
uation of electric fish guidance systems at Reclamation District
108’s Wilkins Slough pumping plant and an additional
$215,000 for the installation and evaluation of an alternative
fish guidance system at Reclamation District 1004. Such funds
are provided as a continuation of the Bureau of Reclamation’s
unscreened diversion technology demonstration program.

Winter-Run Chinook Salmon Captive Broodstock Program.—
The Committee has provided $500,000 to continue the Sac-
ramento River Winter-Run Chinook Salmon Captive
Broodstock Program. The Committee strongly supports this
program’s objectives.

Colusa Basin Drainage District.—The Committee has pro-
vided $300,000 for continued work on the Colusa Basin Drain-
age District’s integrated resource management project,
$100,000 more than the budget request.

Central Valley Project, Trinity River Restoration Program, Cali-
fornia.—The Committee has provided $5,000,000 for the Trinity
River Restoration Program, the same as the budget request. The
amount provided includes $750,000 requested by the Hoopa Valley
Tribe and endorsed by the Administration for support of the co-
management agreement between the Hoopa Valley Tribe and the
Bureau of Reclamation.

San Francisco Bay—Sacramento—San Joaquin Delta, Califor-
nia.—As a signatory to the Bay-Delta Accord of December 15, 1994,
the Bureau of Reclamation joined other Federal agencies and the
State of California in committing financial resources to the restora-
tion and protection of the Bay-Delta estuary. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation’s budget estimates for fiscal years 1996 and 1997 did not,
however, identify the funds that will be devoted to implementation
of the Bay-Delta Accord. The success of this historic initiative de-
pends upon the fulfillment of the Federal commitment. The Com-
mittee expects that the fiscal year 1998 budget estimates of the Bu-
reau of Reclamation will identify in detail the funds and programs
dedicated to implementation of the Accord.

Animas-La Plata Project, Colorado and New Mexico.—It is the
desire of the Committee that the Secretary of the Interior comply
with the directive issued by Congress last year and proceed without
delay to construct those features on the Animas-La Plata project
(Stage A) which were approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. In the event
that the funding provided to the Bureau of Reclamation is inad-
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equate for the tasks to be accomplished this year, the Committee
expects the Bureau to reprogram available funds for construction
of the project.

When it passed the Colorado Ute Indian Water Rights Settle-
ment Act of 1988, Congress endorsed the project as the vehicle for
settlement of the water rights of the two Colorado Ute Indian
Tribes. Congress intended that by the year 2000, the project would
provide the Tribes with substantial quantities of water for their
use. The need for environmental compliance does not mean that
the terms of that agreement may be rewritten. As a result of the
section 7 process, the final configuration of the project remains un-
certain. The Bureau of Reclamation has done a superb job in de-
scribing the various stages through which the project may progress,
the impacts and required mitigation for each stage, and the utility
associated with each stage. In addition, the State of Colorado has
always supported this project and has committed $42,600,000 (plus
interest) to the project. For purposes of initiating construction of
Stage A, the existing repayment obligations of the parties contract-
ing for water, along with the commitments of the States of Colo-
rado and New Mexico, provide adequate assurances that the Unit-
ed States will be repaid in connection with construction of those fa-
cilities.

The Committee is aware that the San Juan River and its tribu-
taries do not consistently meet New Mexico’s newly adopted water
quality standards for selenium and that there is concern over the
potential effect of the operation of Animas-La Plata facilities in
Colorado on this existing problem. The Secretary of the Interior
should take reasonable steps to assist Colorado and New Mexico in
improving the quality of surface flows by addressing the problems
caused by non-point sources.

The Committee is also aware that the Endangered Species Act
has the potential to limit water development in the San Juan
Basin, including completion of the Animas-La Plata and Navajo In-
dian Irrigation projects. The Committee remains confident that the
San Juan River Recovery Implementation Program will achieve its
stated objectives of (1) recovering the endangered fish and (2) per-
mitting water development to proceed. Although the precise level
of development that will ultimately be allowed cannot be deter-
mined at this time, the immediate construction of Stage A is re-
quired if the United States is to meet the terms of the Colorado
Ute Indian Water Rights Settlement Act of 1988. The present docu-
mentation is fully informative of these issues and construction of
the first stage of the project may proceed without adversely affect-
ing any of the other water users on the San Juan system.

Northwest Wastewater Reuse Project, Texas.—The Committee has
provided $2,000,000 to continue the Northwest Wastewater Reuse
Project being undertaken in cooperation with the El Paso, Texas,
Water Utilities Public Service Board.

Wetlands Development.—The Committee has provided $4,138,000
for the Wetlands Development program, $200,000 above the budget
request. Within the funds provided, the Committee directs the Bu-
reau of Reclamation to use $630,000 to continue the Caddo Lake
Scholars and other wetland development components of the Caddo
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Lake Wetlands project through continuing cooperation with the Na-
tional Biological Service.—

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Appropriation, 1996— ........ccccceevieieriiieeeiiieeriee e et e e e ae e eerae e $-273,076,000
Budget Estimate, 1997— ........ccccccvvenennne. 292,876,000
Recommended, 1997— .........ccoeeeiveeennnen. 286,232,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996— +13,156,000
Budget Estimate, 1997— —6,644,000

In 1997, a total of 38 projects, project areas, or divisions of
projects will be operated and maintained for power, municipal and
industrial water supplies, irrigation, flood control, and other bene-
fits with funds made available under this appropriation.

Provision is also made for administration of 14 associated pro-
grams. These programs seek to maximize benefits from existing
projects. Project benefits and operations will be enhanced through
water conservation measures, examination of existing structures,
environmental considerations, improvement of recreation opportu-
nities, and water quality improvement.

The Committee has recommended an appropriation of
$286,232,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation’s Operation and Main-
tenance program, which is $13,156,000 above the amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 1996, and $6,644,000 below the budget re-
quest. The Committee expects the Bureau of Reclamation to use
the flexibility available to it in managing the operation and mainte-
nance program to ensure that the most critical maintenance needs
are met. The Committee again encourages the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to derive a significant share of the reduction below the budget
request from the Associated O&M Programs in order to retain as
much money as possible for operation and maintenance of projects.

Central Valley Project, California.—The Committee has provided
$66,703,000, $1,045,000 above the budget request, for operation
and maintenance of the Central Valley Project. Of the total,
$5,000,000 is provided for operation and maintenance of the Trinity
River Division, which is $1,045,000 above the budget request and
$454,000 below the amount appropriated in fiscal year 1996. The
Commissioner of Reclamation testified that the fiscal year 1997
budget request for the Trinity River Division was substantially
below last year’s amount in part because the Trinity River Fish
and Wildlife Restoration Act has not been extended. Since that tes-
timony, on May 15, 1996, the President signed the extension to
that Act. Of the amount provided, $400,000 is for the Yurok and
Karuk Tribes, to assist in their new responsibilities as members of
the Trinity River Task Force, and in view of the additional work
now authorized in the Klamath River downstream from its con-
fluence with the Trinity. In addition, $30,000 is included for the
fish hatchery on Horse Linto Creek. The remaining amounts above
the budget request are for activities to be undertaken in coopera-
tion with the Hoopa Valley Tribe.

Of the funds provided, such sums as may be necessary shall be
made available to facilitate the planned transfer of certain oper-
ation and maintenance responsibilities from the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to the Tehama-Colusa Canal Authority, the Friant Canal
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Authority, the San Luis-Delta Mendota Water Authority and the
Madera Irrigation District and provide for the continuation of fund-
ing, if necessary, of conveyance operation and maintenance under
existing cooperative agreements.

Parker Dam, California.—The Committee is concerned about the
Bureau’s transfer of 77 acres to the Bureau of Land Management
at Parker Dam, California and its potential impact on residents
currently occupying Parker Dam Village. The Committee strongly
urges the Bureau to continue working with the residents of Parker
Dam Village to ensure that the housing and educational needs are
appropriately addressed.

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Appropriation, 1996— .............. $-11,668,000
Budget Estimate, 1997— 12,715,000
Recommended, 1997— 12,715,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996— .........cccceeoiiieiiieeeiie et +1,047,000

Budget Estimate, 1997— .....cooiiiiiiiieeeeee ettt ste ereeste et st

Under the Small Reclamation Projects Act (43 U.S.C. 422a—4221),
loans and/or grants can be made to non-Federal organizations for
construction or rehabilitation and betterment of small water re-
source projects.

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.—

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

TOTAL
PROJECT TITLE FEDERAL BUDGET HOUSE
€OsT ESTIMATE AL LOWANCE
LOAN PROGRAM
ARIZONA
TOHONO O°’ODHAM NATION - SCHUK TOAK DISTRICT.... 5,353,000 1,810,000 1,810,000
CALIFORNIA
CASYROV!LLE INRIGATION WATER SUPPLY PROJECT........... 13,813,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
CHINO SALINATION PROJECT, SANTA ANA WATERSHED. 8,200,000 1,650,000 1,650,000
EASTERN luNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT NO. 3................ 13,650,000 1,030,000 1,030,000
SALINAS VALLEY WATER RECLAMATION FACILITY FOR CROP IAR 8,973,000 1,600,000 1,500,000
TEMESCAL VALLEY PROJECT, ELSINORE VALLEY MUNICIPAL WAT 5,268,000 1,650,000 1,650,000
OREGON
MILLTOWN HILL PROJECT, DOUGLAS COUNTY................. 16,899,000 2,650,000 2,650,000
VARIOUS
LOAN ADMINISTRATION. . ... ..ttt iiiiaiinennnnann, - 426,000 425,000

TOTAL, LOAN PROGRAM.............vouiniininunann. 12,715,000 12,716,000
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CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

Appropriation, 1996— .........ccccoiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $43,579,000
Budget Estimate, 1997— ....... 38,000,000
Recommended, 1997— ........... 38,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996—
Budget Estimate, 1997— ....
The Central Valley Project Restoration Fund was authorized in
the Central Valley Project Improvement Act, Title 34 of Public Law
102-575. 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.

San Joaquin River Basin Resource Management Initiative, Cali-
fornia.—The Committee notes that the budget request does not in-
clude any funds for the San Joaquin River Basin Resource Manage-
ment Initiative. Consistent with the budget request, the Committee
directs that no funds shall be available for this study in fiscal year
1997.

—5,5679,000

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

ApPropriation, 1996— ........ccccevieivveveeriereetiereereeee e ere et enens $48,150,000—
Budget Estimate, 1997— 48,971,000
Recommended, 1997— .......ooooiiiiiiiiiieiee et 45,150,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996— ........cccccooiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeee e —3,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997— .......cccooeiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeee e —3,821,000

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, D.C.,
and the Denver, Colorado, and five regional offices. The Denver of-
fice and regional offices charge individual projects or activities for
direct beneficial services and related administrative and technical
costs. These charges are covered under other appropriations.

The Committee is pleased with the progress the Bureau of Rec-
lamation has made in reducing administrative costs. However,
faced with the prospects of a declining program and the severe
budgetary situation, the Committee believes that the Bureau of
Reclamation needs to further reduce administrative expenses.






TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Funds recommended in Title III provide for Department of En-
ergy programs relating to: Energy Supply, Research and Develop-
ment Activities; Uranium Supply and Enrichment Activities; the
Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning
Fund; General Science and Research Activities; the Nuclear Waste
Disposal Fund; Departmental Administration; the Office of Inspec-
tor General: Atomic Energy Defense Activities; Power Marketing
Administrations; and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

INTRODUCTION

Funding recommendations for Department of Energy programs
in fiscal year 1997 are significantly below the Department’s fiscal
year 1997 budget request, reflecting the continuing realities of re-
ducing the deficit and balancing the budget. These funding levels
are not a one time occurrence with the prospect of increasing ap-
propriations in fiscal year 1998; rather, they reflect the new base-
line for Department of Energy funding. Absorbing these reductions
will require considerable effort on the part of the Department to
prioritize activities and seek the most cost-effective means for ac-
complishing program goals. The Department must focus on specific
core program missions and reduce the number of activities cur-
rently being performed which may be nice to do, but are not pos-
sible in a severely constrained funding environment.

While the Committee acknowledges that these program reduc-
tions will be difficult, there continue to be numerous areas where
operational improvements need to be made. Examples of areas
where the Committee expects to see reductions include the number
of Federal employees at headquarters who micromanage field and
laboratory activities instead of setting policy and allowing imple-
mentation of these policies at the field level; the number of individ-
ual sites and offices throughout the country where Department of
Energy employees are stationed; the number of support service con-
tractors paid to do work which should be performed by Federal em-
ployees at headquarters and in field offices; and the number of De-
partmental internal regulations and pronouncements requiring fa-
cilities and laboratories to implement compliance actions far ex-
ceeding those of comparable commercial facilities.

FINANCIAL INTEGRITY

The Committee has become increasingly concerned about the
fundamental financial integrity of the Department of Energy. A se-
ries of disconcerting incidents pertaining to the use of appropriated
funds over the past year has raised serious questions about the ca-
pability of the Department to identify and prevent misuse and
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abuse of taxpayer funds. Funds have been reprogrammed from
their original purpose to fund programs specifically denied by the
Congress in fiscal year 1996. The Department created a furlough
relief fund to augment appropriations for salary accounts which
were specifically reduced by Congress. Some employees were fur-
loughed for two days by the Department due to a shortage of funds
and later paid in full for the two days they did not work. Contrac-
tor work forces have been downsized at great expense to the tax-
payer through the use of generous separation packages, only to
have the employees subsequently rehired or replaced with employ-
ees with the same skills. A recent draft Department Inspector Gen-
eral report noted that the Department deliberately ignored a statu-
tory funding limitation on the use of representational expenses and
spent more than appropriated for receptions. The same report pro-
vided a litany of poor financial practices making it impossible to
calculate the actual cost of foreign trips or even the number of par-
ticipants.

These are the most recent incidents which have come to the
Committee’s attention. There is great concern that this is only the
tip of the iceberg. While the Committee is unable to determine
what is happening inside the Department to cause these financial
lapses, it is clear that financial management principles are taking
a back seat to the dictates of the Department’s leadership. Whether
deliberate or not, it reflects a fundamental weakness in the Depart-
ment’s management, and has brought into question the credibility
of the entire Department.

REPROGRAMMINGS

The Committee requires the Department to keep the Committee
promptly and fully informed when a change in program execution
and funding is required during the fiscal year. To assist the De-
partment in this effort, the following guidance is provided for pro-
grams and activities funded in the Energy and Water Development
Appropriations 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.

Reprogrammings should not be employed to initiate new pro-
grams or to change allocations specifically denied, limited, or in-
creased by Congress in the Act or report. In cases where unfore-
seen events or conditions are deemed to require such changes, pro-
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posals shall be submitted in advance to the Committee and be fully
explained and justified.

Reporting and Approval Procedures.—For several years the De-
partment has had the latitude to meet changing program require-
ments by reprogramming funds of less than $1,000,000 without
prior approval of the Committee on Appropriations. However, dur-
ing the past year the Department has inappropriately used this au-
thority to reprogram funds to new initiatives which were purposely
not funded by Congress and to augment Secretarial travel with
funds originally appropriated for other programs. It is unlikely that
either of these reprogrammings would have been approved by the
Committee.

In light of this, the Committee is providing no internal re-
programming flexibility to the Department in fiscal year 1997 un-
less specifically provided in the report. Any reallocation of new or
prior year budget authority or prior year deobligations must be
submitted to the Committee in writing and may not be imple-
mented prior to approval by the Committee on Appropriations.

USE OF RECEIPTS FROM LEASING OR SELLING GOVERNMENT PROPERTY
OR ASSETS

The Committee is aware that, in downsizing the former defense
production complex, the Department has excess property and mate-
rials, and is seeking to lease or sell government property, facilities,
and assets which have been obtained over the years. The Commit-
tee expects the full value of receipts from either the lease or sale
of government property or other government assets to be returned
to the United States Treasury unless specific authority is contained
in the Appropriations Act permitting the Department to retain
these receipts to offset funding requirements.

CONTRACTOR EMPLOYMENT LEVELS

The Committee has tried unsuccessfully over the past several
months to obtain accurate, credible, and consistent numbers of con-
tractor employees at each Departmental site. It is difficult to un-
derstand why neither Headquarters nor the field organizations
have been able to provide this information on a timely basis. Thus,
the Committee directs the Department to provide a report to Con-
gress by November 1, 1996, identifying contractor employment lev-
els for September 30, 1996, and estimated for September 30, 1997,
which includes the following data elements: Federal full-time
equivalent employees, support service contractors (average man-
years), and management and operating and/or integrating manage-
ment contractor manpower for direct, direct support, and general
support categories showing both average man-years and estimated
end-of-year head count. This report should include summary infor-
mation as well as detailed backup for each Department location.

CONFERENCES AND NEWSLETTERS

The Committee notes that the Department sanctioned in excess
of 400 key conferences during fiscal year 1995 at a cost presumed
to be many millions of dollars to the Government. In this spartan
budget environment, the Committee questions both the wisdom of,
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as well as the value added, from so many events. The Department
is strongly encouraged to substantially reduce the number of key
conferences sponsored, and strictly control the attendance of both
Federal and contractor employees at such conferences.

Additionally, the Committee is concerned with the proliferation
of monthly newsletters and similar documents being generated
within the Department at Headquarters and in the field offices,
and by contractors, stakeholder groups, State regulators, and other
Federal agencies participating in cleanup activities—all funded by
the Department. The Committee directs the Department to make
an assessment of these publications with an objective of consolidat-
ing and/or eliminating publications to the extent practicable to re-
duce costs and duplication, and report to the Committee by Novem-
ber 30, 1996, on the number of its publications and progress made
to reduce costs.

FIXED ASSET ACQUISITION ACCOUNT

The President’s budget request includes funding for a Depart-
ment of Energy fixed asset acquisition account to provide future
year funding for some construction projects and establish an ac-
count for privatizing some environmental management activities.
The Committee has not provided funding for construction projects
beyond fiscal year 1997, but has provided funding for the environ-
mental management program privatization initiative which is dis-
cussed in a later section of this report.

DEPARTMENTAL BUDGET JUSTIFICATIONS

The effort to improve the quality of the Department’s budget jus-
tifications resulted in mixed success. The Department is expected
to continue to work with the Committee to ensure that pertinent
information is not eliminated from the budget justifications in the
name of streamlining. Much information must still be obtained
through additional program briefings and questions for the record.
This additional work could be reduced by devoting more attention
to the quality of information provided in the initial budget submis-
sion.

The Committee staff will be working with the Department’s
budget office and individual program offices to continue to improve
the quality of the budget justifications for the next fiscal year, and
to develop a process for electronic transmission of the Department’s
fiscal year 1998 budget justifications.

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.

ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1996 ...........ccoceiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $2,727,407,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 3,020,497,000
Recommended, 1997 ........ooooiiviiieiieecieeeee et 2,648,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccceiiririiiinenienenene e —79,407,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......coooviiiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeee e -372,497,000
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The appropriation recommended for Energy Supply, Research
and Development Activities provides funding for the Department of
Energy’s research and related programs including: solar and re-
newable energy; nuclear energy; non-defense environment, safety
and health; biological and environmental research; fusion energy
sciences; basic energy sciences; other energy-related research; and
non-defense-related environmental restoration and waste manage-
ment.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 1997 is
$2,648,000,000, $372,497,000 less than the budget request and
$79,407,000 less than fiscal year 1996. The recommendation re-
flects a continuation of last year’s effort to reverse the
unsustainable increases of prior years. The recommendation is con-
sistent with the Committee’s view that the Department must par-
ticipate in the government-wide downsizing effort, shift its empha-
sis from commercial technology development to basic research, re-
verse its efforts to expand into new areas and focus on its core com-
mitments.

The Committee expected that last year’s funding level would re-
sult in downsizing and elimination of low priority programs. The
Committee is concerned that the Department failed to eliminate
low priority programs and even identified funds to continue pro-
grams specifically eliminated by the Congress last year. The Com-
mittee continues to be concerned about the abnormally high level
of uncosted balances in programs under this appropriation. These
balances represent an unreasonable accumulation of funds appro-
priated in prior fiscal years.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY

Five years ago, in fiscal year 1991, the appropriation for solar
and renewable energy programs was $196,437,000. Just four years
later, in fiscal year 1995, $388,108,000 was appropriated, rep-
resenting a 98% increase. Last year, the Congress passed and the
President approved $275,213,000 for solar and renewable energy, a
29% reduction from fiscal year 1995. Last year’s reduction was con-
sistent with the effort to reverse the unsustainable increases of
prior years and to direct scarce resources to basic research rather
than technology development. This year, the Committee continues
this direction with a 16% reduction from the fiscal year 1996 level.
Although this funding level is a 40% reduction from fiscal year
1995, the recommendation represents a 18% increase above the
level of funding five years ago.

