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W08 CEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mai - Quick call?
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W2ms DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - LePage Letter

Ashley L Contl | BON

AUGUST’“ Maine — Gov. Paul LePage has sent letters to President Barack Obama and
Mame's congressional delegation to expre«s opposition to proposals fo apply national
monument protections to federal l[and in the Gull of Maine and land in the Millinocket ares.

I zf:,f;:rdinc; to LePage, the federa% governmient is considering new monument designations
under the provisions of the Antiguities Act which LePage suggests should be reformed. He
sroued that both monuments weu%d harm Maine's economy by putting some of its natural
FESLLITOS s}fﬂé;msts anu suggested that one of e oroposals — which is little more the
rumor at this point — S@BKS to pursue a national park that has already been rejected by

in East Millinocket and Medway.

1 am hearing more and more thal national park proponenis are considering seeking a
pouonn monument designation aﬁ:er thed 1 ornsal was defeaied al the po%is in Medway
and East nocket,” wrote Lot nae inan Aug. 28 letier to Sens. Susar Collins and Angus
Kinarand Reps, Bruce Uf;%rqum and Choile ff”’iffc;ree. ‘A nations monument designation

maxkes Naine timber off imits to the forest procucis industry.”
‘wra National ivianne Monument iy the Gulf of Maine, LePage signaled his opposition to
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I ROAE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - LePage Letter

Obama and requested information about the process moving forward.

“Fundamentally, | oppose this power because it is so sweeping and prsv;des few procedural
protections to those who are likely to be most affected,” (2 Lerage o Doama, 'In
addition to my general objections to this power, | am alsa opposed (o the specn‘lc project in
question that lcoks to designate Cashes Ledge and undersea canyons and seamounts in
the Gulf of Maine as a national monument. These National Marine Monuments serve only
one purpose — excluding commercial fishing activity from certain segments of the ocean.”

Watch bangordailynews. com for updates.
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America's Craziest Gavernor Goes Off the Rails - POLITICO Magazine

he strangest month in memory at Maine’s State House started with Gov. Paul

LePage stepping out of his office to squeeze o squeaking rubber pig

toy for the assembled press and call their attention to a tabletop Christmas
tree decorated with ornaments bearing portraits of several of his erstwhile

Republican legislative allies, including the president of the state senate.

State lawmakers of both parties, he explained in the unusual June 17 appearance, had
rejected his budget in tavor a compromise package he alleged was filled with pork. In
response, he announced he had just issued some 200 line-item vetoes just to give
lawmakers more work to do before the session could adjourn for Maine's cherished,

all-too-short sumuner. “For five months they wasted our time,” LePage explained,
“This time 1 am g(ﬁ}ing to waste a little bit of their time.”

“We need Mainers to understand our government is corrupt,” the chief executive of
that government continued. “The Maine people have to demand better from our

elected officials.”

One month later LePage— a pugnacious, hot-headed, sometimes vulgar
Tea Partv-styvle conservative—is facing a bipartisan ézlx'estigaﬁ{m into
potential abuse of power, a nascent Iimpeachment effort by opponents in the
lower State House chamber, and a federal laawsult by the outgoing Democratic
House speaker, who has accused the governor of blackmailing a non-profit

~Cool into revoking their job uffer to him. Meanwhile, leaders of the Republican-

controiled state Senate wnd manv Republicar i the House have tirned on the

covernor, helping overturn hundreds of his vetoes and line-item vetoes in
hghitning-paced voting s ~ionsg, sometimes o o rate of one every 25 seconds. His veto

of the bipartisan budget was overturned. narrowly avoiding a state government

shutdown. An aggressive «liempt to appmpz ave wider veto authority for his office

has been revuticd by lawmakers and fegal experts, but «till threatens to plunge the
staio o a constitutiona! erisis,
Torwhatever reasor the governor has ¢ rto demonize the entire legislatuie oo d

peopic 11 hoth parties who <ot ;ﬂw:am agree him on evervthing.” savs Sen.

SO COMENEGEE i PhA - bepa- SRR GO TR VaBRN YUV S



L2018

PR e

Americe's Craziest Governor Goes Off the Ralls - POLITICO Magazing

Roger Katz, a moderate Republican whose face adorned one of the ornaments on
LePage’s Christmas tree. “There is so much he could get done if he chose to work with

the legislature instead of against it.”

Mark Brewer, a political scientist at the University of Maine, puts it this way: “This is
no longer a partisan battle or one primarily over policy. He's turned 1t into an
mstitutional fight, a knock-down, drag-out Hight between executive and legislative

prerogative.”

LePage worni reelection in November by a five-point margin in a three-way race,
surprising many outside the state who kiew him as the guy who told the NAACP to
“kiss my butt.” chastised a state senator for wanting to “give it to the people without
Vaseline” and turned an obscure mural depicting U.S. labor history into a nationa!
cause célchre by removing it from the state labor department because an anonymous
constituent likened it to North Korean brainwashing. He's verhaps the only governor
in the country who could rib New Jersey Governor Chris Christie for being “a little

bit shv™ and only be half kidding,

Since his January re-inauguration, however, he’s brandished his slender electoral
mandate as a club, verbally battering anvoune who stands in the way of the will of the
Maine people, now said to be synonyvimous with his own. He spent much of a volatile,
hour-long May 29 press conference lambasting Democratic legislative leaders as
“repugnant,” “disgraceful” and child-like before pledging to veto every bill with a
Demaocratic gsponsor regardless of merit until thev agreed to buack one of his top
priorities, « constitutional refercndum to eliminate the state’s income tax. Davs later
be turped on two onztime allies—Senate President Mike Liibodeau and Senate
Majority jLeader Garrett Mason--for engaging in budget talks with Democrii< his
danghter, who heads his political organizotion Maine Peojiio Before Polities,
recorded robocalls deploved in both the stalwart conservatives’ districts,
crroneously accusing them of funding “vwellire for tllegal Wlions " Instead of faili

into Lne, the Tmwmakers have eeled thelr resolve.

“Lthink he wants some primary challenges azninst Republicais 1o 2016 so he will
have a more conservative legisiatire to work with,” sy political scientist i

sicicher of the Univestv of Maine at Faooimgton, “But that ~ bard to pull off and .
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152018 America’s Crazmest Governar Goss Off the Ralls - POLITICO Magazing

think he’s overplayed his hand.”

LePage’s isolation increased substantially earlier this month after a bizarre episode in
which he fuiled 1o veto 19 bills he opposed—including a hotly-contested
measure to prevent 1,000 legal asylum seekers from having their welfare benefits cut
off—and thus allowed the bills to become law. The blunder was based on a novel
interpretation of the state constitution that contlated the legislature having gone into
recess for a few days with having adjourned for the session, which would have
allowed the governor more time to veto the bills, Despite his take being soundly
rejected the state’s attorney general, the non-partisan statt of the legislature and
Republican leaders in the senate, LePage defiantly doubled-down on it, refusing to
veto another 51 bills, which also becane law early this week and will remain so

unless the courts intervene.

As Democrats celebrated this act of unintentional compromise, some prominent
conservatives expressed concern. “The administration has absolutely no ground 1o
stand on here,” fumed Republican operative Lance Dutson, formier head of the
conservative Maine Heritage Policy Center, who this week launched a political
organization for Republicans fed up with LePage. “All it has is rhetoric and
nmmxddtlon which unfortunately has been the story wav too many times recently.
Mike Cianchette, the governor's altorney until he was deployed to Afghanistan with
the Navy Reserves in 2013, told the Bangor Daily News LePage had taken “a very
aggressive legal posifion” on the latest vetoes et “may be a bridge oo far for the
courts.”

The courts 1nay soon be considering charges against LePage himself over the
strong-arm tactics he used to foree Good Will-Hinekley--u ~chool for troubled
teens—to recently abandon the living of House Speaker Mark Eves as their new
direetor. Eves, a family therapist by traming «aid the governor threatened to pull
$530,000 11 state funding, «u cecnsation LePage bas not denied. Eves sivs he s
nning to file a federnl civil rights law. 11 even as the legisiatore’s bipartisan
watchaog committee unanimonsly voted to investivate, LePage, unbowed, has
laimed his actions we somehow protected by the First Ancndment and that e

legislature’s investigative agonov—which has sul:poena power—lacks the authority to
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scrutinize his actions. As for the 70 new laws LePage meant to veto, the governor has
said he won’t enforce them unless compelled to by Maine’s highest court, a threat that

if carried out would throw state government into disarray.

Democrats are predictably apoplectic, with state party Chair Phil Bartlett
pronouncing LePage * tinifit t0 govern.” State Rep. Pinny Beebe-Center, ane of six
lawmakers trying lo start impeachment proceedings, called the governor's actions ®
lower than low.” “We're the laughingstock of the country,” she savs. “He has made
a mockery of Maine for too long,” House Majority Leader Jeff McCabe said last week.

“As lawmakers, we must put an end to this outrageousness,”

Progressive political activist Ben Chin has worried aloud that the state no longer
had a tunctional executive: “If there was to be a natural disaster or something like
that, it's impossible for me to imagine our governor in the current state that he's in,

for whatever reason, actually being able to eftectively manage that.”
(The governor’s office didn't respond to POLITICO s request for an interview.)

What will happen next is anvone's guess, but it’s hard not to conclude that at a
minimum the governor has squandered the political capital he came awav with in
November’s election. “T really think he’s missed a real opportunity to get things done
in a cooperative way,” sayvs Kitz, the moderate Republican state sentor. *T worry the
well is so poisoned that it's gong to be difficult to get back to cooperation even if he

choosesto do so.”
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From: Nikki Buffa <ricole

To: Gearge Cooper <<§iif;; r
Subject: Re: july 29 and 30

B Ve D

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - July 28 and 30
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2015 PrintFriandly.com: Print web pages, create POFs

And within that large, mostly rural area, the proposal is very popular. Elliotsville Plantation inc., the group behind the
park proposal, released 2 poll June 2 showing 67 percent of the voters in the 2nd Congressional District in favor, with

just 25 percent opposed.

The poll, conducted by a respected polister who also works for Collins, showed broad support for the park among
almost all demographic groups and party affiliations.

The only people surveyed who were against the park were those who self-identified as “very conservative,” and even
then, the split was within the poll's margin of error.

That support shows most residents see the proposal for what it is — a potential boon to the area.
THE PROPOSAL

The proposal now calls for a 75,000-acre national park between Baxter State Park and the East Branch of the
Penchscot River. On the other side of the river, there would be a 75,000-acre recreation area.

The park would be open to fishing, hiking and paddling while the recreation area would allow snowmobiling and
hunting, t0o.

The 150,000-acre boundary would be drawn in the legislation establishing the park. Elliotsville Plantation — the
creation of the family of Burt's Bees founder Roxanne Quimby and now run by her son, Lucas St. Clair - would
donate 100,000 acres. The rest would be purchased only as landowners become willing to sell. No land would be
taken through eminent domain,

The park would be funded in part by a $40 million endowment, which, along with gate fees, would pay more than half
of the park's annual operating budget.

That's the plan as presenied by Elliotsville Plantation, But there is also room for local input if and when the planning
process moves forward.

THE PURPOSE

A park would create 450 to 1,000 jobs, according to a study funded by Elliotsville Plantation and reviewed by four of
Mainge’s top economists.

it would be another major draw for Maine's tourism industry, bringing more people up the -85 corridor, a fact not lost

on the Bangor City Council, which supports the park.

It would provide a companion to Acadia National Park and its 2.5 million annual visitors, just two hours away, as well
as o Baxter next door. The proposed new park is 2 much different landscape than Acadia — think mountains and
moose instead of lighthouses and lobsters — and a more accessible experience than the wild backwoods of Baxter.

And with the significant marketing of the National Park Service behind the park, millions more people would hear
about this underappreciated area.

THE OPPONENTS

Finally, the proposed new park would have no impact on the industries that have traditionally supported the area:
papermaking and forestry.

Those industries have declined because of forces far beyond Maine. They may return, in numbers far smaller than
before, or they may not. But that's got nothing to do with what happens in the area of the proposed park, which if
harvested for timber would only support up to 21 jobs and make up less than 1 percent of Maine's timber haul.
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10/152015 DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Quick Call
Date: Wednesday, June 3, 2015 at Z;:41 PM
To: George Cooper <gooGperizforbes-tate.com>
Cc: Gisella Ojeda-dodds <gisella_ojeda-dodds@ios.doi.gove
Subject: RE: Quick Call
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mait - Pdl Overwhelming Support for National Park and Recreation Area

TOERME

Wow, Let's talk soon

e enor

Tug, Jun 2, 2015 at 244 P

MecConville, Drew <Andrew J_ McConvills@ceq sop gove
To "ricole_buffai@ios. doi.goy” <nicole_buffa@@ios doigovs
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From: Buffa, Nicole [malltorn
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 02:55 PM

Yo Degnan, Michael, McConville, Drew; Bauserman, Trent

Subject: Fwd: Polll Overwhelming Support for National Park and Recreation Ares
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W E20E DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail - Fwd King Collins Letter

would make it easier for people to buy tickets
and greatly increase revenue for national
parks.

They say it's time to move the park system
“into this new century.”
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BN DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mait - Maine Siuff

assume you don't have anything that has come open earlier with Tommy and Nikki? If not
LLucas can still do 3P.
Thanks!

-
¢ T
I IN iR £

George Cooper
Forbes-Tate
199 New York Avenue, NW, Sane 560
Washington, D.C 20001

(O} 202-635-0123

() 703-371-5572

From: <Rupp>, Katherine <katnerine_rupp@ios.doLgovs
Date: Monday, April €6, 2015 at 11:37 AM

To: George Cooper <geooper@iorbes-tate com>
Subject: Re: Maine Stuff

rerfect. T have you down for 3:00-3:00 on Tuesday. I have included details below about
getting into Interior and room number but please let me know if you have any questions.

Hope you are enjoying this beautiful day!

best,
Katle

DOI is located at 1849 C Street NW { you can enter on either C or E between 18th and
19th- we are on the E street side of the building) and the meeting will be in room 6614,
Please allow 5-10 minutes to get through security and have them call me at 202-208-
5403 or my cell which is 202-304-8730. Security will then send you up to the 6th floor for
the meeting. Upon arrival, they will ask to see an [D {license is fine).

On Mon, Apr 8. 2015 at 11:26 AM. George Cooper <gcooper@forbes-tate.com> wrote:
3PM would be areat - thank you!

George Cooper

Forbes-Tate

1089 New York Avenue, NW, Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20001

(O} 202-638-0125

(Cy703-371-5572

OnApr6, 2000, o0 1121 AM, Rupy.. Katherine <katherine_rupp@ios.doigovs wrote:

Hi George,

Actucity, Tthink T can roabe some time Tues v afternoon work ©ar = 30






Conversation Contents

Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI

Attachments:

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.1 QFRs from Sen
Capito 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.2 QFRs from Sen Risch
2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.3 QFRs from Sen.
Barrasso 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.4 QFRs from Sen. Flake
2 24 15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.5 QFRs from Sen.
Franken 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/1.6 QFRs from Sen.
Heinrich.2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for the DOI/1.7 QFRs from Sen.
Hirono 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.8 QFRs from Sen.
Lee.2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.9 QFRs from Sen.
Manchin 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.10 QFRs from Sen.
Murkowski 2-24-2015 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/1.11 QFRs from Sen.
Sanders 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/1.12 QFRs from Sen.
Wyden 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/1.13 QFRs from Senator
Portman 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/2.1 Questions from All



Members.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/5.1 Questions from All
Members_renumbered PMB.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/7.1 Questions from All
Members_renumbered PMB.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/8.1 Questions from All
Members_renumbered PMB.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/16.1 Questions from all
Members SENR to OCL.doc

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.1 QFRs from Sen
Capito 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.2 QFRs from Sen
Risch 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.3 QFRs from Sen.
Barrasso 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.4 QFRs from Sen.
Flake 2_24 15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.5 QFRs from Sen.
Franken 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.6 QFRs from Sen.
Heinrich.2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.7 QFRs from Sen.
Hirono 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.8 QFRs from Sen.
Lee.2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.9 QFRs from Sen.
Manchin 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.10 QFRs from Sen.
Murkowski 2-24-2015 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.11 QFRs from Sen.
Sanders 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqgest for the DOI/17.12 QFRs from Sen.



Wyden 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

/1. Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte
Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI/17.13 QFRs from Senator
Portman 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

"Neimeyer, Sarah" <sarah_neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

From: "Neimeyer, Sarah" <sarah_neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>
Sent: Thu Feb 26 2015 14:46:17 GMT-0700 (MST)

Christopher Salotti <chris_salotti@ios.doi.gov>, Pamela
Barkin <pamela_barkin@ios.doi.gov>, Jeremy Bratt
<jeremy_bratt@ios.doi.gov>, "Harding, Stephenne”
<stephenne_harding@ios.doi.gov>, "Gabriella (Janou)
Gordon" <gabriella_gordon@ios.doi.gov>, Dominic Maione
<dominic_maione@ios.doi.gov>, "Mahan, Joshua"
<joshua_mahan@ios.doi.gov>, Matthew Quinn
<matthew_quinn@ios.doi.gov>

Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015
Subject: ENR Cmte Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for
the DOI

QFRs from Sen Capito 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen
Risch 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Barrasso 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Flake 2_24 15 Hrg.docx QFRs
from Sen. Franken 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen.
Heinrich.2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Hirono 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Lee.2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from
Sen. Manchin 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Murkowski
2-24-2015 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Sanders 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Wyden 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs
from Senator Portman 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

To:

Attachments:

Here we go. Looks like we have a month to get these back up to SENR.

Pam will probably take a cut at assigning these on Friday.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ripchensky, Darla (Energy) <Darla Ripchensky@energy.senate.gov>
Date: Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:25 PM

Subject: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte Hearing
regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for the DOI

To: "sarah _neimeyer@ios.doi.gov" <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Kearney, Christopher (Energy)" <Christopher Kearney@energy.senate.gov>,
"Brooks, David (Energy)" <David Brooks@energy.senate.gov>




Hi Sarah,

Attached are Questions for the Record submitted to Secretary Jewell by various Energy
Committee Members regarding the hearing which was held on February 25, 2015 entitled
“The FY 2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior.” We request that
Secretary Jewell provide her responses to these questions by Tuesday. March 24, 2015
for inclusion in the official hearing record.

Please provide the responses directly to me, and feel free to contact me if you have any
guestions.

Sincerely,

Darla Ripchensky, PMP

Administrative Director

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

202.224.3607

Sarah C. Neimeyer, Director

Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary

Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Office - (202) 208-5557
Fax - (202) 208-5533
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Questions from Senator Shelley Moore Capito

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: The office of Surface Mining (OSM) has spent more than $8 million over
the past several years to develop a rule to replace the 2008 stream buffer zone rule.
OSM recently repealed the 2008 rule and reinstated the rules that were in place before
2008. You previously committed to taking a fresh look to decide whether any new
rulemaking was necessary. In light of these developments, is there any need for
spending more tax-payer money on a new rulemaking?

Question 2: The earlier stream buffer zone rule development included several
cooperating primacy states, including West Virginia, as part of the NEPA process.
Has this arrangement continued? If so, when was the last time OSM communicated
with those cooperating state agencies on the status of any further rule development?

Question 3: | want to ask about habitat conservation, and in particular that related to
the Northern Long-eared bat, which is a huge issue in my home state. It appears that
the assumptions made by BLM and FWS about drilling impacts in connection with
the Northern Long-eared do not take into consideration recent technologies developed
and in use by the oil and gas industry. In fact, the majority of studies on oil and gas
industry impacts are based upon assumptions of well density and drilling footprints
that are decades old. Shouldn’t the conservation and management strategies of FWS
and BLM incorporate information from engineers and other industry specialists who
develop and implement technological innovations that improve the efficiency of oil
and gas operations and reduce their environmental impacts? Also, why don’t BLM-
FWS Assumptions on Effects of Oil and Gas Development take into account new
technologies and smaller drilling footprints?

Question 4: On July 17, 2014, the US Fish and Wildlife Service announced that it was
banning the use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands. What other federal agencies did
the USFW consult before making this decision?

Question 5: What input, if any, did USFWS receive from these agencies?

Question 6: Were any NGO organizations consulted or have input into this decision?

Question 7: Why was this decision not published in the Federal Register for public
comment?

Question 8: Are agricultural operations on USFWS lands reviewed as a part of each
refuge management plan where such operations occur?
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Question 9: Why was this action not undertaken as a part of refuge management
planning process?

Question 10: Was an economic analysis conducted before this decision was made? If
so, please provide a copy. If not, why not?
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Questions from Senator James Risch

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell (and Michael Connor)

There are several Idaho federal water storage project feasibility studies that were
authorized under BOR (e.g., Snake River systems including; Boise River Project —
Lucky Peak, Arrowrock, Anderson, and Deer Flat; Upper Snake River: Teton, ldaho
site reservoirs, Deer Flat,).

Question 1: What is the feasibility study status of the BOR Idaho water project
studies?

Question 2: What possible actions does BOR consider pursuing on the Snake River
system via the outcome of the feasibility studies?
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Questions from Senator Barrasso

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: During the hearing, | asked you whether BLM’s final rule on hydraulic
fracturing would allow states to apply for a variance. In response, you stated that
BLM’s “proposed regulations say that if a state’s rule is stronger than the proposed
federal rule, that the state’s rule will govern.” Will BLM allow states (not operators)
to apply for a variance from BLM’s final hydraulic fracturing rule? If so, under what
circumstances will a state be able to obtain a variance from BLM’s final rule?

Question 2: During the hearing, we discussed your letter to Governor Matt Mead
dated January 26, 2015. In the letter, you state that: “The rider attached to H.R. 83...
does not affect the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s...court-ordered obligation to
make a determination by September 30, 2015, as to whether the greater sage-grouse
does or does not warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act.” | specifically
asked you whether such a “determination” would be legally binding. You stated that
you “would have to defer to the solicitors.” Please clarify for the Committee whether
such a “determination” would be legally binding if the rider remains in effect.

