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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’S
FISCAL YEAR 2007 BUDGET

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m. in room 628,
Senate Dirksen Building, Hon. James M. Inhofe (chairman of the
committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Inhofe, Warner, Bond, Chafee, Murkowski,
Thune, Isakson, Vitter, Jeffords, Boxer, Carper, Clinton, Lauten-
berg, and Obama.

Senator INHOFE. The hearing will come to order.

I think what we will do, Mr. Administrator, we have seven nomi-
nations, the confirmation motions that will have to be made. We
have to have 10 people here. So as soon as we get 10, we are going
to interrupt whatever we are doing, whether it is you or me, and
go into our confirmations.

Before that, if it is acceptable with Senator Jeffords, to at this
time recognize out of order Senator Isakson for a statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHNNY ISAKSON, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and ranking mem-
ber.

On the confirmation of the board members to the TVA at our
previous committee meeting, I told the committee how much I sup-
ported each and every one of those nominees from the standpoint
of their qualifications and their ability. I stand by that statement.

I also expressed my concern over the lack of representation of
three States covered by TVA but ending up not being represented
on the board. As the chairman will remember, at that time, I asked
the prospective board members——

Senator INHOFE. I believe that was Virginia, North Carolina and
Georgia, right?

Senator ISAKSON. That is correct. I asked the prospective board
members to open a dialog with me to see if we couldn’t work out
a way to ensure that when there were occasions on that board that
States served by TVA were not represented on the board there
would be a mechanism established for their input, concerns, et
cetera, to flow freely between the board and those States.

I also met with the majority leader, who was the original author
of the legislation that created the new board. As of last night,
pending the receipt of some confirmation today, we have worked
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out with me and with them a very satisfactory arrangement on
that representation. So I just wanted the record to show that the
hold I would have placed on the nominations on the floor will be
lifted as soon as I receive that communication and they receive
mine to them, which should take place today.

I repeat what I said on that day with regard to these six indi-
vidual members: they are outstanding Americans, they will do a
great job. My concerns never dealt with their capability, but rather
with the structure and representation of that board as it would be
constituted.

Senator INHOFE. All right. Thank you very much, Senator
Isakson. That will be duly noted.

We will be waiting for 10 to show up so that we have a quorum
and we can get to the nominations. But we will go ahead and pro-
ceed with the budget portion of the hearing. We will follow our nor-
mal procedure, and that is, after opening statements have con-
cluded, anyone coming in late would not be entitled to an opening
statement, we will just continue with the hearing.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

I welcome you, Administrator Johnson, and am pleased to have
you testify before the committee today on your fiscal year 2007 pro-
posed budget. I expect that each Senator is going to want to have
time, so we are going to try to keep our opening statements down
to under 5 minutes if at all possible.

The Administration has proposed a $7.32 billion budget for the
fiscal year 2007. It is a $310 million cut to the EPA’s budget from
2006. I think that is a little deceptive, though, and this is some-
thing that we are going to be exploring, as I have told you pri-
vately. It seems to me that when we are trying to do cuts, we have
the insatiable appetite for cherry picking and getting these things
that we know will be reinstituted as it goes through the process.

So as far as the $400 million cuts, which represent actually an
increase of some $90 million, because we know that the $310 mil-
lion will be reinstituted, since they are in the two categories that
historically they have used to represent cuts. They always get rein-
stated. We are talking about some of the members’ projects and,
what is the other big category? Oh, yes, the revolving fund. Be-
cause this is something that is very important to us.

So I am disappointed in that we are not doing it. What I will be
asking you to do is take this budget back and find a net of $310
million in cuts that is not something that is going to be automati-
cally reinstated. Does that make sense? That is what we are going
to try to do.

One reason for these congressional earmarks is that in their ab-
sence, the bureaucrats at the EPA would solely determine how to
spend those funds instead of Congress. It is very similar to the sit-
uation in the Transportation bill. People talk about earmarks and
they don’t realize that if we don’t have members’ earmarks, there
is still going to be, that money is going to be spent, but it is going
to be spent by individuals who are bureaucrats who are not sub-
jected to going home and knowing what the real needs are. So I
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think this is something that is very important that we keep in
mind as we come back with some changes to this budget.

This hearing focuses on the EPA budget and the EPA grants are
a major example of spending decisions of unelected bureaucrats.
We have already covered all that.

We have found that taxpayers’ dollars being used for purposes
such as funding questionable environmental projects in other coun-
tries, which included the funds to expand the environmental capac-
ity of the Moroccan non-governmental organizations, NGOQO’s, this is
kind of interesting. Also that we would pay to have a delegation
come from Morocco to come to Maryland to study our environ-
mental situation when Morocco has more money than we do. I look
at this and I think, why are we doing these things?

One thing I would like to have you do, Mr. Administrator, be-
cause I asked my staff and they couldn’t tell me, you have the Of-
fice of International something or other, what is it called?

Mr. JOHNSON. The Office of International Affairs, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. In that we find that some of these are
international, some are not. In fact, I think the total budget for
that office is fairly nominal. I don’t remember the exact number I
heard yesterday.

Then we find out that such things as this Moroccan situation and
one having to do with China are not actually out of that office. So
what I would like to find out is a number, when you come back or
as soon as you can get back to me for the record, as soon as pos-
sible, as to how much money is spent on international causes. Be-
gaus};a it is not found in that one office. So I would like to have you

o that.

[The referenced material can be found on page 83.]

Now, along with grants oversight, my staff has been inves-
tigating EPA regions and how they vary in their implementation
enforcement of environmental regulations. So far we have learned
that of the 10 EPA regions, there is often little uniformity in how
the same program is managed in different regions. This concerns
me because it appears that regions have the ability to depart from
the national guidelines when enforcing Federal regulations without
any repercussions.

For example, in Region V, the bureaucrats in Region V have been
notoriously autonomous in their enforcement of Federal environ-
mental law, finding people in violation of the law for things no
other region has cited for. This can lead to situations that are pat-
ently unfair and stifle commerce and fair international competition.
I will continue to look into situations in which regions move out of
the acceptable variance of enforcement and no longer will regions
agilance their own agenda without being noticed and held account-
able.

I have several oversight priorities critical to my State of Okla-
homa, as you well know, Tar Creek, which was considered to be the
most devastating of all the Superfund sites. We have been throw-
ing money on that for a long period of time. We now have this
under control. I have to say, with the cooperation of our Governor,
Governor Brad Henry, of my predecessor, David Boren, who is the
president of Oklahoma University, we have a partnership where
the EPA and the different organizations here, the Corps of Engi-
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neers and others in Washington, with Oklahoma University and
the DEQ of the State of Oklahoma, we have really gotten it under
control. We have determined the ownership of the CHAP piles, we
have determined how to deal with that.