EXCESSIVE CARRYOVER BALANCES

Most funds appropriated by the Congress are available for a lim-
ited time—from one to five years in most cases. When funds are
not used, the appropriation is cancelled. Because the funds appro-
priated under this account are available until expended, there is no
imperative to expend funds in a timely manner. Consequently, ap-
propriated funds have been accumulating from year to year. In its
April 1996 report, “Energy Management: DOE Needs to Improve
its Analysis of Carryover Balances,” the General Accounting Office
(GAO) repeated its concerns about the extraordinarily high
uncosted balances in certain DOE programs. (Similar concerns
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were included in GAO’s March 1992 report: “Energy Management:
Systematic Analysis of DOE’s Uncosted Obligations Is Needed.”)
The most recent report points out that while some DOE programs
have improved management of carryover balances, “. . . other pro-
grams, such as Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy and En-
ergy Research, have not used significant amounts of their carryover
balances and have experienced growing balances.”

The Committee notes that several DOE offices have worked suc-
cessfully to better manage these balances, identifying the causes
and reducing the carryover. Unfortunately, the Office of Energy Ef-
ficiency has not made an effort to better manage its funds. While
other DOE offices have set goals to reduce carryover balances, the
Office of Energy Efficiency has not. The Committee notes that ear-
lier this year, when the GAO attempted to identify projected year-
end uncosted balances for fiscal year 1996, offices in the DOE pro-
vided their estimates of anticipated year-end uncosted balances, ex-
cept for the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy,
which either would not or could not provide its estimates.

At the end of fiscal year 1995, the carryover balance under solar
and renewable energy programs was $269,230,000, representing
98% of the amount appropriated for fiscal year 1996. On March 31,
1996, halfway through the fiscal year, the carryover balances under
solar and renewable energy programs included $509,000 in
unallocated funds, $117,018,000 in unobligated funds and
$266,192,000 in uncosted funds, representing a total unspent bal-
ance of $383,719,000. This balance includes appropriated funds
that have yet to be made available to the offices that obligate the
funds, appropriated funds for which contracts or grants have not
yet been awarded, and funds which have been obligated with costs
that have yet to be incurred. This balance, on the books halfway
through the current fiscal year, reflects 139% of the appropriation
provided last year.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE PROGRAMS

Solar Building Technology Research.—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $2,000,000, the same amount provided last year.

Photovoltaic.—The Committee recommendation is $55,800,000, a
decrease of $9,200,000 from last year.

The Committee notes that the Solar Industry Journal lists 99
solar manufacturing companies and 316 companies that provide
solar-related services. The Federal role in providing research and
technology development assistance has helped to create a signifi-
cant industry. The Committee disagrees with the Administration’s
proposal to increase spending by 34% for this industry.

The Committee is aware of a proposal to produce hydrogen from
solid waste and sunlight by use of a Photovoltaic Array and intends
to examine this issue in greater detail in the future.

Solar Thermal Energy Systems.—The Committee recommenda-
tion is $21,500,000, a decrease of $3,500,000 from last year.

Biofuels.—The Committee recommendation is $53,500,000, a de-
crease of $1,800,000 from last year.

The Committee recommendation represents a funding level of
97% of the amount provided last year. The Committee directs that
the Department provide 50% of the funds of this program to the
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biochemical and thermochemical conversion programs as part of
the biofuels transportation program. Within the amount provided
for biochemical conversion, the Department is directed to provide
$3,000,000 for the cost-shared biomass ethanol production plant in
Gridley, California and $1,000,000 for testing forest residue feed-
stocks at the Department’s biomass ethanol user facility.

Wind.—The Committee recommendation is $6,000,000, a de-
crease of $26,500,000 from last year.

Renewable Energy Production Incentive—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $2,000,000, $988,000 less than last year.

National Renewable Energy Laboratory.—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $3,300,000, an increase of $1,300,000 over last
year. The recommendation includes $2,800,000, the same as the
budget request, for Phase II of the three phase renovation and ex-
pansion construction project. The remaining amount is available for
other infrastructure and equipment upgrades.

Solar and renewable energy deployment.—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $0, $8,509,000 less than the budget request. The
Department created this new program title, combining the solar
technology transfer and international solar energy programs. Both
of these programs were eliminated last year by the Committee. Due
to severe budget constraints, the Committee again recommends
elimination of these activities.

The Committee directs that the Department refrain from enter-
ing into new agreements under this program. Any carryover funds
available on October 1, 1996 under this program shall be used to
honor existing contracts to the extent possible or provide for relat-
ed termination costs.

Geothermal.—The Committee recommendation is $29,000,000, a
decrease of $892,000 from last year.

The Committee continues to support this program which provides
significant benefits including a growing source of power within the
United States, a significant market overseas for U.S. companies
and more than $20 million in royalty payments to the U.S. Treas-
ury for geothermal power produced on federal lands.

The Committee recommendation includes $2,000,000 for the Gey-
sers geothermal project. The $2,000,000 represents the final Fed-
eral contribution for this program. The Committee has provided the
budget request for the cost-shared geothermal heat pump deploy-
ment program.

No funds are included for the hydropower activities included in
the geothermal program in the budget request.

Hydrogen research.—The Committee recommendation is
$15,000,000, an increase of $500,000 from last year.

Hydropower.—The Committee recommendation is $1,000,000, a
decrease of $500,000 from last year. This funding completes the
Federal share of the Haida Alaska Native Village Corporation’s
Reynolds Creek hydroelectric project.

Electric energy systems and storage—The Committee rec-
ommendation is $29,000,000, a decrease of $1,309,000 from last
year.

The Committee recommendation includes $8,000,000 for the elec-
tric and magnetic fields research program, $19,000,000 for high
temperature superconducting R&D, and $2,000,000 for energy stor-
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age systems. The Committee supports the Department’s reduction
to the EMF Biological Mechanisms Research program and its effort
to realize savings by coordinating this work with that being done
by the EMF Research and Public Information Dissemination pro-
gram.

The Committee also recognizes and supports the ongoing re-
search and development of high temperature superconducting cable
(HTS). The recommendation includes $850,000 for this initiative,
the same as the amount included in the budget request.

Program direction.—The Committee recommendation for pro-

ram direction is $13,102,000. The Committee directs that
%1,440,000 of this amount be used to pay one-time separation relat-
ed costs to reduce the Federal headquarters workforce as discussed
below. The remaining amount represents a 20% reduction from last
year and is a significant departure from the 24% increase planned
by the Administration.

Last year, funding for solar and renewables was $112,805,000
less than fiscal year 1995—a 29% reduction. The Committee ex-
pected the Department to adjust both the Federal and support con-
tractor workforce commensurate with the 29% reduction. The Com-
mittee notes that the headquarters workforce was reduced only
4%—from 148 in fiscal year 1995 to 142 in fiscal year 1996. The
Committee further notes that the Department planned to increase
the headquarters staff funding from the comparable appropriated
level in fiscal year 1996 of $14,317,000 to $17,742,000 in fiscal year
1997—a 24% increase. The Committee notes that this headquarters
staff increase is inappropriate given current budget constraints and
the lower level of funding for solar and renewable programs. The
Committee believes the headquarters staff should direct scarce re-
sources directly to programs and cites the planned staff-related in-
crease as another example of the unrealistic funding increases
being proposed by this Administration.

The Committee directs that the Department significantly reduce
the Federal employment levels in these programs which are being
funded at a level 43% below the level in fiscal year 1995. The Com-
mittee directs that the headquarters workforce be reduced from the
148 FTE level in fiscal year 1995 to a level of 84 FTEs in fiscal
year 1997—representing a corresponding 43% reduction.

NUCLEAR ENERGY PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation is $182,934,000, a reduction of
$48,039,000 from last year.

Light water reactor.—The recommendation is $17,000,000, a
$23,000,000 reduction from last year and from the Administration’s
request. The recommendation provides the Federal share of the
first-of-a-kind engineering partnership with industry. The Commit-
tee notes that this is the final year of funding for this program.

Advanced radioisotope power systems.—The recommendation in-
cludes $38,810,000 for the advanced radioisotope power systems
program, a $1,190,000 (or 3%) reduction from the Administration’s
request.

Nuclear technology research and development.—The rec-
ommendation includes $5,000,000 for the nuclear technology re-
search and development program to continue study of treating
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spent fuel using electrometallurgical technology. The Committee
has provided an additional $15,000,000 as part of the defense envi-
ronmental restoration and waste management program for a total
funding level of $20,000,000.

University reactor fuel assistance and support.—The Committee
recommendation is $4,000,000, a $500,000 increase over fiscal year
1996. The Committee notes that on March 31, 1996, halfway
through the current fiscal year, the unspent balances in this pro-
gram were $4,517,000—129% of the amount appropriated last year.

The Committee supports this program, particularly the peer-re-
viewed Nuclear Engineering Education Research (NEER) program.

Termination  costs.—The Committee recommendation is
$79,100,000, the same amount as the budget request.

Isotope  Support.—The Committee = recommendation  is
$12,704,000, the same amount as the budget request.

The Committee continues to be concerned about the level of ad-
ministrative oversight supporting the Isotopes Support program.
Accordingly, the Committee recommendation for isotope program
direction is $1,000,000, a reduction of $580,000 from the budget re-
quest.

Program direction.—The Committee’s recommendation for pro-
gram direction is adjusted in accordance with the downsizing of the
nuclear energy program.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH

The Committee recommendation is $100,500,000, a decrease of
$11,706,000 from the budget request of $112,206,000.

The program direction account is reduced from the request of
$39,046,000 to $37,300,000, a reduction of $1,746,000. The Commit-
tee expects to see progress by the Department in reducing the Fed-
eral full time equivalents included in this account.

The core environment, safety and health program is reduced
from the request of $73,160,000 to $63,200,000, a reduction of
$9,960,000 from the budget request. The request appears to include
provisions for contractor employment levels which rival the Federal
workforce included in the program direction account. Clearly, the
level of contractor utilization proposed is excessive, most notably in
the Technical Assistance and Management and Administration
areas. The level recommended is intended to result in a timely and
substantial downsizing of contractor support, specifically in the two
aforementioned areas.

Funding for the Radiation Effects Research Foundation is in-
cluded at the budget request level of $15,000,000, $5,000,000 below
the fiscal year 1996 level. The Committee recognizes and applauds
the recent five-year agreement negotiated between the Office of En-
vironment, Safety and Health and the Japanese Ministry of Health
and Welfare. The new agreement benefits both parties by lowering
the financial burden attributed to the exchange rate differences,
while maintaining a mutual commitment to the goals of the pro-
gram. The Committee anticipates further negotiations including
the important contribution of the National Academy of Sciences.
The Committee expects the negotiations to include the goal of con-
cluding U.S. participation in these activities after fulfillment of the
scientific objectives of the program.
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Finally, the Committee does not approve of the planned use of
resources to educate and develop a future Department workforce;
accordingly, the Committee directs the Department to re-evaluate
this part of the program.

ENERGY RESEARCH PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation of $1,449,395,000 for Energy
Research Programs reflects a net decrease of $69,152,000 from the
cumulative fiscal year 1996 appropriated amount of $1,518,547,000.
This lower funding level is mostly attributable to the $40,411,000
reduction to the biological and environmental research program as
provided in the budget request, a $12,133,000 reduction related to
reduced requirements of multi-program laboratories and a
$26,400,000 reduction in funding for certain activities under Other
Energy Research which represents program activities not requested
or included in other accounts.

BIOLOGICAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH

The Committee recommendation is $379,075,000, the same as
the budget request.

The Committee reiterates its strong and continued support for
the identification and application of effective and cost-efficient tech-
nologies to hasten the Department’s environmental cleanup activi-
ties. To that end, full final year funding of $35,113,000 for the En-
vironmental Molecular Sciences Laboratory is included.

Within available funds, $9,000,000 is provided for continuing the
research contribution of the National Institute for Global Environ-
mental Change program. This is the same amount included in the
Administration’s request.

The Committee encourages the Secretary of Energy to review the
proposal by the Northern California Neutron Capture Therapy
Study Group to establish a collaborative Boron Neutron Capture
Therapy (BNCT) program using the nuclear radiation capabilities
at the McClellan Nuclear Radiation Center. The program will help
establish the efficacy of BNCT for the treatment of inoperable
brain tumors and could expand to other difficult to treat malig-
nancies. This program could complement the Department’s existing
BNCT program.

The Committee wishes to reinforce its position that the Depart-
ment be proactive in seeking out and using the expertise and
knowledge base of the Energy Research programs and the national
laboratories to address the multitude of complex challenges facing
the environmental cleanup programs.

FUSION PROGRAM

The Committee recommendation for the fusion energy sciences
rogram is $225,000,000. Last year, the Committee provided
244,144,000 which included one-time termination costs.

As requested by Congress, the Department of Energy and an ex-
pert review panel have proposed a restructured fusion energy
sciences program. This new program supports—at a significantly
reduced funding level—advancement of key fusion research areas
and exploration of alternatives. The budget request is based upon
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an extensive review of the fusion program conducted by the Fusion
Energy Advisory Committee (FEAC) and is described in the report
entitled, “A Restructured Fusion Energy Sciences Program.” The
Committee endorses the restructured program policy goals rec-
ommended by FEAC. However, due to the reduced funding in fiscal
year 1997, implementation of the restructured program will pro-
ceed on a somewhat slower schedule. The Committee provides
$17,000,000 for fusion plasma theory and $3,000,000 for basic plas-
ma science.

Three research facilities comprise the major experimental ele-
ments of the nation’s fusion science and technology infrastruc-
ture—the Tokamak Fusion Test Reactor (TFTR) at Princeton, the
Alcator C—Mod at MIT, and the DIII-D at General Atomics. Be-
cause these facilities make up an important component of the do-
mestic fusion energy sciences program, the Committee provides
funding for these facilities in fiscal year 1997 at $52,000,000 for
TFTR, $44,000,000 for DIII-D, and $12,000,000 for Alcator C—Mod.
The Committee notes that in keeping with FEAC’s recommenda-
tion, this will be the final year of operation for TFTR.

In addition to the facilities listed above, a new small-scale na-
tional initiative, the National Spherical Tokamak Experiment
(NSTX), has been proposed to investigate innovative approaches to
plasma confinement. Exploration of promising alternative concepts
has been recommended by FEAC. The Committee provides
$5,000,000 to begin construction of the NSTX facility in fiscal year
1997.

The Committee’s recommendation includes $7,600,000 which the
Department requested for fusion-related support under the Com-
putational and Technology Research program, and $8,400,000
which the Department requested for fusion-related program direc-
tion. The Committee is providing the full $225,000,000 directly to
the Office of Fusion Energy Sciences to maintain comparability to
the amount provided last year and to provide maximum flexibility
to the Office. The Committee notes that the Federal headquarters
workforce for the Office of Fusion Energy Sciences is excessive. The
Committee directs that the Office reduce its Federal workforce by
25 percent by the end of fiscal year 1997.

The scientific challenges posed by the international ITER project
are consistent with the policy goals of the domestic fusion energy
sciences program. Therefore, the Committee provides $55,000,000
for U.S. participation in the ITER design activities in fiscal year
1997.

It is vital that the U.S. fusion energy sciences program make
maximum effective use of its considerable human resources and fa-
cility infrastructure, while leveraging off the international pro-
grams. The Committee is committed to seeing that these objectives
are implemented.

BASIC ENERGY SCIENCES

The Committee recommendation for Basic Energy Sciences is
$642,960,000, a net decrease of $10,715,000 from the budget re-
quest of $653,675,000. This represents a modest 1.6% reduction
from the budget request.
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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.

The recommendation includes $7,000,000 for the Experimental
Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR), the same
amount provided in the budget request. The recommendation also
includes $3,700,000 for the Midwest Superconductivity Consortium.

For purposes of reprogramming during fiscal year 1997, funding
may be reallocated by the Department among all operating ac-
counts in basic energy sciences.

OTHER ENERGY RESEARCH PROGRAMS

The Committee recommendation for the Computational and
Technology Research program is $148,500,000, a reduction of
$9,643,000 from the budget request of $158,143,000. Most of this
reduction is the result of the Committee’s redirection of funds in-
cluded for fusion-related activities. The budget request included
$7,600,000 under the computational and technology research pro-
gram for fusion-related activities. The Committee has provided this
funding as part of the fusion program, as it was last year. The rec-
ommendation represents a funding level of 98.6% of the budget re-
quest, adjusted to remove fusion-related activities.

The Committee supports the budget request of $2,000,000 for the
Energy Research Analysis program.

The Committee recommendation for the energy research program
direction account is $30,600,000, a decrease of $11,554,000 from
the budget request. Most of this decrease is the result of the Com-
mittee’s recommendation to redirect $8,400,000 from the request
amount for program direction to the fusion energy sciences pro-
gram. The Committee directs that $2,500,000 be used to reduce
Federal salaries and benefits relating to reducing the Federal
workforce. The balance of the reduction is to be targeted against
the remaining activities in the account.

The Committee recommendation for Multiprogram Energy Lab-
oratory Support is $21,260,000, a decrease of $7,625,000 from the
budget request of $28,885,000. The Committee supports the budget
request for construction projects which will maintain the viability
of the multiprogram energy laboratories general purpose facilities
and infrastructure. The recommendation does not include
$7,625,000 for operations support. Any required operations support
should be provided by the benefiting laboratory programs. The
Committee does not agree with the proposed omnibus line item
project which effectively relegates all existing line item construc-
tion projects to a sub-project level. It is the desire of the Committee
to retain the integrity of prior year existing construction projects
as stand-alone projects.

ENERGY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES

The Committee recommendation for Energy Support Activities is
$120,000,000, a decrease of $54,223,000 from the budget request of
$174,223,000. The recommended level of $120,000,000 is an in-
crease of $88,000,000 above the fiscal year 1996 level and is prin-
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cipally caused by the movement of certain Federal employees from
the Departmental Administration account into this account. These
employees are located at four of the Department’s field offices.

Because of severe budget constraints and the demands of higher
priority programs, the Committee recommendation excludes any
funding for the University and Science Education programs. The
Committee believes many of these educational activities are rel-
evant to the Department’s line programs. To the extent such activi-
ties benefit and are a byproduct of the line programs, those pro-
grams should, within available funding, be the educational sponsor.

The Committee recommendation for the Technical Information
Management program is $12,000,000, the same as the budget re-
quest.

The Committee recommendation for Field Offices and Manage-
ment is $108,000,000, a decrease of $13,723,000 from the budget
request of $121,723,000. The Committee does not agree with the
proposed move of the Headquarters field management organization
from the Departmental Administration account to this account. In-
sofar as this organization is a servicing organization to the field
elements in much the same respect as other organizations in the
Departmental Administration account, the Federal staff and associ-
ated salaries and related support costs are to remain in the Depart-
mental Administration account. The adjustment to move this orga-
nization back to Departmental Administration is reflected in the
Committee recommendation and represents $12,802,000 of the
$13,723,000 decrease. The recommended level essentially provides
the request level for the remaining four Department field locations.

The Committee has not included funding for the proposed new
Management Information Systems Investment program.

The Committee indicated in the FY 1996 House Report (104—-149)
a need for the Department to integrate in-house energy manage-
ment activities with the applicable operating programs and to
eliminate the In-House Energy Management program as a stand-
alone program. Notwithstanding this direction, the Department has
defied the Committee and continued the program by using other
available Department resources. Again, the Committee recognizes
the contributions made by this program over many years in suc-
cessfully incorporating energy efficiency measures and disciplines
into line programs and facilities. However, the Committee position
relative to incorporating this program into other applicable pro-
grams has not changed. Accordingly, the Committee provides no
funds for In-House Energy Management and directs the Depart-
ment to eliminate the In-House Energy program as a separate pro-
gram.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
(NON-DEFENSE)

The Committee recommendation is $622,146,000, a decrease of
$29,268,000 from the budget request of $651,414,000. This level,
however, is higher than the fiscal year 1996 level of $621,541,000.

The Committee recommendation includes $6,250,000 to continue
the Wayne, New Jersey project which is a part of the Formerly Uti-
lized Sites Remedial Action Program.
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The Committee does not support the establishment of site oper-
ations as a new, stand-alone program element; accordingly, the De-
partment is directed to fund such activities as part of the nuclear
materials and facilities stabilization program element.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee directs the Department to apply unobligated and
available uncosted balances to program termination expenses. To
the extent these balances are insufficient to fully fund termination
costs, the Department may reduce other programs funded by this
account to cover any such shortfalls.

The Administration’s request includes an unspecified general re-
duction of $48,177,000. The Committee recommendation includes
an adjustment of $48,177,000, the same as the budget request. The
Committee opposes using a general reduction to programs and di-
rects the Department to use prior year balances to fund programs
to the levels recommended. The reduction of $48,177,000 is to be
allocated on the basis of prior year unobligated and/or uncosted
balances remaining in each program on September 30, 1996.

A general reduction of $10 million is applied proportionately to
all amounts under Energy Supply, Research and Development
other than solar and renewable energy.

URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES

NET APPROPRIATION

AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccecevirierieiieieiieienieieeeeee ettt naens $29,294,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 27,800,000
Recommended, 1997 ......c.oooiiiiiiiiiiieeee et 11,772,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccceeeiiiieiiiieeeiee e —17,522,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ......coooiiiiiiiieiieieeeeeeeee e —16,028,000

REVENUES

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccccceeieieiriereeieiereiereiereesiesee et saeseneesenens $—34,903,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 —42,200,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooiiiiiiiiiieeecee et —42,200,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 -7,297,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ....

The Uranium Supply and Enrichment Activities program funds
the Department’s efforts in overseeing the government’s continuing
interest in the operation of the gaseous diffusion plants managed
by the United States Enrichment Corporation (USEC); developing
means for using or disposing of depleted uranium; monitoring Rus-
sian uranium processing facilities to ensure that low enriched ura-
nium being purchased by USEC is derived from Russian highly en-
riched uranium removed from dismantled nuclear weapons; trans-
ferring enrichment-related technologies to the private sector; and
leading the Department’s uranium revitalization efforts.

The budget request for fiscal year 1997 includes $87,266,000 for
operation, maintenance, and construction activities, and is offset by
the receipt of $42,200,000 in revenues and the use of $17,266,000
from unobligated balances carried over from prior years’ funding,
resulting in a net budget request of $27,800,000.
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Due to severe funding constraints, the Committee recommends a
reduction of $16,028,000 from the budget request of $87,266,000.
This includes reductions of $2,000,000 for program direction ex-
penses; $4,000,000 in program management services; $8,000,000 in
transparency measures; $1,000,000 in technology transfer; and
$1,028,000 in all other expenses.

Transparency Measures.—The Department has proposed to in-
crease spending for transparency measures from $6,950,000 in fis-
cal year 1996 to $13,890,000 in fiscal year 1997. This program
funds activities associated with monitoring the United States and
Russian agreement to dispose of excess Russian weapons grade
highly enriched uranium. The Committee does not support this in-
creased funding level, and has provided $5,890,000 to support only
site specific activities.

Program Direction.—Last year the Committee directed a fifteen
percent reduction in program direction expenses in this account.
The Department unexpectedly found an additional $903,000 of
prior year funds to supplement the program direction expenses by
20 percent. Any redirection of prior year funds to this program di-
rection account in fiscal year 1997 will require submission of a re-
programming request to the Committee.

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND DECOMMISSIONING

Funp
AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccecevirierieiieieiieienieieeeeee ettt naens $278,807,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 240,200,000
Recommended, 1997 ......c.oooiiiiiiiiiiieeee et 200,200,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........cccccceeeeiiiiieiiiieeeiee e —178,607,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......coooiiiiiiiieiieieeeeeeeee e —40,000,000

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 newly created
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 enrichment facilities at Ports-
mouth, 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 1997,
the Department of Energy will transfer $376,648,000 into this
Fund.

Due to severe budget constraints, the Committee recommends
$200,200,000, a reduction of $40,000,000 from the budget request
of $240,200,000. The Committee understands that this will severely
limit funding for activities related to immediate cleanup of the gas-
eous diffusion plants. However, most of these facilities do not cur-
rently present an imminent public health or safety risk.

The Committee was also unable to provide full funding of
$42,000,000 to implement the reimbursement program authorized
under Title X, subtitle A of the Energy Policy Act for active ura-
nium and thorium processing sites which sold uranium and tho-
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rium to the United States Government. This program is to assist
site owners by compensating them on a per ton basis for the res-
toration and disposal costs of those mill tailings resulting from sale
of materials to the government. Due to severe budget constraints,
funding of $34,000,000 has been provided for reimbursement in fis-
cal year 1997.

The Administration proposed legislation to collect fees from for-
eign utilities similar to the decontamination and decommissioning
fund assessment that is being collected from domestic utilities. This
proposed language has not been included by the Committee.

GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceecieeeiiiieeeiiieeeieeerre e e e e eeree e $981,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........... 1,009,150,000
Recommended, 1997 ............... 996,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ..... +15,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 —13,150,000

The General Science and Research Activities account consists of
the high energy physics and nuclear physics programs. High en-
ergy 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 goal of nuclear physics
research is to understand the structure and properties of atomic
nuclei and the fundamental forces between the constituents that
form the nucleus. Nuclear processes determine essential physical
characteristics of our universe and the composition of the matter
that forms it. Knowledge acquired in this basic research is an es-
sential part of the intellectual foundation of other scientific dis-
ciplines. Deeper understanding correspondingly contributes to all of
the scientific disciplines and to our Nation’s technological base.

While high energy physics and nuclear physics research pro-
grams are not directly associated with energy technology in the
near or mid-term, they support basic research whose aim 1s to pro-
vide new knowledge which is expected to have long-term scientific
and technological impacts on energy development and utilization
and on other aspects of our society. The Committee’s funding rec-
ommendation for General Science and Research Activities reflects
the continued role of the Federal government in fundamental sci-
entific research where research is not market-driven and is difficult
or impossible for the private sector to conduct.

The Committee recommendation includes a new program entitled
“Research and Technology” which consolidates the funding and pro-
gram activities formerly contained in “Physics Research” and “High
Energy Technology.” This will provide greater flexibility in execut-
ing the high energy physics program and allocating resources
among facilities and activities.

Due to severe budget constraints, the Committee was unable to
fund the full budget request. The recommendation for General
Science and Research Activities is $996,000,000, a reduction of
$13,150,000 from the budget request of $1,009,150,000, but an in-
crease of $15,000,000 over fiscal year 1996. The Committee encour-
ages the Department to: continue to pursue management improve-
ments, such as reducing the requirements of internal regulations
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and the number of audits and oversight reviews; lessen administra-
tive requirements at facilities and laboratories; and direct more of
the funding to support direct program tasks.

NUCLEAR WASTE Di1sPosSAL FUND

AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccecvirierieiieieieiinienieteeee ettt neens $151,600,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 200,028,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiiiiieeceeeee et 182,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccceeiiiiieiiiieeeiee e eere e +30,400,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cociiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e —18,028,000

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-
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. The Committee rec-
ommends $182,000,000 to be derived from the Fund in fiscal year
1997, subject to authorization. Combined with the appropriation of
$200,000,000 to the Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal account, a
total of $382,000,000 will be available for program activities in fis-
cal year 1997. This amount is in addition to the $85,000,000 pro-
vided in Public Law 104-46 for interim storage activities, subject
to authorization.

The Committee is encouraged by recent progress in characteriza-
tion activities at the Yucca Mountain site. The Committee observes
with pride that congressional direction to, “refocus the repository
program on completing the core scientific activities at Yucca Moun-
tain,” has resulted in substantial cost efficiences and programmatic
improvements. It bears noting that major reductions in program
funding levels have been associated with acceleration of tunnel bor-
ing and scientific activities.

Despite progress on Yucca Mountain characterization, the Com-
mittee remains frustrated that the nation’s nuclear waste policy re-
mains adrift. The Committee is especially dismayed that the Ad-
ministration refuses to propose or endorse legislation to permit the
Federal government to discharge its responsibility to accept spent
fuel from commercial producers of nuclear energy by 1998. Al-
though the Secretary has asked Congress to “untie” her hands to
permit the pursuit of interim storage options, the Administration
refuses to countenance any legislation to do exactly that. The Ad-
ministration’s lack of leadership on this issue seems calculated to
yield short-term political gain; any such gain may be achieved at
the expense of long-term domestic security. This policy of avoidance
is irresponsible. The Committee urges the Administration to work
with Congress on the development of a viable long-term policy for
the storage and disposal of nuclear waste.

The Committee is no longer willing to pour hundreds of millions
of dollars into the nuclear waste disposal program without enact-
ment of legislative reforms, provisions for the interim storage of
nuclear waste, and a clear articulation of long-term national policy.
Accordingly, the funds provided by this appropriation will be avail-
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able only upon the enactment of specific authorization for their ex-
penditure.

Pending authorization of appropriations, the Committee is sup-
portive of the Department’s recent revision of the Civilian Radio-
active Waste Management Program Plan, to the extent that it: sup-
ports efficient and aggressive pursuit of an early decision on the
suitability of the Yucca Mountain site in Nevada as a geologic re-
pository; achieves significant cost savings; and recommends process
improvements to expedite assessment of the site’s viability and re-
pository licensing. Qualified endorsement of the revision in no way
suggests waning enthusiasm for aggressive and immediate pursuit
of interim storage options.

The Committee is cognizant of the Department’s strategy for
market-based procurement of spent fuel transportation services
and is anxious to discover the extent of industrial interest in this
proposal.

No funds are provided for the State of Nevada or affected units
of local government. The balance of the reduction from the budget
request is to be applied to program direction, cooperative agree-
ments, and other budget elements not directly associated with the
performance of characterization and interim storage activities.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceeeeieeeiiieeeiie e e earae e $366,697,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 244,863,000
Recommended, 1997 .......oooooiiiiiiiieeeeeeee et 195,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccoociiiiiiiiiinieeieee e -171,697,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cc.cooviiiiiiiieeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e —49,863,000

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceeiieieriiieeniiieerieeeerire e e e eebae e $—122,306,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 —125,388,000
Recommended, 1997 ........ooooiiviiiiiieecieeeee et —125,388,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiieiiieeeiee e —3,082,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 .......ccoiiiiiiiiiieiiieiieccieeiteeie ettt sns eveessneeseesaeenseanens

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.

Field Office Transfers.—In the Department’s budget request for
fiscal year 1997, four field offices and the Headquarters office of
field management have been transferred to the Energy Supply, Re-
search and Development appropriation account. The Committee
agrees that the transfer of funding for the field offices more accu-
rately portrays their multiprogram functions. However, the Com-
mittee does not agree that the transfer of the Headquarters office
of field management is warranted. This is inherently a central De-
partmental activity and should remain in the Departmental Ad-
ministration account.
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Working Capital Fund.—The Department has established a
charge back program similar in nature to a formal working capital
fund which charges benefiting programs and organizations with
certain administrative and housekeeping activities traditionally
funded in a central account. The Committee supports its implemen-
tation starting in fiscal year 1997, but has certain expectations as
part of this new funding proposal. Departmental representation on
the Board establishing the policies should be broad based and in-
clude smaller organizations; the pricing policies used must be
sound and defensible and not include added factors for administra-
tive costs; the advanced payments at any time may be no more
than that minimally required to adequately cover outstanding com-
mitments and other reasonable activities; a defined process must
be established to dispose of excess advance payments (accumulated
credits); the fund must be audited at least annually by the Office
of Inspector General; and the salaries and related costs of depart-
mental administration employees who administer fund activities
shall not be amortized and charged to the fund. Additionally, it is
the Committee’s expectation 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. Finally, the Committee ex-
pects the working capital fund to be included as part of the Depart-
ment’s fiscal year 1998 budget request, and presented in a manner
which clearly identifies the elements of cost and associated detail.

Office of the Secretary.—The fiscal year 1997 budget request
identified 24 employees in the Office of the Secretary, the Deputy
Secretary, and the Under Secretary. However, information provided
to the Committee identifies an additional 27 employees working in
these offices, but included on the rolls and paid for by other pro-
gram organizations in the Department. The Committee considers
this to be very misleading and expects the fiscal year 1998 budget
request to accurately reflect all employees working in the Office of
the Secretary, Deputy Secretary, and Under Secretary, and that
these personnel be funded from the Secretary’s budget account.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

Due to severe budget constraints and the proposed downsizing of
the Department of Energy, the Committee recommendation for ad-
ministrative activities is $195,000,000, a decrease of $49,863,000
from the budget request of $244,863,000. Program activities in
many areas of the Department are being reduced which should re-
sult in decreasing needs for administrative and support activities.
The Committee expects the Department to begin immediately to re-
structure its administrative work force to achieve the necessary
cost savings.

Directed reduction.—The Committee recommendation includes a
reduction of $5,000,000 which is to be allocated specifically to those
organizations, including the Office of the Secretary, which directed
the preparation of information transmitted to Congress on June 5,
1996, purporting to show the impact of the Subcommittee’s pro-
posed fiscal year 1997 602(b) allocation on the Department of En-
ergy programs. As stated in the letter under the heading, Analyt-
ical Assumptions, “* * *the Department has estimated the impact
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of the recent House allocations and anticipated Congressional ac-
tion on these programs.” After calculating this assumed impact,
“the reduction was spread in the same manner and pattern in
which the House took reductions from the Department’s FY96 re-
quest for these programs.” Based on these assumptions, estimates,
and anticipated Congressional actions, the Department proceeded
to outline the funding impact of these reductions for each state and
calculate the job losses.

It is almost inconceivable that the Department of Energy has the
time and people available to participate in an exercise with no
value. If the Department has ample resources to conduct such a
make-work exercise, then clearly it has too much funding and too
many people.

Staffing levels.—Last year Congress reduced funding for the De-
partmental Administration account and expected the Department
to review its current organization structure to determine what
functions could be significantly reduced, consolidated, or elimi-
nated. The Department chose to deal with the Congressional direc-
tion by furloughing employees for several days and then seeking to
establish a furlough relief fund to reimburse employees with pri-
vate donations for those days that they did not work. Ultimately,
the Department found additional funding within the account and
proceeded to pay the employees for the time they were furloughed
and did not work, an action which is also questionable. The Com-
mittee seriously questions the Department’s management judgment
in this matter, and has chosen to be more prescriptive in the fiscal
year 1997 funding recommendations.

The Committee continues to believe that Headquarters staffing
for administrative functions is excessive. The Department’s own
Strategic Alignment Initiative anticipates many of these reduc-
tions, but proposes to phase them in over a five year period. The
Committee is sympathetic to the desire to make these reductions
with minimal impact, but cannot support a five year effort to re-
duce personnel to the appropriate levels. Thus, the Committee’s
funding recommendation accelerates this schedule by reducing sal-
aries and expenses requested for fiscal year 1997. Reductions are
not to be prorated across each organization. The Committee expects
the Department to assess objectively the workload and value added
by many of these organizations and the redundancy which exists
within program organizations which have created their own sup-
port staffs, thereby duplicating many of the central staff functions.
Manpower ceilings recommended by the Committee, and included
in the accompanying bill, are the following:



Organization: Ceiling
Board of Contract Appeals ........cccccoeeeeeiiieeiiieerieeeeeee e 6
Chief Financial Office ......ccccccoooiriiiiiiiiiiiiciiieccceeeeee 192
Congressional, Public, and Intergovernmental Affairs 35
Economic Impact and Diversity 30
Field Management .......................... 20
General Counsel ........ccoooiiiiiniiiniinie 153
Human Resources and Administration ...........ccccceeeeeee. 550
Office of the Secretary ........cccccceevveeeeiieeiiiieeecree e 23
POLICY eriiiiiieeiee et et e e e eraeeeas 20

7 Y PSR 1,029

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. These funds be-
come available for reuse and are retained by the Controller as ei-
ther prior year deobligations or transferred to construction project
reserve accounts. During fiscal year 1997 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 $26,336,000, 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 revenue estimate for fiscal year 1997 is
$125,388,000, the same as the budget request, and an increase of
$3,082,000 from the revenues estimated for fiscal year 1996.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Appropriation, 1996 ................ e rreeee—ee e $25,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 29,605,000
Recommended, 1997 ....... 24,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ..... —1,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......ccciviiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e —5,605,000

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.

Due to severe budget constraints and the proposed downsizing of
the Department of Energy, the Committee recommendation is
$24,000,000, a reduction of $5,605,000 from the budget request of
$29,605,000. The Committee recommendation includes the elimi-
nation of the Office of Contractor Employee Protection, an office
which duplicates services available in other areas, and whose work-
load is too small to justify maintaining a separate organization.
Funding is provided only for termination of this office.
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AtoMICc ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

The Atomic Energy Defense Activities programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy include Weapons Activities; Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management; Fixed Asset Acquisition;
Other Defense Programs; and Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal. De-
scriptions of each of these accounts are provided below.

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1996 ..... ... $3,460,314,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ... 3,710,002,000
Recommended, 1997 ....... ... 3,684,378,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ......... ettt e et e st e e e abe e e eabee e +224,064,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........oooviiiiiieeeeeeceeeeee e — 25,624,000

The goal of the Weapons Activities program is to maintain the
safety, security, and reliability 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 stock-
pile stewardship and management in a smaller, more efficient
weapons complex infrastructure. Since October 1992, the United
States has maintained a moratorium on underground nuclear test-
ing and has explored other means to assure confidence in the safe-
ty, reliability and performance of nuclear weapons. The future
weapons complex will rely on scientific understanding and expert
judgment, rather than on underground nuclear testing and the de-
velopment of new weapons to predict, identify, and correct prob-
lems affecting the safety and reliability of the stockpile. Enhanced
experimental capabilities and new tools in computation, surveil-
lance, and advanced manufacturing will become necessary to recer-
tify weapons safety, performance, and reliability without under-
ground nuclear testing. Weapons will be maintained, modified, or
retired and dismantled as needed to meet arms control objectives
or remediate potential safety and reliability issues. As new tools
are developed and validated, they will be incorporated into a small-
?r, more flexible and agile weapons complex infrastructure for the
uture.

GENERAL

Laboratory Directed Research and Development.—The Committee
supports the recommendation of the House National Security Com-
mittee to limit the funding for laboratory directed research and de-
velopment (LDRD) activities to two percent of the funding received
by the laboratory, a reduction from the current level of six percent.
While the Committee supports the use of some funding for innova-
tive projects at the discretion of the laboratory director, current
funding levels for LDRD activities at the three national weapons
laboratories exceed $170,000,000. Continuing budget constraints
dictate that savings be made in as many areas as possible.

Outyear Funding.—The Committee is concerned that the Depart-
ment continues to pursue a program which will require a substan-
tial increase in resources in future years. The Administration’s
budget request acknowledges an anticipated $623,000,000 shortfall
in funding for this account in fiscal year 1998. The proposal is
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footnoted to indicate that offsets will come from potential savings
within the Department of Energy, possible additional user fees, and
potential adjustments in future funding for discretionary programs
in other agencies. The Administration seems content to propose
funding levels and several new initiatives in fiscal year 1997 which
will be difficult to support in future years with continually con-
strained resources.

The Committee’s recommendation for Weapons Activities is
$3,684,378,000, an increase of $224,064,000 over the fiscal year
1996 appropriation, and a decrease of $25,624,000 from the budget
request of $3,710,002,000. Differences in funding levels between
fiscal years 1996 and 1997 reflect the transfer of salaries and other
expenses for Federal employees at field offices from the major pro-
gram accounts to a separate program direction account. Details of
the recommended funding levels follow.

STOCKPILE STEWARDSHIP

The stockpile stewardship program addresses issues of maintain-
ing confidence in stockpile safety and reliability without under-
ground nuclear testing through a technically challenging science-
based stockpile stewardship program utilizing upgraded or new ex-

erimental and computational capabilities. Funding of
51,601,767,000, an increase of $25,000,000 over the budget request
of $1,576,767,000, has been recommended for fiscal year 1997. The
additional funding is provided to support various stockpile steward-
ship activities at the nuclear weapons laboratories.

Inertial Confinement Fusion.—The Committee recommends the
budget request of $366,460,000 for the inertial confinement fusion
program, and has included $21,150,770 for the University of Roch-
ester’'s OMEGA laser, and $9,000,000 for the Naval Research Lab-
oratory’s Nike laser facility. The Committee has consistently sup-
ported these facilities and expects both to contribute to the re-
search and technology development efforts in the inertial confine-
ment fusion program.

National Ignition Facility.—Funding of $191,000,000, the same
as the budget request, has been provided for the National Ignition
Facility. The Committee supports a strong stockpile stewardship
program in the absence of underground nuclear testing, but is still
concerned that it will be difficult to assure funds are available in
the future to support this project as well as other critical needs in
the weapons program.

Dual-Axis Radiographic Hydrodynamic Test Facility.—The Com-
mittee understands that the stop work injunction issued by the
Federal District Court in Albuquerque has been lifted and that con-
struction of the facility will continue in fiscal year 1997. No fund-
ing for this project was requested in fiscal year 1997 as prior year
funds will be available for needed activities.

Technology Transfer and Education.—The Committee rec-
ommendation provides $59,400,000, the same as the budget re-
quest, for technology transfer and education programs. Technology
transfer and education activities should be funded only to the ex-
tent that they directly support weapons program activities.

Marshall Islands.—Funding of $6,800,000, the same as the budg-
et request, for the Marshall Islands program has been provided in
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the Environment, Safety and Health program account in fiscal year
1997. This funding has been included in the weapons activities ac-
count in prior years. Responsibility for managing and funding the
Marshall Islands program is under the purview of the Assistant
Secretary of Energy for Environment, Safety and Health.

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
$1,823,831,000, an increase of $25,000,000 over the budget request
of $1,798,831,000. The additional funding is provided for activities
necessary to sustain a reliable, quality production capability to sup-
port the nuclear weapons stockpile as it ages.