Question 3: I understand there are significant delays in obtaining sundry notices and
rights-of-way for natural gas gathering lines on Federal land from BLM. However, in
response to one of my questions on this matter, you said that you are “not aware of
circumstances where permits have been slowed down by the BLM.”

A. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines pending at the Bureau of Land Management?

B. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines pending at each BLM Field Office?

C. When were each of the pending requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines first submitted to BLM?

Question 4: On February 20, 2015, the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement (OSM) published a notice in the Federal Register to pursue a
rulemaking to revise regulations under the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act on the use of explosives on surface coal mining operations. A. Does OSM plan to
consult with the state regulatory authorities prior to initiating this rulemaking? B. If
so, when will this consultation take place and which states will it involve?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR JEFF FLAKE

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1. In the Department's wildfire budget justification, the anticipated cost of
wildfire suppression based on the average of the previous 10 years is $384 million.
The Department's anticipated ‘worst case’ scenario cost, based on a Forest Service
mathematical model is $467 million. The Department claims that the ‘on budget’
funding is sufficient to fight the predictable 99% of the fires which account for 70%
of the costs. But, the Department has only requested enough funds to cover 70% of
the predictable costs, not the worst case costs - meaning that the plan going into the
year is to have insufficient funds to fight the fires that are predicted to happen. Why
doesn't the department request ‘on-budget’ discretionary amounts sufficient to cover at
least 70% of the worst case scenario?

Question 2. The maintenance cost for the National Park System continues to rise.
This year the Department is requesting a 94% increase in deferred maintenance
funding and a 67% increase for regularly scheduled maintenance. Together the costs
of just maintaining the current park system are over $308 million. Yet, even with this
ever-increasing cost, the Department is proposing to more than triple the amount
spent on Federal land acquisitions in FY16 to $447 million. What impact will the
proposed additional land acquisition have on the continually increasing maintenance
bill of the National Park System?

Question 3. Last year the Federal government, as a landowner of nearly half the land
area in the Western US, met its obligations to counties and local governments by
appropriating money out of discretionary funds to make Payment in Lieu of Taxes
(PILT) payments. The Department is requesting no discretionary funds for PILT in
FY16, relying instead on Congress to use mandatory spending to fund PILT. How
does the Department intend to offset the cost of the proposed mandatory spending
increase?

Question 4. The recently-passed water rights settlement on the Bill Williams River,
Arizona is contingent on the completion of several actions, including approvals by the
Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Plan Steering Committee. What is
the Department doing to facilitate the final implementation of the settlement?

Question 5. In July 2014, the Bureau of Reclamation partnered with municipal water
providers in Arizona, California, Colorado, and Nevada to create the Colorado River
System Conservation Program. How much funding does this program currently have?
How many projects has it funded? How much water has been conserved? What has
been the effect on reservoir levels? What additional steps will the Department take in
FY16 with this program?
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Question 6. The Department has requested $244 million for Indian water rights
settlements and negotiation. Which new Indian water rights settlements are being
prioritized by the department? What will the additional $16.9 million for negotiation
and legal support allow the department to do? What is being done to increase the pace
of settling outstanding claims?

Question 7. The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published the final EIS and draft
Record of Decision on the Proposed Revision to the Regulations for the Nonessential
Experimental Population of the Mexican Wolf on November 25, 2014. The final EIS
differed significantly from the draft EIS published in July 2014, due in large part to
extensive negotiations between the FWS and the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission. Senator McCain and | sent a letter to Director Ashe on December 21,
2014 requesting an extension of the public comment deadline to allow stakeholders,
including the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, time to analyze the significantly
changed proposed regulations. In this letter we specifically identified provisions in
the consent decree that allow a modification of the deadline upon showing good
cause, consistent with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Did the FWS approach
the Department of Justice about seeking an extension of the public comment
deadline? What was the Department of Justice’s reason for not seeking an extension?

Question 8. There is a proposal for the President to bypass Congress and designate
over 1.7 million acres of land in northern Arizona as the Grand Canyon Watershed
National Monument. This would lock up not only Federal land, but over 60,000 acres
of State Trust land and nearly 30,000 acres of private land. Such a designation would
have a devastating effect on the economic productivity of State trust land which is
managed primarily to benefit Arizona public schools. It would have a similarly
chilling effect on the economic productivity on private land and existing mining
operations. The creation of this monument has been strongly opposed by the State of
Arizona. Would any of the Department’s proposed funding be used to pursue the
designation of a National Monument in Arizona?

Question 9. In order to get the most value for every dollar spent on managing
National Parks, the Park Service is required to seek competing bids for private
companies to run concessions within the National Parks. In instances where a
concessionaire has held the contract for extended periods the leasehold surrender
interest (LSI) that must be paid to the outgoing concessionaire when a contract
changes hands can become a significant barrier to the competitive bidding process.
What actions is the Department pursuing to ensure a true competition for park
concessions while still respecting the investment made by private companies in their
business?

Question 10. Arizona counties and municipalities have tried to work with the BLM to
authorize third-party concessionaires to operate on Recreation and Public Purposes
Act (RPPA) parcels. The BLM in Arizona will not permit local governments to allow
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a third-party concessionaire on the exact same land that the BLM could itself allow a
concessionaire to operate if the BLM still controlled the land. During Director
Kornze’s nomination hearing in December 2013, | asked specifically about the status
of the Solicitor’s Office evaluation of the August 2011 Instructional Memorandum
for Third Party Uses on Recreation and Public Purposes Acts Patents and Leases
(2011-162), and when Arizona local governments could expect a decision about the
ability to enter into agreements with third-party concessionaires. In the written
responses, Director Kornze did not provide an update on the Solicitor’s evaluation or
an expected timeline for the local governments. What is the status of the Solicitor’s
office evaluation of the above memorandum, and when does the office expect to
make a decision regarding third-party concessionaries to operate on RPPA lands?

Question 11. In a December 5, 2014 report, the Congressional Research Service
identified several potential technical discrepancies in how some Federal payments to
counties are treated in the calculation of Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments.
The report specifies that payments made under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act
by the BLM require a reduction in the following year’s PILT payments, but payments
for similar lands administered by the Forest Service do not require a reduction.
Additionally, the report claims that payments under the Secure Rural Schools (SRS)
program require an offset in the following year’s PILT levels for payments from the
Forest Service but not payments from the BLM. As the agency responsible for
making annual PILT payments, does the Department treat SRS payments by the
Forest Service and the BLM differently when computing PILT payments? Similarly,
does the Department treat payments made under the Bankhead-Jones Act by the
Forest Service and BLM differently for purposes of PILT payments?

Question 12. Your testimony includes several references to encouraging individuals
to serve, work, and volunteer on public lands. Some have suggested that questions of
legal liability act as a disincentive for federal agencies to work with volunteers. Has
the Department identified any such impediments to promoting volunteer work on
public lands? If so, does the Department have suggestions on how to remove these
barriers?

Question 13. The trans-canyon pipeline that supplies water to Grand Canyon
National Park has incurred repeated maintenance issues over the last thirty plus years.
Most recently, we witnessed two separate closures of Phantom Ranch as crews sought
to address pipeline breaks, and a section of the pipeline is undergoing repairs until
July of this year. According to some estimates, the cost to replace the entire pipeline
would fall between $100 million and $150 million with additional operations and
maintenance charges. Does the Park Service have updated estimates regarding the
cost to repair the trans-canyon pipeline?

Question 14. I understand that the Park Service is evaluating potential solutions to
the water pipeline challenges at the Grand Canyon National Park by developing a
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water-delivery study. Please describe the alternatives being considered and the costs
associated with each option. When do you expect to complete the final study?

Question 15. In evaluating potential water-delivery options, has anyone from the
Park Service considered regional water-supply solutions? If so, who has the Park
Service met with, and what options are being considered?

Question 16. Is there an opportunity for the Park Service to achieve cost savings by
pursuing a regional water-supply solution, as opposed to solely looking at
replacement of the trans-canyon pipeline?
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Questions from Senator Al Franken

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: As you know, a recent court decision reversed the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s determination to delist the gray wolf from the Endangered Species Act.
Right now, farmers and ranchers in Minnesota are concerned about losing their
livestock to wolf attacks, and they really need federal funds that can help to protect
their herds. For example, the Wolf Livestock Loss Demonstration Program provides
funding to livestock producers so they can employ strategies to help prevent wolf
attacks from occurring in the first place. Can you tell me why the Fish and Wildlife
Service has proposed to discontinue funding for this program in FY 20167
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Questions from Senator Martin Heinrich

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: In December, Congress passed the Manhattan Project National Historical
Park Act, which directs the National Park Service to establish the Manhattan Project

National Historical Park in three states within one year of enactment. Do you expect
to be able to meet that deadline?

Question 2: When and how does the National Park Service plan to involve local
communities in the park planning process for the Manhattan Project National Historic
Park?
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: National Monuments

Madam Secretary, | would like to thank the Administration for taking action to
protect and preserve lands across our nation, the recent executive action for Honouliuli in
Hawaii is a good example. It is a sobering, yet important piece of our nation’s history that
will serve to educate future generations. In 2009, when | was a member of the House of
Representatives | worked with Senators Inouye and Akaka to authorize a special resource
study on World War Il internment camp sites in Hawaii. Now that the President has
designated Honouliuli as a national monument to be managed by the National Park
Service, an agency well-seasoned and experienced with management of national
monuments across our country. | want to see Honouliuli and other sites recently
designated get off to a strong start.

This designation has been a collaborative, inclusive effort—between the local
community, Hawaii’s Congressional delegation, and other public and private
stakeholders. Can you give me a sense of what the path will be to move Honouliuli
forward in FY 2016 and beyond?
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Questions from Senator Mike Lee

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Antiquities Act

1. Secretary Jewell, during your confirmation hearing, | asked if you would seek the input of
local stakeholders regarding national monument designations. You confirmed you would do
this. However on October 31, 2013, you said, “if Congress doesn’t step up to act to protect
some of these important places that have been identified by communities and people
throughout the country, then the president will take action ... there’s not question that if
Congress doesn’t act, we will.” One would think that the elected representatives of the people
would be a group of stakeholders whose buy in and support should necessary in designating
monuments. Has your opinion changed from the answer you gave me your confirmation
hearing?

Transcript, Sally Jewell Confirmation Hearing, March 21, 2013

Senator Lee: The monument designation question is important because, as you were
discussing that with Senator Heinrich, | appreciated your commitment to work with local
stakeholders whenever they are dealing with something like monument designation. We had
about 2 million acres designated as a monument a few years ago in my state, and it was not
only not done without extensive consultation, input, and buy-in of local officials and
residents, it was done completely by surprise. It was brought upon us completely by stealth. It
was announced from a neighboring state, and we would have like to have had input. So, |
would really appreciate if you would commit to me that you would advise the president that it
is best to work with locals affected by broad decisions like that in advance of making such a
decision.

Secretary Jewell: That is certainly consistent with what I believe in and with what the White
House believes in as well.

2. The President added four new national monuments in 2014. Regarding your commitment to
an open process with local consultation, were these communities given proper notice before
these monuments were designated? Did you change anything about the designation area or
timing in relation to the concerns of the impacted community or state?

Last four monuments listed:

3. The Antiquities Act also states that the President is to reserve “the smallest area compatible
with the proper care and management of the objects to be protected.” However, of the 11
monuments President Obama has designated so far, just the last three monuments constituted
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over 250 million acres of new federal property. Would you consider these areas to be the
smallest areas available?

Endangered Species Act

1. Asyou know, the agency recently put out a rule related to adverse modification — “Definition
of Destruction or Adverse Modification of Critical Habitat.” Can you please provide me the
statutory authority for this rule?

2. How much does the Department spend on ESA litigation? If attorney’s fees were capped, is it
possible that money could instead be used for species recovery?

3. Inahearing before the House Natural Resources Committee on April 3, 2014, you stated that
the Department publishes the underlying data for potential ESA listings. However, my staff
has experienced many examples where the data used in listings is simply not available
because the Department has, in fact, not made it available — for example, the underlying data
for the listing of the Gunnison sage grouse was not released. Why does the Department
publish scientific findings for some listings, but not for others? Can you commit to making
available to the public all underlying data for all potential listings?

4. How do you ensure that state and local entities are able to stay informed and participate in
the listing determination process? On average, how many meetings does your Department
have with state and local officials during the listing process?

National Park Service

1. What is the current maintenance backlog for the National Park Service? What is the
proportion of the Service’s budget that is spent on administrative overhead versus park
maintenance?

2. How does the Department intend to prioritize its funding to address this backlog? Is it your
opinion that we should consider a moratorium on the addition of National Park land until the
NPS addresses the backlog in its current portfolio?
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Questions from Senator Joe Manchin 111

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, | am very interested in some of the AML proposals in
the Interior budget. As you know, | am very supportive of funding the UMWA'’s
pension plan. Our miners have mined the coal that powered our nation and we need to
ensure they continue to receive their hard earned benefits.

I am also interested in the proposal to use AML money for coalfield communities in
Appalachia, like those in my home state of West Virginia. As you’re aware, this
program would require a legislative solution.

In your view, what would this legislative solution look like and can | get your
commitment to work with me and other members from the region to ensure this
money reaches the communities who need it the most?

Question 2: OSM’s budget justification document notes that States and Tribes
directly regulate 97 percent of the Nation’s coal production under approved
regulatory programs. The agency’s budget also notes the reduced workload
anticipated by OSM.

With the states responsible for most of the regulatory work why does OSM ask for
$5.5 million more for itself while cutting the states grants by more than $3
million? What is OSM planning to use the extra $5.5 million for?

Question 3: As you know, | have serious concerns about the potential OSM Stream
Buffer Zone rule. The original intent of this rulemaking was in response to the 2008
rule promulgated under the Bush Administration. Why is OSM moving forward with
this process when the 2008 rule was vacated?

Question 4: In 2013, the Director of Mining and Reclamation at West Virginia’s
Department of Environmental Protection testified in the House about their experience
as a cooperating agency during the Stream Protection Measures Rulemaking process.
Under this agreement, OSM should be coordinating with West Virginia and the other
cooperating state agencies.

Instead, OSM denied the agencies the opportunity to review the first chapter of the
Environmental Impact Study and provided them only a few days to review and
comment on hundreds of pages of the following chapters.
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After this, according to the West Virginia DEP, OSM “shifted to a nearly complete
blackout on information about the development of the Stream Protection Measures
Rule.”

Yesterday, 11 states, including West Virginia sent a letter to OSM stating that several
of the states are “seriously contemplating withdrawing from the EIS development”
due to a continued lack of cooperation from OSM.

Can you explain this?
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Questions from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Please provide a record of the authorities on which the Department relied for
the development of the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and accompanying
Environmental Impact Statement for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (EIS),
including, the approval for and authorization of funds expended by year, including
Congressional authorization or appropriation, for the development of the CCP and EIS.

Question 2: Please provide a detailed current plan, calendar and itemized budget for the
development and implementation of the Step-Down Plans identified in the CCP and EIS.

Question 3: Please a comprehensive list of the dates and times of any meeting, call or
other interaction held by the Department of the Interior (DOI) or any of its component
parts including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or contractor
operating on behalf of DOI, with any entity not considered a cooperative agency,
including any corporation or non-governmental organization.

Question 4: Please identify in a log any legal or policy analysis provided to or given by
DOI or USFWS related to sections 1002, 1003 or 1326 of ANILCA as it might apply to
the CPP or EIS.

Question 5: Please provide a comprehensive list of programs or initiatives within DOI in
support of the US Chairmanship of the Arctic Council and in fulfillment of Executive
Order Enhancing Coordination of National Efforts in the Arctic. Please include in the list
a identification of the funds expended or to be expended for any and all programs or
initiatives on the list.

Question 6: with respect to the issue of climate change, please provide a comprehensive
list of DOI programs or initiatives dedicated to adaptation or promoting resilience in
communities in response to a changing climate and the funds associated with these
initiatives or programs.

Question 7: Please provide an itemization of any funds expended since January 1, 2012
related to international travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives,
studies, programs or workshops.

Question 8: Please provide an estimate of any funds expended since January 1, 2012
related to Alaska specific travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives,
studies, programs or workshops.
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Question 9: In the 2016 Budget Justification, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
notes: “Since 2009, the BLM has approved 52 renewable energy projects, including 29
utility-scale solar facilities, 11 wind farms, and 12 geothermal plants, with associated
transmission corridors and infrastructure to connect with established power grids. If fully
constructed, these projects will provide more than 14,000 megawatts of power, or enough
electricity to power about 4.8 million homes, and provide over 20,000 construction and
operations jobs.” (p. 1-3) Please provide a detailed timeline for each of these identified
projects including (1) date on which BLM received an initial application for approval (2)
date on which a ROD was issued (3) description of the project — including estimated
capital costs as well as construction and operating jobs and (4) estimated cost of
mitigation measures required by BLM.

Question 10: Please provide an equivalent description of the number of new oil and gas
units or developments approved by BLM since 2009.

Question 11: In the 2016 Budget Justification, BLM notes that since 2000, BLM has
permitted nearly 47,000 new wells — please provide the number of permitted new wells
since 2009.

Question 12: Please provide the number of permitted new wells since 2009 that have
been drilled.

Question 13: Please provide estimates of revenues from NPRA production provided to
Congress, the White House or other similar governmental institution issued prior to, or
associated with, the passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 14: Please provide an accounting of revenues received from production in the
National Petroleum Reserve Alaska since passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 15: In its Report to Congress June 2006 related to Sec. 207 of the Alaska Land
Transfer Acceleration Act, BLM identified roughly 56,870,900 acres of BLM-managed
lands that are withdrawn by “d-1 PLOs” and made recommendations — primarily that
those d-1 withdrawals could be lifted. With next year being ten years since that report
was issued | feel compelled to ask if anything has happened.

Question 16: Please provide an update on where the Department stands in settling with
the state on the proper process to complete patenting of the state’s lands. The Alaska
Statehood Act set up a very specific process for federal surveying to complete the
patented transfer of lands. To reduce its costs, the department has proposed a new
surveying process, taking advantage of GPS coordinates. But apparently there is now a
difference of opinion between the State of Alaska and your Department over the process
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to be used. Please describe that disagreement and how the department plans to resolve the
issue?

Question 17: Relating to the U.S. Geological Survey budget, the USGS is a major source
of grant funding for a series of seismic monitors on volcanoes in Alaska, largely on the
Alaska Peninsula and the Aleutian Chain, near the air corridor for flights to America
from Asia. The grants help fund the work of the Alaska VVolcano Observatory, a joint
entity between USGS and the University of Alaska. Ash from eruptions is particularly
dangerous to such flights as shown by the near crash of a jumbo jet years ago.

A) The problem is many of the seismic monitors need not just upgrading to digital
technology, but antenna and battery replacements since the stations are rapidly
going off line.

B) I believe this is causing a real health and safety issue not just for Alaskans, but
international passengers on trans-Pacific flights. While Congress added money to
your budget this year to help with the maintenance costs on the network, your FY
16 budget seems to propose only a slight increase for hazards funding, even while
your overall budget calls for a $759.2 million increase — 6% above FY 15. That is
disappointing since estimates are that it will require an additional $5 to $7 million
a year for perhaps five years just to keep the Alaska seismic network functioning,
much less to meet the entire U.S.G.S. earthquake monitoring budget needs.

C) Why is there not more money in your spending plan devoted to basic health and
safety needs?

Question 18: The State of Alaska a number of years ago requested that it receive the
conveyance of several thousand acres along the Susitna River in Southcentral Alaska as
part of its statehood conveyance. In 2013 my staff had been assured by Department
personnel that the transfer would be completed, since none of the land is in conservation
system units. But apparently the transfer is still pending. What is the hold up and when
will the transfer of the acreage be completed to the State of Alaska?

Question 19: We have spoken often about the need for the Department to speed up the
cleanup of 136 abandoned oil and gas exploration wells in northern Alaska, wells drilled
by the government in both the 1940s and late 1980s and early 1990s. You had about $2
million in your budget last year for such cleanups. Fortunately in the Helium bill in 2013
we were able to increase your cleanup funding by $50 million so that the Department will
be able to tackle the worst of the wells in coming years and gain efficiencies by being
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able to reduce mobilization costs and improve coordination of the cleanup efforts. But
that $50 million will not solve all of the problems.

A) My question is this: when will the Department change its priorities and increase
its regular budgetary funding to tackle environmental cleanups of abandoned
federal wells on an annual basis?

B) Abandoned well cleanup truly is a federal responsibility. How will you assure me
that we aren’t back in the same position in four or five years of having insufficient
funding to clean up environmental well problems on federal lands?

Question 20: Recently | have received a number of complaints from placer miners in the
eastern Interior part of Alaska about Department policies involving the current and future
regulation of placer mining. There are concerns about the draft Eastern Interior Resource
Management Plan and its apparent designation of about 700,000 acres of the FortyMile
River mining district as “areas of critical environmental concern” where the Department
is considering closing the area to mining. Significantly, as | understand it, this land was
specifically kept open to mining by Congress in 1980’s Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act when it was not included in the Yukon-Charley National Preserve.
There are also a host of concerns about new regulations for mining efforts in still open
areas, concerning about reclamation cost estimates, reclamation standards, new bonding
processes and the turnover in our compliance staff that makes consistency in mining
enforcement difficult at best.

e Recognizing that the issue of mining on the FortyMile is complicated, please tell
me the reason for all of these changes in mining practice now in Interior Alaska,
when mining had been working seemingly fine based on the 1983 management
plan crafted just after passage of ANILCA?