Just recently, we ran into something that was very, very serious.
A man named Ed Keheley, who is a well-respected scientist onsite
down there, said that we are going to have to study the subsidence
to see what the problem is. All of a sudden we find out that the
subsidence problem is more serious than the air problem was be-
fore. We are going to have to shift our gears in a modest way to
handle that. Because right now, we have some, in some areas, only
32 feet, taking our school children from the air to the underground.

So we have made some great progress there. But we have some
new challenges.

In addition, I am deeply concerned that nearly 80 percent of the
small drinking water systems in my State are not in compliance
with the disinfection byproduct stage 1 rule. To add insult to in-
jury, EPA recently finalized an additional two drinking water rules
that will place additional burdens on these small communities. In
addition to my legislation to provide these communities regulatory
relief, I will continue to examine the cost of the science behind
these proposals.

I might add, it is not just the State of Oklahoma. I have talked
to Senators from New Mexico and other States who are having the
same type of problem.

So I would also like to encourage the Agency to create a more
open and transparent scientific process. The American people de-
serve to truly understand the risks to which they are exposed, in-
cluding any uncertainty about that risk, and how the particular
risk compares to another. The American taxpayer funds these ef-
forts in this. They should be able to evaluate them and make judg-
ments about how their dollars are spent.

So I will be anxious to get into this. I notice here Senator Jef-
fords has asked that Senator Boxer be recognized first on the mi-
nority side. We will do that, but I hope that doesn’t mean you are
leaving. Because we have to get 10 people here.

[The prepared statement of Senator Inhofe follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Welcome Administrator Johnson. I am pleased to have you testify before the com-
mittee today on the President Bush’s Fiscal Year 2007 budget proposal for the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.

I expect that each Senator on the committee will wish to make an opening state-
ment and will have several questions for the Administrator. Therefore, I am asking
that opening statements be kept under 5 minutes.

The Administration has proposed $7.32 billion for the EPA for fiscal year 2007.
This is a $310 million cut to the EPA’s budget from the 2006 enacted level. How-
ever, this budget includes $199 million in cuts to the clean water SRF and more
than $200 million in cuts to regional water programs and other Congressional prior-
ities. These cuts will not be sustained throughout the process. I truly understand
that in the current fiscal environment we need to make tough choices. However, I
am frustrated by the unrealistic cuts. There are many opportunities to make further
cuts that could survive the process that were overlooked by the Administration.

This is disappointing because in addition to my demands at last year’s hearing,
I sent a letter to you earlier this year urging you to propose cuts that stand a real-
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istic chance of being reduced or eliminated. A budget that focuses so much of the
pain on regional programs and Congressional priorities does not meet this goal.

The proposed cuts to the Clean Water SRF, regional water programs, and other
Congressional priorities are likely to be restored and the Administration knows it.
Cuts to these programs account for more than $400 million far more than the over-
all budget cut of $310 million. This allows the Administration to increase other pro-
grams, even though they know that in the end Congress will restore much of their
proposed cuts. My colleagues on the Minority and the so-called environmentalists
are attacking you for making cuts, when at the end of the day you have actually
failed to realistically reduce the budget.

Congress would be justified in restoring many of the cuts you proposed. There is
a nationwide crisis and need for more water infrastructure money. It is clear from
the cuts you have proposed that the Administration does not fully understand this
crisis.

Another reason for these Congressional earmarks is that in their absence, the bu-
reaucrats at the EPA would solely determine how to spend those funds instead of
Congress. If we don’t earmark, the career bureaucrats will make the decisions, thus
taking the decision out of the control of the people who are most responsive and
accountable to their constituents. Furthermore, without funding that is distributed
in accordance with a formula, our communities that are struggling with unfunded
mandates, must compete with one another for the attention and approval of the ca-
reer bureaucrats that dole out the EPA’s discretionary grants. Members of Congress
know very well the needs in their districts. I assure you that I know the needs of
Oklahoma far better than any unaccountable bureaucrat in Washington.

This hearing focuses on the EPA budget, and EPA grants are a major example
of spending decisions by unelected bureaucrats. Each year, the EPA awards half of
its budget in a wide range of grants to a variety of recipients. However, over the
past 10 years, EPA has received criticism from the Office of Management and Budg-
et, the EPA Inspector General, and the Government Accountability Office for pref-
erential treatment in grant making, awarding grants without competition or peer-
review, and requiring no environmental results. Due to oversight from this com-
mittee, EPA has begun to make progress in grant making. However, let me provide
some examples this committee has uncovered of spending decisions made by bureau-
crats within EPA.

We have found taxpayer dollars being used for dubious projects such as

funding questionable environmental projects in other countries which included
funds to expand the environmental capacity of Moroccan non-governmental organi-
zations and government agencies, including a 10-day United States study tour for
Moroccan officials to Maryland. Additionally, grants funds have been allocated to
implement regional energy efficiency standards for buildings in the Russian Federa-
tion and implement an indoor air initiative in the Yunnan community of China. I
believe and I know the taxpayers in Oklahoma agree with me that funding for these
grants could be better spent at home.

Along with grants oversight, my staff has been investigating EPA regions and
how they vary in their implementation and enforcement of environmental regula-
tions. So far, we have learned that of the ten EPA regions, there is often little uni-
formity in how the same program is managed in different regions. This concerns me
because it appears that regions have the ability to depart from national guidelines
when enforcing federal regulations without any repercussions. For example, Region
5 bureaucrats have been notoriously autonomous in their enforcement of federal en-
vironmental law finding people in violation of the law for things no other region has
cited for. This can lead to situations that are patently unfair, that stifle commerce,
and fair national competition. I will continue to look into situations in which regions
move out of the acceptable variance of enforcement and no longer will regions ad-
vance their own agenda without being noticed and held accountable.