Tritium.—Funding of $100,000,000 as requested in the budget is
provided to assure the availability of adequate supplies of tritium
to meet future nuclear weapons stockpile requirements. The De-
partment is pursuing a dual-track strategy which explores the use
of a commercial light-water reactor or purchase of irradiation serv-
ices from such a reactor, and the design and testing of components
of an accelerator system for production of tritium.

National Resource Center for Plutonium.—The Committee contin-
ues to support the National Resource Center for Plutonium in
Amarillo, Texas. A total of $10,000,000 has been provided for the
Center. Included in the stockpile management program is
$5,000,000, and an additional $5,000,000 has been included in the
fissile materials disposition program.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The budget request for program direction funding for fiscal year
1997 reflects the restructuring of the budget to include all salaries
and expenses for Federal employees in a single program account.
The budget request includes personnel expenses, capital equip-
ment, and contractual services for 1,997 Federal employees in De-
fense Programs’ offices at Headquarters and in the field.

The Committee recommendation of $258,780,000 for program di-
rection is a reduction of $75,624,000 from the budget request of
$334,404,000. This reflects a fifteen percent reduction in funding
for personnel costs and travel expenses for Federal employees at
Headquarters and in the field, and a fifty percent reduction in the
use of advisory and assistance services. Funding of $161,237,000
requested for personnel costs is reduced by $24,186,000; funding of
$15,837,000 requested for travel is reduced by $2,376,000; and
funding of $98,130,000 requested for advisory and assistance serv-
ices is reduced by $49,062,000.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

$5,557,532,000
5,409,310,000
5,409,310,000

Appropriation, 1996 ....
Budget Estimate, 1997
Recommended, 1997 ...
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccceiiririiiinenienenene e —148,222,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........ooiiiiieeieeccteeeste ettt estte e ssreee e rveeesaraeeenraeeenaneens
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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 accounts: Defense Envi-
ronmental Restoration and Waste Management; Fixed Asset Acqui-
sitions; Energy Supply, Research and Development; and the Ura-
nium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund.

The Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
account includes waste management functions, environmental res-
toration activities, technology development efforts, nuclear mate-
rials and facility stabilization activities, basic science activities, pri-
vatization efforts, and a variety of crosscutting and program man-
agement initiatives. In comparing fiscal year 1996 funding to the
fiscal year 1997 request, in several instances the Department has
restructured and consolidated program accounts. For example, sal-
aries and expenses for Federal employees have been moved from
individual program accounts and consolidated in a separate pro-
gram direction account.

The recommended funding for Defense Environmental Restora-
tion and Waste Management is $5,409,310,000, the same as the
budget request, but the Committee has recommended reallocating
resources from program management activities to direct cleanup
activities. Funding reductions are consistent with the recommenda-
tions of the House National Security Committee.

GENERAL

The Committee encourages the Department to continue to
prioritize Environmental Management spending on activities which
directly support site closures. Mortgage reduction and project accel-
eration must be emphasized. The Department’s seemingly direc-
tionless policy at many of the former nuclear materials production
sites must be focused on those activities and facilities which can be
brought to closure within a defined time frame. Current Depart-
ment of Energy estimates indicate closure of many sites may not
occur for 70 years and may cost $350,000,000,000. By not accelerat-
ing cleanup activities now, we risk the possibility that future budg-
ets will be too constricted to support ongoing cleanup efforts, jeop-
ardizing the safe shutdown of former defense facilities. The Com-
mittee particularly applauds the efforts of those cleanup sites such
as Fernald and Rocky Flats which have developed their own accel-
erated cleanup programs with project schedules, milestones, and
cost estimates against which progress can be measured.

Report Requirement.—The Committee strongly supports the cur-
rent initiative by the Assistant Secretary for Environmental Man-
agement to establish a ten year plan to clean up the most serious
risks and reduce mortgages at each site. The Committee directs the
Department to submit this ten year plan to Congress as part of the
fiscal year 1998 budget submission. Those efforts to accelerate
cleanup activities and reduce mortgages which may result in large
cost savings over the life of the cleanup should be maximized. The
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Committee expects this ten year plan to support completion of most
environmental activities and closure of many sites.

Project Closure Fund.—The Committee directs the Department to
include in its fiscal year 1998 budget request to Congress an ac-
count designated as a “Project Closure Fund.” The purpose of a clo-
sure project is, within a fixed period of time, to clean up and de-
commission a former defense nuclear facility or portion thereof and
to make the facility safe by stabilizing, consolidating, or removing
special nuclear materials from the facility. Sites and site contrac-
tors would be expected to clearly demonstrate and validate that
candidate projects and/or facilities meet or exceed established cri-
teria in order to be considered.

Closure projects should, at a minimum, meet the following cri-
teria; (1) define a clear, delineated scope of work for completion by
a date certain; (2) demonstrate that the site has in place a regu-
latory agreement for the implementation of environmental remedi-
ation requirements that would allow successful completion of the
closure project; (3) demonstrate the support, to the maximum ex-
tent possible, of State and local officials and the public; (4) show
that the Department of Energy and the contractor have agreed
upon a formula that puts the contractor’s fee at risk in the event
the closure project is not completed successfully in a timely man-
ner, provided there is funding allocated for the closure project con-
sistent with the initial project plan; and (5) demonstrate that the
closure project can be completed in ten years or less from the date
of its establishment. Additionally, the use of new and innovative
cleanup technologies which hold broad-based potential for applica-
tion to other locations and facilities should be encouraged.

Initial funding for this account should be equal to ten percent of
the total defense environmental restoration and waste management
program. This funding is not to be designated for specific sites, but
would be made available on a competitive basis to those sites which
meet the established criteria. If there are not sufficient proposals
to meet these criteria, the funding would remain in the account to
be used the following year.

Employment Levels.—The Committee understands that one of
the most difficult tasks the Department faces is reducing contractor
employment levels at cleanup sites. This is disruptive for the pro-
gram, the site, and the community. However, the Department must
also understand that unnecessarily maintaining high employment
levels undercuts the credibility of the Department as it seeks to
convince the Committee that the program is being managed in the
most cost-effective manner. It has been acknowledged by some sites
that employment reductions are necessary regardless of the fund-
ing levels because the current workforce level is not necessary to
move into the next phase of the cleanup program. This should be
viewed as a measure of progress in the cleanup program. The De-
partment should be actively supporting this effort, not seeking to
impede field office and contractor actions which can free up funding
to accelerate necessary cleanup projects and reduce life cycle costs
and schedules.

Privatization.—The Committee continues to stress the need to
improve efficiency and reduce costs in the environmental program,
and urges the Department to use every means possible to broaden
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its use of existing companies with cleanup technologies and to
maximize competition in its procurement processes. This should be
done by outsourcing work traditionally performed by the Depart-
ment’s management and operating contractors, awarding fixed
price or highly incentivized contracts, and expanding the use of pri-
vatization initiatives to purchase environmental management serv-
ices.

The Department is considering a number of privatization initia-
tives which, if successful, can be a cost-effective method to secure
waste treatment, remediation, and decontamination and decommis-
sioning services from the private sector. This should enable the en-
vironmental management program to do more cleanup with less
funding and shorten the time required to do each cleanup. It is im-
portant that the Department begin to bring competency, innova-
tion, and new or improved technology by private vendors to bear
on solving environmental management problems.

Temporary Reprogramming Authority.—Consistent with the rec-
ommendation of the House National Security Committee, the Com-
mittee has agreed to provide greater flexibility to meet changing
funding requirements at former defense sites which are undergoing
remedial cleanup activities. In fiscal year 1997, each site manager
may transfer up to $5,000,000 between Defense Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management programs 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 temporary re-
programming authority may not be used to initiate new programs
or programs specifically 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 re-
programming of funds occurs.

Economic development.—The Committee wants to reiterate the
position outlined in last year’s conference report that none of the
environmental management funds may be used for economic devel-
opment activities. The Committee appropriates funding for the
“Worker and Community Transition Program” which is the only
program authorized in the Department to provide economic devel-
opment funding for communities, and this is the proper forum for
evaluating the merits of the many proposals which the Department
receives for economic development funding.

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION

The environmental restoration program assesses, remediates,
and decontaminates and dismantles contaminated Department of
Energy facilities and sites which are inactive or surplus to current
program needs. The Committee recommendation is $1,812,194,000,
an increase of $50,000,000 over the budget request of
$1,762,194,000.

Program management costs.—The environmental restoration
budget identifies funding in each field office for activities performed
by outside contractor employees, such as preparation of the Depart-
ment’s budget, development of activity data sheets, program as-
sessment activities, community and stakeholder relations, public
outreach, and strategic planning. Program management costs for
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some sites appear to exceed 25% of the total cleanup activity. This
is unacceptable. The budget identifies approximately 2,500 Federal
employees in the field offices who are to oversee and administer en-
vironmental management program activities. The additional need
for contractor support to perform these activities is not apparent.
Excess program management costs reduce funding which should be
directed toward cleanup. The Committee directs the Department to
significantly reduce or eliminate program management activities
performed by contractors in the environmental restoration pro-
gram, fully utilize Federal employees in performing these tasks,
and reallocate those funds to direct cleanup activities.

Accelerated Cleanup.—The Committee continues to support pro-
posals to reduce costs and accelerate cleanup at sites such as
Fernald and Rocky Flats, and expects the Department to make
every effort to increase funding to advance these projects. The
Committee recommendation includes an additional $50,000,000 to
be used to accelerate cleanup at sites which have established clean-
up schedules with firm dates for completion and which can be
shown to be accelerated with additional funding. Last year the
Committee provided additional funding for acceleration activities,
but much of the money was spread among numerous small projects
at many sites—amounts too small to have a noticeable impact on
total site budgets and schedules. In fiscal year 1997 funding should
be allocated in sufficient sums to demonstrate that total project
costs can be reduced and overall cleanup schedules accelerated at
a specific site or sites.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The waste management program treats, stores, and disposes of
radioactive and hazardous wastes generated across the Department
of Energy complex. The Committee recommendation is
$1,536,653,000, the same as the budget request.

NUCLEAR MATERIALS AND FACILITY STABILIZATION

The nuclear materials and facility stabilization program was es-
tablished to manage the activities related to surplus weapons com-
plex facilities; to ensure that nuclear materials remaining in the fa-
cilities are placed in a form suitable for longer-term storage; and
to deactivate the facilities. The Department has indicated that this
program should be completed in the 2005-2010 time frame.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 1997 funding is
$1,269,290,000, an increase of $365,469,000 over the budget re-
quest of $903,821,000. This increase consists of two separate ele-
ments. The first is the transfer of $329,469,000 from the proposed
site operations account to nuclear materials and facility stabiliza-
tion as discussed below. The second is the addition of $36,000,000
to increase funding to reduce life cycle costs by accelerating exist-
ing activities, and reducing current mortgages for maintaining fa-
cilities which will ultimately be closed.

Surveillance and maintenance costs for surplus activities are ex-
pensive and labor intensive. The Department should review the
possibility of reducing costs without compromising safety by rede-
fining the minimum safety requirements commensurate with each
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surplus facility, and by developing a validated, requirement-based
estimate of surveillance and maintenance costs.

SITE OPERATIONS

The Department proposes to create a new budget category for
site operations in fiscal year 1997. This proposal seems to conflict
with the Department’s continued complaints that there are too
many budget categories which limit their management and funding
flexibility. Thus, the Committee has not agreed to establish a new
program which would further limit the Department’s ability to
manage funding at each site.

Fiscal year 1997 funding of $329,469,000 was requested for site
operations. The Committee recommends transferring this funding
to the nuclear materials and facility stabilization program. Funding
for two new construction projects has not been included in the rec-
ommendation. The Committee remains concerned with the Depart-
ment’s proposal to initiate new construction projects at Depart-
mental sites and facilities where ongoing missions are currently
being evaluated, and where the possibility exists that the projects
can be executed using new procurement mechanisms such as pri-
vatization which could ultimately reduce the cost of each project.

Additionally, funds transferred for site operations should be re-
duced by $4,700,000 for program integration activities and
$8,000,000 for transportation activities. This funding should be al-
located to other high priority cleanup and decommissioning activi-
ties in the nuclear materials and facility stabilization program.

TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT

The Committee recommendation for technology development is
$303,771,000, the same as the budget request. The Committee con-
tinues to hear that new, innovative, and cost-saving technologies
available in the private sector are not being adopted by the Depart-
ment and its contractors. The technology development office should
be the driving force to ensure that new and innovative processes
are evaluated and brought to bear on cleanup problems across the
complex.

The Committee recommends that the Department implement a
pilot program whereby innovative technological approaches are con-
sidered for demonstration and application in order to achieve cost
savings to the waste remediation and cleanup program. Perform-
ance-based criteria shall be utilized in the selection of such a tech-
nological approach. The Committee expects the Department to re-
port in its Fiscal Year 1998 budget justification on the program’s
progress.

University Robotics Program.—The Committee recommendation
includes $4,000,000 for the university robotics program.

Electrometallurgical Program.—The Committee recommendation
includes $15,000,000 for the electrometallurgical treatment of DOE
spent fuel. Funding of $5,000,000 for this program has been pro-
vided in the Energy Supply, Research and Development appropria-
tion account; thus, a total of $20,000,000 is provided for this activ-
ity.
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POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

The Committee recommendation for this program is $23,155,000,
a reduction of $25,000,000 from the budget request of $48,155,000.
The recommendation also reallocates funding in this account to
provide the fiscal year 1996 appropriated level of $8,788,000 for
stakeholder affairs, $1,250,000 for training and education to imple-
ment the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board Recommendation
93-3, and $13,117,000 for contractual services for planning, infor-
mation management, budgeting, and engineering and cost manage-
ment. The Committee is concerned that the training and education
funding is being directed toward programs which have only a mar-
ginal benefit to cleanup activities, and has provided no funds in
this account for funding specific colleges and universities, nor for
providing contractual services for education activities.

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE PROGRAM

The Committee recommendation for the environmental science
program is $62,136,000, an increase of $10,000,000 over the budget
request. Within this funding, $50,000,000 has been provided for the
basic science program. It is too early to measure the success of this
initiative established by Congress last year, but the response of the
university and laboratory community to the request for proposals
is encouraging. The Committee continues to believe that the Office
of Energy Research can most appropriately oversee the basic re-
search aspects of environmental management, and expects the De-
partment to support this management arrangement. A continuing
and interactive relationship between the basic research programs
of the Department and the technology development program must
be established. The Committee expects the Office of Energy Re-
search and the Office of Environmental Management to work close-
ly in using these resources to pursue long-term solutions to cleanup
problems which cannot be met with today’s cleanup technologies.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PRIVATIZATION

The Committee supports the Department’s efforts to seek new
and innovative solutions to long-term cleanup problems such as the
high-level waste tanks at the Hanford site in Richland, Washing-
ton, and has provided the budget request of $185,000,000. How-
ever, the Committee is concerned that the proposal to retrieve and
vitrify 99% of the tank farm waste will ultimately cost almost $40
billion. While the Committee supports the initial pilot plant project,
this is not a commitment for the full $40 billion project. The Com-
mittee is well aware of the millions of dollars already spent at
Hanford in previous years when the Department and the State of
Washington insisted on rushing to start construction of the Han-
ford Waste Vitrification Plant (HWVP) without thorough investiga-
tion of alternatives. Meeting an unrealistic milestone for the
HWVP became the most important consideration and resulted in
millions of wasted dollars and a canceled project. The Committee
expects the Department: to move cautiously in executing this cur-
rent program; pursue and take advantage of new technology devel-
opments which may occur; ensure that the tank waste disposal sys-
tem is compatible with other cleanup decisions which have not yet
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been made for the site; and guarantee that final decisions are also
in the best interest of the taxpayer.

The Committee is also aware that the Department will soon se-
lect a new lead contractor for the Hanford facility. New contract
provisions should result in cost savings at this site. The Committee
strongly encourages the Department, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, to allocate those savings that result from the new manage-
ment contract to the privatization program. This approach should
help to diminish to some degree the negative budgetary impact
that results from the creation of the privatization fund in fiscal
year 1997 and should eliminate any negative impact on current
cleanup activities at the Hanford facility. Creation of a privatiza-
tion fund is not intended to interfere with or impede ongoing criti-
cal stabilization, maintenance, and cleanup operations at this site.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

The Committee recommends $375,511,000, a reduction of
$71,000,000 from the budget request of $446,511,000, for the pro-
gram direction accounts in Headquarters and the field offices. This
reduces the number of Headquarters Federal employees, reduces
travel expenses at Headquarters and the field, and reduces advi-
sory and assistance services by at least fifty percent from the budg-
et request at Headquarters and in the field. The Committee under-
stands and expects that this recommendation will result in fewer
employees at Headquarters. Any attempt to mitigate the impact of
this reduction by the use of unexpected prior year balances, fur-
loughs, establishment of an employee relief fund, or use of other
discretionary funds will require prior notification of Congress.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation includes the use of $150,400,000
of prior year balances as requested by the Department, and the use
of $8,000,000 from the Savannah River pension fund. The Commit-
tee directs the Department to provide a report by November 15,
1996, showing how the $150,400,000 of prior year balances have
been allocated by program and site.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MANAGEMENT
FIXED ASSET ACQUISITION ACCOUNT

ApPPropriation, 1996 ..........cccciiiiiiiiieie ettt e eesibeeteesbeeaeenaeans

Budget Estimate, 1997 ......ccccoocevvevevieennnne $182,000,000
Recommended, 1997 .........ccoevvvvvveeeeeecinnns 134,500,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ........ . +134,500,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 —47,500,000

As part of a separate fixed asset acquisition account outside the
regular Department of Energy budget request, the President’s
budget request proposed an additional $182,000,000 for privatiza-
tion activities for high priority waste treatment projects at several
sites. Using this contracting approach, private contractors will be
responsible for the design, permitting, financing, construction, and
operation of facilities needed to treat waste. The contractor will be
paid by the Federal government upon successful delivery of treated
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waste meeting predetermined specifications. The Committee was
unable to provide full funding for this activity, but has provided
$134,500,000 to support these privatization initiatives.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceecieieiiiieeeiieeereeeerre e e e e e e e eeaeeeas $1,388,212,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 1,547,700,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiiiiieeceeeeee et 1,459,533,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccocoeeviiiiiienieeieeie ettt +71,321,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cccieiiiiiieiieieeieee e — 88,167,000

This account provides funding for Nonproliferation and National
Security Programs which include Nonproliferation and Verification
Research and Development, Arms Control, Intelligence, Emergency
Management, Nuclear Safeguards and Security, Security Investiga-
tions, and Program Direction; Environment, Safety and Health (De-
fense); Worker and Community Transition; Fissile Materials Dis-
position; Nuclear Energy (Defense); and Naval Reactors. Descrip-
tions of each of these programs are provided below.

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 $194,919,000,
the same as the budget request.

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 $169,544,000, a
reduction of $11,700,000 from the budget request of $181,244,000.
This recommendation includes $7,900,000, the amended budget re-
quest, for the North Korean program to can spent fuel from the re-
search reactor, and a reduction of the $14,600,000 budget request
for the Industrial Partnering Program. The recommendation in-
cludes the budget request of $90,000,000 for the materials protec-
tion, control and accounting program to secure and safeguard nu-
clear materials in Russia and the Newly Independent States.

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
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proliferant nations, nuclear technology transfers, foreign nuclear
materials production, and proliferation implications of the breakup
of the Former Soviet Union. The Committee recommendation is
$35,185,000, an increase of $6,000,000 over the budget request of
$29,185,000. Consistent with the recommendations of the House
National Security Committee, an additional $5,000,000 has been
provided to expand counterintelligence activities at the nuclear
weapons laboratories and other high-risk facilities, and $1,000,000
is provided for expanded analysis of the Russian and Chinese nu-
clear weapons programs.

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 $16,794,000, 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 $47,208,000, the same as the budget re-
quest.

The Committee remains concerned that the Department is con-
tinuing to spend in excess of $800,000,000 annually for safeguards
and security costs throughout the complex. Greater efforts must be
made to reduce these costs. The Committee directs the Department
to conduct an independent assessment of its current threat policy
and the application of this policy to the various Departmental fa-
cilities and locations to determine whether substantially reduced
security requirements are viable at some locations with attendant
cost reductions. This independent assessment is to be conducted by
individuals not employed by the Department or its contractors, or
by a company or organization which does not receive funding from
a contractual arrangement from either the Department or its con-
tractors.

The Committee is aware of the December 1995 Inspector General
report titled, “Audit of the Department of Energy’s Site Safeguards
and Security Plans.” This report noted that the Office of Safe-
guards and Security presently issues policy guidance relative to the
preparation of the Site Safeguards and Security Plans in which nei-
ther the affected Headquarters program offices nor the field sites
have input or concur. Further, such guidance can and does at times
result in unilaterally establishing expensive new security require-
ments for which no cost-benefit analyses are performed. The Com-
mittee recommends that the Department separate the responsibil-
ity for establishing Departmental security policy from the program
office charged with the responsibility to implement the policy and
ascertain compliance with the policy. The Committee believes this
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separation of responsibilities will provide an appropriate check and
balance which may foster new and innovative approaches to con-
tinuing security concerns and simultaneously lead to substantial
cost-savings.