Question 21: Just recently I learned that your Department has decided to implement a
new southern boundary of the wilderness area inside Denali National Park and Preserve.
Apparently 35 years ago when the Alaska lands act passed, no one noticed that the world
is round and that map boundaries might need to be adjusted for the curvature of the earth.
The problem appears to be that now the Department wants to add up to fifth-eighth of a
mile to the wilderness area south of Denali. That might not seem like much, but it could
have significant impacts. For example, there are potential impacts on:

e Hundreds of commercial air taxi and scenic flights to see the mountain.

e Potential for impact climbers getting to base camp to climb Denali.

e Snowmachine recreation efforts in the eastern sections of the park, and caribou

and moose hunting for both subsistence and sport hunters in the Cantwell area.
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Apparently the boundary change will add about 23,500 acres to the wilderness area in the
park. But Alaska lands act (Sect. 103c) specifically limits “minor boundary adjustments”
to just 23,000 acres.
e Will the Department work with us, either administratively or if a legislative fix is
required, to make sure that this boundary expansion does not impact tourism and
recreational hunting interests in Southcentral Alaska?

At a time when Department policy changes are having such a huge impact on future oil
and gas and mineral development, this change that could impact another major leg of the
state’s economy — tourism — may be exceptionally hard for Alaskans to accept, especially
35 years after ANILCA’s passage and after business and lifestyles have adapted to the
changes generated by passage of the lands act.

Question 22: In late 2013 it became clear that the Cook Inlet Region Inc. (CIRI) Alaska
Native Regional Corp. was coming up short by 42,000 acres of the land conveyance it
was promised as a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. The
shortage was the result of the complex settlement of land conveyances to CIRI village
corporations that had been complicated by the 1976 Cook Inlet land exchange. For the
past year the BLM in Alaska has acknowledged that CIRI is short of its required
conveyance and apparently has been working to identify solutions. Please update us on
where Interior is with crafting a solution to the CIRI land shortage, and how soon such a
fix may be proposed by your Department?

Question 23: The Department has a legal responsibility to fulfill the government's
obligations under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Under ANCSA,
Alaska Native Corporation often had to select lands for conveyance that were outside
their traditional aboriginal lands because those lands were already occupied by the
Federal government, the Department of Defense, or various state and local governmental
entities. Accordingly, land exchanges and selection of other lands was necessary to fulfill
Alaska Native Corporation (ANC) entitlements under ANCSA.

Given that ANCs have been denied their traditional aboriginal lands and, out of
convenience to the government, have selected other lands and are now trying to develop
those lands, it’s troubling--but not surprising--that | often hear that your Department
delays and impedes the issuances of permits to Alaska Natives who wish to develop their
subsurface lands within the boundaries of a National Refuge.
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A) What are you going to do to make sure your department protects Alaskan
Native Corporations’ rights to the lands selected under ANCSA and that the
agencies in your department expeditiously assist them in permitting,
conveyance, and other dealings with your department?

Question 24: The U.S. Geological Survey recently released its Mineral Commodity
Summaries report for 2015, and it shows that the United States is at least 50 percent
reliant on foreign nations for at least 43 different commodities. The report also states, as
it annually does, that “U.S. import reliance has increased significantly since 1978, the
year that this information was first reported.”

A) Is our nation’s foreign mineral dependence a matter of concern to you?

B) What are you doing, at Interior, to help reduce and eliminate it?

C) Do you believe the proposals in Interior’s budget request — which would impose
new taxes and fees on top of an already-slow permitting process — will somehow
increase our nation’s mineral security?

D) It takes an average of 7 to 10 years (even absent significant litigation) to permit a
new mine in the United States, which is considerably longer than other countries
with similar environmental standards. Will you commit to reviewing the federal
mine permitting process, and will you commit to identifying steps to make the
process more efficient?

Question 25: The FY 2016 Land and Water Conservation Fund budget request is $900
million: $400 million in discretionary funding and $500 million in permanent funding for
DOl agencies and the Forest Service. In 2017 the President’s budget request proposes
that all $900 million would be mandatory funding.

A) Please explain to me why, with such an enormous maintenance backlog
(According to CRS, over $22 billion at the federal agencies combined, $13 billion
at NPS alone), DOI would propose to focus such a large amount of funding on
acquiring more federal land?

B) Shouldn’t these funds be used to pay down the maintenance backlog to, at least,
stem the growth of the backlog?

C) More generally, how do you reconcile additional federal land acquisition at this
time of staggering national debt and maintenance backlogs?

The budget proposal seeks to turn the LWCF program into a permanent mandatory
program without making any changes to it. 1 don’t support that. 1 am also concerned that
this program has been overly focused on federal land acquisition. Part of the reason for
that is the 60 percent set-aside for state-side grants was stripped from the LWCF Act.
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These state-side grants are valuable tools to develop state parks and other outdoor
recreation opportunities on non-federal land.

D) Shouldn’t a larger percentage of LWCF funds be set-aside for state-side grants?
Why or Why not?

Question 26: As many colleagues and | have emphasized many times, we have a nearly
$13 billion parks maintenance backlog. And with that staggering figure, there is a very
strong argument that we should not be adding any new parks to the system until we can
take care of what we already have. Alaskans are particularly concerned with the prospect
of additions of new Parks with roughly 2/3 of the entire system located within my State.

A) With the Parks Centennial upon us in 2016, it would seem that this could be a
great time to reevaluate how we establish and maintain the Parks as well as how
we build support for the Parks in their local communities, nationwide and even
internationally. In a time of severe budget constraints, all options need to be on
the table. One idea that | am particularly interested in is increasing private
donations to the system through private endowments.

B) Will you agree to work with me and the other members of this committee to
review options and find a path forward to create a sustainable supplementary
funding stream for America’s Parks for the second century?

Question 27: | have some questions regarding the general approach of the National Park
Service to rule making as well as some questions regarding a specific rule proposed by
NPS.

A) In the past, NPS has put into place regulations that shortened the hunting seasons
as defined by the Alaska Board of Game. When instituting the closures, the NPS
has cited “Park Values” in those closures.

|. Please provide me with a definition of “Park Values”?

I1. Do you believe that the State of Alaska has the right to manage wildlife within
the borders of the State? When is it proper for the federal government to
reverse State Board of Game decisions?

B) Recently, the National Park Service has proposed a rule (Regulation Identifier
Number 1024-AE21) that would close a number of preserves in Alaska to the take
of predators, such as bear and wolf.
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I. 1 am aware of several stakeholders who have contacted you regarding their
concerns about the potential for this proposed regulation to unduly impact
subsistence communities across Alaska. One of these stakeholders includes
the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resources Commission, an
official Federal advisory committee created by the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) to make recommendations to you, the
Secretary of the Interior, regarding fish and wildlife resources for subsistence
dependent communities. | would like to hear from you how the Department
proposes to avoid any undue impact on these communities, communities
whose lives depend on the take of predators.

Il. The take of certain predators by Alaska Natives is done for cultural,
economic, traditional, and spiritual needs. Can you describe to me how this
proposed rule incorporates these significant considerations?

Question 28: Please describe the role of DOI in any additional discussions that
have taken place with the State Department since the Regional Recommendation
was finalized in December 2013. Who participated in these discussions? Does
DOI defer to other agencies (i.e., the U.S. Entity) in discussions with the State
Department regarding potential U.S. negotiating positions? Why or why not? If
not, what are the major outstanding points of disagreement between DOI and
other agencies?

Question 29: What is DOI’s position on the “ecosystem-based function”
principles and recommendations outlined in the Regional Recommendation?
Please provide specific examples of the department’s positions on these principles
and recommendations?

Question 30: Total domestic oil production increased 15% from 2012 to 2013. Can you
confirm that on federal lands, however, it only increased by 1% over the same period?

Question 331: While EIA is still assessing the 2014 data, according to its latest Monthly
Energy Review, total U.S. field production averaged 16.3% higher in 2014 than in 2013.
How much do you expect oil production on federal lands has increased over the past
year?

Question 32: The Bureau of Land Management issued 3,769 drilling permits in FY 2014.
This is one less than it approved in FY 2013, and 2,848 fewer than the 6,617 permits that
were approved in FY 2008. Is it accurate to say that permits have fallen by 43% during
this administration and that you are doing little if anything to correct this trend?
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Question 33: Over the past decade, has federal natural gas production increased or
decreased? What is the Department doing to reverse this trend?

Question 34: Given the nature of U.S. Geological Survey’s core mission, many of us
have requested that an economic geologist to be nominated to lead that agency. We did
have a nominee in the last Congress, but she was not brought up for confirmation by the
previous majority, and the agency has now gone without a confirmed director for two full
years.

A) Can you tell us when you anticipate the President will send this Committee a
nominee to consider for USGS?

B) Can you tell us whether the President is taking our request for an economic
geologist seriously, as he searches for a new candidate?

Question 35: The Department of Interior is mandated to provide a subsistence priority on
federal land, yet nearly every rural community in Alaska struggles to meet their
subsistence needs because of low moose populations, low caribou populations — in some
cases, and nearly non-existent king salmon populations.

A) What is the Department’s plan to ensure that adequate amounts of food can be put
on the table?

B) How do you reconcile a mandate to provide a subsistence priority with the
competing mandates that creating wilderness, not managing for abundant and
healthy wildlife populations, and limiting access by subsistence hunters fishers?

C) Why is it difficult for your agency to manage predators to increase prey species to
sustainable levels?

Question 36: In 2013, | wrote a letter to the Department asking what you could do to
speed up the cleaning of environmental contamination on lands that you have transferred
to Alaska Native Corporations to satisfy their aboriginal land claims under the 1971
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. Your Department studied the issue in 1998 and
proposed a six-point effort to speed up the cleaning of such contamination. Last January
in a letter to me you proposed that the Department would update its contaminated lands
survey and then address the other five recommendations all involving how to tackle the
actual cleanups. I had been led to believe that updated list would be finished in the fall -
there were more than 650 sites on the old list—unfortunately, it was not completed.

A) When will an updated, comprehensive list of contaminated sites on Native
conveyed lands be finished? What will the Department propose to actually speed
up and fun the cleanup of the contamination —all caused by the federal
government prior to transfer of the land to Alaska Natives?

B) Most recently, the Department’s current spending authorization requires the
Department to provide to Congress by June of this year a detailed report including
the comprehensive inventory of contaminated land conveyed through ANSCA
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including sites identified since the 1998 report and a detailed plan addressing how
the Department intends to complete the cleanup of each contaminated site. What
is the status of the effort to comply with this recent statutory directive?

Question 37: In the past Alaska Fire Service had two CL215s which carry about 1,400
gallons. There are plans to replace these with Fire Boss Single Engine Air Tanker
(SEAT) aircraft.

e What is the cost per gallon dropped for the two aircraft?

e What is the cost difference between the CL215s vs the Fire Boss Single Engine
Air Tanker (SEAT) in total budget cost to AFS?

e How effective do you expect the SEATS to be at Initial Attack?

Question 38: The BLM’s FY'16 budget request proposes to reduce funding for the Oregon
and California Grant Lands program by $6.043 million overall, with a $3.8 million
decrease in Other Forest Resources management and a $3.2 million decrease in Western
Oregon Resource Management Planning. The BLM Budget Justification also shows that
the agency plans to offer less timber for sale in FY 16 (204 mmbf, down from 215 mmbf
in FY'15 and 239.8 mmbf in 2014)

e What is the updated schedule for finalizing the new Resource Management
Plans? If planning activities will continue into FY16 how would the proposed
$3.2 million decrease in the planning account impact the agency’s ability to
finalize the plans and maintain the timber sale program?

e The BLM is under Court Order to meet the mandate of the O&C Act to offer the
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) in at least two districts in Western Oregon. How
will the proposed reductions in the FY16 timber sale program affect the Court
Order requirements to increase timber sale levels? Will the BLM meet the terms
of this Court Order to offer the ASQ in certain districts as well as offering enough
timber to meet the ASQ’s of other districts in the O&C in FY16?

e How much money does the BLM spend annually to comply with the “Survey and
Manage” requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan in Western Oregon? How
many acres of BLM timberland in Western Oregon are encumbered by complying
with the “Management Recommendations” associated with the “Survey and
Manage” requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan?
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Questions from Senator Bernie Sanders

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

The Department of Interior manages the vast amount of mineral and energy assets
that are owned by the American people. There have been numerous reports and
studies by the Government Accountability Office and others that suggest that the
American people are in fact not getting a fair return on these assets that they own, and
instead that the big corporations like oil and coal companies are reaping huge
windfalls. In addition, these activities are being done in ways that increase carbon
emissions which are making climate change worse. | believe that DOI can and should
be doing more to ensure that the American people receive a fair return from the
development of these resources.

e Question 1: For coal on federal lands, oil and gas development on federal
lands, and offshore oil and gas development, what is the Department looking
at specifically to ensure that taxpayers are getting fairly compensated? Please
include all relevant rulemakings under development and an estimate of their
timing for finalization.

e Question 2: What statutory changes are needed to expedite DOI’s ability to
recover fair market returns from the use and development of taxpayer-owned
minerals, or access to federally-owned lands?
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Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, I want to take a moment to focus on an issue of
particular importance to my home state of Oregon and to the Northwest region—the
Columbia River Treaty.

In November of 2013, when | was Chairman of the Committee, | held a hearing on
the modernization of the Columbia River Treaty, urging the Administration to follow
the consensus document known as the “Regional Recommendation,” and to engage
Canada expediently in negotiations. Now, over a year later, it is my impression that
the Administration has not been expedient about addressing this issue.

What can you tell me about why this process has taken so long? And what will it take
for you and the Administration to act to advance the Columbia River Treaty and
engage Canada?

Question 2: As you know, the National Park System turns 100 years old next year,
and during its time has become one of America’s greatest success stories. In nearly
every state, Americans can visit a national park, trial, or monument and learn about
the nation’s rich cultural and ecological heritage. To ensure that these parks remain
the treasures that they are, it’s imperative that the Administration and Congress invest
in them to keep them maintained and safe for visitors.

What are the Department of Interior’s plans for ensuring that the deferred
maintenance backlog remains a priority and that the backlog “to-do” list gets
consistently checked off?

Question 3: | understand that some of my colleagues were suspicious about what you
and the Administration were doing to protect sage grouse habitat, but in Oregon, this

work is really important. Can you assure me that you’ll continue the important work

you are doing with private landowners in places like Eastern Oregon?
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Questions from Senator Rob Portman

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: When groups want work together to raise money for a project on a certain
park, for example: let’s assume a structure in Cuyahoga National park needs a new roof,
how can groups who donate money through the current Centennial Challenge ensure all
the money from their donations comes back to the roof in Cuyahoga that they donated for
without having to donate it to the federal government’s centennial challenge?

Question 2: Last year the FY15 Omnibus provided $10 million to reinvest in the
Centennial Challenge. Can you provide a status of the projects for FY15, what projects
or types of projects have been chosen?

Question 3: When was the last time Ohio was mapped via USGS using LIDAR
technology, and what percentage of the state has been mapped using LIDAR as part of
3D Elevation Program?

Question 4: The Service proposed to list the northern long-eared bat as endangered under
the ESA in October 2013, but it is my understanding that service is now leaning toward a
determination that the species threatened, and issuing a 4(d) rule. For species listed as
threatened, the Service may issue a 4(d) rule to provide protections that are deemed
necessary and advisable for conservation of the species. The 4(d) rule as I understand it
would provide limited exemptions for forest management practices, maintenance and
limited expansion of transportation and utility rights-of-way, removal of trees and brush
to maintain prairie habitat, and some tree removal projects.

But there remains concern that the proposed 4(d) rule, which would accompany a
potential threatened listing, does not accommodate similar exemptions for oil and gas
activities, renewable power (such as solar and wind), commercial or residential
construction, or agricultural practices. Major industries that drive our economy.

Can | get your commitment that you will work with folks in those industries to
ensure equal consideration within the 4(d) rule for these types of activities that are
substantially similar to activities exempted under the rule?
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Questions from Senator Shelley Moore Capito

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: The office of Surface Mining (OSM) has spent more than $8 million over the
past several years to develop a rule to replace the 2008 stream buffer zone rule. OSM
recently repealed the 2008 rule and reinstated the rules that were in place before 2008. You
previously committed to taking a fresh look to decide whether any new rulemaking was
necessary. In light of these developments, is there any need for spending more tax-payer
money on a new rulemaking?

Question 2: The earlier stream buffer zone rule development included several cooperating
primacy states, including West Virginia, as part of the NEPA process. Has this arrangement
continued? If so, when was the last time OSM communicated with those cooperating state
agencies on the status of any further rule development?

Question 3: | want to ask about habitat conservation, and in particular that related to the
Northern Long-eared bat, which is a huge issue in my home state. It appears that the
assumptions made by BLM and FWS about drilling impacts in connection with the Northern
Long-eared do not take into consideration recent technologies developed and in use by the oil
and gas industry. In fact, the majority of studies on oil and gas industry impacts are based
upon assumptions of well density and drilling footprints that are decades old. Shouldn’t the
conservation and management strategies of FWS and BLM incorporate information from
engineers and other industry specialists who develop and implement technological
innovations that improve the efficiency of oil and gas operations and reduce their
environmental impacts? Also, why don’t BLM-FWS Assumptions on Effects of Oil and Gas
Development take into account new technologies and smaller drilling footprints?

Question 4: On July 17, 2014, the US Fish and Wildlife Service announced that it was
banning the use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands. What other federal agencies did the
USFW consult before making this decision?

Question 5: What input, if any, did USFWS receive from these agencies?
Question 6: Were any NGO organizations consulted or have input into this decision?

Question 7: Why was this decision not published in the Federal Register for public comment?
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Question 8: Are agricultural operations on USFWS lands reviewed as a part of each refuge
management plan where such operations occur?

Question 9: Why was this action not undertaken as a part of refuge management planning
process?

Question 10: Was an economic analysis conducted before this decision was made? If so,
please provide a copy. If not, why not?
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Questions from Senator James Risch

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell (and Michael Connor)

There are several Idaho federal water storage project feasibility studies that were authorized
under BOR (e.g., Snake River systems including; Boise River Project — Lucky Peak,
Arrowrock, Anderson, and Deer Flat; Upper Snake River: Teton, ldaho site reservoirs, Deer
Flat,).

Question 1: What is the feasibility study status of the BOR Idaho water project studies?

Question 2: What possible actions does BOR consider pursuing on the Snake River system
via the outcome of the feasibility studies?
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Questions from Senator Barrasso

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: During the hearing, | asked you whether BLM’s final rule on hydraulic
fracturing would allow states to apply for a variance. In response, you stated that BLM’s
“proposed regulations say that if a state’s rule is stronger than the proposed federal rule, that
the state’s rule will govern.” Will BLM allow states (not operators) to apply for a variance
from BLM’s final hydraulic fracturing rule? If so, under what circumstances will a state be
able to obtain a variance from BLM’s final rule?

Question 2: During the hearing, we discussed your letter to Governor Matt Mead dated
January 26, 2015. In the letter, you state that: “The rider attached to H.R. 83... does not
affect the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s...court-ordered obligation to make a
determination by September 30, 2015, as to whether the greater sage-grouse does or does not
warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act.” | specifically asked you whether such
a “determination” would be legally binding. You stated that you “would have to defer to the
solicitors.” Please clarify for the Committee whether such a “determination” would be legally
binding if the rider remains in effect.

Question 3: I understand there are significant delays in obtaining sundry notices and rights-
of-way for natural gas gathering lines on Federal land from BLM. However, in response to
one of my questions on this matter, you said that you are “not aware of circumstances where
permits have been slowed down by the BLM.”

A. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for natural gas
gathering lines pending at the Bureau of Land Management?

B. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for natural gas
gathering lines pending at each BLM Field Office?

C. When were each of the pending requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for natural
gas gathering lines first submitted to BLM?

Question 4: On February 20, 2015, the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement (OSM) published a notice in the Federal Register to pursue a rulemaking to
revise regulations under the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act on the use of
explosives on surface coal mining operations. A. Does OSM plan to consult with the state
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regulatory authorities prior to initiating this rulemaking? B. If so, when will this consultation
take place and which states will it involve?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR JEFF FLAKE

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1. In the Department's wildfire budget justification, the anticipated cost of wildfire
suppression based on the average of the previous 10 years is $384 million. The Department's
anticipated ‘worst case’ scenario cost, based on a Forest Service mathematical model is $467
million. The Department claims that the ‘on budget’ funding is sufficient to fight the
predictable 99% of the fires which account for 70% of the costs. But, the Department has
only requested enough funds to cover 70% of the predictable costs, not the worst case costs -
meaning that the plan going into the year is to have insufficient funds to fight the fires that
are predicted to happen. Why doesn't the department request '‘on-budget’ discretionary
amounts sufficient to cover at least 70% of the worst case scenario?

Question 2. The maintenance cost for the National Park System continues to rise. This year
the Department is requesting a 94% increase in deferred maintenance funding and a 67%
increase for regularly scheduled maintenance. Together the costs of just maintaining the
current park system are over $308 million. Yet, even with this ever-increasing cost, the
Department is proposing to more than triple the amount spent on Federal land acquisitions in
FY16 to $447 million. What impact will the proposed additional land acquisition have on the
continually increasing maintenance bill of the National Park System?

Question 3. Last year the Federal government, as a landowner of nearly half the land area in
the Western US, met its obligations to counties and local governments by appropriating
money out of discretionary funds to make Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments. The
Department is requesting no discretionary funds for PILT in FY16, relying instead on
Congress to use mandatory spending to fund PILT. How does the Department intend to
offset the cost of the proposed mandatory spending increase?

Question 4. The recently-passed water rights settlement on the Bill Williams River, Arizona
is contingent on the completion of several actions, including approvals by the Lower
Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Plan Steering Committee. What is the
Department doing to facilitate the final implementation of the settlement?

Question 5. In July 2014, the Bureau of Reclamation partnered with municipal water
providers in Arizona, California, Colorado, and Nevada to create the Colorado River System
Conservation Program. How much funding does this program currently have? How many
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projects has it funded? How much water has been conserved? What has been the effect on
reservoir levels? What additional steps will the Department take in FY 16 with this program?

Question 6. The Department has requested $244 million for Indian water rights settlements
and negotiation. Which new Indian water rights settlements are being prioritized by the
department? What will the additional $16.9 million for negotiation and legal support allow
the department to do? What is being done to increase the pace of settling outstanding claims?