I would like to applaud the Agency’s recent efforts to reduce the compliance bur-
den associated with the Toxic Release Inventory, or TRI. Last fall, EPA proposed
allowing certain TRI reporters to use the shorter TRI Form A instead of the longer
TRI Form R. This move would save an estimated 165,000 hours of burden each year
while retaining 99 percent of current long form data. This is the type of stream-
lining the Agency should do and I encourage you to continue to look for other areas
where you can create efficiencies and reduce burdens while maintaining environ-
mental protection. The Agency also said it would begin to examine the possibility
of altering the timing of TRI data reporting, perhaps moving to an every other year
schedule, potentially resulting in $2 million in savings in the “off year.” I know that
you will carefully evaluate the issues associated with these burden reduction efforts
an](;1 balance them with the Agency’s commitment to providing information to the
public.
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I have several oversight priorities critical to my State of Oklahoma. As you know,
Tar Creek has been my top priority for some time. We have made tremendous
progress, but much more needs to be done. I appreciate the EPA working with me
and Governor Henry. Just 2 weeks ago, a subsidence report was issued. The study
was the result of one of my visits to Tar Creek, riding around the chat piles with
Ed Keehely a retired nuclear engineer from DOE who lives in the area and has been
very involved in the Tar Creek superfund site. This report provided very new infor-
mation detailing undermining and potential cave-ins some 200 structures, including
homes and churches, were found to be at risk. This new information has brought
about a reevaluation of our priorities, and I will be seeking your commitment to
work with myself, Governor Henry, and the other Federal agencies in order to do
whatever is necessary to address this risk.

In addition, I am deeply concerned that nearly 80 percent of the small drinking
water systems in my State are not in compliance with the disinfection byproduct
stage I rule. And to add insult to injury, EPA recently finalized an additional two
drinking water rules that will place additional burdens on these small communities.
In addition to my legislation to provide these communities regulatory relief, I will
continue to examine the costs and science behind these proposals.

I would also like to encourage the Agency to create a more open and transparent
scientific process. The American people deserve to truly understand the risks to
which they are exposed, including any uncertainty about that risk and how a par-
ticular risk compares to another. The American taxpayer funds these efforts and
thus they should be able to evaluate them and make judgments about how their dol-
lars are spent.

Administrator Johnson, I look forward to your testimony. I again urge my col-
leagues to keep their statements brief.

Senator BOXER. Senator, I have an obligation at the Foreign Re-
lations Committee where Secretary of State Rice is going to be. I
have to be over there.

Senator INHOFE. I understand. You are recognized.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator BOXER. Thank you so much. It is very nice of you, Sen-
ator Jeffords. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, thanks very much, and Administrator Johnson,
thank you for being here this morning. EPA’s mission, to protect
public health and the environment, is critical to the lives of all
Americans. Sometimes I think we get so caught up in the weeds,
we forget the reason that we are here. We forget the reason we
have an Environment Committee.

I believe this value of protecting the health of the American peo-
ple is a value shared by our people. Ensuring that communities are
healthy, safe and not threatened by pollution in the air, water or
soil is a moral issue. Any of us who goes to our schools, wherever
they may be located, from the deep South to the East to the West,
and every place in between, we see the increase in asthma cases
among children. This isn’t happening for no reason. There is a rea-
son. We have to try and make life healthier for our people.

Unfortunately, I come at this budget a little differently than the
Chairman, not surprisingly. We do have different philosophies on
this. I believe this 2007 budget reveals the fact that the protection
of public health and the environment is not a priority for this Ad-
ministration. EPA’s budget does not commit the resources nec-
essary to assure the quality of life and clean environment that
Americans expect and Americans deserve.

Since this Administration’s first budget, EPA funding has been
cut by 16 percent. This year alone, most domestic agencies were cut
an average of a half a percent, but EPA was cut by 4 percent, a
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total of $310 million. The funding levels sought by this Administra-
tion takes the Country back to funding levels not seen in 8 years.

These cuts are not only harmful to public health, they are also
fiscally irresponsible. The cost of failing to invest in these critical
programs at a time of rising rates of childhood asthma, as I dis-
cussed, also childhood cancer is growing and neurological, develop-
mental and reproductive disorders are growing. This is the wrong
time to cut.

The President’s proposed budget cuts include $199 million from
the Clean Water Revolving Fund, despite the fact that 40 percent
of streams, 45 percent of lakes and 50 percent of estuaries are pol-
luted. Thirty-five million dollars from State air quality managers,
weakening enforcement of Clean Air laws, when 150 million Ameri-
cans live in areas with unhealthy air and $11 million cut from
Superfund cleanups when one in four Americans lives within four
miles of a Superfund site. A lot of those Americans are children.
And children are more adversely affected.

EPA’s own documents estimate a shortfall of $750 million to $1
billion needed to clean up sites deferred due to continuing budget
shortfalls. The pace of cleanup has dropped in half since the Clin-
ton administration. EPA has also revealed that there are well over
100 Superfund sites where human exposure is not under control,
including sites directly affecting children. I will make the EPA doc-
ument I have obtained summarizing the threats posed by these
sites part of the record, and I want to thank the Chairman, Mr.
Chairman, I want to take a minute to thank you very much, be-
cause with your help we have been able to get documentation on
a lot of these issues.

The Administration has also proposed to eliminate all funding for
the National Children’s Health Study, which is a seminal inter-
agency study that includes the effect of the environment on chil-
dren’s health. How can we sit here and preside over the disman-
tling of a program that has been set up to track children’s health?
EPA has made an important contribution to this ongoing study in
the past. This is a terrible signal. This study is a good example of
the Administration’s misguided policies. It would contribute to a
better understanding and control of the causes of asthma, diabetes
and impaired mental abilities in children, including environmental
factors.

An NIH commissioned analysis estimated a cost saving of $9.7
billion a year that could be gained from the canceled children’s
study. So we cancel the children’s study, we lose the benefits that
could come, and it costs us all more money in the end as we have
to face these diseases in our children.

These cuts come on top of efforts to politicize and weaken EPA
and environmental programs as never before. A few quick exam-
ples, and then I will be done. In recent testimony before the EPA’s
Clean Air Science Advisory Committee, Mr. Bart Ashtro, the chief
of the Air Pollution Epidemiology Unit at California’s EPA, re-
ported that the White House Office of Management and Budget im-
properly interfered with EPA’s analysis on a proposed rule gov-
erning the control of toxic dust in rural areas, rural areas.

The recent resignation of a 24-year-old political appointee at
NASA, after the New York Times revealed his efforts to intimidate
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NASA’s senior climate scientist, raises similar concerns. This Ad-
ministration has demonstrated a pattern of distorting scientific evi-
dence when the conclusions do not match the policies they wish to
pursue. This is a dangerous pattern that must be stopped.

Despite all this, I understand that the Administrator will testify
today that EPA is committed to successful programs like Super-
fund, it is committed to sound science. Well, these words, so far,
have not been backed up by the facts or the reality of this budget.
The President’s budget speaks for itself, cutting critical programs
like Superfund. The budget is a road map to our values and our
morality. This budget fails the test. These proposed cuts, along
with the Administration’s concerted effort to distort science, tell the
real story.

