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“Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I appreciate you sharing many of the details of the subcommittee’s proposed fiscal year 2011 Interior Appropriations bill and want to begin my remarks by congratulating you on presenting your first bill as chairman of the subcommittee.  
As I’ve had a chance to review the Chairman’s mark in recent days, I’ve discovered some things to like about the bill and other things that are of real concern.  I believe this legislation gives the Forest Service and Department of Interior many of the fire-suppression tools they’ll need in the coming year.  It also makes a real commitment to addressing many critical needs within Indian Country.  
But I find myself questioning a number of items—the lack of full-funding for fixed costs at the Department of Interior and Forest Service; a new legislative rider that would undermine grazing; and dramatic increases in climate change funding even as the government struggles to coordinate the funding it has already received.  I’d like to briefly touch on each of these items today.
First, I applaud the Chairman’s decision to include a healthy allocation for fire suppression, hazardous fuels, and other fire-related accounts.  While I don’t agree with every fire-related decision, I’m optimistic that the Forest Service and DoI will be adequately funded to fight through another tough fire season.  Because of steps taken by this subcommittee last year to provide funding for the FLAME Act, the Forest Service is in a position where it won’t have to borrow from non-fire related accounts to pay for fire suppression.  This is a very positive development and I’m grateful to former Chairman Dicks for his leadership in this effort.  
Second, I’m very pleased by the needed attention this bill provides to our Native American brothers and sisters.  There are many unmet needs within Indian Country—in education, health care, law enforcement, drug abuse prevention, and other areas—and this bill does a great deal to address these issues.  Our colleague, Tom Cole, is the most knowledgeable Member in Congress when it comes to issues facing Native Americans.  Both Mr. Cole and Mr. Moran deserve credit for what this bill does to address many of these needs.  
In recent months, our country has faced unprecedented challenges arising from the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico.  Many dedicated professionals from the Department of Interior have committed every waking moment since the spill occurred to finding a way to plug the well and mitigate the damage on the Gulf Coast.  They deserve our thanks.

I recognize that the Chairman has strong feelings about the direction our country takes with regard to oil and natural gas leasing and other activities off of our coasts, and that is reflected in this bill.  Personally, I continue to support efforts to invest in a realistic and balanced, all-of-the-above energy portfolio that includes renewable sources of energy, nuclear energy, and coal, as well as domestic sources of oil and gas.  Energy production is an inherently risky business.  While we can make every possible effort to mitigate risk, we can never fully eliminate it.  We need to learn how we can more safely produce the energy our country will need—from a variety of sources—in the coming century.  

As Chairman Moran said in his opening remarks, the 302(b) allocation for this legislation is $32.2 billion.  This funding is consistent with last year’s funding level which represented a $4.7 billion, or 17 percent, increase over the prior year’s enacted level.  This generous increase came on the heels of other historic increases in recent years.  I remind my colleagues that spending levels for this bill between FY 2007 and FY 2011—including base bills, emergency supplementals, and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act—have increased by 82 percent.  
Given record deficits and debt, and the large increase in this bill’s funding in recent years, I believe some agency budgets can afford a “brief pause” without missing a beat.  Let’s not forget, if you include stimulus funding, spending by this subcommittee exceeded $38 billion last year.  Of that amount, $25 billion went to the EPA.  That’s about the size of this subcommittee’s entire budget just three years ago.  
The EPA has wasted little time in using record budgets to impose new regulations that are at best ridiculous and at worst making it even more challenging for Americans to survive in an already fragile economy.  Most of the mayors, farmers, and business owners I know believe the EPA is out of control when it comes to regulating every segment of our economy.  Even members of this Administration have made similar, if more measured, comments.  And frankly, I agree with them.  

I also remain concerned about providing large funding increases to programs without having clearly defined goals or sufficient processes in place to measure the return on our investment.  We are continuing to make rapid investments in water, climate change, renewable energy, and other areas—all of them worthy endeavors—but with relatively little planning and coordination across multiple agencies and the rest of government.  

I agree with the chairman that climate change is an issue we need to study carefully and know more about.  But, as I’ve asked before, what precisely is the problem we’re trying to solve and how will we know if we solve it?  And, what specifically have we learned from the billions we’ve already spent?   