Question 7. The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published the final EIS and draft Record
of Decision on the Proposed Revision to the Regulations for the Nonessential Experimental
Population of the Mexican Wolf on November 25, 2014. The final EIS differed significantly
from the draft EIS published in July 2014, due in large part to extensive negotiations between
the FWS and the Arizona Game and Fish Commission. Senator McCain and | sent a letter to
Director Ashe on December 21, 2014 requesting an extension of the public comment
deadline to allow stakeholders, including the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, time to
analyze the significantly changed proposed regulations. In this letter we specifically
identified provisions in the consent decree that allow a modification of the deadline upon
showing good cause, consistent with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Did the FWS
approach the Department of Justice about seeking an extension of the public comment
deadline? What was the Department of Justice’s reason for not seeking an extension?

Question 8. There is a proposal for the President to bypass Congress and designate over 1.7
million acres of land in northern Arizona as the Grand Canyon Watershed National
Monument. This would lock up not only Federal land, but over 60,000 acres of State Trust
land and nearly 30,000 acres of private land. Such a designation would have a devastating
effect on the economic productivity of State trust land which is managed primarily to benefit
Arizona public schools. It would have a similarly chilling effect on the economic
productivity on private land and existing mining operations. The creation of this monument
has been strongly opposed by the State of Arizona. Would any of the Department’s proposed
funding be used to pursue the designation of a National Monument in Arizona?

Question 9. In order to get the most value for every dollar spent on managing National
Parks, the Park Service is required to seek competing bids for private companies to run
concessions within the National Parks. In instances where a concessionaire has held the
contract for extended periods the leasehold surrender interest (LSI) that must be paid to the
outgoing concessionaire when a contract changes hands can become a significant barrier to
the competitive bidding process. What actions is the Department pursuing to ensure a true
competition for park concessions while still respecting the investment made by private
companies in their business?
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Question 10. Arizona counties and municipalities have tried to work with the BLM to
authorize third-party concessionaires to operate on Recreation and Public Purposes Act
(RPPA) parcels. The BLM in Arizona will not permit local governments to allow a third-
party concessionaire on the exact same land that the BLM could itself allow a concessionaire
to operate if the BLM still controlled the land. During Director Kornze’s nomination hearing
in December 2013, | asked specifically about the status of the Solicitor’s Office evaluation of
the August 2011 Instructional Memorandum for Third Party Uses on Recreation and Public
Purposes Acts Patents and Leases (2011-162), and when Arizona local governments could
expect a decision about the ability to enter into agreements with third-party concessionaires.
In the written responses, Director Kornze did not provide an update on the Solicitor’s
evaluation or an expected timeline for the local governments. What is the status of the
Solicitor’s office evaluation of the above memorandum, and when does the office expect to
make a decision regarding third-party concessionaries to operate on RPPA lands?

Question 11. In a December 5, 2014 report, the Congressional Research Service identified
several potential technical discrepancies in how some Federal payments to counties are
treated in the calculation of Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments. The report specifies
that payments made under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act by the BLM require a
reduction in the following year’s PILT payments, but payments for similar lands
administered by the Forest Service do not require a reduction. Additionally, the report claims
that payments under the Secure Rural Schools (SRS) program require an offset in the
following year’s PILT levels for payments from the Forest Service but not payments from the
BLM. As the agency responsible for making annual PILT payments, does the Department
treat SRS payments by the Forest Service and the BLM differently when computing PILT
payments? Similarly, does the Department treat payments made under the Bankhead-Jones
Act by the Forest Service and BLM differently for purposes of PILT payments?

Question 12. Your testimony includes several references to encouraging individuals to serve,
work, and volunteer on public lands. Some have suggested that questions of legal liability
act as a disincentive for federal agencies to work with volunteers. Has the Department
identified any such impediments to promoting volunteer work on public lands? If so, does
the Department have suggestions on how to remove these barriers?

Question 13. The trans-canyon pipeline that supplies water to Grand Canyon National Park
has incurred repeated maintenance issues over the last thirty plus years. Most recently, we
witnessed two separate closures of Phantom Ranch as crews sought to address pipeline
breaks, and a section of the pipeline is undergoing repairs until July of this year. According
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to some estimates, the cost to replace the entire pipeline would fall between $100 million and
$150 million with additional operations and maintenance charges. Does the Park Service
have updated estimates regarding the cost to repair the trans-canyon pipeline?

Question 14. | understand that the Park Service is evaluating potential solutions to the water
pipeline challenges at the Grand Canyon National Park by developing a water-delivery study.
Please describe the alternatives being considered and the costs associated with each option.
When do you expect to complete the final study?

Question 15. In evaluating potential water-delivery options, has anyone from the Park
Service considered regional water-supply solutions? If so, who has the Park Service met
with, and what options are being considered?

Question 16. Is there an opportunity for the Park Service to achieve cost savings by pursuing
a regional water-supply solution, as opposed to solely looking at replacement of the trans-
canyon pipeline?
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Questions from Senator Al Franken

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: As you know, a recent court decision reversed the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
determination to delist the gray wolf from the Endangered Species Act. Right now, farmers
and ranchers in Minnesota are concerned about losing their livestock to wolf attacks, and
they really need federal funds that can help to protect their herds. For example, the Wolf
Livestock Loss Demonstration Program provides funding to livestock producers so they can
employ strategies to help prevent wolf attacks from occurring in the first place. Can you tell
me why the Fish and Wildlife Service has proposed to discontinue funding for this program
in FY 20167
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Questions from Senator Martin Heinrich

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: In December, Congress passed the Manhattan Project National Historical Park
Act, which directs the National Park Service to establish the Manhattan Project National
Historical Park in three states within one year of enactment. Do you expect to be able to
meet that deadline?

Question 2: When and how does the National Park Service plan to involve local communities
in the park planning process for the Manhattan Project National Historic Park?
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: National Monuments

Madam Secretary, | would like to thank the Administration for taking action to protect
and preserve lands across our nation, the recent executive action for Honouliuli in Hawaii is a
good example. It is a sobering, yet important piece of our nation’s history that will serve to
educate future generations. In 2009, when | was a member of the House of Representatives |
worked with Senators Inouye and Akaka to authorize a special resource study on World War 11
internment camp sites in Hawaii. Now that the President has designated Honouliuli as a national
monument to be managed by the National Park Service, an agency well-seasoned and
experienced with management of national monuments across our country. | want to see
Honouliuli and other sites recently designated get off to a strong start.

This designation has been a collaborative, inclusive effort—between the local
community, Hawaii’s Congressional delegation, and other public and private stakeholders. Can
you give me a sense of what the path will be to move Honouliuli forward in FY 2016 and
beyond?
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Questions from Senator Mike Lee

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Antiquities Act

1. Secretary Jewell, during your confirmation hearing, | asked if you would seek the input of
local stakeholders regarding national monument designations. You confirmed you would do
this. However on October 31, 2013, you said, “if Congress doesn’t step up to act to protect
some of these important places that have been identified by communities and people
throughout the country, then the president will take action ... there’s not question that if
Congress doesn’t act, we will.” One would think that the elected representatives of the people
would be a group of stakeholders whose buy in and support should necessary in designating
monuments. Has your opinion changed from the answer you gave me your confirmation
hearing?

Transcript, Sally Jewell Confirmation Hearing, March 21, 2013

Senator Lee: The monument designation question is important because, as you were
discussing that with Senator Heinrich, | appreciated your commitment to work with local
stakeholders whenever they are dealing with something like monument designation. We had
about 2 million acres designated as a monument a few years ago in my state, and it was not
only not done without extensive consultation, input, and buy-in of local officials and
residents, it was done completely by surprise. It was brought upon us completely by stealth. It
was announced from a neighboring state, and we would have like to have had input. So, |
would really appreciate if you would commit to me that you would advise the president that it
is best to work with locals affected by broad decisions like that in advance of making such a
decision.

Secretary Jewell: That is certainly consistent with what I believe in and with what the White
House believes in as well.

2. The President added four new national monuments in 2014. Regarding your commitment to
an open process with local consultation, were these communities given proper notice before
these monuments were designated? Did you change anything about the designation area or
timing in relation to the concerns of the impacted community or state?

Last four monuments listed:

3. The Antiquities Act also states that the President is to reserve “the smallest area compatible
with the proper care and management of the objects to be protected.” However, of the 11
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monuments President Obama has designated so far, just the last three monuments constituted
over 250 million acres of new federal property. Would you consider these areas to be the
smallest areas available?

Endangered Species Act

1. Asyou know, the agency recently put out a rule related to adverse modification — “Definition
of Destruction or Adverse Modification of Critical Habitat.” Can you please provide me the
statutory authority for this rule?

2. How much does the Department spend on ESA litigation? If attorney’s fees were capped, is it
possible that money could instead be used for species recovery?

3. In a hearing before the House Natural Resources Committee on April 3, 2014, you stated that
the Department publishes the underlying data for potential ESA listings. However, my staff
has experienced many examples where the data used in listings is simply not available
because the Department has, in fact, not made it available — for example, the underlying data
for the listing of the Gunnison sage grouse was not released. Why does the Department
publish scientific findings for some listings, but not for others? Can you commit to making
available to the public all underlying data for all potential listings?

4. How do you ensure that state and local entities are able to stay informed and participate in
the listing determination process? On average, how many meetings does your Department
have with state and local officials during the listing process?

National Park Service
1. What is the current maintenance backlog for the National Park Service? What is the

proportion of the Service’s budget that is spent on administrative overhead versus park
maintenance?

2. How does the Department intend to prioritize its funding to address this backlog? Is it your

opinion that we should consider a moratorium on the addition of National Park land until the
NPS addresses the backlog in its current portfolio?
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Questions from Senator Joe Manchin 111

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, | am very interested in some of the AML proposals in the
Interior budget. As you know, | am very supportive of funding the UMWA’s pension plan.
Our miners have mined the coal that powered our nation and we need to ensure they continue
to receive their hard earned benefits.

I am also interested in the proposal to use AML money for coalfield communities in
Appalachia, like those in my home state of West Virginia. As you’re aware, this program
would require a legislative solution.

In your view, what would this legislative solution look like and can I get your commitment to
work with me and other members from the region to ensure this money reaches the
communities who need it the most?

Question 2: OSM’s budget justification document notes that States and Tribes directly
regulate 97 percent of the Nation’s coal production under approved regulatory programs. The
agency’s budget also notes the reduced workload anticipated by OSM.

With the states responsible for most of the regulatory work why does OSM ask for $5.5
million more for itself while cutting the states grants by more than $3 million? What is OSM
planning to use the extra $5.5 million for?

Question 3: As you know, | have serious concerns about the potential OSM Stream Buffer
Zone rule. The original intent of this rulemaking was in response to the 2008 rule
promulgated under the Bush Administration. Why is OSM moving forward with this process
when the 2008 rule was vacated?
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Question 4: In 2013, the Director of Mining and Reclamation at West Virginia’s Department
of Environmental Protection testified in the House about their experience as a cooperating
agency during the Stream Protection Measures Rulemaking process. Under this agreement,
OSM should be coordinating with West Virginia and the other cooperating state agencies.

Instead, OSM denied the agencies the opportunity to review the first chapter of the
Environmental Impact Study and provided them only a few days to review and comment on
hundreds of pages of the following chapters.

After this, according to the West Virginia DEP, OSM “shifted to a nearly complete blackout
on information about the development of the Stream Protection Measures Rule.”

Yesterday, 11 states, including West Virginia sent a letter to OSM stating that several of the
states are “seriously contemplating withdrawing from the EIS development” due to a
continued lack of cooperation from OSM.

Can you explain this?
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Questions from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Please provide a record of the authorities on which the Department relied for the
development of the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and accompanying Environmental
Impact Statement for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (EIS), including, the approval for and
authorization of funds expended by year, including Congressional authorization or appropriation,
for the development of the CCP and EIS.

Question 2: Please provide a detailed current plan, calendar and itemized budget for the
development and implementation of the Step-Down Plans identified in the CCP and EIS.

Question 3: Please a comprehensive list of the dates and times of any meeting, call or other
interaction held by the Department of the Interior (DOI) or any of its component parts including
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or contractor operating on behalf of DOI,
with any entity not considered a cooperative agency, including any corporation or non-
governmental organization.

Question 4: Please identify in a log any legal or policy analysis provided to or given by DOI or
USFWS related to sections 1002, 1003 or 1326 of ANILCA as it might apply to the CPP or EIS.

Question 5: Please provide a comprehensive list of programs or initiatives within DOI in support
of the US Chairmanship of the Arctic Council and in fulfillment of Executive Order Enhancing
Coordination of National Efforts in the Arctic. Please include in the list a identification of the
funds expended or to be expended for any and all programs or initiatives on the list.

Question 6: with respect to the issue of climate change, please provide a comprehensive list of
DOI programs or initiatives dedicated to adaptation or promoting resilience in communities in
response to a changing climate and the funds associated with these initiatives or programs.

Question 7: Please provide an itemization of any funds expended since January 1, 2012 related to
international travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives, studies, programs or
workshops.

Question 8: Please provide an estimate of any funds expended since January 1, 2012 related to
Alaska specific travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives, studies, programs
or workshops.
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Question 9: In the 2016 Budget Justification, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) notes:
“Since 2009, the BLM has approved 52 renewable energy projects, including 29 utility-scale
solar facilities, 11 wind farms, and 12 geothermal plants, with associated transmission corridors
and infrastructure to connect with established power grids. If fully constructed, these projects
will provide more than 14,000 megawatts of power, or enough electricity to power about 4.8
million homes, and provide over 20,000 construction and operations jobs.” (p. I-3) Please
provide a detailed timeline for each of these identified projects including (1) date on which BLM
received an initial application for approval (2) date on which a ROD was issued (3) description
of the project — including estimated capital costs as well as construction and operating jobs and
(4) estimated cost of mitigation measures required by BLM.

Question 10: Please provide an equivalent description of the number of new oil and gas units or
developments approved by BLM since 2009.

Question 11: In the 2016 Budget Justification, BLM notes that since 2000, BLM has permitted
nearly 47,000 new wells — please provide the number of permitted new wells since 20009.

Question 12: Please provide the number of permitted new wells since 2009 that have been
drilled.

Question 13: Please provide estimates of revenues from NPRA production provided to Congress,
the White House or other similar governmental institution issued prior to, or associated with, the
passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 14: Please provide an accounting of revenues received from production in the National
Petroleum Reserve Alaska since passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 15: In its Report to Congress June 2006 related to Sec. 207 of the Alaska Land
Transfer Acceleration Act, BLM identified roughly 56,870,900 acres of BLM-managed lands
that are withdrawn by “d-1 PLOs” and made recommendations — primarily that those d-1
withdrawals could be lifted. With next year being ten years since that report was issued | feel
compelled to ask if anything has happened.

Question 16: Please provide an update on where the Department stands in settling with the state
on the proper process to complete patenting of the state’s lands. The Alaska Statehood Act set up
a very specific process for federal surveying to complete the patented transfer of lands. To
reduce its costs, the department has proposed a new surveying process, taking advantage of GPS
coordinates. But apparently there is now a difference of opinion between the State of Alaska and
your Department over the process to be used. Please describe that disagreement and how the
department plans to resolve the issue?

19



Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior

Question 17: Relating to the U.S. Geological Survey budget, the USGS is a major source of grant
funding for a series of seismic monitors on volcanoes in Alaska, largely on the Alaska Peninsula
and the Aleutian Chain, near the air corridor for flights to America from Asia. The grants help
fund the work of the Alaska VVolcano Observatory, a joint entity between USGS and the
University of Alaska. Ash from eruptions is particularly dangerous to such flights as shown by
the near crash of a jumbo jet years ago.

A) The problem is many of the seismic monitors need not just upgrading to digital
technology, but antenna and battery replacements since the stations are rapidly going off
line.

B) I believe this is causing a real health and safety issue not just for Alaskans, but
international passengers on trans-Pacific flights. While Congress added money to your
budget this year to help with the maintenance costs on the network, your FY 16 budget
seems to propose only a slight increase for hazards funding, even while your overall
budget calls for a $759.2 million increase — 6% above FY 15. That is disappointing since
estimates are that it will require an additional $5 to $7 million a year for perhaps five
years just to keep the Alaska seismic network functioning, much less to meet the entire
U.S.G.S. earthquake monitoring budget needs.

C) Why is there not more money in your spending plan devoted to basic health and safety
needs?

Question 18: The State of Alaska a number of years ago requested that it receive the conveyance
of several thousand acres along the Susitna River in Southcentral Alaska as part of its statehood
conveyance. In 2013 my staff had been assured by Department personnel that the transfer would
be completed, since none of the land is in conservation system units. But apparently the transfer
is still pending. What is the hold up and when will the transfer of the acreage be completed to the
State of Alaska?

Question 19: We have spoken often about the need for the Department to speed up the cleanup of
136 abandoned oil and gas exploration wells in northern Alaska, wells drilled by the government
in both the 1940s and late 1980s and early 1990s. You had about $2 million in your budget last
year for such cleanups. Fortunately in the Helium bill in 2013 we were able to increase your
cleanup funding by $50 million so that the Department will be able to tackle the worst of the
wells in coming years and gain efficiencies by being able to reduce mobilization costs and
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improve coordination of the cleanup efforts. But that $50 million will not solve all of the
problems.

A) My question is this: when will the Department change its priorities and increase its
regular budgetary funding to tackle environmental cleanups of abandoned federal wells
on an annual basis?

B) Abandoned well cleanup truly is a federal responsibility. How will you assure me that we
aren’t back in the same position in four or five years of having insufficient funding to
clean up environmental well problems on federal lands?

Question 20: Recently I have received a number of complaints from placer miners in the eastern
Interior part of Alaska about Department policies involving the current and future regulation of
placer mining. There are concerns about the draft Eastern Interior Resource Management Plan
and its apparent designation of about 700,000 acres of the FortyMile River mining district as
“areas of critical environmental concern” where the Department is considering closing the area
to mining. Significantly, as | understand it, this land was specifically kept open to mining by
Congress in 1980°s Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act when it was not included in
the Yukon-Charley National Preserve. There are also a host of concerns about new regulations
for mining efforts in still open areas, concerning about reclamation cost estimates, reclamation
standards, new bonding processes and the turnover in our compliance staff that makes
consistency in mining enforcement difficult at best.

e Recognizing that the issue of mining on the FortyMile is complicated, please tell me the
reason for all of these changes in mining practice now in Interior Alaska, when mining
had been working seemingly fine based on the 1983 management plan crafted just after
passage of ANILCA?

Question 21: Just recently I learned that your Department has decided to implement a new
southern boundary of the wilderness area inside Denali National Park and Preserve. Apparently
35 years ago when the Alaska lands act passed, no one noticed that the world is round and that
map boundaries might need to be adjusted for the curvature of the earth. The problem appears to
be that now the Department wants to add up to fifth-eighth of a mile to the wilderness area south
of Denali. That might not seem like much, but it could have significant impacts. For example,
there are potential impacts on:

e Hundreds of commercial air taxi and scenic flights to see the mountain.
e Potential for impact climbers getting to base camp to climb Denali.
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e Snowmachine recreation efforts in the eastern sections of the park, and caribou and
moose hunting for both subsistence and sport hunters in the Cantwell area.

Apparently the boundary change will add about 23,500 acres to the wilderness area in the park.
But Alaska lands act (Sect. 103c) specifically limits “minor boundary adjustments” to just
23,000 acres.

e Will the Department work with us, either administratively or if a legislative fix is
required, to make sure that this boundary expansion does not impact tourism and
recreational hunting interests in Southcentral Alaska?

At a time when Department policy changes are having such a huge impact on future oil and gas
and mineral development, this change that could impact another major leg of the state’s economy
— tourism — may be exceptionally hard for Alaskans to accept, especially 35 years after
ANILCA’s passage and after business and lifestyles have adapted to the changes generated by
passage of the lands act.

Question 22: In late 2013 it became clear that the Cook Inlet Region Inc. (CIRI) Alaska Native
Regional Corp. was coming up short by 42,000 acres of the land conveyance it was promised as
a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. The shortage was the result of the
complex settlement of land conveyances to CIRI village corporations that had been complicated
by the 1976 Cook Inlet land exchange. For the past year the BLM in Alaska has acknowledged
that CIRI is short of its required conveyance and apparently has been working to identify
solutions. Please update us on where Interior is with crafting a solution to the CIRI land shortage,
and how soon such a fix may be proposed by your Department?

Question 23: The Department has a legal responsibility to fulfill the government's obligations
under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Under ANCSA, Alaska Native
Corporation often had to select lands for conveyance that were outside their traditional
aboriginal lands because those lands were already occupied by the Federal government, the
Department of Defense, or various state and local governmental entities. Accordingly, land
exchanges and selection of other lands was necessary to fulfill Alaska Native Corporation (ANC)
entitlements under ANCSA.

Given that ANCs have been denied their traditional aboriginal lands and, out of convenience to
the government, have selected other lands and are now trying to develop those lands, it’s
troubling--but not surprising--that | often hear that your Department delays and impedes the
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issuances of permits to Alaska Natives who wish to develop their subsurface lands within the
boundaries of a National Refuge.

A) What are you going to do to make sure your department protects Alaskan Native
Corporations’ rights to the lands selected under ANCSA and that the agencies in your
department expeditiously assist them in permitting, conveyance, and other dealings
with your department?

Question 24: The U.S. Geological Survey recently released its Mineral Commodity Summaries
report for 2015, and it shows that the United States is at least 50 percent reliant on foreign
nations for at least 43 different commodities. The report also states, as it annually does, that
“U.S. import reliance has increased significantly since 1978, the year that this information was
first reported.”

A) Is our nation’s foreign mineral dependence a matter of concern to you?

B) What are you doing, at Interior, to help reduce and eliminate it?

C) Do you believe the proposals in Interior’s budget request — which would impose new
taxes and fees on top of an already-slow permitting process — will somehow increase our
nation’s mineral security?

D) It takes an average of 7 to 10 years (even absent significant litigation) to permit a new
mine in the United States, which is considerably longer than other countries with similar
environmental standards. Will you commit to reviewing the federal mine permitting
process, and will you commit to identifying steps to make the process more efficient?