Declassification.—The Department has made several announce-
ments concerning its new openness initiative to declassify informa-
tion. However, in response to a Committee question, the Depart-
ment stated that in fiscal year 1994 the Department classified
1,592,470 pages and declassified 213,800 pages. In fiscal year 1995
the Department classified 1,438,140 pages and declassified 337,210
pages. These statistics do not appear to support the Department’s
request for additional resources to continue declassification efforts.
The Committee is concerned that funding is being provided for de-
classification of older documents, while the Department continues
to classify current documents three times faster than they can be
declassified. As part of the budget submission for fiscal year 1998,
the Department should include an analysis of declassification ef-
forts indicating anticipated results of the declassification initiative
and proposals to limit the creation of new classified documents.

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.
This program continues to maintain large uncosted balances each
year. As a result, the Committee recommendation is $20,000,000,
a reduction of $2,000,000 from the budget request of $22,000,000.

PROGRAM DIRECTION

At the direction of Congress, all expenses associated with Federal
employees in fiscal year 1997 have been consolidated into a single
program direction account for each organization. The fiscal year
1997 request for funding nonproliferation and national security
Federal employees is $95,622,000, an increase of $12,813,000 over
the fiscal year 1996 level of $82,809,000. The Committee rec-
ommendation is $80,622,000, a reduction of $15,000,000 from the
budget request. This reduction is to be used to reduce the number
of Federal employees at Headquarters and to reduce reliance on ad-
visory and assistance services which were proposed to increase
from $28,246,000 in fiscal year 1996 to $33,414,000 in fiscal year
1997.

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 $63,800,000, the same as the budget request.
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Included in this recommendation is the budget request of
$6,800,000 for Marshall Islands support.

WORKER AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION

In accordance with Section 3161 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act of 1993, the worker and community transition program
seeks to mitigate the impacts on workers and communities of con-
tractor work force restructuring at defense sites, and assist commu-
nity planning for defense conversion. The Committee recommenda-
tion is $57,000,000, a reduction of $10,000,000 from the budget re-
quest of $67,000,000.

The Committee is concerned with reports that the Department is
providing very generous separation and severance benefits to con-
tractor employees who are separated, and that these generous
packages are being offered to contractor employees hired after
1991. Further, the Committee is concerned that at some sites, the
contractors subsequently either rehire some of the separated work-
ers or hire new employees with the skills of the separated workers
because the field office and contractor failed to properly manage
the downsizing. The Committee will be reviewing the Department’s
workforce restructuring process including the costs of employee
buyout proposals to ensure that they do not exceed acceptable
standards, and that they are also fair to the taxpayers who fund
the payments.

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 $93,796,000, the same as
the budget request.

The Committee encourages the Department of Energy to dem-
onstrate to the world its commitment to the disposition of excess
weapons plutonium by rapidly implementing the applicable Record
of Decision. Accordingly, the Committee directs the Department to
utilize commercially available and demonstrated technology and ex-
perience to deploy the options selected in the safest, most expedi-
ent, and cost-effective manner possible.

NUCLEAR ENERGY (DEFENSE)

The budget request for nuclear energy activities includes funding
for the international nuclear safety program and the nuclear secu-
rity/Russian production reactor shutdown program. Descriptions of
these programs follow.

International Nuclear Safety.—The international nuclear safety
program is designed to reduce the national security and environ-
mental threats posed by the operation of unsafe and aging nuclear
facilities around the world. This program has three basic elements:
improve the safety of Soviet-designed nuclear power plants in Rus-
sia and the Newly Independent States; secure shutdown of the
Chernobyl nuclear power plant in Ukraine; and maintain core com-
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petencies in nuclear safety through the establishment of inter-
national safety centers in the United States and elsewhere, and
through cooperative research and development with other countries
and international organizations.

The budget request for this program in fiscal year 1997 is
$66,200,000, an increase of $35,800,000 over the fiscal year 1996
appropriation of $30,000,000 to the Department of Energy. The
Committee has provided no funding for this program in fiscal year
1997. However, it should be noted that this program has a large
funding balance available. Through May 31, 1996, the Department
had spent less than $20,000,000 on this program, and had
$80,000,000 available for expenditure.

The Committee is also concerned that the Soviet-designed reactor
program, which was originally envisioned to provide short-term as-
sistance to make reactors safer and ultimately shut them down, is
being expanded into a life extension program for Soviet-designed
reactors. In light of no program plan, unclear mission needs, and
huge funds available, no funding is provided. The Committee also
questions the need for establishment of an International Nuclear
Safety Center in the United States. It appears that the Depart-
ment’s interpretation of its role in this program has expanded be-
yond original intent to provide immediate short-term assistance to
countries with Soviet-designed reactors.

NUCLEAR SECURITY

The Nuclear Security program seeks to reduce the threats posed
by continued operation of reactors in Russia and the Newly Inde-
pendent States that produce weapons materials, and to promote
management practices that minimize the risks of proliferation of
weapons-usable nuclear materials. The budget request for this ac-
tivity in fiscal year 1997 is $6,000,000. The Committee has pro-
vided the budget request of $2,500,000 for preparatory work for
converting the fuel in three Russian production reactors so that
they do not produce weapons-grade plutonium while producing
heat and electricity. This will allow Russia the time needed to iden-
tify a replacement source for the heat and electricity produced by
the reactors while still achieving nonproliferation objectives. No
funding is provided for international nuclear safety activities,
breeder reactor safety issues, or spent fuel management.

NAVAL REACTORS

The Naval Reactors program is responsible for all aspects of
Naval nuclear propulsion—from technology development through
reactor operations to, ultimately, reactor plant disposal. This pro-
gram provides for the design, development, testing, and evaluation
of improved naval nuclear propulsion plants and reactor cores, and
these efforts are critical to the continued success of over 120 reac-
tors in operating submarines and surface ships, and to the New At-
tack Submarine class currently under development.

The Committee recommendation is $681,932,000, an increase of
$18,000,000 over the budget request of $663,932,000. Additional
funding of $18,000,000 has been provided to continue test reactor
inactivation efforts and preclude inefficiencies due to delaying envi-
ronmental cleanup activities. Scheduled to be completed in fiscal
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year 2002, funding for these environmental remediation activities
peaks in fiscal year 1997.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The Committee recommendation includes the use of $3,767,000
in prior year balances remaining in the canceled new production
reactor program. The budget request did not propose the use of any
prior year balances.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccccocerererirrenennnn $248,400,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . 200,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ... 200,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccoeeiiririiiinenienenene et —48,400,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiceereeeeeteest ettt aenieetenie e sireees

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 1995, the balance owed by the Federal government to
the Nuclear Waste Fund was $1,098,000,000 (including principal
and interest). The Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal appropriation
was established to ensure payment of the Federal government’s
contribution to the Nuclear Waste Fund. Through fiscal year 1995,
a total of $380,500,000 has been paid into the Nuclear Waste Fund
for atomic energy defense activities.

The Committee recommends the fiscal year 1997 budget request
of $200,000,000.

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-
ties authorized under section 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944
and all other functions of the Alaska Power Administration, Bonne-
ville Power Administration, Southeastern Power Administration,
Southwestern Power Administration, and the power marketing
functions of the Bureau of Reclamation, now included in the West-
ern 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.
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OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION

Appropriation, 1996 ...........ccoceiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $4,260,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........cccovevvriennenne. 4,000,000
Recommended, 1997 .........ccoeovvvvvveeeeecinnns 4,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccccevvveuenen. —260,000
Budget Estimate, 1997

The Alaska Power Administration is responsible for operation,
maintenance, and marketing of power for Alaska’s two Federal hy-
droelectric projects. The operating projects are the 30 MW Eklutna
Project near Anchorage and the 78 MW Snettisham Project near
Juneau. Project facilities include dams, reservoirs, powerplants,
transmission systems, and necessary maintenance facilities.

The Committee recommendation is $4,000,000, the same as the
budget request. The Committee supports the transfer of assets au-
thorized by the Alaska Power Administration Asset Sale and Ter-
mination Act (Public Law 104-58). If the transfer is completed be-
fore the end of fiscal year 1997, any unobligated appropriations
must be returned to the Treasury.

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

The Bonneville Power Administration is the Federal electric
power marketing agency in the Pacific Northwest, a 300,000
square-mile service area that encompasses Oregon, Washington,
Idaho, western Montana, and small portions of adjacent western
States in the Columbia River drainage basin. Bonneville markets
hydroelectric power from 30 Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Rec-
lamation projects, as well as thermal energy from non-Federal gen-
erating facilities in the region. Bonneville also markets and ex-
changes surplus electric power inter-regionally over the Pacific
Northwest-Pacific Southwest Intertie with California, and in Can-
ada 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 22,212 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.

Eastern Canadian Intertie.—The Department requested language
providing approval by Congress for initiation of construction of the
Eastern Canadian Intertie (Grand Coulee Dam to the Canadian
Border ‘Oliver’) facility. This facility will provide transmission fa-
cilities that are required for returning the Canadian entitlement
power to Canada under the 1964 Columbia River Treaty. The Com-
mittee recommendation does not include this language. The Com-
mittee has deferred action on this issue to allow additional time for
consultations about the line with interested parties.

Energy Services Business Line.—The Committee believes that the
proposed request for FY 97 to create a new Energy and Environ-
mental Services business line at Bonneville are premature in light
of the uncompleted regional review initiated by Congress and the
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Northwest Governors last year. Moreover, the Committee is con-
cerned that these new business ventures by Bonneville may com-
pete with existing private companies, both large and small. And fi-
nally, the Committee is concerned that any new business venture
that is not specifically authorized by Congress should be fully scru-
tinized by the appropriate Committees to assure that any new obli-
gations by Bonneville do not become contingent liabilities of the
U.S. Treasury. The Committee denies the request for borrowing au-
thority, appropriations, and reallocation of funds for these purposes
pending the outcome of the regional review and approval by the ap-
propriate Committees of the Congress. Bonneville should however
continue to provide historic services to its existing customers. The
Committee believes that if Bonneville has staff who are not being
fully utilized, Bonneville should pursue reducing FTEs before ex-
panding into new business ventures.

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 1997, the Committee rec-
ommends an additional increment of $267,000,000 in new borrow-
ing authority, a reduction of $20,000,000 from the budget request,
for transmission system construction, system replacement, energy
resources, fish and wildlife, and capital equipment programs.
Funds have been reduced to ensure Bonneville does not initiate
new programs prior to regional and Congressional reviews.

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 1997, Bonneville plans to pay
the Treasury $851,000,000, of which $263,000,000 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 1997.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN POWER MARKETING

ADMINISTRATION
Appropriation, 1996 ...........coceiiiiiiiiiieeieee e $19,843,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 20,900,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiieiieeeieeeeeee et 18,859,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccoceiiririiiinenienenene e —984,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......oooeiiiiieeeieeeeteeeee e —2,041,000

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-
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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.

The Committee recommendation of $18,859,000 is a decrease of
$984,000 from last year. The Committee notes that at the end of
fiscal year 1995, Southeastern had a balance of $17,230,000 in un-
obligated and uncosted funds. The Committee is concerned about
the level of carryover balances and will continue to make adjust-
ments to appropriations that reflect the availability of these funds.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN POWER MARKETING

ADMINISTRATION
ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccceeeiererverieiereereereereeeeereereereesesee e ereereenens $29,778,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 26,900,000
Recommended, 1997 ......c..ooiiiiiiiiiieeceee et 25,210,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccceeiiiiieriiiieeiee e —4,568,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......cccoovieieeiiiieieeeeeeeeee et —1,690,000

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
its power at wholesale primarily to publicly and cooperatively
owned electric distribution utilities.

The Committee recommendation for fiscal year 1997 is
$25,210,000, a decrease of $4,568,000 from last year. The Commit-
tee notes that at the end of fiscal year 1995, Southwestern had a
balance of $12,708,000 in unobligated and uncosted funds. The
Committee is concerned about the level of carryover balances and
will continue to make adjustments to appropriations that reflect
the availability of these funds.

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

Appropriation, 1996 ................ $257,652,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 217,891,000
Recommended, 1997 211,582,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........cccceeeeiiiieiiieeeree e —46,070,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cc.cooviiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeevee e -6,309,000

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, purchased
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power, wheeling and other expenses, in order to repay all of the
power investment with interest, and to repay that portion of the
Government’s irrigation and other nonpower investments which are
beyond the water users’ repayment capability. Under the Colorado
River Basins Power Marketing Fund, which encompasses the Colo-
rado River Basin, Fort Peck, and Colorado River Storage Facilities,
all operation and maintenance and power marketing expenses are
financed from revenues.

The Committee recommendation for Western is $211,582,000, a
decrease of $6,309,000 from the budget request. The Committee
notes that at the end of fiscal year 1995, Western had a balance
of $136,835,000 in unobligated and uncosted funds. The Committee
is concerned about the level of carryover balances and will continue
to make adjustments to appropriations that reflect the availability
of these funds.

Colorado River Dam Fund.—The Committee recommends bill
language as requested by the Administration to implement the pro-
visions of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984.

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE FUND

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccceeeeereeverveiereereereereeeeeseereereereseeere e ereenens $1,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 970,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiriiiei it 970,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccceeeiiiiieiiiieeeiee e —30,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ........ooi ittt et sstte e esreee e eveeesaseeesnraeeennneens

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
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 $970,000, the same level as
the budget request. The Committee notes that on March 31, 1996,
halfway through the current fiscal year, the unspent balances in
this program were $830,000—83% of the amount appropriated last
year.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccoceiiiiiiiiiieieeeeee e $131,290,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 159,397,000
Recommended, 1997 ........ooooiiviiiiiieeeceeeee et 141,290,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 .........cccccveeeiiiieiiiieeeree e eae e +10,000,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 ......c.oooviiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeeee e —18,107,000
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES—REVENUES APPLIED

Appropriation, 1996 ...........ccccceeriiiiieiieeieenie e —131,290,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........ccccceevivinnnnne. —159,397,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cccceevvveeecrieeennnen. —141,290,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 —10,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 +18,107,000

The Committee recommendation is $141,290,000, an increase of
$10,000,000 over the amount provided last year. Revenues are es-
tablished at a rate equal to the amount provided for program ac-
tivities, resulting in a net appropriation of zero.

On March 31, 1996, halfway through the fiscal year, the Com-
mission had a balance of $692,000 in unallocated funds,
$72,973,000 in unobligated funds and $40,864,000 in uncosted
funds, representing a total unspent balance of $114,529,000. This
balance includes appropriated funds that have yet to be made
available to the offices that obligate the funds, appropriated funds
for which contracts or grants have not yet been awarded and funds
which have been obligated with costs that have yet to be incurred.
This balance, on the books halfway through the current fiscal year,
represents 87% of the appropriation provided last year. Consistent
with the direction given in last year’s conference report, the Com-
mittee encourages the Commission to apply carryover balances to
meet fiscal year 1997 funding needs.

The Committee supports the additional funding requested for im-
plementing Orders 888 and 889, the regulatory changes that open
the wholesale electricity market to competition, and establish a
“same-time” information system to ensure that transmission own-
ers and their affiliates do not enjoy an advantage over their com-
petitors. The Committee recommends that the increase in funding
for these activities be offset by decreases in funding for hydropower
and natural gas and oil pipelines activities.

As stated in the conference report last year, the Congress di-
rected a specific reduction to the FTE level in the natural gas and
oil program. The Committee notes that the FTE level in June,
1995, when the House report recommended a 10% reduction for
FTEs, was 616. Last year’s conference report recommended a 20%
reduction from fiscal year 1995 to fiscal year 1997. The Committee
notes that the Commission appears to be on track to reach this
goal (493 FTEs) by the end of fiscal year 1997.

GENERAL PROVISION

The Committee has recommended a provision which creates a
priority placement and job retraining program for employees who
have been, or are about to be, separated from government service
as a result of a reduction in force. The Department of Energy shall
provide such employees priority placement for other Energy
vacanies as they occur, and may provide job placement and coun-
seling services.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Committee’s detailed funding recommendations for programs
in Title IIT are contained in the following table.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

FY 1996 BUDGET HOUSE
ENACTED ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY
Solar energy
lar building technology research.... . 2,000 5,000 2,000
Photovoltaic energy systems.. . 65,000 86,994
Solar thermal energy systems. . 26,000 23,750
Biofuels energy systems.. . 55,300 80,890
Wind energy systems.... .. 32,500 49,650
Renewable energy production incentive program. . — 3,489
International solar energy program............. 4,000 ——
Solat chnology transfer............... ceenean P 4,300 -—
National renewable energy laboratory...... Cereeaeaan 500 2,200 500
Construction
96-E-100 FTLB renovation and expansion,
Golden, CO.................. ceeeaas Cevhreaaaa. 1,500 2,800 2,800
Subtotal, National r e energy lab tory. . 2,000 5,000 3,300
Resource assessment Cheeee ettt PR 2,000 - -—
Solar and renewable energy deployment...... cos —— 8,509 —-_—
Subtotal, Solar Energy..........coovvinnennneennn. 192,100 263,282 144,100
Use of prior year balances............ PR Cereeens -4,888 —— -—
Total, Solar Energy........covuvvevunnnnnn.. RN 187,212 263,282 144,100
Geothermal -
Geothermal technology development..... 30,447 35,600 29,000
Use of prior year balances.......................... ~586 - -—
Total, Geothermal....... reeeenraa. PRI 29,892 35,600 29,000
Hydrogen research.............. Cereeriraaanas ceeeeeans 14,500 11,012 15,000
Hydropower
Small scale hydropower development.................. 1,500 -— 1,000
Electric energy systems and storage
Electric -ncrg{ systems
Electric field effects research 9,924
System and materials research. 19,000
Use of prior year balances..... .o ~616
Subtotal, Electric energy systems............... 28,309 -—- ——
Energy storage systems
Battery storage.............. creseeranee Ceeesaenen -— -
L, Energy 9 ystems. . ....... ..., - -
Electric and magnetic fields R&D 8,000 .000
High temperature superconducting R&D. 23,050 19,000
Energy stor systems. ,000 2,000
Climate challenge...... 1,000 -
Total, Electric energy systems and storage........ 36,050 29,000
Program direction..........covveineninnaanns Cerereeenn 11,800 17,301 13,102
TOTAL, SOLAR AND RENEWABLE ENERGY................. 275,213 363,245 231,202

NUCLEAR ENERGY
Nuclear snergy

Light water reac sesesaaraanaan 40,000 17,000
Advanced radioisotope power system 48,512 38.810
Nuclear technology R&D. - 5,000
Program direction..... 8,000 -
Policy and management. 5,000 -—
Osk Ridge landlord........... 14,400 11,620
Test reactor area landlord...... 2,000 2,000
Construction
96-E-201 Test reactor area fire and life
safety improvements, Idaho National
Engineering Laboratory, ID. oo 1,900 1,000 1,000
Subtotal, Test reactor area landlord... 3,800 4,000 3,000
Advanced test reactor fusion irradiation...... 2,303 800 800
University sctor fuel assistance and support 3,500 6,950 4,000
Totsl, Nuclear energy R8D.... cereereeiaaan P 125,615 137,750 80,130
Termination costs... e . .79,000 76,900 76,900
Construction
97-E-200 Modifications to reactors, sodium system
drain and closure, Argonne National Lab - West, ID _— 1,200 1,200
97-E-201 Modifications to reactors, hot fuel
examination facility equipment upgrades, ANL-W.... —-— 1,000 1,000
95-E-207 Modifications to reactors, experimental
breeder reactor - II sodium processing facility
Argonne National Laboratory-West, ID.............. 1,700 - Rt
Subtotal, Construction.............. Cereteanaann 1,700 2,200 2,200

Total, Termination costs................coiuiuunnn 60,700 79,100 79,100
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