The oversight role of Congress is an essential one here. EPA’s
budget must reflect the high priority placed by all Americans on
living in a clean and safe environment. The dollars saved in this
budget are swallowed up by the cost to public health and the envi-
ronment if cuts to critical programs are allowed to stand.

Now, Mr. Johnson, you have a really hard job here. You heard
the chairman say, please go back and find more savings. You heard
me say, and I think others, perhaps on both sides of the aisle, we
don’t know where people are coming out on this, who are going to
tell you there are too many cuts. The bottom line is the American
people. It is not about us. It is about them. It is about their health,
it is about their welfare.

So I hope we can put politics aside and care about them for a
change. I think if we did that, we would have a much better budget
and would have a priority of keeping the American people healthy.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. Thank you, Senator Jef-
fords.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Boxer.

If you would just stay her for just a moment, we will recess our
budget hearing and go to nominations. We now have 10.

[Whereupon, the committee recessed to conduct other business.]

Senator INHOFE. We will return now and recognize Senator
Vitter, I believe you would be next.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID VITTER, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having this hear-
ing today, and Mr. Johnson, thanks for being here. I want to start
by saying thank you for all the hard work that EPA has done for
almost 6 months in the Gulf region. The EPA has played a crucial
role in the response and cleanup efforts.

Senator INHOFE. I don’t think your microphone is on, Senator. 1
might suggest you use the other microphone there, because we do
want to make sure the record reflects your entire statement.

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Yes, Mr. Johnson, EPA has played a very crucial role in response
to the hurricanes, in immediate response as well as cleanup efforts
and monitoring. The key to Louisianians moving back to New Orle-
ans and surrounding areas as well as southwest Louisiana is secu-
rity through stronger hurricane protection. It is also important that
the environment is safe for human health. You all have done two
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crucial things that are equally important. No. 1, you have helped
identify and respond to the serious situations that have occurred
on a localized basis in terms of different sorts of contamination.

Equally as important, you have helped dispel the media myth
that there is this widespread, global, toxic soup in the region that
made the whole region uninhabitable. That widespread toxic soup
myth wouldn’t have killed anyone, but it would have killed our
economy and our future if it had been allowed to stand. So thank
you for bringing science to bear on both of those counts.

Even after 5 months, there is still much to be done to recover
and rebuild. So I look forward to continuing to work with you and
EPA in terms of that response.

Another example I want to mention briefly of your important
work in Louisiana is Lake Pontchartrain, one of America’s most
significant bodies of water. In 2000, Congress passed the Lake
Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Act. EPA is an active member of
that stakeholders conference and is the chief Federal Agency in-
volved in the program. So I look forward to continuing that work.

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the hearing. I look forward
to following up.

[The prepared statement of Senator Vitter follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID VITTER, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Mr. Chairman, thank you for having this hearing, and, Mr. Johnson, we appre-
ciate your being here today.

I would like to start by saying thank you for the hard work conducted by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency over the past almost 6 months since Hurricanes
Katrina and Rita devastated Louisiana and the Gulf Coast region.

The EPA has played a crucial role in the response and clean-up efforts in Lou-
isiana through testing and monitoring air and water quality throughout the disaster
area. The key to Louisianians moving back to New Orleans is security through
stronger hurricane protection but it is also important that the environment is safe
for human health. EPA has been very involved in ensuring a safe environment as
Louisianians return home.

Even after 5 months, there is still much to be done to recover and rebuild the
areas destroyed by the Hurricanes especially in the area of debris removal. Mr.
Johnson, I look forward to continuing to work with you and appreciate your commit-
ment to cleaning up Louisiana.

Another example of an area where EPA’s work in Louisiana is very important is
Lake Pontchartrain, one of America’s significant bodies of water. In 2000, Congress
passed the Lake Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Act, which was my first bill to
pass Congress. EPA is the chief Federal Agency involved in the program and I look
forward to EPA’s continued involvement to further promote efforts to improve the
water quality of Lake Pontchartrain. Again, thank you Mr. Chairman. I look for-
ward to asking questions.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Vitter.
Senator Jeffords.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF VERMONT

Senator JEFFORDS. Good morning, and welcome, Administrator
Johnson. It is good to see you.

As I enter my last year as a member of this committee, I remem-
ber those who have sat before us, Senators Stafford and Chafee
and Moynihan come to mind. Each believed that investment in en-
vironmental programs support our economy. Each in their own way
felt that the key to the economic sustainability was environmental
stewardship.
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The President’s budget worries me, as I believe it would worry
our predecessors. Just three budgets ago, this Congress approved
$8.4 billion in spending for EPA. The proposed budget represents
a decline of 13 percent from 2004 and a 4 percent reduction in
spending last year.

However, when inflation is taken into account, next year’s cut
would be well over 7 percent. The brunt of these cuts will be felt
by our States, which are already struggling with budget shortfalls.
This budget will mean even less money and therefore fewer re-
sources for our States to ensure cleaner air and water by our citi-
zens.

If I were to use an analogy, this budget is like an ostrich sticking
its head in the sand. As we all know, ignoring our problems won’t
make them disappear. If only it were that easy. I would argue that
ensuring our Nation’s water infrastructure is up to date should be
a homeland security problem. The EPA’s own analysis found the
spending gap for clean water to be $270 billion. That is the gap be-
tween what we have and what we need, not the total.

In the face of this and other documented analyses of this spend-
ing gap, the Administration continues to cut spending. This pro-
posed budget would cut the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, or
SRF, by almost 50 percent, from what the annual appropriations
were when President Bush took office. This committee has reported
out legislation authorizing $35 billion over 5 years for the Clean
Water and Drinking Water SRFs over the course of three separate
Congresses. There is enormous public support for this spending.
There isn’t a member sitting on this committee who hasn’t heard
from our constituents about this need.

This Administration seems to recognize the importance of the
clean water overseas but not at home. We have dedicated 12 per-
cent of reconstruction funds in Iraq to water projects. We are plan-
ning to complete 712 water projects in Iraq. We have already fin-
ished 434. Some might say, well, we can’t afford it, let’s just weak-
en our regulations. Weaken the regulations, after witnessing the
improvement in the quality of our Nation’s waters? I can’t under-
stand why we as a Nation still fail to recognize the importance of
water for our economy, our health and our environment.