Question 25: The FY 2016 Land and Water Conservation Fund budget request is $900 million:
$400 million in discretionary funding and $500 million in permanent funding for DOI agencies
and the Forest Service. In 2017 the President’s budget request proposes that all $900 million
would be mandatory funding.

A) Please explain to me why, with such an enormous maintenance backlog (According to
CRS, over $22 billion at the federal agencies combined, $13 billion at NPS alone), DOI
would propose to focus such a large amount of funding on acquiring more federal land?

B) Shouldn’t these funds be used to pay down the maintenance backlog to, at least, stem the
growth of the backlog?

C) More generally, how do you reconcile additional federal land acquisition at this time of
staggering national debt and maintenance backlogs?
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The budget proposal seeks to turn the LWCF program into a permanent mandatory program
without making any changes to it. 1 don’t support that. | am also concerned that this program
has been overly focused on federal land acquisition. Part of the reason for that is the 60 percent
set-aside for state-side grants was stripped from the LWCF Act. These state-side grants are
valuable tools to develop state parks and other outdoor recreation opportunities on non-federal
land.

D) Shouldn’t a larger percentage of LWCF funds be set-aside for state-side grants? Why or
Why not?

Question 26: As many colleagues and | have emphasized many times, we have a nearly $13
billion parks maintenance backlog. And with that staggering figure, there is a very strong
argument that we should not be adding any new parks to the system until we can take care of
what we already have. Alaskans are particularly concerned with the prospect of additions of new
Parks with roughly 2/3 of the entire system located within my State.

With the Parks Centennial upon us in 2016, it would seem that this could be a great time to
reevaluate how we establish and maintain the Parks as well as how we build support for the
Parks in their local communities, nationwide and even internationally. In a time of severe budget
constraints, all options need to be on the table. One idea that | am particularly interested in is
increasing private donations to the system through private endowments.

A) Will you agree to work with me and the other members of this committee to review
options and find a path forward to create a sustainable supplementary funding stream for
America’s Parks for the second century?

Question 27: | have some questions regarding the general approach of the National Park Service
to rule making as well as some questions regarding a specific rule proposed by NPS.

A) In the past, NPS has put into place regulations that shortened the hunting seasons as
defined by the Alaska Board of Game. When instituting the closures, the NPS has cited
“Park Values” in those closures.

|. Please provide me with a definition of “Park Values”?

Il. Do you believe that the State of Alaska has the right to manage wildlife within the
borders of the State? When is it proper for the federal government to reverse State
Board of Game decisions?
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B) Recently, the National Park Service has proposed a rule (Regulation Identifier Number
1024-AE21) that would close a number of preserves in Alaska to the take of predators,
such as bear and wolf.

I. 1 am aware of several stakeholders who have contacted you regarding their concerns
about the potential for this proposed regulation to unduly impact subsistence
communities across Alaska. One of these stakeholders includes the Wrangell-St. Elias
National Park Subsistence Resources Commission, an official Federal advisory
committee created by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act
(ANILCA) to make recommendations to you, the Secretary of the Interior, regarding
fish and wildlife resources for subsistence dependent communities. | would like to
hear from you how the Department proposes to avoid any undue impact on these
communities, communities whose lives depend on the take of predators.

Il. The take of certain predators by Alaska Natives is done for cultural, economic,
traditional, and spiritual needs. Can you describe to me how this proposed rule
incorporates these significant considerations?

Question 28: Please describe the role of DOI in any additional discussions that have taken
place with the State Department since the Regional Recommendation was finalized in
December 2013. Who participated in these discussions? Does DOI defer to other
agencies (i.e., the U.S. Entity) in discussions with the State Department regarding
potential U.S. negotiating positions? Why or why not? If not, what are the major
outstanding points of disagreement between DOI and other agencies?

Question 29: What is DOI’s position on the “ecosystem-based function” principles and
recommendations outlined in the Regional Recommendation? Please provide specific
examples of the department’s positions on these principles and recommendations?

Question 30: Total domestic oil production increased 15% from 2012 to 2013. Can you confirm
that on federal lands, however, it only increased by 1% over the same period?

Question 331: While EIA is still assessing the 2014 data, according to its latest Monthly Energy
Review, total U.S. field production averaged 16.3% higher in 2014 than in 2013. How much do
you expect oil production on federal lands has increased over the past year?
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Question 32: The Bureau of Land Management issued 3,769 drilling permits in FY 2014. This is
one less than it approved in FY 2013, and 2,848 fewer than the 6,617 permits that were approved
in FY 2008. Is it accurate to say that permits have fallen by 43% during this administration and
that you are doing little if anything to correct this trend?

Question 33: Over the past decade, has federal natural gas production increased or decreased?
What is the Department doing to reverse this trend?

Question 34: Given the nature of U.S. Geological Survey’s core mission, many of us have
requested that an economic geologist to be nominated to lead that agency. We did have a
nominee in the last Congress, but she was not brought up for confirmation by the previous
majority, and the agency has now gone without a confirmed director for two full years.

A) Can you tell us when you anticipate the President will send this Committee a nominee to
consider for USGS?

B) Can you tell us whether the President is taking our request for an economic geologist
seriously, as he searches for a new candidate?

Question 35: The Department of Interior is mandated to provide a subsistence priority on federal
land, yet nearly every rural community in Alaska struggles to meet their subsistence needs
because of low moose populations, low caribou populations — in some cases, and nearly non-
existent king salmon populations.

A) What is the Department’s plan to ensure that adequate amounts of food can be put on the
table?

B) How do you reconcile a mandate to provide a subsistence priority with the competing
mandates that creating wilderness, not managing for abundant and healthy wildlife
populations, and limiting access by subsistence hunters fishers?

C) Why is it difficult for your agency to manage predators to increase prey species to
sustainable levels?

Question 36: In 2013, | wrote a letter to the Department asking what you could do to speed up
the cleaning of environmental contamination on lands that you have transferred to Alaska Native
Corporations to satisfy their aboriginal land claims under the 1971 Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act. Your Department studied the issue in 1998 and proposed a six-point effort to
speed up the cleaning of such contamination. Last January in a letter to me you proposed that the
Department would update its contaminated lands survey and then address the other five
recommendations all involving how to tackle the actual cleanups. I had been led to believe that
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updated list would be finished in the fall —there were more than 650 sites on the old list—
unfortunately, it was not completed.

A) When will an updated, comprehensive list of contaminated sites on Native conveyed

B)

lands be finished? What will the Department propose to actually speed up and fun the
cleanup of the contamination —all caused by the federal government prior to transfer of
the land to Alaska Natives?

Most recently, the Department’s current spending authorization requires the Department
to provide to Congress by June of this year a detailed report including the comprehensive
inventory of contaminated land conveyed through ANSCA including sites identified
since the 1998 report and a detailed plan addressing how the Department intends to
complete the cleanup of each contaminated site. What is the status of the effort to comply
with this recent statutory directive?

Question 37: In the past Alaska Fire Service had two CL215s which carry about 1,400
gallons. There are plans to replace these with Fire Boss Single Engine Air Tanker (SEAT)
aircraft.

What is the cost per gallon dropped for the two aircraft?

What is the cost difference between the CL215s vs the Fire Boss Single Engine Air
Tanker (SEAT) in total budget cost to AFS?

How effective do you expect the SEATS to be at Initial Attack?

Question 38: The BLM’s FY16 budget request proposes to reduce funding for the Oregon and
California Grant Lands program by $6.043 million overall, with a $3.8 million decrease in Other
Forest Resources management and a $3.2 million decrease in Western Oregon Resource
Management Planning. The BLM Budget Justification also shows that the agency plans to offer
less timber for sale in FY 16 (204 mmbf, down from 215 mmbf in FY'15 and 239.8 mmbf in

2014)

What is the updated schedule for finalizing the new Resource Management Plans? If
planning activities will continue into FY16 how would the proposed $3.2 million
decrease in the planning account impact the agency’s ability to finalize the plans and
maintain the timber sale program?

The BLM is under Court Order to meet the mandate of the O&C Act to offer the
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) in at least two districts in Western Oregon. How will the
proposed reductions in the FY 16 timber sale program affect the Court Order requirements
to increase timber sale levels? Will the BLM meet the terms of this Court Order to offer
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the ASQ in certain districts as well as offering enough timber to meet the ASQ’s of other
districts in the O&C in FY16?

How much money does the BLM spend annually to comply with the “Survey and
Manage” requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan in Western Oregon? How many
acres of BLM timberland in Western Oregon are encumbered by complying with the
“Management Recommendations” associated with the “Survey and Manage”
requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan?
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Questions from Senator Bernie Sanders

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

The Department of Interior manages the vast amount of mineral and energy assets that are
owned by the American people. There have been numerous reports and studies by the
Government Accountability Office and others that suggest that the American people are in
fact not getting a fair return on these assets that they own, and instead that the big
corporations like oil and coal companies are reaping huge windfalls. In addition, these
activities are being done in ways that increase carbon emissions which are making climate
change worse. | believe that DOI can and should be doing more to ensure that the American
people receive a fair return from the development of these resources.

e Question 1: For coal on federal lands, oil and gas development on federal lands, and
offshore oil and gas development, what is the Department looking at specifically to
ensure that taxpayers are getting fairly compensated? Please include all relevant
rulemakings under development and an estimate of their timing for finalization.

e Question 2: What statutory changes are needed to expedite DOI’s ability to recover
fair market returns from the use and development of taxpayer-owned minerals, or
access to federally-owned lands?
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Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, | want to take a moment to focus on an issue of particular
importance to my home state of Oregon and to the Northwest region—the Columbia River
Treaty.

In November of 2013, when | was Chairman of the Committee, | held a hearing on the
modernization of the Columbia River Treaty, urging the Administration to follow the
consensus document known as the “Regional Recommendation,” and to engage Canada
expediently in negotiations. Now, over a year later, it is my impression that the
Administration has not been expedient about addressing this issue.

What can you tell me about why this process has taken so long? And what will it take for you
and the Administration to act to advance the Columbia River Treaty and engage Canada?

Question 2: As you know, the National Park System turns 100 years old next year, and
during its time has become one of America’s greatest success stories. In nearly every state,
Americans can visit a national park, trial, or monument and learn about the nation’s rich
cultural and ecological heritage. To ensure that these parks remain the treasures that they
are, it’s imperative that the Administration and Congress invest in them to keep them
maintained and safe for visitors.

What are the Department of Interior’s plans for ensuring that the deferred maintenance
backlog remains a priority and that the backlog “to-do” list gets consistently checked off?

Question 3: | understand that some of my colleagues were suspicious about what you and the
Administration were doing to protect sage grouse habitat, but in Oregon, this work is really
important. Can you assure me that you’ll continue the important work you are doing with
private landowners in places like Eastern Oregon?
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Questions from Senator Rob Portman

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: When groups want work together to raise money for a project on a certain park, for
example: let’s assume a structure in Cuyahoga National park needs a new roof, how can groups
who donate money through the current Centennial Challenge ensure all the money from their
donations comes back to the roof in Cuyahoga that they donated for without having to donate it
to the federal government’s centennial challenge?

Question 2: Last year the FY15 Omnibus provided $10 million to reinvest in the Centennial
Challenge. Can you provide a status of the projects for FY15, what projects or types of projects
have been chosen?

Question 3: When was the last time Ohio was mapped via USGS using LIDAR technology, and
what percentage of the state has been mapped using LIDAR as part of 3D Elevation Program?

Question 4: The Service proposed to list the northern long-eared bat as endangered under the
ESA in October 2013, but it is my understanding that service is now leaning toward a
determination that the species threatened, and issuing a 4(d) rule. For species listed as
threatened, the Service may issue a 4(d) rule to provide protections that are deemed necessary
and advisable for conservation of the species. The 4(d) rule as I understand it would provide
limited exemptions for forest management practices, maintenance and limited expansion of
transportation and utility rights-of-way, removal of trees and brush to maintain prairie habitat,
and some tree removal projects.

But there remains concern that the proposed 4(d) rule, which would accompany a potential
threatened listing, does not accommodate similar exemptions for oil and gas activities, renewable
power (such as solar and wind), commercial or residential construction, or agricultural practices.
Major industries that drive our economy.

Can | get your commitment that you will work with folks in those industries to ensure
equal consideration within the 4(d) rule for these types of activities that are substantially
similar to activities exempted under the rule?
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Sent: Thu Feb 26 2015 15:09:55 GMT-0700 (MST)

To: "Mahan, Joshua" <joshua_mahan@ios.doi.gov>
Re: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015
Subject: ENR Cmte Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for
the DOI

Thanks Josh! Let's meet (those who are in) in the morning -- maybe 10:30 -- and then
we can send them out....

Pamela Barkin

Assistant Legislative Counsel

Office of the Secretary of the Interior
(202) 501-2563

On Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 5:03 PM, Mahan, Joshua <joshua mahan@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Here's a consolidated version with all questions in one doc.

On Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:46 PM, Neimeyer, Sarah <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>
wrote:
Here we go. Looks like we have a month to get these back up to SENR.

Pam will probably take a cut at assigning these on Friday.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ripchensky, Darla (Energy) <Darla Ripchensky@energy.senate.gov>
Date: Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:25 PM

Subject: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte Hearing
regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for the DOI

To: "sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov" <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Kearney, Christopher (Energy)" <Christopher Kearney@energy.senate.gov>,
"Brooks, David (Energy)" <David Brooks@energy.senate.gov>

Hi Sarah,

Attached are Questions for the Record submitted to Secretary Jewell by various
Energy Committee Members regarding the hearing which was held on February 25,
2015 entitled “The FY 2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior.” We
request that Secretary Jewell provide her responses to these questions by Tuesday,
March 24, 2015 for inclusion in the official hearing record.




Please provide the responses directly to me, and feel free to contact me if you have
any questions.

Sincerely,

Darla Ripchensky, PMP

Administrative Director

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

202.224.3607

Sarah C. Neimeyer, Director

Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary

Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Office - (202) 208-5557
Fax - (202) 208-5533

Joshua D. Mahan
Attorney-Advisor

Office of the Legislative Counsel
U.S. Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20240



phone: (202) 208-6340

"Maione, Dominic" <dominic_maione@ios.doi.gov>

From: "Maione, Dominic" <dominic_maione@ios.doi.gov>
Sent: Thu Feb 26 2015 15:28:20 GMT-0700 (MST)
To: "Barkin, Pamela" <pamela_barkin@ios.doi.gov>
Re: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015
Subject: ENR Cmte Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for
the DOI

96 questions + subquestions

On Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 5:09 PM, Barkin, Pamela <pamela barkin@ios.doi.gov> wrote:
Thanks Josh! Let's meet (those who are in) in the morning -- maybe 10:30 -- and then
we can send them out....

Pamela Barkin

Assistant Legislative Counsel

Office of the Secretary of the Interior
(202) 501-2563

On Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 5:03 PM, Mahan, Joshua <joshua mahan@ios.doi.gov>

wrote:
Here's a consolidated version with all questions in one doc.

On Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:46 PM, Neimeyer, Sarah <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

wrote:
Here we go. Looks like we have a month to get these back up to SENR.

Pam will probably take a cut at assigning these on Friday.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ripchensky, Darla (Energy) <Darla_Ripchensky@energy.senate.gov>
Date: Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:25 PM

Subject: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte Hearing
regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for the DOI

To: "sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov" <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Kearney, Christopher (Energy)" <Christopher Kearney@energy.senate.gov>,
"Brooks, David (Energy)" <David Brooks@energy.senate.gov>




Hi Sarah,

Attached are Questions for the Record submitted to Secretary Jewell by various
Energy Committee Members regarding the hearing which was held on February
25, 2015 entitled “The FY 2016 Budget Request for the Department of the
Interior.” We request that Secretary Jewell provide her responses to these
guestions by Tuesday, March 24, 2015 for inclusion in the official hearing record.

Please provide the responses directly to me, and feel free to contact me if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

Darla Ripchensky, PMP

Administrative Director

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

202.224.3607

Sarah C. Neimeyer, Director

Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary

Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Office - (202) 208-5557
Fax - (202) 208-5533



"Salotti, Christopher” <chris_salotti@ios.doi.gov>

From: "Salotti, Christopher" <chris_salotti@ios.doi.gov>
Sent: Thu Mar 19 2015 11:22:56 GMT-0600 (MDT)
Pamela Barkin <pamela_barkin@ios.doi.gov>, "Quinn,
To: Matthew" <Matthew_Quinn@ios.doi.gov>, Dominic Maione

<Dominic_Maione@ios.doi.gov>, Joshua Mahan
<Joshua_Mahan@ios.doi.gov>

Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015
Subject: ENR Cmte Hearing regarding the FY16 Budget Reqest for
the DOI

QFRs from Sen Capito 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen
Risch 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Barrasso 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Flake 2_24 15 Hrg.docx QFRs
from Sen. Franken 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen.
Heinrich.2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Hirono 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Lee.2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from
Sen. Manchin 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Murkowski
2-24-2015 Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Sanders 2-24-15
Hrg.docx QFRs from Sen. Wyden 2-24-15 Hrg.docx QFRs
from Senator Portman 2-24-15 Hrg.docx

Attachments:

we need to move these to OMB, | think ...

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Neimeyer, Sarah <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Date: Thu, Mar 19, 2015 at 1:22 PM

Subject: Fwd: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte Hearing
regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for the DOI

To: Christopher Salotti <chris _salotti@ios.doi.gov>

Looks like the SENR deadline is Tuesday.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ripchensky, Darla (Energy) <Darla Ripchensky@energy.senate.gov>
Date: Thu, Feb 26, 2015 at 4:25 PM

Subject: Questions for Secretary Jewell from the Feb 24, 2015 ENR Cmte Hearing
regarding the FY16 Budget Regest for the DOI

To: "sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov" <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Kearney, Christopher (Energy)" <Christopher Kearney@energy.senate.gov>,
"Brooks, David (Energy)" <David Brooks@energy.senate.gov>




Hi Sarah,

Attached are Questions for the Record submitted to Secretary Jewell by various Energy
Committee Members regarding the hearing which was held on February 25, 2015 entitled
“The FY 2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior.” We request that
Secretary Jewell provide her responses to these questions by Tuesday, March 24, 2015
for inclusion in the official hearing record.

Please provide the responses directly to me, and feel free to contact me if you have any
guestions.

Sincerely,

Darla Ripchensky, PMP

Administrative Director

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

202.224.3607

Sarah C. Neimeyer, Director

Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary

Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Office - (202) 208-5557
Fax - (202) 208-5533



Christopher P. Salotti
Legislative Counsel

U.S. Department of the Interior
Phone: 202.208.1403
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Questions from Senator Shelley Moore Capito

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: The office of Surface Mining (OSM) has spent more than $8 million over
the past several years to develop a rule to replace the 2008 stream buffer zone rule.
OSM recently repealed the 2008 rule and reinstated the rules that were in place before
2008. You previously committed to taking a fresh look to decide whether any new
rulemaking was necessary. In light of these developments, is there any need for
spending more tax-payer money on a new rulemaking?

Question 2: The earlier stream buffer zone rule development included several
cooperating primacy states, including West Virginia, as part of the NEPA process.
Has this arrangement continued? If so, when was the last time OSM communicated
with those cooperating state agencies on the status of any further rule development?

Question 3: | want to ask about habitat conservation, and in particular that related to
the Northern Long-eared bat, which is a huge issue in my home state. It appears that
the assumptions made by BLM and FWS about drilling impacts in connection with
the Northern Long-eared do not take into consideration recent technologies developed
and in use by the oil and gas industry. In fact, the majority of studies on oil and gas
industry impacts are based upon assumptions of well density and drilling footprints
that are decades old. Shouldn’t the conservation and management strategies of FWS
and BLM incorporate information from engineers and other industry specialists who
develop and implement technological innovations that improve the efficiency of oil
and gas operations and reduce their environmental impacts? Also, why don’t BLM-
FWS Assumptions on Effects of Oil and Gas Development take into account new
technologies and smaller drilling footprints?

Question 4: On July 17, 2014, the US Fish and Wildlife Service announced that it was
banning the use of neonicotinoids on USFWS lands. What other federal agencies did
the USFW consult before making this decision?

Question 5: What input, if any, did USFWS receive from these agencies?

Question 6: Were any NGO organizations consulted or have input into this decision?

Question 7: Why was this decision not published in the Federal Register for public
comment?

Question 8: Are agricultural operations on USFWS lands reviewed as a part of each
refuge management plan where such operations occur?
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Question 9: Why was this action not undertaken as a part of refuge management
planning process?

Question 10: Was an economic analysis conducted before this decision was made? If
so, please provide a copy. If not, why not?
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Questions from Senator James Risch

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell (and Michael Connor)

There are several Idaho federal water storage project feasibility studies that were
authorized under BOR (e.g., Snake River systems including; Boise River Project —
Lucky Peak, Arrowrock, Anderson, and Deer Flat; Upper Snake River: Teton, ldaho
site reservoirs, Deer Flat,).

Question 1: What is the feasibility study status of the BOR Idaho water project
studies?

Question 2: What possible actions does BOR consider pursuing on the Snake River
system via the outcome of the feasibility studies?
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Questions from Senator Barrasso

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: During the hearing, | asked you whether BLM’s final rule on hydraulic
fracturing would allow states to apply for a variance. In response, you stated that
BLM’s “proposed regulations say that if a state’s rule is stronger than the proposed
federal rule, that the state’s rule will govern.” Will BLM allow states (not operators)
to apply for a variance from BLM’s final hydraulic fracturing rule? If so, under what
circumstances will a state be able to obtain a variance from BLM’s final rule?

Question 2: During the hearing, we discussed your letter to Governor Matt Mead
dated January 26, 2015. In the letter, you state that: “The rider attached to H.R. 83...
does not affect the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s...court-ordered obligation to
make a determination by September 30, 2015, as to whether the greater sage-grouse
does or does not warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act.” | specifically
asked you whether such a “determination” would be legally binding. You stated that
you “would have to defer to the solicitors.” Please clarify for the Committee whether
such a “determination” would be legally binding if the rider remains in effect.