FY 1996 BUDGET HOUSE
ENACTED ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
1sotope support . .
Program direction.... 24'552 :3:;88 }3:%
TOTAL, NUCLEAR ENERGY.......... 230,973 248,054 182,934
ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH ‘
Environment, tlf.ty and health 114,933 73,160 63,200
Nuclear taf.ty policy 13,500 -—— —
Program direction.. -— 39,046 37,300
TOTAL, ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH............. 128,433 112,208 100,500
ENERGY RESEARCH
Biological and environmental research
Biological and environmental research R&D........... 349,891 342,962 342,962
Construction
94-E-337 Advanced ught :ourm structural
biology support facility, LBL................. .. 2,600 -— -_—
94-E-338 Structural biology center, ANL......... 4,295 —-— -—
94-E~339 Human genome lab, LBL............ PR 5,700 1,000 1,000
S1-EM-100 Environmental & molecular sciences
laboratory, PNL, Richland, WA.....c...........0n 60,000 35,113 35,113
Subtotal, Construction...............coouueiid 62,595 36,113 36,113
Subtotal, Biological & environ. research R&D.... 412,486 379,075 379,078
BER program direction..........c.cieciieniniranns e 7,000 — -—
Total, Biological and environmental research...... 419,486 379,075 379,076
FUSiOn ONEPQY. ... .vcvcrvrareootocssanocancans Cevseseen 244,144 255,600 225,000
Basic energy sciences
Materials scienc . 367,400 334,560 328,500
eevessras 198,400 173,370 170,000
Applied math ical sciences. 116,500 ——=
Enginesring and gesosciences 41,700 41,250
vanced energy projects... 12,300 ———
Energy biosciences.... 30,200 28,185
Program direction... 8,500 —
Capital equipment P .. —_— 45,695 . 45,696
Cous truction
~400 thu‘nl. plant projects...... e iieaeeees — 9,275 9,275
97-E-305 Accelerator and reactor improvements and
modifications, various locations............. P ——- 2,500 2,500
96-E-305 Accelerator and reactor improvements and
modifications, various locations.................0 10,476 —-——- et
96-£-305 Accelerator improvement projects......... —— 9,840 9,840
89-R-402 6~7 GeV syn. radiation source, ANL....... 3,186 — -
96-E-300 combusuon research f.cil.ny-
Phase II, SNL/L......... ateresreaeesaan e 2,000 9,000 8,000
Subtotal, Construction........cccivnvuininiennns 15,661 30,615 30,615
Total, Basic energy sciences..............c...vueen 791,661 653,676 642,960
Other snergy r
Computational and tochnology research. . . -—= 158,143 148, 500
Energy research analyses............ . 3,463 2,000 2,000
Laboratory (ochnology transfer. . 18,000 -
Advisory and oversight.... 6,200 -
Policy and mnagmnt 2,200 -— ——=
Program direction. - 42,154 30,600
Multiprogram energy labs - facility wpport
Multiprogram general purpose facilities.......... . — 7,625 -—
Construction
MEL-001 Multiprogram energy laboratory .
infrastructure projects, various locations.... -——— 21,260 ——
95-E-301 Central heating plant r‘ohlbﬂ.!tut&on,
se I (ANL)......... Crerraasererareeaeans .. 2,500 -— 2,500
95-E-302 Applied science center, phase I (BNL) 3,270 ——— —
95-E-303 Electrical safety rehab (PNL)........ 1,500 - 1,600
95-E-310 Multiprogram laboratory
rehabilitation, phase I (PNL).............. e 2,740 — 2,960
94-E~351 Fuel storage and transfer facility
upgrade (BNL).........ooiieeuiinriiineinnnns .. 440 — —
94~E-363 Roofing improvements (ORNL).......... 2,038 -—
Subtotal, Construction...............veenene 12,488 21,260 6,960
Subtotal, Multiprogram gen. purpose facilities 12,488 28,885 6,960
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

FY 1996 BUDGET HOUSE
ENACTED ESTIMATE ALLOWANCE
Environmont, safety and health........ Cesesaeaeen 6,656 Rt -
Constructi
96-5-333 Multiprogram energy lqbontorus
upgrades, various locations.............. e 4,400 — 7.424
95-E~307 Fire Safety imp. III (ANL)........ 1,000 -— 1,000
95-E-308 Sanitary system mods. II (BNL). 1,540 —— 1,032
95-£-309 Loss prevention upgrades (BNL).. 2,480 —— 4,620
93-€-320 Fire and safety improv.mnts
phase II (ANL) .en . 2,411 —— 224
93-£-323 Fire and safety systems upgrade
phase I (LBL). 1,130 -— -—
93-E-324 Hazardous materials safeguards
phase I (LBL)............. 1,288 -— —-—
Subtotal, Construction 14,248 — 14,300
Subtotal, Environment, safety and health...... 20,808 —— 14,300
Subtotal, Multiprogram energy labs - fac. suppor 33,393 28,885 21,260
Total, Other energy research...............cooeenn 63,256 231,182 202, 360
TOTAL, ENERGY RESEARCH. .........oouniieniienrennans 1,518,547 1,518,532 1,449,385
ENERGY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES
University and science education programs
boratory cooperative science centers......... PPN 13,000 13,900 —_—
University programs... ,000 ,000 —
Total, University and scisnce education programs.. 20,000 19,800 —
Technical information management program......... 11,000 2,300 2,300
Program direction = 8,700 8,700
Construction. 1,000 1,000 1,000
Total, Technical information management program... 12,000 12,000 12,000
Field offices and management.. — 121,723 108,000
Information systems investment. -— 14,900 Es
In-house energy management............. —— 3,941 -
Construction
IHE ~ 500 Modifications for energy mgmt.. ——— 1,759 —
Total, In-house snergy management................. -— 5,700 -
TOTAL, ENERGY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 32,000 174,223 120,000
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MGMT. (NON-DEFENSEi
Environmental restoration............. ooty 366,400 358,239 351,367
Waste management.............. eereeeereaeans e . 171,896 192,799 177,994
Construction
97-E-600 ANL waste handling facility, CH.......... - 360 360
94-E-602 Bethel anlg"‘f.dorll facility
agreement upgrades, ORNL................. cesereaee 300 1,106 1,106
93-E~900 Long-term storage of TMI-2 fuel, INEL.... 4,048 - -
92-E~-601 Melton Valley liquid low level waste
collection and transfer system upgrade, ORNL...... 338 - —
91~-E~-600 R.hlbﬂ.lt-txon of waste man-gmnt
building 306, ANL. 787 2,066 2,066
88-R-812 Hazardous waste handling facility, LBL... 671 - -
88-R-830 Liquid low-level wasto collection and
transfer system upgra ORNL 4,000 2,692 2,692
Subtotal, Construction.... 10,145 6,224 6,224
Total, Waste management.............cooueiaaannns 182,041 199,023 184,218
Nuclear materials and facilities stabilization........ 73,100 84,782 80,000
Construction
93-E-900 Long-term storage of TMI-2 fuel, INEL.... -— 6,671 6,571
Total, Nuclear materials and fac stabilization.... 73,100 91,353 86,671
Site operations... eiiesaesieenanes - 2,799 -—=
TOTAL, ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MGMT... 621,541 651,414 622,146
Subtotat, Energy supply, resesrch and development. 2,806,707 3,068,674 2,706,177
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Use of prior yesr balances . -79,300 -— -48,177
General reduction, ESR&D - -48,177 -10,000
TOTAL, ENERGY SUPPLY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.... 2,727,407 3,020,497 2,648,000
URANIUM SUPPLY ANO ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES
Uranium program activities 83,500 77.594 63,566
Program direction. — . 3,672
Construction
96-U-201 depleted UF6 cylinder storage yards
Paducah, Kentucky gaseous diffusion plant . 3,000 4,000 4,000
93-U-200 UFE cylinders and uerog yards, P.ducch
KY and Portsmouth, OH gaseous diffusion plants. 3,400 -— -—
Subtotal, Construction................ene 6,400 4,000 4,000
Subtotal, Uranium supply & enrichment activities.. 89,900 87,266 71,238
Revenues - Sale: -34,903 -42,200 -42,200
Use of prior ynr balances. .. -26,703 -17,266 -17,266
TOTAL, URANIUM SUPPLY AND ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES....... 29,294 27,800 1,772
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING FUND
Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund.............. 278,807 240,200 200, 200
GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH
High energy physics
gcsurch and technology. . — - 208,870
Physics research... 141,000 141,290 -—
Feacility operations..............iiiineenenn PR 353,077 362,955 362,955
Construction
97-G~303 Master substation upgrade, SLAC........ -— 3,000 3,000
94-G-304 B-Factory, SLAC....... besebeiisai e 52,000 45,000 45,000
92-G-302 Fermilab main injector, Fermilab....... 52,000 62,000 62,000
Subtotal, Construction................. 104,000 100,000 100,000
Subtotal, Facility operations................... 457,077 462,965 462,955
High energy technology............couus eeeiaereenen 68,923 74,880 —
Total, High energy physics...... et revasreersanen 667,000 679,125 671,926
Nuclear physics.........cocoevnvnancanan eeiaeereareae 236,925 253,426 248,425
Construction
96-G-302 Accelerator improvements and
modifications, various locations.................. 2,575 - -
91-G~300 Relativistic heavy ion collider, BNL..... 65,000 65,000 65,000
Subtotal, Construction.........oiivmuevvennennnn 67,576 65,000 65,000
Total, Nuclear physics......... PPN 304, 500 318,425 313,425
General science program direction.......... [ 9,500 1) .,600 10,650
Subtotal, General science................ cereeenan 981,000 1,008,150 996,000
TOTAL, GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH............ e 981,000 1,008,160 996,000
DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
Administrative operations
Office of the Secretary - salaries and expenses..... 2,500 2,850 2,000
mn.gmnt ~ personnel compensation and
bel $... . 185,000 119,647 94,174
General mnugmnt - other expenses.... 167,000 83,604 74,900
Program support
Minority economic impact............... . 2,900 2,900 1,500
Policy ai s and system studie: 2,900 3,493 800
Consumer rs... 40 40 40
Public affairs. .. 60 665 50
Environmental poucy studies. 4,000 4,928 —
Scientific and technical \rninlng. Cheraereanan 1,000 1,000 500
Subtotal, Program support.........ocooviiiinanns 10,890 12,426 2,590
General reduction. ... ... .ciciieiiiiiiieiieeieinaans ——= -—- ~5,000
Total, Administrative operations.................. 356,390 218,527 168,664
Cost of work for others. 22,826 26,336 26,336
Subtotal, Departmental Administration.. 378,216 244,863 195,000
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Use of unobligated balances and other adjustments..... 5 9. oo -
Total, Departmental administration (gross)........ 366,697 244,863 196,000
Miscellaneous revenues...................... e -122,306 -125,368 -125,388
TOTAL, DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION (net)........ . 244,391 119,475 69,612
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
Office of Inspector General... 26,915 30, 602 24,897
Uss of prior year balances....... -1,9156 -897 -897
TOTAL, OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL................ 25,000 29,605 24,000
ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
WEAPONS ACTIVITIES
Stockpile stewardship
Core stockpile stowardship.......................... 1,078,403 1,062,670 1,087,570
Construction
96-D-102 Stockpile stewardship facilities
revitalization, Phase VI, various locations.. 2,520 19,250 18,260
86-D-103 ATLAS, Los Alamos National Laboratory. . 8,400 16,100 16,100
96-D-104 Process and environmental technology
laboratory, SNL............... e 1,800 14,100 14,100
86-D~105 Contained firing facility addition,
LNL......L . e, 6,600 17,100 17,100
96-D-102 Chemistry and utltlurqy research (CMR)
upgrades project, LANL... e 9,940 15,000 16,000
94-D-102 Nuclear Weapons Res: opment
and testing facilities r-vl(nllzauon. thsc v,
various locations............... B PN 12,200 7.787 7,787
93-D-102 Nevade support facility, NV............, 16,850 -— —
90-D-102 Nuclear Wespons Research, Development
and testing faciliti wu-uz.non
Phl e III, various locations........ 6,200 ——— —-—
88-D-106 Nuclear weapons research, development
and testing facilities revitalization, Phase 1,
various locations......... . 17,995 - —-—
Subtotal, Construction .. 81,305 88,337 88,337
Subtotal, Core stockpile stewardship............ 1,158,708 1,150,907 1,175,907
Inertial fusion.... e . 203,267 234,560 234,560
Construction
96-D-111 National ignition facility, TBO........ 37,400 131,900 131,900
Subtotal, Inertial fusion..... e, 240,667 366,460 366,460
Technology trensfer/education
Technology transfer. Sesesisainaninn . |60 000 49,400 49,400
ducation. .. .. 0,000 10,000 10,000
Subtotal, Technology transfer/education......... 160, 000 59.400 59,400
Marshall Island/Dose reconstruction................. 6,800 = -
Total, Stockpile stewardship.............. 1,667,175 1,576,767 1,601,767
Stockpile menagement...... Ceeavas PPN . 1,911,458 1,704,470 1,729,470
Construction
Production base
88-D-122 Facilities capability assurance
program {(FCAP), various locations. e 8,660 21,940 21,940
96-D-126 Tritium londinu Lln. madiflculons.
Savannah River Site, SC. e e . 12,200 - il
Subtotal, Production base..................... 20,860 21,940 21,940
Envlromnnl. safety a Lth
7-0-121 Consolidated pn packaging system,
P‘n(lx plant, Amarillo, TX...................... = 870 870
97-D-122 Nuclear materials ster.ge facilily
renovation, LANL. Los Alemos, NM................ - 4,000 4,000
97-D-123 Structural upgrades, K-nsls cuy pllnt.
Kansas City, KS.............. -— 1.400 1.400
97-0-124 Steam plant waste water treatment
facility, upgrade, Y-12 ptant, Oak Ridge, TN.... - 600 600
86-D~122 Sewage trontm-nt quﬂ.uy upgrade (STQU)
Pantex plant......... 600 100 100
96-D-123 Retrofit HVAX end chillers, for Ozone
protection Y-12 plent........................... 3.100 7.000 7,000
85-D-122 Sanitery er upgrade, Y~12 plant..... 6,300 10,800 10,900
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94,0124 Hydrogen fluoride supply system,
Y12 PLANE . ¢ttt ettt e et e e A, 700 4.900 4,900
94-D-125 Upgrade life safety, Kansas City plant. 5,500 5,200 5,200
§4-0-127 Emergancy notifioation systen
Pantax plant. . 2,000 2.200 2,200
94-D-128 Environmental safety and health
analytical laboratory, Pantex plant............. 4,000 .
93-0-122 Life safety upgrades, Y-12 plant..... 7,200 7,200 7,200
Subtotal, Environmental, safety and health.... 37,400 AA, 370 a4, 17ﬁ

Safeguards and securit
88-D-123 Securify enhancoment, Pantex plant.... 13,400 9.739 a,739

Nuclear weapons incident response
96-D-125 Washington measurement npnrnﬂonﬁ
facility, Andrews Air Force Basa, MD. . ... . .. .. Q00 2,825 3,826

Reconfigueation
93- 3 Non-nuclaar raconfiguration.
Tardous LhontlaneTar racenfis

Subtotal, Constructjon.

Total, Stockpile managemant............. .......... 2,025,083 .798,831 1,823,831
Program diraction.............. PRI e N 115,000 134 404 268, 780
Subtolal, Weapons activitiaes. . .. .. . . P e 3,707,258 3 710, 002 3,684, 378

Use of prior year balances............ e £ 209,744 - .-
Streamline DOF contractors (undistributed) . ~37,200 -— -—

TOTAL, WEAPONS ACTIVITIES.......... 3,460,314 3,710,002 3,684,378
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND WASTE MGMT.
Corrective activities
Construction
90-D-103 Environment, safety and health
improvements, weapons R8D complex, LANL........... 3,406 — e
Environmental restoration... 1,635,973 1,385,546 1,435,546
Uranium enrichment D&D fun. —— 376,648 376,648
Total, Environmental restoretion 1,635,973 1,762,194 1,812,194
Weste management................ Ceeeeaiieaaa 2,295,994 1,448,326 1,448,326
Construction
7-0-402 Tank farm restoration and safe
operations, Richland, WA..... Sreesinsasassassnasns —-_— 7,584 7,684
96-D-406 Spent nuclear fuels canister storage
and stabilization facility, Richland, WA.......... 42,000 -—- -
96-D-407 Mixed waste low level waste treatment
project, Rocky Flats. IODOTRRI, 2,900 - -
98-D-408 Waste mgmt upgrades, various locations... 5,616 11,246 11,246
95-0 402 Install permanent electrical service
PP, AL, . iureieniriecaarearassasasnnesoneionns 4,314 752 752
96-D-405 Industrial lendfill V end construction/
demolition landfill VII, Y-12 Plant, Oak Ridge, TN 4,600 200 200
96-D-406 Road 5-01 reconstruction, area &, Nv..... 1,023 ——= -
96-D-407 219 S Sacondlry contninm'nt upgraﬁe.
Richland, WA............ L 1,000 - -
94-D-400 High explosive wastewater trntment
system, LANL. ... ... ..oiiiuniionnirnnninnninenaannn. 4,445 ——— o
94-D-402 Liquid waste treatment system, NTS.. 282 ——— -
94-D-404 Melton Valley storage tank cepecity
incremse, ORNL...........cotvniiinneninnnnnaonnns 11,000 6,345 6,345
94-D-407 Initiel tank retrieval systems,
Richland, WA, .. ... . . iiiiiiiiennaerirrarrnaenrann 12,000 12,600 12,600
94-D-411 Solid wasts operation compLex e
Richland, WA. .. ... ... . ... i0u.irnrinennnnnnen.n . 6,606 ——— .
93-0-178 Building 374 liquid wasts treatment
facility, Rocky Flats Plant, CO.................. . 3,900 ——— ——
93-D-181 Radioective lLiquid waste line
replacement, Richland, WA................... 5,000 ——— —
93-D-182 Replacement of cross-site transfer
system, Richland, WA .. 19,798 8,100 8,100

93-D-187 High level waste

moval from
filled waste tanks, Savan:

River, SC............ 19,700 20,000 20,000

92-D-171 Mixed waste rncolvlng and storage
facility, LANL...... ... ... 0. . . . .0 ... 1,108 —— ———
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92-D-188 Waste management ESBH, and compliance
activities, various locations............. eheeaaen 1,100 —— =
90~D-172 Aging waste transfer line, Richland, WA.. ?2.000 -—- R
1.428 --- -
2.606 ——- ---
89-D-173 Tank ferm ventilation upgrade,
Richland, WA 800 - .
~174 Repl t high L
gg Emlv:h R;s.:ccggn‘ . 9 . 11.500 11,500 11,500
86-0-103 Decontamination snd waste treatment
fecility, LLNL, Livermore, CA.................... . 8,885 10,000 10,000 .
83-D-148 Non-radioactive hazardous waste
management, Ssvannah River, SC........... e 1,000 ~ -
Subtotal, Construction............c......un 174,604 88,327 889,327
Total, Waste management........... Ceressnieiateens 2,470,598 1,636,653 1,636,653
r materisls and facilities stabilization........ 1,447,108 818,664 1,166,218
ruction
87 D-450 Aeunuo uckulng and storage ueluty,
Savannah River $: - 7.900 7,900
97-D-451 B-Plant safety class v-nﬂ\.ttlon
upgrades, Richland, WA.. [ N -—- 1,500 1,500
96-D-406 Spent nucleer fuels canister uor-go -«d
stabilization facility, Richland, WA... — 60,672 60,672
96-D-457 Tharmal treatment system, Richland, WA... 1,000 _— -—

86-D-458 sllo drun- . contro\.. Mound Plant,
Miamisburg, OM.