I also feel like a broken record when it comes to challenging the
adequate funding levels for Lake Champlain, the pace of Superfund
cleanups and the cuts to the environmental education and air
toxics research. I hope that when EPA is asked to embark on new
missions it is provided with the necessary resources and is not
forced to scale back on other important obligations. I fear that this
may be already happening, as it appears that some homeland secu-
rity activities are being financed at the expense of cleaning up
Superfund sites.

Before closing, I would like to mention one issue that has
cropped up recently that is of grave concern to me. That is, EPA’s
proposal to convert the annual toxics release inventory report into
an every other year report. The EPA should be expanding, rather
than rolling back, our community right to know protections. I do
not understand how weakening these laws protects public health.

Again, thank you, Administrator Johnson, for being with us
today. I look forward to hearing your testimony.
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[The prepared statement of Senator Jeffords follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF VERMONT

Good morning and welcome Administrator Johnson.

As I enter my last year as a member of this committee, I remember those who
have sat here before us. Senators Stafford, Chafee, and Moynihan come to mind.
Each believed that investment in environmental programs supports our economy,
and each in their own way felt that the key to economic sustainability is environ-
mental stewardship.

The President’s budget worries me, as I believe it would worry our predecessors.
Just three budgets ago, this Congress approved $8.4 billion in spending for the EPA.
The proposed budget represents a decline of 13 percent from 2004 and a 4 percent
reduction in spending from last year. However, when inflation is taken into account,
next year’s cut would be well over 7 percent.

The brunt of these cuts will be felt by our States, which are already struggling
with budget shortfalls. This budget will mean even less money, and therefore fewer
resources, for our States to ensure cleaner air and cleaner water for our citizens.
If I were to use an analogy, this budget is like an ostrich sticking its head in the
sand. As we all know, ignoring our problems won’t make them disappear. If only
it were that easy.

I would argue that ensuring our Nation’s water infrastructure is up-to-date should
be a homeland security priority. The EPA’s own analysis found the spending gap
for clean water to be $270 billion. That’s the gap between what we have and what
we need, not the total. In the face of this and other documented analyses of this
spending gap, the Administration continues to cut spending. This proposed budget
would cut the Clean Water State Revolving Fund, or SRF, by almost 50 percent
from what annual appropriations were when President Bush took office.

This committee has reported out legislation authorizing $35 billion over 5 years
for the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRFs over the course of three separate
Congresses. There is enormous public support for this spending. There isn’t a mem-
berdsitting on this committee who hasn’t heard from our constituents about this
need.

This Administration seems to recognize the importance of clean water overseas,
but not at home. We've dedicated 12 percent of reconstruction funds in Iraq to water
pr}(l)j:(elcts. We'’re planning to complete 712 water projects in Iraq we've already fin-
ished 434.

Some might say, well, we can’t afford it, let’s just weaken regulations. Weaken
the regulations? After witnessing the improvement of the quality of our Nation’s wa-
ters, I cannot understand why we, as a Nation, still fail to recognize the importance
of water for our economy, our health, and our environment.

I also feel like a broken record when it comes to challenging the inadequate fund-
ing levels for Lake Champlain; the pace of Superfund cleanups; and cuts to environ-
mental education and air toxics research.

I hope that when the EPA is asked to embark on new missions, it is provided with
the necessary resources and is not forced to scale back on other important obliga-
tions. I fear that this may already be happening, as it appears that some homeland
security activities are being financed at the expense of cleaning up Superfund sites.

Before closing, I would like to mention one issue that has cropped up recently that
is of grave concern to me. That is an EPA proposal to convert the annual Toxic Re-
lease Inventory report into an every-other-year report. The EPA should be expand-
ing, rather than rolling back, our Community-Right-to-Know protections, and I do
not understand how weakening these laws protect public health.

Again, thank you Administrator Johnson for being here today. I look forward to
hearing your testimony.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Jeffords.
Senator Bond.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI

Senator BOND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing on the budget. I agree wholeheartedly with the com-
ments you made at the beginning. I am happy to see Administrator
Johnson and glad to see an ex-patriot from OMB, Mr. Peacock,
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here. We would like to be able to welcome you to the real world
and find out what some of the challenges are that OMB never has
seemed to recognize in the past.

Prior to the delay of our appropriations structure last year which
caused some restructuring, I wound up with highway spending in
my appropriations committee, but I was very sad to lose EPA.
Some in EPA may not share that sorrow. I was delighted to work
with my committee to attempt to right the obvious wrongs pro-
posed by OMB in both Republican and Democratic administrations
for the EPA’s budget.

We launched a bipartisan effort against the budget cutters from
both parties whose green eye shades obscured the plight of every-
day Americans. Working with my partner, Senator Murkowski, I
was proud every year to help restore cuts to the Clean Water and
Safe Drinking Water State Revolving Funds, which are vital in my
State and I assume in other States to help local cities and towns
provide their residents with clean and safe water.

The job these communities face is overwhelming: hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in infrastructure costs to meet the mandates im-
posed by Washington. The job we faced was hard, but we were able
to restore the water funds.

But times are tougher. I see OMB now proposes to cut Federal
contributions to the State water funds by $200 million, cut the
fund contributions almost in half from historic levels. What do we
tell our constituents back home? Drink only half a glass of water?
Fill the bathtub only halfway? Don’t worry about half our rivers?
Forget about half our fish? It’s only half of a one-two punch.

At the same time, they are pulling, the Government proposes to
pull the rug out from under local water systems, EPA is knocking
them down with expensive, new regulations. Systems across the
Country are struggling to implement EPA’s arsenic standard. The
Phoenix area has spent a couple of hundred million dollars just to
control arsenic. El Paso has spent nearly $100 million. Medium and
small size systems don’t have those kinds of resources. EPA has
told people to go to the revolving fund and get a loan. That is the
same fund, Mr. Chairman, to which I remind you they would rec-
ommend cutting our contributions by half.

Also, small systems in my State, and I assume many others, if
not all States, don’t have the technical ability or the revenue base
either to provide the local match or make payments on such a loan.
Even if towns of 1,000 residents triple their water rates, it would
still not be enough to get these loans.

EPA helps these systems select their treatment technology, but
that does little good if you can’t afford to buy and install the tech-
nology. EPA also cites flexibility in variance programs. However,
EPA rarely and in some programs has never granted the variances.

Similarly, new policies that do not apply retroactively could be
little help at all. As if this is all not bad enough, we have a new
rule from EPA to address disinfectant by products. Where on earth
does EPA think that small water systems will get the money for
this new rule, when they can’t even afford the arsenic rule is be-
yond me.