The President’s FY11 budget request proposed over $18 billion for climate change activities across the entire federal government, a 14 percent increase from the present fiscal year.  Funding for climate change related programs within this bill increased by $131 million (or 56 percent) from FY09 to FY10, and another $79 million (or 22 percent) from last year to this year.  Overall, climate change funding in this bill has increased by $247 million, or 127 percent, since FY08.  
I remain concerned that many climate change functions within this bill won’t be coordinated with similar efforts undertaken by other Federal agencies resulting in a duplication of efforts.  We ought to require coordination across the entire federal government.  As far as I can tell, this coordination is still lacking.
Early on in the process, it became apparent that Chairman Moran and I would have differing points of view relating to the issue of grazing.  That’s understandable because he’s from the East and I’m from the West and typically Easterners and Westerners see the world differently.  That’s just the way it is.

When the Chairman and I met recently to discuss this bill, he indicated that he intended to include legislative language that would authorize the permanent, voluntary termination of grazing permits in the West.  This greatly concerned me, and I told him that I wasn’t trying to be political or theatrical but that it was hard for me to imagine that a single western Member (perhaps outside of coastal California) would be able to support this bill if it included a grazing buyout program.  

To his credit, Chairman Moran listened as I expressed my concerns and shared my western perspective on grazing.  I’m deeply concerned that his language would have far reaching negative impacts on western communities and lead to more litigation and an even greater grazing backlog.  Not only would it dramatically impact economies throughout my district, it would also have unintended environmental consequences.   Existing ranches that are no longer economically viable would convert into ranchettes, leading to the construction of mega-mansions and subdivisions in some of the most unspoiled areas known to man.  
While I’m deeply concerned that this new policy direction would reignite a divisive War on the West, I appreciate Chairman Moran’s desire to better protect ecologically sensitive areas and prevent poor grazing practices that have, in the past, hurt the land.  It became apparent that while the two of us had completely different points of view, we could actually have a productive conversation.  Imagine that, a Republican and a Democrat having a productive conversation!
The Chairman and I agreed to re-visit the issue again—and we have.

While I still strongly oppose the language currently in the bill, I’m grateful to him for working with me and my staff to fashion an amendment that meets each of our concerns.  The truth is that we need a comprehensive solution to the challenges posed by our current grazing policies which are resulting in unmanageable backlogs and prevent agencies from prioritizing based on environmental sensitivity.

The Department of the Interior and the Forest Service are now in the very early stages of developing a thoughtful, responsible strategy that protects grazing interests while also better monitoring range conditions and preserving some of our most ecologically sensitive rangelands.  The Chairman and I have agreed to ask these agencies to work with us to develop legislative and programmatic recommendations that reflect these concerns.
Until that process is complete, the responsible thing to do is to maintain grazing language this bill has carried without interruption for years.  This will provide the BLM the tools it needs to continue working through the existing backlog while continuing efforts to focus on the most environmentally sensitive areas.  The amendment I intend to offer today—which the Chairman has pledged to support—does just that.

This position is also supported by Secretary Salazar—who is himself a rancher—and the Administration as well.  

The last item I’d like to mention is fixed costs.  One of my concerns with this bill is the lack of funding to fully cover payroll, health benefits, and other fixed costs for the 70,000 employees at the Department of Interior and more than 30,000 employees at the U.S. Forest Service.  Last year’s budget request included fixed costs.  For reasons I don’t understand, this year’s budget request from OMB did not.  
I’m concerned about that this subcommittee mark leaves the Department of Interior $109 million short and the U.S. Forest Service $40 million short of meetings its fixed cost obligations for next year.  This omission will force Interior and the Forest Service to “absorb” these costs elsewhere.  At the Department of the Interior, this will translate into a reduction of 1,300 salaried positions in 2011.  At the Forest Service, it will mean 1,200 fewer seasonal and temporary employees during peak field season.  

The absorption of these costs—and the subsequent loss of jobs—will have real impacts, resulting in reductions in programs and services at National Parks, National Forests, and wildlife refuges all across America.  You will also see fewer seasonal employees in our parks and fewer teachers in Bureau of Indian Education schools.  I intend to offer an amendment today that makes reductions elsewhere in the bill to provide full fixed costs at Interior and the Forest Service.

In closing, I want to thank the professional staff on both sides of the aisle for working day and night (and weekends) to produce this bill.  Because it’s unlikely our bill will come before the full committee or be on the House floor this year, let me personally thank Delia Scott, Chris Topik, Jason Gray, Julie Falkner, Brendan Lilly, Megan Quinn, Nellie Pierson, and Tim Aiken.  I’d also like to thank Darren Benjamin and Dave LesStrang of the minority staff, and Missy Small and Megan Milam of my own staff.  These individuals deserve our thanks.

Mr. Chairman, with that, I look forward to working with you and the rest of our colleagues to improve this bill as it moves through the legislative process.    Thank you.”
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