96-D-461 Electrical distribution upgra

National Engineering Laboratory, 10... cen 1,539 - 6,790
96-D-464 Electrical & uﬂl“y systems upgre:

Idsho Chemical Proc.uh\Y ant, ldaho Natio»ql

Engineering Laboratory L 4,952 10,440 10,440

96-D-468 Rnuduc sliminetion nrojoc(. Rocky F\ns

Plant, Golden, Co............ 33,100 —— -
96-D-471 CFC HVAC/chiller retrofit,
River Site, Aiken, SC... PRI 1,500 —— 8,541
95-E-600 Hazerdous materials training center,
Richland, WA. ... ... ... 0 iiiiiiiinanennnnnrunnnns - - 7,900
95-0-166 Upgrade site roed infrastructure
Savennah River, South Carolima.................... 2.900 - 4,137
95-D-156 Radio trunking system. Savannsh River, SC 6,000 -— —
96-D-464 324 Facility compliance/renovation,
Richland, WA, ......ciiuiiiiiinniaronennns e 3,500 -—- -—
96-D-456 Security facilities consolidation, Idaho
Chemicat Processing Plant, INEL, Idaho............ 8,382 4,645 4,645
94-D-122 Underground storage tanks, Rocky
Flats Plent, R LR R R R 5,000 — -—=
84-D-401 Emergency response facility, INEL, ID.... 5,074 — 547
94-D-412 300 srea process sewsr piping system
ade, Rlelyl.lnd. R R R T T 1,000 —e- -
94- tional Enf&n.tring Lubcra!ery
udlc-l 'wi\.ﬂh-. INEL, ID.............. ... cee 3,601 ——— -
94-D-451 Infrastructure replacement,
Rocky Flats Plnn( €0.. 2.940 _— —
93-0-147 Domestic water system upgrade, Phase 1
& II, Savanneh River, South Carolina....... 7,130 — ——
-D-123 Piant fire/security alarm system
replacement, Rocky Flats Plant, Golden, CO........ 9,560 -— ——
82-D~125 Master safeguards and security
agreement/msterisls surveillence task force
security upgrades, Rocky Flets Plant, CO.......... 7,000 — ———
92-D-181 Ideho natiensl engineering laboratory
fire and Life sefety improvements, INEL, ID....... 6,883 -—- -
91-D-127 Criticality alarm & plant snnunciation
utility replacement, Rocky Flats plant, Golden, CO 2,800 — -———
Subtotsl, Construction................. BN 114,746 85,167 113,072
Total, Nuclear materiels 8 fec. stabilization..... 1,561,854 903,821 1,269,290
Complisnce end program coordination................... 3t,251 -— -—
Construction
95-E~600 Hazerdous materials training center,
Richland, WAShIng ON. . ...oeuerrnaenennnernrennns 15,000 . ———
Totel, Compliance and program coordination ....... 46,281 —— ———

25-879 96-5
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Site operations — 297,054 B
Construction
96-D-461 Electricel distribution upgra 1dsho
National Engineering Lsboratory, ID... — 6,790 ———
97-D-470 Environment monitoring laboratory,
Savannah River, Alken, SC...............c.00vnen . -—- 2,500 -—=
96-D-471 CFC HVAC/chiller retrofit, Savannah
River Site, Alken, SC.......ciivuviiinnnnnnns ves == 8,641 -—-
97-D-473 Health physics site support facility,
Savannah River, Afken, SC............ciiviniinnen - 2,000 -
95-E-600 Hazsrdous materials management and
emergency response training center, Richland, WA.. - 7.900 ——
95-D-155 Upgrede site roed infrastructure,
Savannah River, SC......... ... 0iiuieriiiiinanenns --- 4,137 -
94-D-401 Emergency response facility, INEL, ID.... - 547 -
Total, Site operations............. . iiinnnainnn ——- 329,469 -
Technology development..............oiviniiannnnnnnns 440,510 303,771 303,771
Transportation management .. 13,158 - -
Analysis, oduc-tinn and risk mana amont . 90,022 -— .=
Policy and ma . -—— 48,155 23,166
Environments tctcnco 62,136 62,136
Environm 185,000 186,000
Program di 446,511 375,611
Subtntal, Defense environmental management.. 6,261,772 6,567,710 6,567,710
Savannah river pension refund. -37.000 -8,000 -8,000
Use of prior year balances.... -667,240 -1560,400 -150, 400
TOTAL, DEFENSE ENVIRON. RESTORATION AND WASTE MGMT 5,557,632 5,409,210 5,409,310
FIXED ASSET ACQUISITIONS (SEC. 621)
Defense Environmental Restoration & Weste Management
Privatization initiative, various locations......... -—= 182,000 134,500
OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES
Other national security programs
Nonproliferstion and nstional security
Verification and control technology
Nonproliferatinn and verificetion, R8D...... e 246,142 194,919 194,919
Arms control. 160,964 181,244 169,544
Intelligence 42,336 29, 'BS 35,188
Subtotal, Verification and control technology. 449,442 ‘05‘149 399,648
Emergency m-nngom.n( 23,321 16,794 16,794
Nuclear safagueards 83,395 47,208 47,208
Security lnv.stlgntionq Cereeisessaannas 20,000 22,000 20,000
Program direction — NN.................... oo - 95,622 80,622
Subtotal, Nonproliferation and national security §76,158 586,972 564,272
Environment afety and health (Defense) -—= 53,094 53,094
Security luations . 14,707 o pobutid
Nuclear safety.... 17.679 fed ———
Program diraction < € 10,706 10,706
Subtotal, Environmant, safety & health (Defansa) 63,800 63,000
Worker end community transition 62,659 52,659
Program direction - WT 4,340 4,341
Subtotal, Worker and community transition....... 67,000 7,000
Fissile materials d(soosltion 73.163 73,163
Progrem direction - MD. ... . 3.633 3,632

Construction
97-D-140 Consolidated speciel nuclear materfials
storage plent, site 18D

Subtotal, Fissile materials contral/disposition.

Nuctear energy (Defense)

International nuclear safaty. 66,200
Nucleer sacurity 6,000
Subtotal, Nuclear energy (Defense).............. 72,200
TJotal, Other national security programe........... 761,044 883,768 781,368
Naval reactors
Naval reactors development.....................c..... £52,568 623,130 641,130
Construction
GPN~101 Genaral plant projects, various
locations. . (... . i i 6,600 8,200 8,200
97-D-20t Advanced test resctor secondary conlant
system refurbishment, INEL, ID.................. -— 400 400
95-D-200 Laboratory systems and hot cell
upgrades, various locations..................... 11,300 4,800 4,800
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95-D-
waste system upgrades,
Enginearing Leboratory,

201 Advanced test reactor redicactivae
1daho National

93-D-200 Engineering services facilitinas
Knolls Atomic Power Laboratory. Niskayuna,

90-N-102 Expendad core facility dry call
project, Naval Reactors Facility,

Subtotal, Construction

Subtotal, Naval reactors davelopment

Program direction

Jotal, Naval reactors

Subtotal, Other daefensa activities

Use of prior yeer balances...........
FY 1996 supplemental onproprlatione .

TOTAL, OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVIVIES
DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISFOSAL

Defense nuclear waste dispossl

TOTAL, ATOMIC ENERGY DEFEMSE ACTIVITIES...........
POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS
ALASKA POWER ADMINISTRATION

QOperation and maintenence/progrem direction,..........
FY 1996 Supplemental (hy transfer) (P.L. 104-134).

SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION
Operation and maintenance

Operation and mninlennnce/progr-m direction
Purchase power and wheeling

Subtotal, Operation and maintenance...............

Operation and maintenance

llse of prior year balances

TOTAL, SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION..........

SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

Operation and maintenance
Operating expenses
Purchase power snd wheeling.
Program direction..
Construction

Subtotal, Operation and majntenance. .. ... ... ......

Use of prior year balances

TOTAL, SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION. .. ..

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

Operation and meinte
Construction and
System operation and meintenance
Purchase power and whealing.
Program direction...........
Utah mitigation snd conservation

Subtotal, Operation and maintenance...............
Use of prior year balences.............ccccvnovvenn.rnn
Transfer of authority from Department of interior

FY 1996 Supplemsntal (transfer out) (P.L.

104-134) .
TOTAL, WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION.... ... ...

FALCON AND AMISTAD OFERATING AND MAINTENANCE FUND

Operation and maintenance

TOTAL, POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS................

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
federal energy reguletory commission
Use of prior year balances (FERC).

FERC revenues

TOTAL,

FY 1996 BUDGET HOUS

ENACTED _ESTIWATE ALLOWANCE

4.800 500 500

2,900

3,000 8,000 8,000

29,600 21,900 "21.900

T ames T easlean | eealoa0

- 19,902 18,902

663,932 681,932

1,443,212 1,463,300

1,647,700

70,000 3,767
16,000 -
1,388, ZIZ 1,469,533
248,400 200,000 200,000
10,654,458 $1,049,012 10,887,721
4,260 4,000 4,000
(5,500) --- -

,902
-10,059

19,843

29,764

33,453

74,235

105,807

5,432

775 372 248,691 248,691

-17,720 -30,800 -37,109

(4,556) 3.774) (3,774)

(-5,500) ---

257,652 217,89t 211,582

1,000 970 970

312,533 270,661 260,621
146,290 159,397
-15,000 ===
~159 197
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TITLE IV
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Appropriation, 1996 ...........cccceerieiiieiieeiieeie et $170,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cccocvevvvennnnnne. 170,000,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cccceevvveeiveeeennen. 155,331,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 —14,669,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 —14,669,000

The Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) is a regional eco-
nomic development agency established in 1965. It is composed of
the Governors of the 13 Appalachian states and a Federal Co-
Chairman who is appointed by the President.

The Committee recommends $155,331,000 for fiscal year 1997. Of
the total amount appropriated, $3,331,000 is provided for salaries
and expenses, $57,000,000 is provided for area development, and
$95,000,000 is provided for highway development. The rec-
ommendation represents level funding for area development and an
increase over the budget request for construction of the Appalach-
ian Development Highway System; at the same time, the rec-
ommendation continues orderly downsizing of the Federal commis-
sion.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Appropriation, 1996 .... $17,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 17,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ... 12,000,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeriiiieiiiiieeiee et erree e —5,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cccooviiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeereeeee e —5,000,000

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 in personnel salaries and expenses, the Com-
mittee recommendation is $12,000,000, a decrease of $5,000,000
from the budget request of $17,000,000. In downsizing, the Com-
mittee recommends that the Board focus primary oversight efforts
on those defense nuclear facilities which are operational, and those
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facilities in standby or shutdown which represent the highest radi-
ological risk to workers, the public, and the environment. Low risk
environmental restoration projects are overseen by State and Fed-
eral regulators, and should not demand the attention of the Board.

DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........cccceeeeererverveiereereereereeeeereereereereseeere e ereenens $343,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 342,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ooooiiiiiiieceeeceeeee et eeeere e e e e e e e e es eeeeeitrrereeeeeeenaaaaes
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiieiiiieeeree e —343,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cccoooiiiiiieeeeieeeeeeeee e —342,000

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1996,
provided final year funding for the Delaware River Basin Commis-
sion. Pursuant to and consistent with that Act, no funds are pro-
vided for the Commission in fiscal year 1997.

CONTRIBUTION TO DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

ApPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccecevirierienieieieietetet ettt naens $428,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 534,000
Recommended, 1997 ......coviiiiiiiiieiee ettt eete e et eereeeete aeeereeeeeareeeeaaaeeas
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........ccccccvevriiiiiiniieeeiee et —428,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......ccoooiiiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e —534,000

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1996,
provided final year funding for the Delaware River Basin Commis-
sion. Pursuant to and consistent with that Act, no funds are pro-
vided for the Commission in fiscal year 1997.

INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN
CONTRIBUTION TO INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER

BASIN
ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccccoeeierervevieiereetiereereeeeereereereeses e ee e eseenens $511,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 508,000
Recommended, 1997 .......ooooiiiiiiiiieeecieeee ettt eeeetre e e e e eerareeeees eeeentrrareeeeeeannraaes
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeeiiiiieiiiieeeiee e —511,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 —508,000

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1996,
provided final year funding for the Interstate Commission on the
Potomac River Basin. Pursuant to and consistent with that Act, no
funds are provided for the Commission in fiscal year 1997.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

GROSS APPROPRIATION

Appropriation, 1996 ..........cccceecieieiiiieeeiieeeeeee e eaae e $468,300,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 475,300,000
Recommended, 1997 .......oooooiiiiiiiieeeeeee et 471,800,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ..........ccociiiiiiiiiiiieeieee e +3,500,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 .....cc.cooviiiiiieeeieeecteeeee e -3,500,000
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REVENUES

Appropriation, 1996 —$457,300,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .. —457,800,000
Recommended, 1997 ...... .. —457,300,000
Comparison:

AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccociiriiiiiieeiierie ettt ettt es eesateeteesbeeieanaeens

Budget Estimate, 1997 ......ccociiiiiiiiiiieteeeeeeieee e +500,000

NET APPROPRIATION

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccccceeiereerevieiereeeereereeeeeseereereeresesere e ereenens $11,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 17,500,000
Recommended, 1997 .......cooooiiiiiieiieeceeeee et 14,500,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 +3,500,000

Budget Estimate, 1997 —3,000,000

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1990, as amended, requires
that the Nuclear Regulatory Commission recover 100 percent of its
budget authority, less the appropriation from the Nuclear Waste
Fund, by assessing license and annual fees. The Committee rec-
ommends an appropriation of $471,800,000 for fiscal year 1997,
$3,500,000 more than last year and $3,500,000 less than the budg-
et request.

The recommendation includes $457,300,000 for salaries and ex-
penses, the same as the amount provided last year, and $500,000
(or 0.1%) less than the budget request. This funding is fully recov-
ered by fees and collections.

The Committee includes $11,000,000 for activities related to the
implementation of the Nuclear Waste Policy Act and in support of
the Department of Energy’s efforts to characterize Yucca Mountain
as a potential site for a permanent nuclear waste repository. This
funding is to be derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund, and the
funds are provided subject to authorization of Nuclear Waste Fund
expenditures for Department of Energy program activities. The rec-
ommendation is the same as last year’s level and is $3,000,000 less
than the budget request.

The recommendation also includes $3,500,000, the same amount
as the budget request, for activities related to commercial vitrifica-
tion at the Hanford site. This funding is to be derived from general
funds, not to be offset by fees and collections. No funding was pro-
vided for these activities last year.

The Committee supports the continued downsizing of staff as
proposed under the Standard Reactor Design cost center. However,
the Committee opposes the proposed staff level increases under Re-
actor Regulation. This proposed increase appears to be inappropri-
ate to the level of activity, considering: the maturation of the in-
dustry; the lack of nuclear power plants under construction; and a
lower level of research and rulemaking services. The Committee
urges the Commission to participate in the government-wide
streamlining and downsizing effort and make additional reductions
to its workforce.

The Committee remains concerned about the high level of unobli-
gated and uncosted balances. The Committee notes that the esti-
mate of unobligated balances at the end of fiscal year 1995 was $52
million, $11 million higher than the Commission’s March 1995 esti-
mate and $27 million higher than the goal for fiscal year 1995. The
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Committee will continue to monitor the level of carryover balances
and will make adjustments to reflect the availability of these funds.

The Committee notes that last year’s funding reduction has re-
sulted in direct relief for power reactors, high and low enriched fuel
facilities, and for professionals in the nuclear industry. The direc-
tion provided by Congress last year has resulted in a direct benefit
to those who pay fees to the Commission. The following tables dis-
play the fee reductions made possible by last year’s actions to re-
duce spending at the Commission.

Fiscal year—
Reduction
1995 1996

Class of licensees:

Power reactors $3,826,400 $3,506,200 —$320,200

High enriched fuel facilities 2,931,625 2,805,852 — 125,773

Low enriched fuel facilities 1,488,781 1,462,665 —26,116
Typical materials licensees:

Broad scope medical 23,200 21,700 —1,500

Radiographers 13,900 13,000 —900

Well loggers 8,100 7,500 —600

Gauge users 1,700 1,600 —100

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
GROSS APPROPRIATION

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccccceeierervevveierieriereereeeeereereereeseseeee e eseenens $5,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 5,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ......cc.ooiiiiiiiiiiieceee et 5,000,000
Comparison:

Appropriation, 1996 ........
Budget Estimate, 1997

Appropriation, 1996 .........ccccceeeiieieriiieeeiiieeriee et eereeesreeeareeeeree e —5,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . —5,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooiiiiiiiiiieceee ettt —5,000,000

Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........
Budget Estimate, 1997

This appropriation provides for the Office of Inspector General of
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Pursuant to law, budget au-
thority appropriated to the Inspector General must be recovered
through the assessment of license and annual fees.

The Committee recommends an appropriation of $5,000,000,
equal to the Administration’s request and the amount provided last
year. Pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2214, this appropriation must be recov-
ered through the assessment of license and annual fees, resulting
in a net appropriation of $0.

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

Appropriation, 1996 ..... $2,531,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 . . 3,214,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooiiiiiiiiiieeceee et 2,531,000

Comparison:
ApPropriation, 1996 .........ccccveiiiiiieeiieeeeciee et e et eeere e ntaes eeerreeessraeeesrreeannnes
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......cocoiviiiiiiiieieeeeeeeee e — 683,000
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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 level funding of $2,531,000. This is
the same amount provided in fiscal year 1996.

The Committee is disappointed that it must remind the Board
that its statutory function is to, “evaluate the technical and sci-
entific validity of [nuclear waste disposal] activities” of the Depart-
ment of Energy (emphasis added). The Board’s recent recommenda-
tions regarding the importance and timing of interim storage vis-
a-vis permanent disposal of nuclear waste hardly amount to sci-
entific and technical evaluations. Rather, these pronouncements in-
volve the exact policy questions pending before Congress. Congress
established the Board to ensure the most rigorous external sci-
entific oversight of nuclear waste program operations. The Board’s
tangential policy excursions only serve to diminish its credibility as
a scientific and technological resource. The Committee assures the
Board that Congress does not suffer from a shortage of policy ad-
vice regarding Yucca Mountain and nuclear waste disposal.

SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

AppPropriation, 1996 ..........ccccevevirerieiieieieiieietee ettt $318,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 322,000
Recommended, 1997 ......ccooooiiiiiiiiiieeieeteeie ettt ettt e e beesee ebeessaeeaeeebeesaennne
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........c.ccoceiiririiiinenenentene et —318,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .......cccoeviieiiiiiiecieeieeceeieeee e —322,000

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1996,
provided final year funding for the Susquehanna River Basin Com-
mission. Pursuant to and consistent with that Act, no funds are
provided for the Commission in fiscal year 1997.

CONTRIBUTION TO SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION

ApPropriation, 1996 ...........ccccceevieririereisreriiereeeseressesss e eseseeseneas $250,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 380,000
Recommended, 1997 ..ot eeeetre e e e e e e e es eeeeetrrereeeeeeenaraaes
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 ........ccccoceiiiiiiiiniinieeee e —250,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ......c.oooviiiieieeeeeeeeeeeee e —380,000

The Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1996,
provided final year funding for the Susquehanna River Basin Com-
mission. Pursuant to and consistent with that Act, no funds are
provided for the Commission in fiscal year 1997.
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TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

Appropriation, 1996 ...........cccceevieiiiieiieeieeie et $109,169,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 ........... 120,000,000
Recommended, 1997 ............... 97,169,000
Comparison:
Appropriation, 1996 —12,000,000
Budget Estimate, 1997 .... —22,831,000

The Committee recommends $97,169,000 for the appropriated
programs of the Tennessee Valley Authority. The appropriation is
distributed among TVA programs as follows:

Program:
Economic Development .........cccceeevieeeciiieciieeeceeeeeee e $16,000,000
Land Between the Lakes .... 5,000,000
Stewardship Activities ..........cccceeneen. 76,169,000
Environmental Research Center 0

Economic Development.—In testimony before the Subcommittee
on Energy and Water Development this year, TVA conceded that
Economic Development is not an essential appropriated activity of
the Authority. Further, TVA reported that it intends to phase out
appropriations for the program over the next three years. The
budget request of $16 million, the same amount appropriated in fis-
cal year 1996, does not reflect that intent. The Committee, which
recommends the budget request, expects TVA to accelerate the pro-
gram’s phase-out after fiscal year 1997.

Land Between the Lakes.—The Committee recommends
$5,000,000 for Land Between the Lakes (LBL).

In fiscal year 1996, Congress appropriated $5,000,000 for LBL
and provided authority to transfer an additional $1,000,000 from
Stewardship funds in case of a severe lack of funds or an “emer-
gency” and/or “crisis” situation. TVA is exercising this special
transfer authority and applying $6,000,000 to LBL in fiscal year
1996, while committing $1,565,000 of its fiscal year 1996 funds to
capital improvement projects that were neither included in TVA’s
budget request nor approved by Congress. Furthermore, TVA has
committed $1,317,000 in fiscal year 1995 funds for capital improve-
ments at LBL. This was revealed in neither the fiscal year 1995
nor the fiscal year 1996 budget justifications submitted to the Com-
mittee.

Instead of moving toward greater financial self-sufficiency for
LBL, TVA has avoided steps to downsize, despite the fact that its
workforce is disproportionate to that of similarly situated parks
and wildlife areas. Specific examples illustrate the point:

Acres per FTE
Park:
Grand Canyon National Park ........ccccccceeeiiiieiiienniiieceiieeeien, 3,734
Glacier Bay National Park and Reserve ..... 113,213
Yellowstone National Park ............cccccceennen. 4,400
Badlands National Park . 5,165
Mojave National Park ..... 72,500
Olympic National Park ... 4,960
Land Between the Lak 1,553

The recent public debate over alternative concepts for LBL’s fu-
ture has demonstrated the paramount importance that area resi-
dents place on maintaining the park in its natural conditions. It is
tautological that an army of employees is not necessary for the
maintenance of the park in its wild and natural state. Therefore,
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TVA is expected to focus on downsizing LBL and becoming more
financially self-sufficient.

In light of its poor management and budget practices with re-
spect to LBL, TVA can expect continued close scrutiny of its future
operations and budget requirements.

Stewardship and Land and Water.—The Committee recommends
$76,169,000 for Stewardship and Land and Water activities. This
represents an increase of $6,000,000 over the fiscal year 1996 level.

Due to severe budgetary constraints and unsupportable outyear
funding requirements, no funds have been included for activities
associated with the replacement or reconstruction of Chickamauga
Lock. The Committee does approve TVA’s request of $2,000,000 for
repairs to the existing Chickamauga Lock.

The Committee understands that certain TVA communities are
concerned that the frequency of reservoir drawdowns for dam safe-
ty inspections may have an unnecessarily negative impact on local
economies. The Committee urges TVA to review its dam safety pro-
cedures to determine whether the cycle of safety inspections could
be extended without appreciable impacts on safety.

Environmental Research Center.—In testimony before the Sub-
committee on Energy and Water Development, TVA acknowledged
that operation of the Environmental Research Center (ERC) is not
an essential appropriated activity of the TVA. The Committee
agrees and, like last year, recommends termination of Federal par-
ticipation in the ERC.

Reprogrammings.—In an effort to improve TVA’s budgetary ac-
countability, the Committee requires that the Authority comply
with the following reprogramming guidelines.