Question 3: I understand there are significant delays in obtaining sundry notices and
rights-of-way for natural gas gathering lines on Federal land from BLM. However, in
response to one of my questions on this matter, you said that you are “not aware of
circumstances where permits have been slowed down by the BLM.”

A. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines pending at the Bureau of Land Management?

B. What is the total number of requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines pending at each BLM Field Office?

C. When were each of the pending requests for sundry notices and rights-of-way for
natural gas gathering lines first submitted to BLM?

Question 4: On February 20, 2015, the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement (OSM) published a notice in the Federal Register to pursue a
rulemaking to revise regulations under the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act on the use of explosives on surface coal mining operations. A. Does OSM plan to
consult with the state regulatory authorities prior to initiating this rulemaking? B. If
so, when will this consultation take place and which states will it involve?
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QUESTIONS FROM SENATOR JEFF FLAKE

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1. In the Department's wildfire budget justification, the anticipated cost of
wildfire suppression based on the average of the previous 10 years is $384 million.
The Department's anticipated ‘worst case’ scenario cost, based on a Forest Service
mathematical model is $467 million. The Department claims that the ‘on budget’
funding is sufficient to fight the predictable 99% of the fires which account for 70%
of the costs. But, the Department has only requested enough funds to cover 70% of
the predictable costs, not the worst case costs - meaning that the plan going into the
year is to have insufficient funds to fight the fires that are predicted to happen. Why
doesn't the department request ‘on-budget’ discretionary amounts sufficient to cover at
least 70% of the worst case scenario?

Question 2. The maintenance cost for the National Park System continues to rise.
This year the Department is requesting a 94% increase in deferred maintenance
funding and a 67% increase for regularly scheduled maintenance. Together the costs
of just maintaining the current park system are over $308 million. Yet, even with this
ever-increasing cost, the Department is proposing to more than triple the amount
spent on Federal land acquisitions in FY16 to $447 million. What impact will the
proposed additional land acquisition have on the continually increasing maintenance
bill of the National Park System?

Question 3. Last year the Federal government, as a landowner of nearly half the land
area in the Western US, met its obligations to counties and local governments by
appropriating money out of discretionary funds to make Payment in Lieu of Taxes
(PILT) payments. The Department is requesting no discretionary funds for PILT in
FY16, relying instead on Congress to use mandatory spending to fund PILT. How
does the Department intend to offset the cost of the proposed mandatory spending
increase?

Question 4. The recently-passed water rights settlement on the Bill Williams River,
Arizona is contingent on the completion of several actions, including approvals by the
Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Plan Steering Committee. What is
the Department doing to facilitate the final implementation of the settlement?

Question 5. In July 2014, the Bureau of Reclamation partnered with municipal water
providers in Arizona, California, Colorado, and Nevada to create the Colorado River
System Conservation Program. How much funding does this program currently have?
How many projects has it funded? How much water has been conserved? What has
been the effect on reservoir levels? What additional steps will the Department take in
FY16 with this program?
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Question 6. The Department has requested $244 million for Indian water rights
settlements and negotiation. Which new Indian water rights settlements are being
prioritized by the department? What will the additional $16.9 million for negotiation
and legal support allow the department to do? What is being done to increase the pace
of settling outstanding claims?

Question 7. The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published the final EIS and draft
Record of Decision on the Proposed Revision to the Regulations for the Nonessential
Experimental Population of the Mexican Wolf on November 25, 2014. The final EIS
differed significantly from the draft EIS published in July 2014, due in large part to
extensive negotiations between the FWS and the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission. Senator McCain and | sent a letter to Director Ashe on December 21,
2014 requesting an extension of the public comment deadline to allow stakeholders,
including the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, time to analyze the significantly
changed proposed regulations. In this letter we specifically identified provisions in
the consent decree that allow a modification of the deadline upon showing good
cause, consistent with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. Did the FWS approach
the Department of Justice about seeking an extension of the public comment
deadline? What was the Department of Justice’s reason for not seeking an extension?

Question 8. There is a proposal for the President to bypass Congress and designate
over 1.7 million acres of land in northern Arizona as the Grand Canyon Watershed
National Monument. This would lock up not only Federal land, but over 60,000 acres
of State Trust land and nearly 30,000 acres of private land. Such a designation would
have a devastating effect on the economic productivity of State trust land which is
managed primarily to benefit Arizona public schools. It would have a similarly
chilling effect on the economic productivity on private land and existing mining
operations. The creation of this monument has been strongly opposed by the State of
Arizona. Would any of the Department’s proposed funding be used to pursue the
designation of a National Monument in Arizona?

Question 9. In order to get the most value for every dollar spent on managing
National Parks, the Park Service is required to seek competing bids for private
companies to run concessions within the National Parks. In instances where a
concessionaire has held the contract for extended periods the leasehold surrender
interest (LSI) that must be paid to the outgoing concessionaire when a contract
changes hands can become a significant barrier to the competitive bidding process.
What actions is the Department pursuing to ensure a true competition for park
concessions while still respecting the investment made by private companies in their
business?

Question 10. Arizona counties and municipalities have tried to work with the BLM to
authorize third-party concessionaires to operate on Recreation and Public Purposes
Act (RPPA) parcels. The BLM in Arizona will not permit local governments to allow



Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of Interior

a third-party concessionaire on the exact same land that the BLM could itself allow a
concessionaire to operate if the BLM still controlled the land. During Director
Kornze’s nomination hearing in December 2013, | asked specifically about the status
of the Solicitor’s Office evaluation of the August 2011 Instructional Memorandum
for Third Party Uses on Recreation and Public Purposes Acts Patents and Leases
(2011-162), and when Arizona local governments could expect a decision about the
ability to enter into agreements with third-party concessionaires. In the written
responses, Director Kornze did not provide an update on the Solicitor’s evaluation or
an expected timeline for the local governments. What is the status of the Solicitor’s
office evaluation of the above memorandum, and when does the office expect to
make a decision regarding third-party concessionaries to operate on RPPA lands?

Question 11. In a December 5, 2014 report, the Congressional Research Service
identified several potential technical discrepancies in how some Federal payments to
counties are treated in the calculation of Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) payments.
The report specifies that payments made under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act
by the BLM require a reduction in the following year’s PILT payments, but payments
for similar lands administered by the Forest Service do not require a reduction.
Additionally, the report claims that payments under the Secure Rural Schools (SRS)
program require an offset in the following year’s PILT levels for payments from the
Forest Service but not payments from the BLM. As the agency responsible for
making annual PILT payments, does the Department treat SRS payments by the
Forest Service and the BLM differently when computing PILT payments? Similarly,
does the Department treat payments made under the Bankhead-Jones Act by the
Forest Service and BLM differently for purposes of PILT payments?

Question 12. Your testimony includes several references to encouraging individuals
to serve, work, and volunteer on public lands. Some have suggested that questions of
legal liability act as a disincentive for federal agencies to work with volunteers. Has
the Department identified any such impediments to promoting volunteer work on
public lands? If so, does the Department have suggestions on how to remove these
barriers?

Question 13. The trans-canyon pipeline that supplies water to Grand Canyon
National Park has incurred repeated maintenance issues over the last thirty plus years.
Most recently, we witnessed two separate closures of Phantom Ranch as crews sought
to address pipeline breaks, and a section of the pipeline is undergoing repairs until
July of this year. According to some estimates, the cost to replace the entire pipeline
would fall between $100 million and $150 million with additional operations and
maintenance charges. Does the Park Service have updated estimates regarding the
cost to repair the trans-canyon pipeline?

Question 14. I understand that the Park Service is evaluating potential solutions to
the water pipeline challenges at the Grand Canyon National Park by developing a
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water-delivery study. Please describe the alternatives being considered and the costs
associated with each option. When do you expect to complete the final study?

Question 15. In evaluating potential water-delivery options, has anyone from the
Park Service considered regional water-supply solutions? If so, who has the Park
Service met with, and what options are being considered?

Question 16. Is there an opportunity for the Park Service to achieve cost savings by
pursuing a regional water-supply solution, as opposed to solely looking at
replacement of the trans-canyon pipeline?
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Questions from Senator Al Franken

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: As you know, a recent court decision reversed the Fish and Wildlife
Service’s determination to delist the gray wolf from the Endangered Species Act.
Right now, farmers and ranchers in Minnesota are concerned about losing their
livestock to wolf attacks, and they really need federal funds that can help to protect
their herds. For example, the Wolf Livestock Loss Demonstration Program provides
funding to livestock producers so they can employ strategies to help prevent wolf
attacks from occurring in the first place. Can you tell me why the Fish and Wildlife
Service has proposed to discontinue funding for this program in FY 20167
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Questions from Senator Martin Heinrich

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: In December, Congress passed the Manhattan Project National Historical
Park Act, which directs the National Park Service to establish the Manhattan Project
National Historical Park in three states within one year of enactment. Do you expect
to be able to meet that deadline?

Question 2: When and how does the National Park Service plan to involve local
communities in the park planning process for the Manhattan Project National Historic
Park?
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: National Monuments

Madam Secretary, | would like to thank the Administration for taking action to
protect and preserve lands across our nation, the recent executive action for Honouliuli in
Hawaii is a good example. It is a sobering, yet important piece of our nation’s history that
will serve to educate future generations. In 2009, when | was a member of the House of
Representatives | worked with Senators Inouye and Akaka to authorize a special resource
study on World War Il internment camp sites in Hawaii. Now that the President has
designated Honouliuli as a national monument to be managed by the National Park
Service, an agency well-seasoned and experienced with management of national
monuments across our country. | want to see Honouliuli and other sites recently
designated get off to a strong start.

This designation has been a collaborative, inclusive effort—between the local
community, Hawaii’s Congressional delegation, and other public and private
stakeholders. Can you give me a sense of what the path will be to move Honouliuli
forward in FY 2016 and beyond?
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Questions from Senator Mike Lee

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Antiquities Act

1. Secretary Jewell, during your confirmation hearing, | asked if you would seek the input of
local stakeholders regarding national monument designations. You confirmed you would do
this. However on October 31, 2013, you said, “if Congress doesn’t step up to act to protect
some of these important places that have been identified by communities and people
throughout the country, then the president will take action ... there’s not question that if
Congress doesn’t act, we will.” One would think that the elected representatives of the people
would be a group of stakeholders whose buy in and support should necessary in designating
monuments. Has your opinion changed from the answer you gave me your confirmation
hearing?

Transcript, Sally Jewell Confirmation Hearing, March 21, 2013

Senator Lee: The monument designation question is important because, as you were
discussing that with Senator Heinrich, | appreciated your commitment to work with local
stakeholders whenever they are dealing with something like monument designation. We had
about 2 million acres designated as a monument a few years ago in my state, and it was not
only not done without extensive consultation, input, and buy-in of local officials and
residents, it was done completely by surprise. It was brought upon us completely by stealth. It
was announced from a neighboring state, and we would have like to have had input. So, |
would really appreciate if you would commit to me that you would advise the president that it
is best to work with locals affected by broad decisions like that in advance of making such a
decision.

Secretary Jewell: That is certainly consistent with what I believe in and with what the White
House believes in as well.

2. The President added four new national monuments in 2014. Regarding your commitment to
an open process with local consultation, were these communities given proper notice before
these monuments were designated? Did you change anything about the designation area or
timing in relation to the concerns of the impacted community or state?

Last four monuments listed:

3. The Antiquities Act also states that the President is to reserve “the smallest area compatible
with the proper care and management of the objects to be protected.” However, of the 11
monuments President Obama has designated so far, just the last three monuments constituted
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over 250 million acres of new federal property. Would you consider these areas to be the
smallest areas available?

Endangered Species Act

1. Asyou know, the agency recently put out a rule related to adverse modification — “Definition
of Destruction or Adverse Modification of Critical Habitat.” Can you please provide me the
statutory authority for this rule?

2. How much does the Department spend on ESA litigation? If attorney’s fees were capped, is it
possible that money could instead be used for species recovery?

3. Inahearing before the House Natural Resources Committee on April 3, 2014, you stated that
the Department publishes the underlying data for potential ESA listings. However, my staff
has experienced many examples where the data used in listings is simply not available
because the Department has, in fact, not made it available — for example, the underlying data
for the listing of the Gunnison sage grouse was not released. Why does the Department
publish scientific findings for some listings, but not for others? Can you commit to making
available to the public all underlying data for all potential listings?

4. How do you ensure that state and local entities are able to stay informed and participate in
the listing determination process? On average, how many meetings does your Department
have with state and local officials during the listing process?

National Park Service

1. What is the current maintenance backlog for the National Park Service? What is the
proportion of the Service’s budget that is spent on administrative overhead versus park
maintenance?

2. How does the Department intend to prioritize its funding to address this backlog? Is it your
opinion that we should consider a moratorium on the addition of National Park land until the
NPS addresses the backlog in its current portfolio?



Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior

Questions from Senator Joe Manchin 111

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, | am very interested in some of the AML proposals in
the Interior budget. As you know, | am very supportive of funding the UMWA’s
pension plan. Our miners have mined the coal that powered our nation and we need to
ensure they continue to receive their hard earned benefits.

I am also interested in the proposal to use AML money for coalfield communities in
Appalachia, like those in my home state of West Virginia. As you’re aware, this
program would require a legislative solution.

In your view, what would this legislative solution look like and can | get your
commitment to work with me and other members from the region to ensure this
money reaches the communities who need it the most?

Question 2: OSM’s budget justification document notes that States and Tribes
directly regulate 97 percent of the Nation’s coal production under approved
regulatory programs. The agency’s budget also notes the reduced workload
anticipated by OSM.

With the states responsible for most of the regulatory work why does OSM ask for
$5.5 million more for itself while cutting the states grants by more than $3
million? What is OSM planning to use the extra $5.5 million for?

Question 3: As you know, | have serious concerns about the potential OSM Stream
Buffer Zone rule. The original intent of this rulemaking was in response to the 2008
rule promulgated under the Bush Administration. Why is OSM moving forward with
this process when the 2008 rule was vacated?

Question 4: In 2013, the Director of Mining and Reclamation at West Virginia’s
Department of Environmental Protection testified in the House about their experience
as a cooperating agency during the Stream Protection Measures Rulemaking process.
Under this agreement, OSM should be coordinating with West Virginia and the other
cooperating state agencies.

Instead, OSM denied the agencies the opportunity to review the first chapter of the
Environmental Impact Study and provided them only a few days to review and
comment on hundreds of pages of the following chapters.
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After this, according to the West Virginia DEP, OSM “shifted to a nearly complete
blackout on information about the development of the Stream Protection Measures
Rule.”

Yesterday, 11 states, including West Virginia sent a letter to OSM stating that several
of the states are “seriously contemplating withdrawing from the EIS development”
due to a continued lack of cooperation from OSM.

Can you explain this?
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Questions from Senator Lisa Murkowski

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Please provide a record of the authorities on which the Department relied for
the development of the Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) and accompanying
Environmental Impact Statement for the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (EIS),
including, the approval for and authorization of funds expended by year, including
Congressional authorization or appropriation, for the development of the CCP and EIS.

Question 2: Please provide a detailed current plan, calendar and itemized budget for the
development and implementation of the Step-Down Plans identified in the CCP and EIS.

Question 3: Please a comprehensive list of the dates and times of any meeting, call or
other interaction held by the Department of the Interior (DOI) or any of its component
parts including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or contractor
operating on behalf of DOI, with any entity not considered a cooperative agency,
including any corporation or non-governmental organization.

Question 4: Please identify in a log any legal or policy analysis provided to or given by
DOI or USFWS related to sections 1002, 1003 or 1326 of ANILCA as it might apply to
the CPP or EIS.

Question 5: Please provide a comprehensive list of programs or initiatives within DOI in
support of the US Chairmanship of the Arctic Council and in fulfillment of Executive
Order Enhancing Coordination of National Efforts in the Arctic. Please include in the list
a identification of the funds expended or to be expended for any and all programs or
initiatives on the list.

Question 6: with respect to the issue of climate change, please provide a comprehensive
list of DOI programs or initiatives dedicated to adaptation or promoting resilience in
communities in response to a changing climate and the funds associated with these
initiatives or programs.

Question 7: Please provide an itemization of any funds expended since January 1, 2012
related to international travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives,
studies, programs or workshops.

Question 8: Please provide an estimate of any funds expended since January 1, 2012
related to Alaska specific travel costs for DOI personnel in support for arctic initiatives,
studies, programs or workshops.
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Question 9: In the 2016 Budget Justification, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
notes: “Since 2009, the BLM has approved 52 renewable energy projects, including 29
utility-scale solar facilities, 11 wind farms, and 12 geothermal plants, with associated
transmission corridors and infrastructure to connect with established power grids. If fully
constructed, these projects will provide more than 14,000 megawatts of power, or enough
electricity to power about 4.8 million homes, and provide over 20,000 construction and
operations jobs.” (p. 1-3) Please provide a detailed timeline for each of these identified
projects including (1) date on which BLM received an initial application for approval (2)
date on which a ROD was issued (3) description of the project — including estimated
capital costs as well as construction and operating jobs and (4) estimated cost of
mitigation measures required by BLM.

Question 10: Please provide an equivalent description of the number of new oil and gas
units or developments approved by BLM since 2009.

Question 11: In the 2016 Budget Justification, BLM notes that since 2000, BLM has
permitted nearly 47,000 new wells — please provide the number of permitted new wells
since 2009.

Question 12: Please provide the number of permitted new wells since 2009 that have
been drilled.

Question 13: Please provide estimates of revenues from NPRA production provided to
Congress, the White House or other similar governmental institution issued prior to, or
associated with, the passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 14: Please provide an accounting of revenues received from production in the
National Petroleum Reserve Alaska since passage of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.

Question 15: In its Report to Congress June 2006 related to Sec. 207 of the Alaska Land
Transfer Acceleration Act, BLM identified roughly 56,870,900 acres of BLM-managed
lands that are withdrawn by “d-1 PLOs” and made recommendations — primarily that
those d-1 withdrawals could be lifted. With next year being ten years since that report
was issued | feel compelled to ask if anything has happened.

Question 16: Please provide an update on where the Department stands in settling with
the state on the proper process to complete patenting of the state’s lands. The Alaska
Statehood Act set up a very specific process for federal surveying to complete the
patented transfer of lands. To reduce its costs, the department has proposed a new
surveying process, taking advantage of GPS coordinates. But apparently there is now a
difference of opinion between the State of Alaska and your Department over the process
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to be used. Please describe that disagreement and how the department plans to resolve the
issue?

Question 17: Relating to the U.S. Geological Survey budget, the USGS is a major source
of grant funding for a series of seismic monitors on volcanoes in Alaska, largely on the
Alaska Peninsula and the Aleutian Chain, near the air corridor for flights to America
from Asia. The grants help fund the work of the Alaska VVolcano Observatory, a joint
entity between USGS and the University of Alaska. Ash from eruptions is particularly
dangerous to such flights as shown by the near crash of a jumbo jet years ago.

A) The problem is many of the seismic monitors need not just upgrading to digital
technology, but antenna and battery replacements since the stations are rapidly
going off line.

B) I believe this is causing a real health and safety issue not just for Alaskans, but
international passengers on trans-Pacific flights. While Congress added money to
your budget this year to help with the maintenance costs on the network, your FY
16 budget seems to propose only a slight increase for hazards funding, even while
your overall budget calls for a $759.2 million increase — 6% above FY 15. That is
disappointing since estimates are that it will require an additional $5 to $7 million
a year for perhaps five years just to keep the Alaska seismic network functioning,
much less to meet the entire U.S.G.S. earthquake monitoring budget needs.

C) Why is there not more money in your spending plan devoted to basic health and
safety needs?

Question 18: The State of Alaska a number of years ago requested that it receive the
conveyance of several thousand acres along the Susitna River in Southcentral Alaska as
part of its statehood conveyance. In 2013 my staff had been assured by Department
personnel that the transfer would be completed, since none of the land is in conservation
system units. But apparently the transfer is still pending. What is the hold up and when
will the transfer of the acreage be completed to the State of Alaska?

Question 19: We have spoken often about the need for the Department to speed up the
cleanup of 136 abandoned oil and gas exploration wells in northern Alaska, wells drilled
by the government in both the 1940s and late 1980s and early 1990s. You had about $2
million in your budget last year for such cleanups. Fortunately in the Helium bill in 2013
we were able to increase your cleanup funding by $50 million so that the Department will
be able to tackle the worst of the wells in coming years and gain efficiencies by being
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able to reduce mobilization costs and improve coordination of the cleanup efforts. But
that $50 million will not solve all of the problems.

A) My question is this: when will the Department change its priorities and increase
its regular budgetary funding to tackle environmental cleanups of abandoned
federal wells on an annual basis?

B) Abandoned well cleanup truly is a federal responsibility. How will you assure me
that we aren’t back in the same position in four or five years of having insufficient
funding to clean up environmental well problems on federal lands?

Question 20: Recently | have received a number of complaints from placer miners in the
eastern Interior part of Alaska about Department policies involving the current and future
regulation of placer mining. There are concerns about the draft Eastern Interior Resource
Management Plan and its apparent designation of about 700,000 acres of the FortyMile
River mining district as “areas of critical environmental concern” where the Department
is considering closing the area to mining. Significantly, as | understand it, this land was
specifically kept open to mining by Congress in 1980’s Alaska National Interest Lands
Conservation Act when it was not included in the Yukon-Charley National Preserve.
There are also a host of concerns about new regulations for mining efforts in still open
areas, concerning about reclamation cost estimates, reclamation standards, new bonding
processes and the turnover in our compliance staff that makes consistency in mining
enforcement difficult at best.

e Recognizing that the issue of mining on the FortyMile is complicated, please tell
me the reason for all of these changes in mining practice now in Interior Alaska,
when mining had been working seemingly fine based on the 1983 management
plan crafted just after passage of ANILCA?