My big fear is that these heavy new burdens, without funding,
will shut down many systems, forcing perhaps hundreds of thou-



13

sands of families to rely on much less safe drinking water sources,
groundwater, wells, cisterns, and the risks to those families will be
much higher. I wonder if EPA has ever looked at the cost benefit
of some of these regulations which may give away many of the ben-
efits that existing small systems can provide in cleaning up the
water in hopes of achieving an absolute standard. It appears that
the perfect may be the real enemy of the good for many of these
water systems.

We have to restore some reality to this situation. New budget
cuts and new obligations are not the solutions. New policies that
do nothing are no solution, either. If environmental leaders really
want to make a difference, they have to find solutions that are do-
able or provide people the means to accomplish these solutions.

I look forward to the testimony and debate on this and other
EPA issues. These are matters of serious concern to the people who
have the responsibility in my State who have told me of their great
frustration and concern about where they are going to go in the fu-
ture. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Bond.

Senator Carper.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS R. CARPER, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF DELAWARE

Senator CARPER. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Administrator Johnson, welcome. It is good to see you. I want to
welcome your Deputy Administrator, Mr. Peacock, as well. Thanks
for joining us today. Thank you for taking our arrows and being
willing to give us your testimony and respond to our questions.

I just want to start off with a word of thanks. I want to thank
you for the decision you made last year to model several Clean Air
proposals dealing with utility emissions and multi-pollutant bills,
the President’s Clear Skies proposal, Senator Jeffords’ proposal and
the proposal, a third proposal that Senators Alexander and Chafee
and Gregg and I had offered. Thank you very much for doing that
and for playing it straight and letting us have your, I think, your
heart-felt analysis. That was much appreciated.

I know that folks on our committee are going to criticize EPA for
not allocating sufficient funds to actually make the air as clean as
we would like it to be, or to make our water as clean as we would
like for it to be. I would just remind my colleagues, if things like
clean air or clean water are worth having, they are worth paying
for. To the extent that we don’t allocate enough money for EPA’s
budget or for other programs that are meritorious, then we
shouldn’t be surprised that sometimes the moneys that we want,
whether it is for programs like revolving loan fund for clean water,
which is important to us, I know to many, see that cut as painful.

We are pleased that you were able to find $50 million to allocate
for the diesel retrofit program that Senator Voinovich and myself,
I know Senator Clinton, Senator Inhofe and others have promoted.
We are grateful for that. We are concerned with the possibility that
we may sort of have robbed Peter to pay Paul. Nonetheless, we ap-
preciate the acknowledgement of the importance of our efforts to
reduce the emissions from all the diesel vehicles on our roads.
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I am not going to go on beyond that. I just want to say that we
are happy you are here and we look forward to talking with you
today and to working with you as we go forward. Thank you very
much.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Carper.

Senator Thune.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN THUNE, U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I also want to thank
Administrator Johnson and Deputy Administrator Peacock for
being here today. Also, I notice Susan Bodine is here. Glad to have
her here as well, and to see that a lot of those top positions at EPA
are being filled and that the team is in place. We appreciate the
good work you do.

I want to thank Administrator Johnson for coming to South Da-
kota in the dead of January. That is a bold thing, and a very dedi-
cated public servant, when someone is willing to do that. For your
good work with our corn growers out there, and the people who are
interested in renewable energy, which is an issue that is very im-
portant to my State. So I thank you for working with me and with
th% folks in South Dakota who have a very keep interest in that
subject.

I look forward to continuing to work with you on that issue.
There are a number of things with respect to the renewable fuels
standard, we want to acknowledge the dollars that were put into
the budget, I think $11 million in the budget for development and
implementation of the RFS, which is a critical component of our en-
ergy policy going forward. So thank you for doing that.

I have, like a lot of folks, these budgets are always a great target
to shoot at, concerns regarding the Administration’s proposed re-
duction for the Clean Water SRF program. Based on my calcula-
tions, South Dakota would lose about §1.3 million compared to the
funding that it received last year. I know that Congress continues
to fund this program at a level higher than the Administration sup-
ports, largely due to I believe what are the overwhelming needs,
not only in my home State, but across the country.

So as we look at these, at Congress evaluates and looks at these
programs, I am sure we will have plenty of debate about what
those priorities should be. I will just say that in South Dakota, 50
percent of the assessed rivers and 84 percent of the assessed lakes
are designated as having impaired water quality. So that is a pro-
gram that is very important to my State.

I also would, if I don’t get a chance to stay around until we get
fully into the questioning, would like to submit for the record some
questions with respect to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank
program. There are a couple of observations that I have about that
program with respect to the challenges that we face and also the
way that the funds are being allocated this next year. I won’t get
into that at this point. We just want to welcome you and thank you
again for your good work and look forward to working with you in
the future on issues that are of great importance to the people on
this committee and the people of this Country. Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Thune.
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The record probably will stay open for only maybe 3 days, be-
cause we are going to keep things moving, so try to get your ques-
tions for the record in.

Senator Clinton.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON,
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Senator CLINTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Wel-
come to the committee, Administrator.

I am going to keep this brief. I do want to thank you for the work
that you have done with me on behalf of New York. We haven’t al-
ways agreed, but I greatly appreciate your openness and willing-
ness to consult and listen.

There is one bright spot in the budget for me, and that is the
funding of the Diesel Emissions Reduction Act. I assume that
means that the ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel standard is still on
track.

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes.

Senator CLINTON. However, there are a number of very serious
problems with the budget. I hope that as it goes through the proc-
ess we are able to prevail on the Administration to revisit the
Clean Water State Revolving Fund, which has been cut dramati-
cally. That would mean $22 million less for clean water projects in
my State. It will have real impacts from the Great Lakes to the
Long Island Sound.

There are specific programs which we have been working on lit-
erally for decades and have made progress on that I really regret
seeing the budget levels for, the Long Island Sound program was
cut from $1.8 million to less than $470,000. That clearly jeopard-
izes the Agency’s ability to implement the comprehensive cleanup
and management plan that we have spent years developing and we
are now on the brink of really implementing it and getting results
and we are cutting back on the funds that would enable you to do
that.

The budget completely eliminates funding for the Long Island
Sound Restoration Act, which was funded at nearly $4 million last
year. Again, this important act, which we recently reauthorized for
5 years, has provided funding for projects to protect the water qual-
ity of the Sound, including nitrogen reduction projects and up-
grades to wastewater treatment plants. Another big investment
that we have made jointly with the Federal Government that is
now in danger, the National Estuaries program cut by $5.3 million,
further threatens the cleanup of the Sound, as well as 27 other na-
tionally important estuaries.