Any proposed reprogramming of appropriated funds from or to
any program, project or activity of TVA that would result in: a sig-
nificant change in the scope of any program, project, or activity as
described in the TVA budget justification submitted to Congress;
the creation of any new program, project or activity; or an increase
or decrease of more than $500,000 or 10% of the total amount ap-
propriated for any program, project or activity (whichever is less)
requires that the chairmen of the House and Senate Subcommit-
tees on Energy and Water Development be informed of the pro-
posed action and be allowed at least thirty days in which to re-
spond.






TITLE V

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Section 501.—The Committee has included language stating the
sense of the Congress that, to the greatest extent practicable, all
equipment and products purchased with funds made available in
this Act should be American-made.—

Section 502.—The Committee has included language repealing
section 508(f) of Public Law 104-46, the Energy and Water Devel-
opment Appropriations Act, 1996. In fiscal year 1996, Congress
provided the Administrator of the Bonneville Power Administration
the authority to offer employees voluntary separation incentives
not to exceed $25,000 as deemed necessary to reduce employment
levels. The fiscal year 1997 budget request assumes that Bonneville
employment levels will stay at the fiscal year 1996 level of 3,272
employees; thus, the Committee has included language repealing
the permanent buyout authority.

Section 503.—The Committee has included language repealing 42
U.S.C. 7262 which provides authority to the Secretary of Energy to
accept gifts, bequests, and devises of money. This change to the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act, Public Law 95-91, is deemed
necessary to prevent the Secretary of Energy from using this ac-
count to augment appropriations for programs, projects, and activi-
ties for which funds were specifically limited in an annual appro-
priations Act.

Section 504.—The Committee has included language repealing a
provision included in Public Law 101-514, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Act, 1991, which provided that in op-
eration of the Shasta Dam, Central Valley Project, California, any
increase in power purchase costs incurred by the Western Area
Power Administration after January 1, 1986, resulting from bypass
releases for temperature control purposes to preserve anadromous
fisheries in the Sacramento River shall be nonreimbursable. Com-
pletion of the Shasta Temperature Control Device is scheduled for
later this year, making this provision unnecessary in fiscal year
1997.

Section 505.—The Committee has included language in the bill
which provides that none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by the Act may be used to determine the final point
of discharge for the interceptor drain for the San Luis Unit of the
Central Valley Project until development by the Secretary of the
Interior and the State of California of a plan, which shall conform
to the water quality standards of the State of California as ap-
proved by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, to minimize any detrimental effect of the San Luis drainage wa-
ters. The language also provides that the costs of the Kesterson
Reservoir Cleanup Program and the San Joaquin Valley Drainage
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Program shall be classified as reimbursable or nonreimbursable by
the Secretary of the Interior as described in the Bureau of Rec-
lamation report entitled, “Repayment Report, Kesterson Reservoir
Cleanup Program and San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, Feb-
ruary 1995” and that any future obligation of funds for drainage
service or drainage studies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully re-
{mbursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries pursuant to Reclamation
aw.



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REPORT REQUIREMENTS

The following items are included in accordance with various re-
quirements of the Rules of the House of Representatives.

INFLATIONARY IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 2(1)(4) of rule XI of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee estimates that enactment of this bill would
have negligible or no overall inflationary impact on prices and costs
in the operation of the national economy.

COMPARISON WITH BUDGET RESOLUTION

Section 308(a)(1)(A) of the Congressional Budget and Impound-
ment Control Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as amended, re-
quires that the report accompanying a bill providing new budget
authority contain a statement detailing how the authority com-
pares with the reports submitted under section 602 of the Act for
the most recently agreed to concurrent resolution on the budget for
the fiscal year. This information follows:

[In millions of dollars]

602(b) Allocation This Bill

Budget authority Outlays Budget authority Outlays

DisCretionary ........cocooevveevveeeovecieseiesinns 19,421 19,652 19,421 19,585
Mandatory

The bill provides no new spending authority as described in sec-
tion 401(c)(2) of the Congressional Budget and Impoundment Con-
trol Act of 1974 (Public Law 93—-344), as amended.

FIvE-YEAR PROJECTIONS

In compliance with section 308(a)(1)(C) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-344), as amended, the following
information was provided to the Committee by the Congressional
Budget Office:

Millions
Budget authority ........cccooceieiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 19,421
Outlays:
1997 . 12,752
1998 . 5,673
1999 . 821
2000 ..... . 67
2001 and DeYONd .......cooceeeiieiiieiieie et 43

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In accordance with section 308(a)(1)(D) of Public Law 93-344, the
new budget authority and outlays provided by the accompanying
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bill for financial assistance to State and local governments are as
follows:

Millions
Budget authority ......ccoceveiiiiiiiiiee e 163
Fiscal year 1997 outlays resulting therefrom ..........cc.ccccceevvveeecieennnns 7

TRANSFER OF FUNDS

Pursuant to clause 1(b), rule X, the following is submitted de-
scribing the transfer of funds provided in the accompanying bill:
Under Title II, Bureau of Reclamation, Construction Program:

# % % of which $23,410,000 shall be available for
transfer to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund au-
thorized by section 5 of the Act of April 11, 1956 (43
U.S.C. 602d), and $71,728,000 shall be available for
transfer to the Lower Colorado River Basin Develop-
ment Fund authorized by section 403 of the Act of
September 30, 1968 (43 U.S.C. 1543), and such
amounts as may be necessary shall be considered as
though advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund for
the Boulder Canyon Project as authorized by the Act
of December 21, 1928, as amended: Provided, That of
the total appropriated, the amount for program activi-
ties which can be financed by the reclamation fund
shall be derived from the fund: Provided further, That
transfers to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and
Lower Colorado River Basin Development Fund may
be increased or decreased by transfers within the over-
all appropriation under this heading * * *

Under Title II, Bureau of Reclamation, Special Funds:

*# * * Such sums shall be transferred, upon request of
the Secretary, to be merged with and expended under the
heads herein specified * * *

Under Title ITI, Department of Energy, Western Area Power Ad-
ministration:

* # % of which $203,687,000 shall be derived from
the Department of the Interior Reclamation Fund:
Provided, That of the amount herein appropriated,
$5,432,000 is for deposit into the Utah Reclamation
Mitigation and Conservation Account pursuant to title
IV of the Reclamation Projects Authorization and Ad-
justment Act of 1992: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized to transfer from
the Colorado River Dam Fund to the Western Area
Power Administration $3,774,000 to carry out the
power marketing and transmission activities of the
Boulder Canyon project as provided in section
104(a)(4) of the Hoover Power Plant Act of 1984, to re-
main available until expended.

Under Title IV, Nuclear Regulatory Commission:

* * % Provided further, That from this appropria-
tion, transfer of sums may be made to other agencies
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of the Government for the performance of the work for
which this appropriation is made, and in such cases
the sums so transferred may be merged with the ap-
propriation to which transferred: * * *

Under Title IV, Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Office of Inspec-
tor General:

* * * and in addition, an amount not to exceed 5
percent of this sum may be transferred from Salaries
and Expenses, Nuclear Regulatory Commission: Pro-
vided, That notice of such transfers shall be given to
the Committees on Appropriations of the House and
Senate: Provided further, That from this appropria-
tion, transfers of sums may be made to other agencies
of the Government for the performance of the work for
which this appropriation is made, and in such cases
the sums so transferred may be merged with the ap-
propriation to which transferred: * * *

CHANGES IN APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAW

Pursuant to clause 3, rule XXI of the House of Representatives,
the following statements are submitted describing the effect of pro-
visions in the accompanying bill which may directly or indirectly
change or be perceived to change the application of existing law.

Title I—Language is included under Corps of Engineers, General
Investigations, providing for detailed studies and plans and speci-
fications of projects prior to construction.

Language is included under Corps of Engineers, Construction,
General, permitting the use of funds from the Inland Waterways
Trust Fund. Language is also included under Construction, Gen-
eral directing the Secretary of the Army to use funds appropriated
in Public Law 10446 for construction of the Ohio River Flood Pro-
tection, Indiana, project.

Under Construction, General, language is included that directs
the Secretary of the Army to provide highway and other appro-
priate signs to direct the public to the bike trail which runs from
Des Moines, Iowa, to the Big Creek Recreation Area at Saylorville
Lake and the wildlife refuge in Jasper and Marion Counties au-
thorized in Public Law 101-302.

Under Construction, General, language is included directing the
Secretary of the Army to begin implementation of the Passaic River
Preservation of Natural Storage Areas, New Jersey, project using
funds appropriated in Public Law 103-126.

For Operation and Maintenance, General, Corps of Engineers,
the following language is included:

* * * jncluding such sums as may be necessary for the
maintenance of harbor channels provided by a State, munici-
pality or other public agency, outside of harbor lines, and serv-
ing essential needs of general commerce and navigation; * * *

Also under Operation and Maintenance, Corps of Engineers, lan-
guage is included providing for construction, operation, and mainte-
nance of outdoor recreation facilities.
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The bill includes language under Operation and Maintenance,
General, Corps of Engineers, permitting the use of funds from the
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund.

Under Operation and Maintenance, General, language is in-
cluded that directs the Secretary of the Army to design and con-
struct a landing at Guntersville, Alabama.

Language is included in the bill under the Regulatory Program
of the Corps of Engineers regarding the regulation of navigable wa-
ters and wetlands of the United States.

Under Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies, language is in-
cluded that directs the Secretary of the Army to use funds appro-
priated in the Act and funds appropriated in Public Law 104-134
to rehabilitate non-Federal levees in Pierce County, Washington.

Under General Expenses, language is included relating to the
Coastal Engineering Research Board, the Humphreys Engineer
Center Support Activity, the Engineering Strategic Studies Center,
and the Water Resources Support Center.

Also under General Expenses, Corps of Engineers, language is
included prohibiting the use of other Title I funds for the Office of
the Chief of Engineers and the Division Offices.

Under General Expenses, the bill includes language permitting
the use of funds to implement a plan to reduce the number of divi-
sion offices.

Under Administrative Provisions, Corps of Engineers, language
is included providing that funds are available for purchase and hire
of motor vehicles.

Under General Provision, Corps of Engineers—Civil, the bill in-
cludes language that directs the Secretary of the Army to advertise
for competitive bid at least 10,000,000 cubic yards of the hopper
dredge volume accomplished with Government-owned dredges in
fiscal year 1992, and that permits the Secretary to utilize the
Corps of Engineers’ dredge fleet under certain conditions. Lan-
guage is also included that provides that none of the funds appro-
priated in the Act may be used for improvements of the dredge
McFarland.

Title II—Language is included under Bureau of Reclamation,
General Investigations and Construction Program providing that
funds may be derived from the Reclamation Fund.

Language is included under Bureau of Reclamation, General In-
vestigations and Construction Program providing that funds con-
tributed by non-Federal entities shall be available for expenditure.

Under General Investigations, language is included providing
that $500,000 shall be available to complete the appraisal study
and initiate preconstruction engineering and design for the Del
Norte County and Crescent City, California, Wastewater Reclama-
tion Project and $500,000 shall be available to complete the ap-
praisal study and initiate preconstruction engineering and design
for the Fort Bragg, California, Water Supply Project.

Language is included under Bureau of Reclamation, Construction
Program providing that such sums as necessary shall be considered
as though advanced to the Colorado River Dam Fund for the Boul-
der Canyon Project.

Language is included under Bureau of Reclamation, Construction
Program which permits funds transfers within the overall appro-
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priation to the Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and the Lower
Colorado River Basin Development Funds.

Language is also included under Bureau of Reclamation, Con-
struction Program, providing that the costs of safety of dams work
at Coolidge Dam, Arizona, are in addition to the amount authorized
for safety of dams work in 43 U.S.C. 506.

Language is included which directs the Bureau of Reclamation,
using funds appropriated for the Tucson Aqueduct System Reliabil-
ity Investigation, to complete, by the end of fiscal year 1997, the
environmental impact statement being conducted on the proposed
surface reservoir and which directs the Bureau of Reclamation to
work with the City of Tucson on any outstanding issues related to
the preferred alternative.

Language is included under Bureau of Reclamation, Operation
and Maintenance making funds available until expended.

For Operation and Maintenance, language is included providing
that funds may be derived from the reclamation fund and the spe-
cial fee account established pursuant to the Act of December 22,
1987.

Clarifying language is included under Bureau of Reclamation,
Operation and Maintenance relating to the costs of the examina-
tion of existing structures program.

For the Bureau of Reclamation, Operation and Maintenance,
funds collected and used pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 395 from water
users are made available until expended.

For the Loan Program, language is included regarding the source
of appropriated funds.

Language is included under General Administrative Expenses re-
ferring to the five Bureau of Reclamation regions.

Language is included under General Administrative Expenses
making the funds appropriated available until expended. Language
is also included relating to the source of funds for General Admin-
istrative Expenses and prohibiting the use of other appropriations
for general administrative functions.

Language is included under Special Funds identifying the special
funds authorized by law from which funds are made available to
the Bureau of Reclamation as authorized.

Under Administrative Provisions, Bureau of Reclamation, lan-
guage is included providing for purchase of motor vehicles.

Under the Department of the Interior, Central Utah Project
Completion Account, language is included in the bill providing that
funds are available for carrying out the responsibility of the Sec-
Ketary of the Interior under the Central Utah Project Completion

ct.

Title III—Language is included under the Energy Supply, Re-
search and Development account to restrict the use of $1,440,0001
of funds provided for program direction to providing for termi-
nation expenses related to the reduction of FTEs in the Office of
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.

Language is included under Uranium Supply and Enrichment
Activities to permit the use of revenues received by the Department
for residual uranium enrichment activities to reduce the appropria-
tions as revenues are received. This language was included in last
year’s appropriations Act.
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Language is included under the Uranium Enrichment Decon-
tamination and Decommissioning Fund making $34,000,000 of the
amounts derived from the fund available for thorium and uranium
company reimbursements.

Language is included under Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund mak-
ing appropriations from the Nuclear Waste Fund subject to author-
ization.

Language is included under Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund 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 is included under the Departmental Administration ac-
count, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, and consistent with the au-
thorization in Public Law 95-238, to permit the Department of En-
ergy to utilize revenues to offset appropriations. The appropriations
language for this account reflects the total estimated program
funding to be reduced as revenues are received. This language has
been carried in previous appropriations Acts.

Language is included under the Departmental Administration ac-
count to permit the Department of Energy to cover increases in the
cost of work for others provided that increases are offset by in-
creased revenues, and waives 31 U.S.C. 1511 and 3302. This lan-
guage has been carried in previous appropriations Acts.

Language is included under the Departmental Administration ac-
count limiting the number of employees who may be funded in this
account.

Language is included under the Bonneville Power Administration
account precluding any new direct loan obligations.

Language is included under the Southwestern Power Administra-
tion to permit Southwestern to utilize reimbursements from the
Department of Defense, various Oklahoma companies, and other
non-Federal entities, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302. This lan-
guage has been carried in previous appropriations Acts.

Language is included under Construction, Rehabilitation, Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Western Area Power Administration pro-
viding $5,432,000 for deposit into the Utah Reclamation Mitigation
and Conservation Account pursuant to Title IV of the Reclamation
Projects Act of 1992.

Language is included under the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission to permit the hire of passenger motor vehicles, to provide
for official entertainment expenses and to permit the use of reve-
nues collected to reduce the appropriation as revenues are received.

Language is included under the General Provision, Department
of Energy, creating a priority placement and job retraining pro-
gram for employees who have been, or are about to be, separated
from government service as a result of a reduction in force.

Title IV—Language is provided under the Appalachian Regional
Development program waiving section 405 of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act.

Language is included under Nuclear Regulatory Commission
making appropriations to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission from
the Nuclear Waste Fund subject to authorization of Nuclear Waste
Fund expenditures for Department of Energy program activities.
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Language is also included allowing transfer of appropriations to
other agencies for certain necessary activities and waiving 31
U.S.C. 3302. This language has been carried in previous appropria-
tions Acts. Language is included to exclude the costs of NRC pre-
licensing activities related to the clean up of the Hanford site from
license fee revenues. Language is also included to permit the NRC
to utilize revenues collected to offset appropriations, notwithstand-
ing 31 U.S.C. 3302.

Language is included under the Office of Inspector General to
permit transfer of funds to other agencies for performance of work,
and to utilize revenues collected to offset appropriations.

Language is included under Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board making appropriations to the Board from the Nuclear Waste
Fund subject to authorization of Nuclear Waste Fund expenditures
for Department of Energy program activities.

Title V—Language is included repealing section 508(f) of Public
Law 104-46, the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1996. Section 508(f) provided the Administrator of the Bonne-
ville Power Administration the authority to offer employees vol-
untary separation incentives not to exceed $25,000 as deemed nec-
essary to reduce employee levels.

Language is included repealing 42 U.S.C. 7262 which provides
authority to the Secretary of Energy to accept gifts, bequests, and
devises of money.

Language is included repealing a provision included in Public
Law 101-514, the Energy and Water Development Appropriations
Act, 1991, which provides that in operation of the Shasta Dam,
Central Valley Project, California, any increase in power purchase
costs incurred by the Western Area Power Administration after
January 1, 1986, resulting from bypass releases for temperature
control purposes to preserve anadromous fisheries in the Sac-
ramento River shall be reimbursable.

Language is included which provides that none of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by the Act may be used to
determine the final point of discharge for the interceptor drain for
the San Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project until certain condi-
tions are met and which provides that the costs of the Kesterson
Reservoir Cleanup Program and the San Joaquin Valley Drainage
Program shall be classified as reimbursable or nonreimbursable by
the Secretary of the Interior as described in the Bureau of Rec-
lamation report entitled, “Repayment Report, Kesterson Reservoir
Cleanup Program and San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, Feb-
ruary 1995.”

APPROPRIATIONS NOT AUTHORIZED BY LAW

Pursuant to clause 3 of rule XXI 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

Department of Energy:

Energy Supply, Research and Development Activities
Uranium Supply and Enrichment Activities

General Science and Research Activities
Departmental Administration
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Office of Inspector General

Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund

Weapons Activities

Defense Environmental Restoration and Waste Management

Other Defense Activities

Defense Nuclear Waste Disposal

Power Marketing Administrations
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Appalachian Regional 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 HOUSE RULE XIII, CLAUSE 3
(RAMSEYER)

In compliance with clause 3 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):

The accompanying bill would repeal section 508(f) of Public Law
104-46, the Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act,
1996.

[(f) PERSONNEL FLEXIBILITY.—The Administrator may offer em-
ployees voluntary separation incentives as deemed necessary which
shall not exceed $25,000. Recipients who accept employment with
the United States within five years after separation shall repay the
entire amount to the Bonneville Power Administration.]

The accompanying bill would repeal 42 U.S.C. 7262.

[§ 7262. Gifts, bequests, and devises

The Secretary is authorized to accept, hold, administer, and uti-
lize gifts, bequests, and devises of property, both real and personal,
for the purpose of aiding or facilitating the work of the Depart-
ment. Gifts, bequests, and devises of money and proceeds from
sales of other property received as gifts, bequests, or devises shall
be deposited in the Treasury and shall be disbursed upon the order
of the Secretary. Property accepted pursuant to this section, and
the proceeds thereof, shall be used as nearly as possible in accord-
ance with the terms of the gift, bequest, or devise. For the purposes
of Federal income, estate, and gift taxes, property accepted under
this section shall be considered as a gift, bequest, or devise to the
United States.1

The accompanying bill would amend Public Law 101-514, the
Energy and Water Development Appropriations Act, 1991.

[: Provided, That in the operation of Shasta Dam, Central
Valley Project, California, any increase in power purchase
costs incurred by the Western Area Power Administration
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after January 1, 1986, resulting from bypass releases for
temperature control purposes to preserve anadromous fish-
eries in the Sacramento River shall be nonreimbursable.]
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE NANCY PELOSI

This Committee Report includes a statement under the category
entitled “Central Valley Project Restoration Fund,” noting that the
Administration’s budget request did not include funds for the San
Joaquin River Basin Resource Management Initiative and concur-
ring with that request. The Initiative is the line item that has been
used for Restoration Fund expenditures on the CVPIA’s San Joa-
quin River Comprehensive Plan.

It is correct that the Administration’s budget request included no
Restoration Fund money for this study, a regrettable decision by
the Secretary of the Interior that suggests that the Secretary has
no intention of complying with a statutory requirement. The Ad-
ministration is under a statutory deadline to complete the Com-
prehensive Plan this fall and nothing in this or previous appropria-
tions bills has relieved them of that obligation.

The Comprehensive Plan is a common sense study of options that
cannot by itself lead to any water reallocation or other action that
could pose a threat to anyone. It simply is intended to provide the
Secretary with basic research and a series of options that explore
the potential for restoring the devastated San Joaquin River. The
study is as essential now as ever and I urge the Secretary to em-
ploy his numerous other authorities to complete this important
Plan as expeditiously as possible, even if this ill-advised cutoff of
Restoration Fund monies remains in the bill.

NanNcy PELoOsI

O
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