Question 21: Just recently I learned that your Department has decided to implement a
new southern boundary of the wilderness area inside Denali National Park and Preserve.
Apparently 35 years ago when the Alaska lands act passed, no one noticed that the world
is round and that map boundaries might need to be adjusted for the curvature of the earth.
The problem appears to be that now the Department wants to add up to fifth-eighth of a
mile to the wilderness area south of Denali. That might not seem like much, but it could
have significant impacts. For example, there are potential impacts on:

e Hundreds of commercial air taxi and scenic flights to see the mountain.

e Potential for impact climbers getting to base camp to climb Denali.

e Snowmachine recreation efforts in the eastern sections of the park, and caribou

and moose hunting for both subsistence and sport hunters in the Cantwell area.
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Apparently the boundary change will add about 23,500 acres to the wilderness area in the
park. But Alaska lands act (Sect. 103c) specifically limits “minor boundary adjustments”
to just 23,000 acres.
e Will the Department work with us, either administratively or if a legislative fix is
required, to make sure that this boundary expansion does not impact tourism and
recreational hunting interests in Southcentral Alaska?

At a time when Department policy changes are having such a huge impact on future oil
and gas and mineral development, this change that could impact another major leg of the
state’s economy — tourism — may be exceptionally hard for Alaskans to accept, especially
35 years after ANILCA’s passage and after business and lifestyles have adapted to the
changes generated by passage of the lands act.

Question 22: In late 2013 it became clear that the Cook Inlet Region Inc. (CIRI) Alaska
Native Regional Corp. was coming up short by 42,000 acres of the land conveyance it
was promised as a result of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act of 1971. The
shortage was the result of the complex settlement of land conveyances to CIRI village
corporations that had been complicated by the 1976 Cook Inlet land exchange. For the
past year the BLM in Alaska has acknowledged that CIRI is short of its required
conveyance and apparently has been working to identify solutions. Please update us on
where Interior is with crafting a solution to the CIRI land shortage, and how soon such a
fix may be proposed by your Department?

Question 23: The Department has a legal responsibility to fulfill the government's
obligations under the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Under ANCSA,
Alaska Native Corporation often had to select lands for conveyance that were outside
their traditional aboriginal lands because those lands were already occupied by the
Federal government, the Department of Defense, or various state and local governmental
entities. Accordingly, land exchanges and selection of other lands was necessary to fulfill
Alaska Native Corporation (ANC) entitlements under ANCSA.

Given that ANCs have been denied their traditional aboriginal lands and, out of
convenience to the government, have selected other lands and are now trying to develop
those lands, it’s troubling--but not surprising--that | often hear that your Department
delays and impedes the issuances of permits to Alaska Natives who wish to develop their
subsurface lands within the boundaries of a National Refuge.
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A) What are you going to do to make sure your department protects Alaskan
Native Corporations’ rights to the lands selected under ANCSA and that the
agencies in your department expeditiously assist them in permitting,
conveyance, and other dealings with your department?

Question 24: The U.S. Geological Survey recently released its Mineral Commodity
Summaries report for 2015, and it shows that the United States is at least 50 percent
reliant on foreign nations for at least 43 different commodities. The report also states, as
it annually does, that “U.S. import reliance has increased significantly since 1978, the
year that this information was first reported.”

A) Is our nation’s foreign mineral dependence a matter of concern to you?

B) What are you doing, at Interior, to help reduce and eliminate it?

C) Do you believe the proposals in Interior’s budget request — which would impose
new taxes and fees on top of an already-slow permitting process — will somehow
increase our nation’s mineral security?

D) It takes an average of 7 to 10 years (even absent significant litigation) to permit a
new mine in the United States, which is considerably longer than other countries
with similar environmental standards. Will you commit to reviewing the federal
mine permitting process, and will you commit to identifying steps to make the
process more efficient?

Question 25: The FY 2016 Land and Water Conservation Fund budget request is $900
million: $400 million in discretionary funding and $500 million in permanent funding for
DOl agencies and the Forest Service. In 2017 the President’s budget request proposes
that all $900 million would be mandatory funding.

A) Please explain to me why, with such an enormous maintenance backlog
(According to CRS, over $22 billion at the federal agencies combined, $13 billion
at NPS alone), DOI would propose to focus such a large amount of funding on
acquiring more federal land?

B) Shouldn’t these funds be used to pay down the maintenance backlog to, at least,
stem the growth of the backlog?

C) More generally, how do you reconcile additional federal land acquisition at this
time of staggering national debt and maintenance backlogs?

The budget proposal seeks to turn the LWCF program into a permanent mandatory
program without making any changes to it. 1 don’t support that. 1 am also concerned that
this program has been overly focused on federal land acquisition. Part of the reason for
that is the 60 percent set-aside for state-side grants was stripped from the LWCF Act.
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These state-side grants are valuable tools to develop state parks and other outdoor
recreation opportunities on non-federal land.

D) Shouldn’t a larger percentage of LWCF funds be set-aside for state-side grants?
Why or Why not?

Question 26: As many colleagues and | have emphasized many times, we have a nearly
$13 billion parks maintenance backlog. And with that staggering figure, there is a very
strong argument that we should not be adding any new parks to the system until we can
take care of what we already have. Alaskans are particularly concerned with the prospect
of additions of new Parks with roughly 2/3 of the entire system located within my State.

A) With the Parks Centennial upon us in 2016, it would seem that this could be a
great time to reevaluate how we establish and maintain the Parks as well as how
we build support for the Parks in their local communities, nationwide and even
internationally. In a time of severe budget constraints, all options need to be on
the table. One idea that | am particularly interested in is increasing private
donations to the system through private endowments.

B) Will you agree to work with me and the other members of this committee to
review options and find a path forward to create a sustainable supplementary
funding stream for America’s Parks for the second century?

Question 27: | have some questions regarding the general approach of the National Park
Service to rule making as well as some questions regarding a specific rule proposed by
NPS.

A) In the past, NPS has put into place regulations that shortened the hunting seasons
as defined by the Alaska Board of Game. When instituting the closures, the NPS
has cited “Park Values” in those closures.

|. Please provide me with a definition of “Park Values”?

I1. Do you believe that the State of Alaska has the right to manage wildlife within
the borders of the State? When is it proper for the federal government to
reverse State Board of Game decisions?

B) Recently, the National Park Service has proposed a rule (Regulation Identifier
Number 1024-AE21) that would close a number of preserves in Alaska to the take
of predators, such as bear and wolf.
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I. 1 am aware of several stakeholders who have contacted you regarding their
concerns about the potential for this proposed regulation to unduly impact
subsistence communities across Alaska. One of these stakeholders includes
the Wrangell-St. Elias National Park Subsistence Resources Commission, an
official Federal advisory committee created by the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) to make recommendations to you, the
Secretary of the Interior, regarding fish and wildlife resources for subsistence
dependent communities. | would like to hear from you how the Department
proposes to avoid any undue impact on these communities, communities
whose lives depend on the take of predators.

Il. The take of certain predators by Alaska Natives is done for cultural,
economic, traditional, and spiritual needs. Can you describe to me how this
proposed rule incorporates these significant considerations?

Question 28: Please describe the role of DOI in any additional discussions that
have taken place with the State Department since the Regional Recommendation
was finalized in December 2013. Who participated in these discussions? Does
DOI defer to other agencies (i.e., the U.S. Entity) in discussions with the State
Department regarding potential U.S. negotiating positions? Why or why not? If
not, what are the major outstanding points of disagreement between DOI and
other agencies?

Question 29: What is DOI’s position on the “ecosystem-based function”
principles and recommendations outlined in the Regional Recommendation?
Please provide specific examples of the department’s positions on these principles
and recommendations?

Question 30: Total domestic oil production increased 15% from 2012 to 2013. Can you
confirm that on federal lands, however, it only increased by 1% over the same period?

Question 331: While EIA is still assessing the 2014 data, according to its latest Monthly
Energy Review, total U.S. field production averaged 16.3% higher in 2014 than in 2013.
How much do you expect oil production on federal lands has increased over the past
year?

Question 32: The Bureau of Land Management issued 3,769 drilling permits in FY 2014.
This is one less than it approved in FY 2013, and 2,848 fewer than the 6,617 permits that
were approved in FY 2008. Is it accurate to say that permits have fallen by 43% during
this administration and that you are doing little if anything to correct this trend?
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Question 33: Over the past decade, has federal natural gas production increased or
decreased? What is the Department doing to reverse this trend?

Question 34: Given the nature of U.S. Geological Survey’s core mission, many of us
have requested that an economic geologist to be nominated to lead that agency. We did
have a nominee in the last Congress, but she was not brought up for confirmation by the
previous majority, and the agency has now gone without a confirmed director for two full
years.

A) Can you tell us when you anticipate the President will send this Committee a
nominee to consider for USGS?

B) Can you tell us whether the President is taking our request for an economic
geologist seriously, as he searches for a new candidate?

Question 35: The Department of Interior is mandated to provide a subsistence priority on
federal land, yet nearly every rural community in Alaska struggles to meet their
subsistence needs because of low moose populations, low caribou populations — in some
cases, and nearly non-existent king salmon populations.

A) What is the Department’s plan to ensure that adequate amounts of food can be put
on the table?

B) How do you reconcile a mandate to provide a subsistence priority with the
competing mandates that creating wilderness, not managing for abundant and
healthy wildlife populations, and limiting access by subsistence hunters fishers?

C) Why is it difficult for your agency to manage predators to increase prey species to
sustainable levels?

Question 36: In 2013, | wrote a letter to the Department asking what you could do to
speed up the cleaning of environmental contamination on lands that you have transferred
to Alaska Native Corporations to satisfy their aboriginal land claims under the 1971
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. Your Department studied the issue in 1998 and
proposed a six-point effort to speed up the cleaning of such contamination. Last January
in a letter to me you proposed that the Department would update its contaminated lands
survey and then address the other five recommendations all involving how to tackle the
actual cleanups. I had been led to believe that updated list would be finished in the fall -
there were more than 650 sites on the old list—unfortunately, it was not completed.

A) When will an updated, comprehensive list of contaminated sites on Native
conveyed lands be finished? What will the Department propose to actually speed
up and fun the cleanup of the contamination —all caused by the federal
government prior to transfer of the land to Alaska Natives?

B) Most recently, the Department’s current spending authorization requires the
Department to provide to Congress by June of this year a detailed report including
the comprehensive inventory of contaminated land conveyed through ANSCA
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including sites identified since the 1998 report and a detailed plan addressing how
the Department intends to complete the cleanup of each contaminated site. What
is the status of the effort to comply with this recent statutory directive?

Question 37: In the past Alaska Fire Service had two CL215s which carry about 1,400
gallons. There are plans to replace these with Fire Boss Single Engine Air Tanker
(SEAT) aircraft.

e What is the cost per gallon dropped for the two aircraft?

e What is the cost difference between the CL215s vs the Fire Boss Single Engine
Air Tanker (SEAT) in total budget cost to AFS?

e How effective do you expect the SEATS to be at Initial Attack?

Question 38: The BLM’s FY'16 budget request proposes to reduce funding for the Oregon
and California Grant Lands program by $6.043 million overall, with a $3.8 million
decrease in Other Forest Resources management and a $3.2 million decrease in Western
Oregon Resource Management Planning. The BLM Budget Justification also shows that
the agency plans to offer less timber for sale in FY 16 (204 mmbf, down from 215 mmbf
in FY'15 and 239.8 mmbf in 2014)

e What is the updated schedule for finalizing the new Resource Management
Plans? If planning activities will continue into FY16 how would the proposed
$3.2 million decrease in the planning account impact the agency’s ability to
finalize the plans and maintain the timber sale program?

e The BLM is under Court Order to meet the mandate of the O&C Act to offer the
Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) in at least two districts in Western Oregon. How
will the proposed reductions in the FY16 timber sale program affect the Court
Order requirements to increase timber sale levels? Will the BLM meet the terms
of this Court Order to offer the ASQ in certain districts as well as offering enough
timber to meet the ASQ’s of other districts in the O&C in FY16?

e How much money does the BLM spend annually to comply with the “Survey and
Manage” requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan in Western Oregon? How
many acres of BLM timberland in Western Oregon are encumbered by complying
with the “Management Recommendations” associated with the “Survey and
Manage” requirements of the Northwest Forest Plan?
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Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior

Questions from Senator Bernie Sanders

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

The Department of Interior manages the vast amount of mineral and energy assets
that are owned by the American people. There have been numerous reports and
studies by the Government Accountability Office and others that suggest that the
American people are in fact not getting a fair return on these assets that they own, and
instead that the big corporations like oil and coal companies are reaping huge
windfalls. In addition, these activities are being done in ways that increase carbon
emissions which are making climate change worse. | believe that DOI can and should
be doing more to ensure that the American people receive a fair return from the
development of these resources.

e Question 1: For coal on federal lands, oil and gas development on federal
lands, and offshore oil and gas development, what is the Department looking
at specifically to ensure that taxpayers are getting fairly compensated? Please
include all relevant rulemakings under development and an estimate of their
timing for finalization.

e Question 2: What statutory changes are needed to expedite DOI’s ability to
recover fair market returns from the use and development of taxpayer-owned
minerals, or access to federally-owned lands?



Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior

Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: Secretary Jewell, I want to take a moment to focus on an issue of
particular importance to my home state of Oregon and to the Northwest region—the
Columbia River Treaty.

In November of 2013, when | was Chairman of the Committee, | held a hearing on
the modernization of the Columbia River Treaty, urging the Administration to follow
the consensus document known as the “Regional Recommendation,” and to engage
Canada expediently in negotiations. Now, over a year later, it is my impression that
the Administration has not been expedient about addressing this issue.

What can you tell me about why this process has taken so long? And what will it take
for you and the Administration to act to advance the Columbia River Treaty and
engage Canada?

Question 2: As you know, the National Park System turns 100 years old next year,
and during its time has become one of America’s greatest success stories. In nearly
every state, Americans can visit a national park, trial, or monument and learn about
the nation’s rich cultural and ecological heritage. To ensure that these parks remain
the treasures that they are, it’s imperative that the Administration and Congress invest
in them to keep them maintained and safe for visitors.

What are the Department of Interior’s plans for ensuring that the deferred
maintenance backlog remains a priority and that the backlog “to-do” list gets
consistently checked off?

Question 3: | understand that some of my colleagues were suspicious about what you
and the Administration were doing to protect sage grouse habitat, but in Oregon, this

work is really important. Can you assure me that you’ll continue the important work

you are doing with private landowners in places like Eastern Oregon?



Questions for the Record
February 24, 2015
Hearing: The FY2016 Budget Request for the Department of the Interior

Questions from Senator Rob Portman

Witness Name: Secretary Jewell

Question 1: When groups want work together to raise money for a project on a certain
park, for example: let’s assume a structure in Cuyahoga National park needs a new roof,
how can groups who donate money through the current Centennial Challenge ensure all
the money from their donations comes back to the roof in Cuyahoga that they donated for
without having to donate it to the federal government’s centennial challenge?

Question 2: Last year the FY15 Omnibus provided $10 million to reinvest in the
Centennial Challenge. Can you provide a status of the projects for FY15, what projects
or types of projects have been chosen?

Question 3: When was the last time Ohio was mapped via USGS using LIDAR
technology, and what percentage of the state has been mapped using LIDAR as part of
3D Elevation Program?

Question 4: The Service proposed to list the northern long-eared bat as endangered under
the ESA in October 2013, but it is my understanding that service is now leaning toward a
determination that the species threatened, and issuing a 4(d) rule. For species listed as
threatened, the Service may issue a 4(d) rule to provide protections that are deemed
necessary and advisable for conservation of the species. The 4(d) rule as I understand it
would provide limited exemptions for forest management practices, maintenance and
limited expansion of transportation and utility rights-of-way, removal of trees and brush
to maintain prairie habitat, and some tree removal projects.

But there remains concern that the proposed 4(d) rule, which would accompany a
potential threatened listing, does not accommodate similar exemptions for oil and gas
activities, renewable power (such as solar and wind), commercial or residential
construction, or agricultural practices. Major industries that drive our economy.

Can | get your commitment that you will work with folks in those industries to
ensure equal consideration within the 4(d) rule for these types of activities that are
substantially similar to activities exempted under the rule?



Conversation Contents

Fwd: FW: Letter from Rep. Gosar and 24 members of Congress
Attachments:

/4. Fwd: FW: Letter from Rep. Gosar and 24 members of Congress/1.1 02182015
letter to President Obama regarding Grand Canyon National Monument potential
listing.pdf

"Harding, Stephenne" <stephenne_harding@ios.doi.gov>

From: "Harding, Stephenne" <stephenne_harding@ios.doi.gov>
Sent: Thu Feb 19 2015 16:30:03 GMT-0700 (MST)

Sarah Neimeyer <sarah_neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>, Robert
Howarth <robert_howarth@ios.doi.gov>, Nicole Buffa
To: <nikki_buffa@ios.doi.gov>, Jonathan Jarvis
<Jon_Jarvis@nps.gov>, Israporn Pananon
<israporn_pananon@ios.doi.gov>
Fwd: FW: Letter from Rep. Gosar and 24 members of
Congress

02182015 letter to President Obama regarding Grand
Canyon National Monument potential listing.pdf

Subject:

Attachments:

FYI--Opposed to the designation of the Grand Canyon Watershed as a National
Monument.

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Small, Jeff <Jeff.Small@mail.house.gov>

Date: Thu, Feb 19, 2015 at 6:18 PM

Subject: FW: Letter from Rep. Gosar and 24 members of Congress

To: "stephenne harding@ios.doi.gov" <stephenne harding@ios.doi.gov>,
"leremy bratt@ios.doi.gov" <jeremy bratt@ios.doi.gov>

Hi Stephenne and Jeremy,

Hope you are both doing well.

Please see the attached letter that went out yesterday in the mail from Rep. Gosar and 24
of his colleagues to President Obama. Secretary Jewell was Cc'd on this letter. Wanted to



send you all an electronic copy for your records as a result.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jeff Small

Legislative Director

Congressman Paul A. Gosar, D.D.S.
Arizona’s 4th District

504 Cannon HOB | Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225-2315 main
jeff.small@mail house.qov

Stephenne Harding

Deputy Director

Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Department of the Interior
Stephenne Harding@ios.doi.gov
202-208-6174 (desk)

202-341-8080 (cell)
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Member of Congress

Bob Goodlatte
Member of Congress

Doug Lamborn
Member of Congress

Steve Pearce
Member of Congress

Jon Young
Member of Conj

ohn Fleming v
Member of Congress

Louis Gohmert
Member of Congress

X

Steve King
Member of Congress

Tom McClintock
Member of Congress

fMatt Salmon
Member of Congress

CC: The Honorable Sally Jewell, Secretary of Interior




































































































Conversation Contents

Fwd: Letter opposing monument designations in AZ
Attachments:

/6. Fwd: Letter opposing monument designations in AZ/1.1 McCain Flake letter to
POTUS re GC watershed monument.pdf

"Neimeyer, Sarah" <sarah_neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

From: "Neimeyer, Sarah" <sarah_neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>
Sent: Tue Mar 10 2015 10:39:11 GMT-0600 (MDT)

Tommy Beaudreau <tommy_beaudreau@ios.doi.gov>,
Nicole Buffa <nikki_buffa@ios.doi.gov>, "ludicello, Fay"
<fay_iudicello@ios.doi.gov>, "Harding, Stephenne"

To: <stephenne_harding@ios.doi.gov>, Jeremy Bratt
<jeremy_bratt@ios.doi.gov>, "Gabriella (Janou) Gordon"
<gabriella_gordon@ios.doi.gov>, Christopher Salotti
<chris_salotti@ios.doi.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Letter opposing monument designations in AZ

Attachments: McCain Flake letter to POTUS re GC watershed
monument.pdf

Fay -- please enter this letter. Thanks, Sarah

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Matiella, Nick (McCain) <Nick Matiella@mccain.senate.gov>

Date: Tue, Mar 10, 2015 at 12:32 PM

Subject: Letter opposing monument designations in AZ

To: "leqislativecorrespondence @who.eop.gov" <legislativecorrespondence @

who.eop.gov>, "Neimeyer, Sarah" <sarah neimeyer@ios.doi.gov>

Cc: "Kiefer, Kris (Flake)" <Kris_Kiefer@flake.senate.gov>, "Jeff Small

(Jeff.Small@mail.house.gov)" <Jeff.Small@mail.house.gov>

Attached is a letter from Senator McCain and Senator Flake writing in opposition to the
WH designating a proposed Grand Canyon Watershed National Monument and any other
national monuments in Arizona. Don’t hesitate to reach out if you have any questions or
would like to dialogue.

Nick Matiella



Legislative Assistant
Office of Senator John McCain

241 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
(202) 224-2238

Sarah C. Neimeyer, Director

Office of Congressional and Legislative Affairs
Office of the Secretary

Department of the Interior

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, DC 20240

Office - (202) 208-5557
Fax - (202) 208-5533









Press Release

Deputy Secretary Connor Tours Tule Springs Fossil Beds Nationalilv[onument Ahead
of Public Meeting on Conservation in Southern Nevada |

Session Hosted by Senator Reid and Congresswoman Titus to Focus on Next Steps for New Additlon to National Park
System, Conservation Priorities for the 114th Congress

02/18/2015

Contact us

LAS VEGAS, Nevada — Today, Deputy Secretary of the Interior Michael L. Corjnnor visited the
recently-designated Tule Springs Fossil Beds National Monument, the newest addition to the
National Park Service. The visit builds on the Department's work to support locally-driven efforts to
preserve and protect places that hold special meaning to communities across the country,

"Tule Springs Fossil Beds National Monument is a worthy addition to our National Park System with
its rich history and remarkable access for the two million people of the Las Vegas metropolitan area,”
said Connor. "A broad group of community members stepped forward to support the legislation to
make this a national park, and we are committed to continuing that collaboration as we take care of
this exceptional area.”