I am dismayed that we have so many cuts in programs that are
not new programs, they are programs that have really been prov-
ing their viability and success, but need to continue if we are going
to get the results that we should expect. Finally, I am dismayed
by the $35 million cut in grants to State and local Agencies for the
purpose of administering the Clean Air Act. New York, along with
a few other States, is really on the front lines of pollution control.
We have gone way out on a limb trying to make sure that we take
steps regionally as well as locally to do what is required with re-
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spect to clean air. So it would be very disadvantageous to see those
funds cut.

So there are a number of issues that I have with the budget. 1
look forward to working with you and my colleagues in trying to
get a budget that more carefully and clearly reflects what are the
real priorities for our environment. Thank you very much.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Clinton.

Senator Murkowski.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI, U.S.
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA

Senator MURKOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Adminis-
trator Johnson, welcome, Deputy Administrator Peacock, thank you
for being here this morning. I want to join my colleague in thank-
ing you for visiting my State. You say you went to South Dakota
in the dead of winter, but you had, I think, a relatively eye-opening
experience. I want to thank you for following up on your commit-
ment to visit.

I want to make some comments here this morning that will prob-
ably not be new to you. These are issues that are critically impor-
tant to my constituents in so many of our remote Alaska commu-
nities.

During last year’s budget hearing, I did invite you to come north
to visit Alaska Native communities first-hand, and you joined
Claude Allen, the President’s top domestic policy advisor at that
time, you visited some hot spots, Kasigluk, Atmautluak,
Nunapitchuk, and I suppose if you can pronounce them and then
spell them you get extra credit this morning. You went to some
very remote parts of the Country, and I know that during your
visit, the water and sewer conditions that you saw, I think, made
an impression in terms of what you observed. These communities
often rival the conditions in Third World countries as it relates to
their water and sewer needs.

Residents in some villages in Alaska have to go to central water
sources in the community to get their fresh water. This is from a
well source, not very sophisticated. Kind of like the tripod system
back here, I think we will just use human hands here. A very unso-
phisticated source, where this is where everybody goes to get their
clean water.

Instead of flushing toilets, what you saw was the use of a honey
bucket, again, a very unsophisticated device, but this is what we
use in many of the communities to this day. In our clinics, honey
buckets are being used. The honey bucket is nothing more than a
toilet seat that you buy at the hardware store over a plastic bucket.
When the honey bucket is full, you take it down the boardwalk or
you haul it out down the trail and you usually dump it in the sew-
age lagoon. You either dump it in the lagoon or you dump it in the
water. Sometimes these dump sources are located next to sources
of drinking water.

This last picture here is an area where not only the waste from
the community is dumped, but this is where the human waste is
dumped. As you know, these locations are not miles away. These
are just on the edge of the community. Sometimes the community
grows up around them.
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I use the pictures this morning to again impress upon the need
for continued action, continued funding when it comes to village
safe water. When we look at the sanitation aspects and the impact
on health, there is a very immediate, a very direct connection. We
had the budget hearings yesterday in the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee. When I have an opportunity to talk to Dr. Charles Grim,
the Indian Health Service Director, about the health aspects of
Alaska natives, it is directly and immediately tied to the sanitation
issues.

Infants in the Alaska Native villages with less than 10 percent
of homes with water and sewer service are 11 times more likely to
be hospitalized for pneumonia, 5 times more likely to be hospital-
ized for lower respiratory tract infections. So as you know, Mr. Ad-
ministrator, I have very grave concerns about the Administration’s
proposed budget cuts to the EPA program that addresses the basic
drinking water and sewer needs of these communities.

The Administration is proposing a 57 percent reduction in EPA
funding for this program. This funding goes to the State of Alaska’s
Village Safe Water program, which provides the matching funds
and works with non-profits and other Federal agencies to make
sure that we are getting the funding that the communities need.

In previous years, the Department of Agriculture, their Rural De-
velopment Administration, has also provided funding for the Vil-
lage Safe Water program. In their budget request, the USDA
doesn’t include any funding, zero funding for the program, and I
am very, very troubled by that. So the budget outlook for this criti-
cally important program is really very bleak at this time.

If you include both the funding stream from your Agency as well
as the Department of Agriculture, the Administration is essentially
requesting a 75 percent funding cut for the program, which is un-
acceptable. I do realize as we have had the conversation that those
in EPA and OMB don’t see this funding request as a cut, because
last year’s request was approximately the same.

We certainly, in Alaska, see this as a cut. In fact, when the budg-
et was announced last week, the front page in the State’s largest
newspaper announced that Alaska bush water funding could be
cut. So we believe very strongly that this is not holding steady,
that this is a cut that has a devastating effect.

Now, according to the budget document that was released, there
is a suggestion that this low funding request is related to the
PART report that was issued in 2004. I know that the State De-
partment of Environmental Conservation is working to address the
various concerns. I know that there have been efforts made on both
ends to make sure that the accountability is there. We have had
a discussion in that vein as well. I am concerned that the Adminis-
tration has requested a low level of funding, even when both the
State of Alaska and EPA have undertaken the efforts to very di-
rectly address the concerns that were raised in that PART report
from 2004.

I do want to underscore that the Federal funding for the State
of Alaska’s Village Safe Water program has been a huge success.
We have seen dramatic progress. Over 200 rural Alaska commu-
nities have received funding from the program. Approximately
95,000 rural Alaskans have benefited from it. So we are seeing the
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progress, but we know that there is yet great need. Thirty-three
percent of Alaska’s rural homes still don’t have running water and
sewer.

In planning for the rural water and sewer projects for the next
3 years, the State of Alaska, EPA and USDA have identified ap-
proximately $206 million in project needs. So we have a long way
to go. We are making progress, but we need to have your continued
help.

I know that my time has run out, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
opportunity to highlight these concerns. We do have other areas
that we will be discussing in terms of where we feel we need a lit-
tle bit of help. I wanted to take the time this morning to again
highlight the very important need for this particular program. So
we would appreciate your help with it.

[The prepared statement of Senator Murkowski follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. LisSA MURKOWSKI, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ALASKA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased that the committee is holding a hearing
to examine the EPA’s Fiscal Year 2007 budget and that Administrator Johnson is
able to appear before the committee today.

There are a number of issues that I'd like to address today the first of which has
critical importance to my constituents in remote Alaska Native communities.

During last year’s budget hearing, I invited the Administrator to travel to Alaska
to visit rural Alaska Native communities firsthand. I'm pleased that Claude Allen,
the President’s former top domestic policy advisor, and the Administrator were able
to visit the villages of Kasigluk, Atmautluak, and Nunapitchuk, among other Alaska
communities, last August.

As they saw during their visit, the water and sewer conditions in these commu-
nities often rival the conditions in third world countries. For example, residents in
some villages in Alaska have to go to a central source in the community to get fresh
water. This source is often a well and, in some cases, a nearby river. Instead of
flushing toilets, residents in some villages have to use a device called a
“honeybucket.” This device is a large bucket with a toilet seat on top. When the
honeybucket is full, it is usually dumped in a sewage lagoon or on land. Sometimes,
these dump locations are near sources of drinking water.

This lack of sanitation has a startling effect on the health of the residents of these
communities. According to the Centers for Disease Control, infants in villages with
less than 10 percent of homes with water service are 11 times more likely to be hos-
pitalized for pneumonia and 5 times more likely to be hospitalized for lower res-
piratory tract infections.

I have grave concerns regarding the Administration’s proposed Fiscal Year 2007
budget cuts to the EPA program that addresses the basic drinking water and sewer
needs of these communities. The FY07 request for this program is $14.85 million,
while the FY06 enacted level is approximately $34.65 million. That’s a 57 percent
reduction in funding. This funding goes to the State of Alaska’s “Village Safe Water”
program, which provides matching funds and works with non-profit and other Fed-
eral Agencies to ensure that this funding gets to the communities that truly need
it.

In previous years, the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development Adminis-
tration has also provided funding for the Village Safe Water program. The FY07 re-
quest for USDA does not include any funding for this program. I am quite troubled
by that. The FY06 enacted level is $25 million.

The budget outlook for this critically important program is quite bleak at this
time. Including both streams of funding, the Administration is essentially request-
ing a 75 percent funding cut for this program. Frankly, this is unacceptable.

I realize that EPA and OMB does not see this funding request as a cut since this
year’s request is approximately the same amount as last year’s request $15 million.
However, both my fellow Alaskans and I see this as a cut. In fact, there was an
article about this on the front page of the Anchorage Daily News the day after the
budget was submitted last week. The headline was “Alaska Bush water funding
could be cut” and the sub-headline was “Federal Budget: Program aiding rural

2]

dwellers listed as ’ineffective™.



19

According to the “Major Savings and Reforms in the President’s 2007 Budget” doc-
ument that was also released last week, the low funding request was linked to the
negative PART report issued in 2004. That PART report rated this program as “in-
effective.” The budget document states “The funding reduction will be reconsidered
once the program can demonstrate that funding is likely to effectively and efficiently
help villagers.”

I know that the State of Alaska’s Department of Environmental Conservation is
working to address the various concerns raised about this program. Specifically,
they have the following initiatives underway: (1) implementing procurement and
contracting improvements, (2) hiring an in-house accounting staff, (3) implementing
a new project accounting system, (4) implementing a new project tracking and re-
porting system, and (5) improving project management generally. In addition, the
State of Alaska has informed me that they have been working with EPA Region 10
to address issues of concern.

I am concerned that the Administration has requested a low level of funding even
when both the State of Alaska and EPA have undertaken an effort to address the
concerns raised in the PART report, the EPA Inspector General’s audit, and the
Alaska Legislature’s audit. In fact, the State of Alaska has requested that OMB con-
duct another PART assessment in order to document this program’s improvements.
However, they have so far not agreed to reassess this program. In effect, this fund-
ing reduction penalizes Alaska for OMB’s failure to conduct a timely PART reassess-
ment.

I want to underscore that the Federal funding for the State of Alaska’s Village
Safe Water program has been a success over the years. Over 200 rural Alaska com-
munities have received funding from this program and approximately 95,000 rural
Alaskans have benefited from it.

However, there is still a great deal of need. Thirty-three percent of rural homes
in Alaska still do not have running water and sewer. In planning for rural water
and sewer projects for the next 3 year period, the State of Alaska, EPA, and USDA
have identified approximately $206 million in project needs.

I’d like to address a few other issues of note in EPA’s budget request.

The State of Alaska informs me that the 16 percent reduction in funding for the
State and Local Air Quality Management program, along with effectively increasing
state match requirements will eliminate efforts to assess and correct air quality
issues in remote Alaska Native villages from diesel generator exhaust and dust. The
budget request also includes $50 million for the Clean Diesel Initiative. This fund-
ing might help other states but the State of Alaska informs me that the language
of the budget request will disqualify almost all Alaska entities from applying for
these grants. Both of these budget items are of concern to me since many remote
Alaska Native villages use diesel generators as their primary power source it is usu-
ally their only option since these villages are not on the road system and are far
from major power grids.

I am also concerned that the budget includes a 23 percent reduction in funding
for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund loan program. This funding is intended
to help communities finance sewer-related infrastructure projects. This cut will
lower the amount the State of Alaska has available to loan to communities. Approxi-
mately one and a half percent of this fund is set aside for grants to tribes or Alaska
Native Villages. Subsequently, the State of Alaska informs me that this budget re-
quest will also reduce the amount available to Alaska’s remote Native Villages to
address sewer-related needs by approximately $1 million.

In effect, the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2007 budget request for EPA hits Alas-
ka hard, particularly remote Alaska Native communities.

With regard to Village Safe Water funding, the proposed reduction in the Presi-
dent’s budget unfairly punishes Alaska Natives and other rural Alaska residents for
shortcomings that both the State of Alaska and EPA are working to address. I want
your commitment to help ensure that OMB recognizes the work that is underway
to improve this critically important program.

I have nothing further. Mr. Chairman, thank you once again for holding this hear-
ing.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Murkowski. This will con-
clude our opening statements.

We will start using the same first come, first served basis line
of questioning. Let me ask a question, maybe this would be bet-
ter—oh, that’s right. She reminded me you haven’t testified yet.

[Laughter.]

Senator INHOFE. All right, make it quick.
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[Laughter.]

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN L. JOHNSON, ADMINISTRATOR, U.S.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ACCOMPANIED BY:
MARCUS PEACOCK, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; AND BEN-
JAMIN H. GRUMBLES, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, OFFICE
OF WATER

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, Senator dJeffords and
members of the committee, I am pleased to be here today to discuss
with you the President’s fiscal year 2007 budget request for the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The President’s budget reflects his
continued commitment to providing the critical resources needed
for our Nation’s highest priorities: fighting the war on terror,
strengthening our homeland defenses; and sustaining the momen-
tum of our economic recovery.

The President’s pro-growth economic policies coupled with spend-
ing restraint will keep the Government on track to cut the deficit
by more than half by the year 2009. As the President said in the
State of the Union address, “Keeping America competitive