Spanning 22,650 acres of the Upper Las Vegas Wash, Tule Springs is regarded by scientists as one
of the best collections of Pleistocene mammal fossils in the United States. Reséarchers count among
their discoveries Columbian mammoths, dire wolves, saber-tooth cats, prehistoric camels and giant
sloths. The National Monument lies just minutes from the community of North Las Vegas and only 30
minutes from the Las Vegas Strip, providing a boost to the tourism and outdoor recreation industries
of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Area.

The Tule Springs Fossil Beds National Monument was created through Title 30 of the National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) in December of 2014, Originally sponsored by Senator Reid,
Congresswoman Titus and the rest of the Nevada delegation, the legislation was supported by the
cities of Las Vegas and North Las Vegas, Clark County, the Las Vegas Mefro Chamber of
Commerce, local and national conservation pariners, as well as thousands of individual Nevadans.

The legislation provided for management of the area by the National Park Service. Staff from Lake
Mead National Recreation Area, the closest National Park Service area to Tule Springs, have been

administering the land transfer from the Bureau of Land Management. Lake Mead employees have
been meeting with community leaders and supporters, establishing a volunteer cadre, and analyzing

existing conditions in order to welcome visitors while preserving the park's unigue resources.

Later today, at the invitation of Senator Harry Reid and Congresswoman Dina Titus, Connor is also
joining a public meeting to hear from the Las Vegas community on next steps for the monument, as
well as other conservation priorities for southern Nevada for the 114th Congress. :

Senator Reid and Congresswoman Titus have invited the public to comment on their conservation
proposals for the 114th Congress, including the Garden Valley Withdrawal Act and the Gold Butte
National Conservation Area Act, two bills introduced by Senator Reid and Congresswoman Titus at
the start of this session.

"I want to thank Congresswoman Dina Titus for co-hosting this event with me and to Mike Connor
‘from the Department of interior for being here to listen to Nevadans on these important issues. Some
of my proudest accomplishments in the Senate have been working to protect the special places in
our state for future generations. The goal for today's meeting is to talk a little bit about conservation in
Southern Nevada and hear from the public their thoughts on these issues and | apprec:ate every
Nevadan who will attend."
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Conservation bill could block Yucca rail route,

but prospects shaky
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restrict mimng and energy exploration on more than 800,000 acres o
land in two lonesome valleys straddling tincoin and Nye courties.

The Senate minority leader has said he wants to withdraw the land in Garden
and Coal valteys [o protect "City.” noled artist Michael Helzer's sprawling earlh
sculptor roughly the size of the National Mall. Supporters of the bill want a
national monument dedicated to “City" and to the pristine basin-and-range
landscape around it.

The designation would also block a fulure rail corridor for nuclear waste
shipments to the proposed Yucca Mountain repositary, which Reld spokes-
woman Kristen Orthman acknowledged Wednesday while saying Yucca
Mountain Is not why Reid Introduced the bilt or decided to target so much land
for withdrawsal. That's just a welcome side effect, Orthman said.
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LAS VEGAS SUN

-~ A monumental push: Reid plans t
designate two more areas for protection

By Amber Phillips (contact)
Sunday, April 19, 2015 | 2 a.m,

Until late last year, environmentalists” and tourism officials’ dream of Congress bestowing a national
monument outside Las Vegas seemed like a long shot. :

Tennessee Lots &% -
Acreage ‘ .
Waterfalls Views & Level Mtn :

Land 1-13 Acre Lots Near
Chattancoga

o

A bill to protect almost 23,000 acres of prehistoric fossil beds outside North Las Vegas had languished in
Congress for several years.

s But thanks in part to Sen. Harry Reid’s behind-the-scenes jockeying in 2014, Tule Springs National
Monument is becoming a reality.

Now Reid 1s pushing for two more national monuments in Nevada to protect more than 1 million acres of
desert outside Las Vegas,

Three national monuments within a four-hour drive from the Strip would be beyond tourism officials’
wildest dreams. But such a turn of events would be a nightmare for many Nevada R;epublicans, and they
may not be able to stop it from happening,

What is a national monument?

Designation as a national monument offers one of the highest levels of federal protection for a swath of land |
in America. Congress or the president create monuments to protect land with historical or cultural

significance. Examples include Mount Rushmore in South Dakota and Ford’s Theater in Washington, D.C.,

where Abraham Lincoln was assassinated.

National monuments differ slightly from national parks in that the parks, such as the Grand Canyon, are
created to protect educational or scenic land.

What does Reid want to protect? ; |

Reid reintroduced a bill in January that would create a conservation area over 350 000 acres of desert scrub
near Gold Butte, the mining ghost town northeast of Lake Mead. The area’s coloriful rocks, canyons and
petroglyphs are popular with hikers, bikers and off-roaders.

Reid also reintroduced a bill that would withdraw 800,000 acres of land in Lincoln and Nye counties from
oil and gas drilling. The move would ensure that Nevada artist Michael Heizer could protect “City,” a miles-
long Earth sculpture he has carved and built in the desert over decades.







Obama pursues legacy-building executwe land grab
- 0f 700,000 acres in Southern Nevada

May 7, 2015 | Editorial

Serious implications for national security, future economic development

By Congressman Cresent Hardy

According to a draft proclamation my office obtained (https://edit-

hardy.house.gov/sites/hardy. house. gov/ﬁles/Basm%zoand%20Range%zoNatlonal%zoMohument Admin%zoDraft.pdf) {elick
here to view (https://edit- ;
hardy.house.gov/sites/hardy.house.gov/files/ Basin%zoand%zoRange%zoNational%zoMoﬁument_Admin%zoDraft.pdf)),

the president is quietly planning to establish a national monument - dubbed the “Basin and Range National Monument” -
directly under the airspace of the Nevada Test and Training Range (NTTR).

I am appalled and deeply concerned about the national security implications of President Obama’s politically motivated
effort to permanently tie up more than 700,000 acres of land, most of which is under one of the most heavily used Military i
Operating Areas in the United States, and all of which is in Nevada’s 4th Congressional district. :

Our Air Force, along with their Joint partners and close allies, routinely train on this land, with nearly 20,000 aircraft
sorties flown last year in the airspace overhead. RED FLAG, arguably the world’s premier air-to-air military exercise, takes
place on the NTTR and entails in part involvement from Special Operations Forces and Personnel Recovery Teams, whose
role in the training takes them on foot and in vehicles, traversing the very land the president seeks to close off.

#Without these unequaled training opportunities, our military would see reduced flexibility as they prepare to fight
alongside our closest allies in an integrated and dynamic fashion,

In fact, pilots who have flown in recent conflicts have pointed to their training on the Nevada Test & Training Range as a

major contributor to their safety and success overseas. This training would be drastically impaired as a result of this
monument designation, leading to a loss of communication abilities between aircraft and ground support at Nellis Air

Force Base, as well as the elimination of vital drop zones for overland work.

The NTTR is an unparalleled resource for some of our most cutting-edge testing, tactics development, and military

training. The Air Force recognizes it as the “largest contiguous air and ground space available for peacetime military
operations in the free world” - making it a “crown jewel” of the Department of Defense. We are privileged to have such a

nationally significant resource in Nevada's 4th Congressional District.

Nellis Air Force Base, which I make a point to visit regularly, is also in the district, and boasts the NTTR headquarters.
During my first several months in office, I have had a number of opportunities to interact with the amazing men and
women who utilize this space on a daily basis, year round.

It seems the president and Senator Harry Reid share an ambivalence toward what we in Nevada know to be true: namely,
that closing down this vast area of land for generations to come would adversely impact Nevadans’ ability to choose how
we want to grow economically, and it would hamper our military members from sharpening their skiils,

Let me be clear. I do not specifically oppose national monuments or designating specific lands as preserves, but doing so
at the direct detriment of our military operations puts at risk the very protection of the freedoms that allow us to enjoy
s, those lands. '

It’s true that presidents have historically exercised their authority under the Antiquities Act to unilaterally designate
national menuments. Of course, few of these designations have had such a dramatic and specific impact on the
capabilities of our military operations.
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White House preps paperwork for Nevada
national monument, and opponents decry

- Share _ —-

REVIEW-JOURNAL WASHINGTON BUREAD

WASHINGTON — The YWhite House has prepared paperwork for President Barack Obama's signalure declaring
704,000 acres in central Nevada as the nation's newest national monument, according to documents released
Thursday by Rep. Cresent Hardy, R-Nev.

A draft proclamation establishes a "Basin and Range National Monument," encompassing parts of Lincoln and
Nye counlies, an area that conservationists have touted as containing some of the most compelling desert valleys
and rugged mountzin ranges in the nation.

The area generally tracks he region designated for federal protection in legislation Introduced last year by Sen.
Harry Reid, D-Nev., and this year again by Reid and Rep. Dina Titus, D-Nev. The proposal consists of Garden
&ey and Goat Valley separated by the Golden Gate Range and also includes a porfion of Seaman Range fo the

i

Within the area that would be withdrawn from mining and energy leasing is land surrounding “Cily,” a monumenial
earthen artwerk being completed by sculptor Michael Heizer.

The designation would ailow for the usa of exisling roads for the public to access the site. and authorize activilies
to manage i.
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The decision generating the most contraversy in recent years was when President Bill Clinton in 1996 created the
1.8-million-acre Grand Staircase Escatante National Monument in southern Utah with only 24 hours advance
notice to the governar and the congressional delegation of the Republican state.

Contact Steve Tefreault at steireauli@raviewjournal. com or 202-783-1760. Find him on Twitter: @S TetreauliDC
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51112015 Obama considering anather national monument in Nevada - Las Vegas Sun News

LAS VEGAS SUN

- Obama considering another national
monument in Nevada

By Amber Phillips (contact)
Thursday, May 7, 2015 | 3:04 p.m.

WASHINGTON ~ President Barack Obama is seriously considering creating another national monument in
Nevada — and the congressman whose district it would sit in is not happy about it,

"I am appatled and deeply concerned," Republican Rep. Cresent Hardy said in a staiement published on his
website Thursday. :

Hardy's office obtained a draft of the president's proclamation to set aside more than 700,000 acres of land
in Lincoln and Nye counties for protection. o

The six-page draft is being circulated among federal agencies for input before Obérha makes a decision on
whether to prohibit development and energy exploration there,

"The land tells the story of a rich cultural tradition," it reads. "From the carliest human inhabitants 13,000
years ago, to miners and ranchers in the past century and a half, to a modern artist in recent decades, the
ared's residents have created and left behind noble legacies." '

The modern artist the administration refers to is quirky Michael Heizer, who has spent the past 40 years
building one of the world's largest sculptures in the Nevada desert. "City" is a 1,200-square-mile sculpture
reminiscent of Mayan ruins in Mexico, It's nearly complete, and protecting it and the land around it has been
a priority for retiring Sen, Harry Reid, D-NV., :

Reid and Las Vegas Democrat Rep. Dina Titus introduced legislation in Congress earlier this year to cordon
off "City" and thousands of acres around it'from oil and gas development. But that's unlikely to move in a
Republican Congress, so Reid has lobbied Obama to use his power under the Antiquities Act to unilaterally
create national monuments.

Reid and Titus also hosted a community meeting in February with a high-level Department of Interior
official to show support for creating the national monument. Public meetings are a precursor for every one
of the 16 national monuments Obama has designated. :

Support from members of Congress whose district covers the monument is not. And Hardy is livid,

The entire projected national monument sits in his district, which spans from North Las Vegas through most
of central, rural Nevada. Hardy said in the statement he fears that closing off the land would inhibit Nellis
Air Force Base from conducting high-profile training flights,

"It seems the president and Senator Harry Reid share an ambivalence toward what we in Nevada know to be
true: namely, that closing down this vast area of land for generations to come would adversely impact

«#  Nevadans’ ability to choose how we want to grow economically, and it would hamper our military members
from sharpening their skills,” he said, ‘

But most wilderness protection bills or proclamations have language that allows for military activities,
including the national monument Congress created in nearby Tule Springs in 2014 to protect prehistoric
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fossils.

"Congressman Hardy is getting a little bit ahead of himself," Reid's spokesperson, Kristen Orthman, said in
a statement.

The deal is far from done — Obama could change his mind. But it appears this is one fight Hardy is going
to lose.

"No area is as uniquely Nevada as is the Basin and Range," Orthman continued. "It deserves protection so
our children and grandchildren and the generations of Nevadans to follow can experience one of the most
beautiful places on Earth.*
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Obama considers protecting Nevada land |

By Timothy Cama - 05/08/15 08:30 AM EDT
President Obama is considering a controversial proposal to protect more than 1,000 square miles of rural land inisouthern Nevada.

Rep. Cresent Hardy (R-Nev.) said he obtained a draft document outlining the proposed Basin and Range National Menument, which he
sald Obama is considering establishing unilaterally under his Antiguities Act power.

Some Nevada Democrats and conservationists have long sought to protect the land in Lingoin and Nye counties, but Republicans have
pushed back,

“| arn appailed and deeply concerned about the nationai security implications of President Obama'’s politically motivated effort to
permanently tie Up more than 700,000 scres of land, most of which is under one of the most heavily used military operating areas in the
United States, and all of which is in Nevada's 4ih congressional district,” Hardy wrote in a statement, referring to his district.

The iand surrounds “Clty,” a massive in-progress plece of art meant te resemble ancient mounds and monuments,
Obama’s national monument designation would protect the area from development, energy production and & wide range of other activiies.

“The land tells the story of 4 rich cultural tradition,” the White House wrote in the draft, according fo the Las Vegas Sun. "From the earliest
human inhabitants 13,000 years ago, to miners and ranchers in the past ceniury and a half, to a modern artist in.recent decades, the
area's residents have created and left behind nable legacies.”

Kristen Orthman, a spokeswoman for Senate Minority teader Harry Reid (D-Nev.), fought back against Hardy.

“Sen. Reld believes this area deserves proteciion — that is why he introduced legislation to do so in 2014,” she said. "But in lieu of
legistation, Sen. Reid fully supports President Obama if he decides to designate this area, which he has the legal authority to do se. No
area is as uniguely Nevada as is the Basin and Ranga.”

Chama extensively used his power fo create national monuments, and has used it to protect mere land and water than any previous
president. .

That has irked Republicans, who see Obama's actions as out of line and a power grab. They've proposed mulipie bills to remove or
significantly curtail Obama’s power to create national monuments without congressional consent,

TAGS: Cresent Hardy, Harry Reid, National Monument
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INTRODUCTICN

Under ongoing climate and landscape changes, there is a critical need to identify, connect, and conserve
landscapes that more effectively and strategically capture biodiversity and associated ecological
processes (Margules and Pressey 2000). The ecological significance and context of currently unprotected
lands should be used to determine the location of new areas for future conservation and protection
(Dickson et al. 2014). Indeed, fands that are currently unprotected or threatened by human impacts can
complement or enhance the features and functions of existing protected area networks (Rodrigues et al,
2004). In the United States, intact public lands are essential to the conservation of biodiversity (Groves
et al. 2000} and maintenance of key ecological processes, including landscape connectivity for multiple
species {Crist et al. 2005, Theobald et al. 2012). Currently, the existing protected areas network in the
U.S. is likely insufficient to guard against the long-term loss of species because it does not include the
range of ecosystem types they inhabit {Scott et al. 2001}).

.Across the western U.S,, extensive areas of public land administered by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) present substantial opportunities to maintain and further protect important
components of biclogical diversity and function. Within the 11 contiguous western states, BLM lands
also provide habitat for a wide diversity of plant and animal species, including roughly 20% of the
nation’s rare or imperiled species (Stein et al. 2008). Approximately 68% of Nevadais administered by
the BLM {Gorte et al. 2012). The state of Nevada falls entirely within the Great Basin ecoregion, which is
considered to be one of the most endangered ecoregions in the U.S. {Noss et al. 1995}). Limited water
supplies, changing land use and climate, invasion by non-native plant species, and altered fire regimes
all are contributing to the vulnerability of the Great Basin ecoregion {Chambers et al. 2008). Both the
Great Basin ecoregion and Nevada contain more unprotected rcadless BLM lands than any other
ecoregion or state in the contiguous U.S. {Dickson et al. 2014),

In this context, the proposed 877,100-acre Basin and Range Conservation Area {BRCA) in southeastern
Nevada presents a significant opportunity to conserve key components of biological diversity and
ecological function within this landscape and across the region. A recent study by Dickson et al. {2014}
was designed to provide a sound scientific basis for future proposals for conservation-based special
designations in the western U.S., with an emphasis on BLM lands. We leveraged the inputs and results
produced by this study to conduct an assessment of conservation features and values across the BRCA
and adjacent lands. We focused our assessment on information that highlighted the ecological
importance and representativeness of the BRCA in landscape and regicnal settings.,

Assessing ecological importance '

For our assessment, we first calculated the amount of area determined by Dickson et al, (2014) and The
Nature Conservancy {TNC; TNC 2011) to be of high conservation value within the proposed boundary of
the BRCA. In addition, we mapped and summarized four landscape-level indicators of biodiversity,
resilience to climate change, and connectivity (Map 1; see also Dickson et al. 2014). Specifically, we used
readily available and published spatial data that characterized two indicators of connectivity: landscape
permeability (Theobald et al. 2012) and proximity to the nearest protected area (USGS 2011a); one
indicator of biodiversity: rarity-weighted species richness (Chaplin et al. 2000); and one indicator of
resilience to climate change: topographic compiexity (Smith et al. 2011). Data for each indicator was
generated using a 65,000-acre scale of analysis and a 270-m pixel resolution {see detailed methods
described by Dickson et al. 2014). Although we focused our assessment on the BRCA, our indicator maps
extended across all 11 western states, permitting comparisons between the two extents.
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We determined the values of each of these four indicators relative to the larger landscape using a simple
scoring system based on percentile ranks, Specifically, the mean value of each indicator within the BRCA

was compared to the distribution of means of a large (n > 100} random sample of areas across the
western U.S. The size of the random samples was equivalent to the size of the proposed BRCA. Scores

ranged from O to 100. A score of 98 for a given Indicator would indicate that the mean value of that
indicator in the BRCA was greater than or equal to 98% of similarly-sized random samples.

Assessing representativeness

The ability of any protected areas network to capture biodiversity and maintain ecological function will
depend on the variety of ecosystem components (e.g., vegetation and landform types that contribute to
habitat) that are represented within the network (Aycrigg et al. 2013}, In the U.S,, only 12% of fands
have protected status {(USGS 2011a), and these lands have typically not been selected on the basis of
representation (Pressey 1994). Thus, as a second step, we assessed the degree to which the BRCA
diversifies the existing protected areas network by increasing representation of dn‘ferent ecosystem
components. We compiled spatlal data on major ecosystem and landform types across the Western U.S.
and within the proposed BRCA using data obtained from the USGS (USGS 2011b). Next, we calculated
the percentages of different ecosystem components in the western U.S. that are represented in the
current protected areas network, including lands managed specifically for conservation of species (IUCN
1994) and those within the BLM National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS), We also calculated the
percentages of ecosystem components that would be represented within the protected areas network
following any designation of the proposed BRCA,

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The BRCA has high ecological importance :
Our assessment of ecological importance suggests the BRCA has significant ecological values. The West-

wide results of Dickson et al. {2014} indicated that the proposed boundary of the BRCA encompassed
112,823 acres (13%) of relatively high conservation value, and that 24,651 (22%) of these acres might be
considered ‘conservation priority areas’ (Map 2). Lands identified by TNC as having high conservation
value encompassed 144,256 acres (17%). Between the two studies, 17,206 acres of these lands were
overlapping.

The BRCA is relatively roadless

Unprotected pubtlic lands that are relatively roadless and undeveloped, such as those administered by
the BLM in and around the proposed BRCA, may afford the best opportunity to conserve natural
elements and ecosystem processes (Davidson et al. 1996, Watts et al. 2007). Based:on the map extent
derived by Dickson et al. (2014}, approximately 555,747 acres (63%) of the BRCA is roadless (Map 2}.

The BRCA has high landscape connectivity value

The maintenance of connectivity processes is one of the most important aspects of biodiversity and
landscape-level conservation (Taylor et al. 2006, Noon et al. 2009). Our indicator map of permeability
(Map 1A) provided an estimate of the overall ecological connectivity of the natural landscape. This
permeability model was designed to inform land use planning and policy about landscapes that might be
important for maintaining ecological flows (e.g., habitat connectivity for muitiple species
simultaneously) and adapting to climate change (Theobald et al. 2012). Compared to a random sample
of lands in the West, we observed particularly high values for landscape permeability within the BRCA
{Figure 1}. Our assessment suggests that the BRCA and surrounding BLM lands prO\;'ide important
features that can facilitate the movement of multiple organisms within and across jurisdictions, nhow and
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I,

under future climate conditions (Stein et al. 2008). Because the BRCA currently exhibits relatively low

levels of human modification (Theobald 2010), it is likely to promote connegctivity for multiple local and

wide-ranging ecological processes, if left undisturbed and intact.

Locating new protected areas in close proximity to existing protected areas could significantly contribute

toward interconnecting a larger, regional network of biodiverse and ecologically effective lands,

especially in the western U.S. A larger network of protected areas in the region that includes the BRCA
would likely facilitate or enhance the ability of species to migrate and adaptto a climate that is rapidly
changing in the Southwest (Seager et al. 2007). Relative to all other western lands, ’@he BRCA also was
highly proximate to existing protected areas. Indeed, the proposed BRCA overlaps or encompasses four
existing wilderness areas and is immediately adjacent to or within 25 km of eight other state or federally
protected areas. Given the relatively high proximity of the BRCA to existing protected areas, this
landscape could contribute significantly toward interconnecting a larger network ofj protected lands
within Nevada (Map 1B). Furthermore, based on the results of Dickson et al. (2014}, the area has great
potential to link a regional network of existing and future protected lands, forming fan "archipelago’ of
connectivity that extends from southern Nevada into northwestern Arizona, southwestern Utah, and
western Colorado. :

The BRCA has high biodiversity value

Species richness is one of the most fundamental and important measures of biodiversity (Magurran
2004). Because rare and endemic species are key elements of total biodiversity in a given area (Meyers
et al. 2000), we used NatureServe’s rarity-weighted richness index (hereafter, ‘species richness’ for
convenience; refreshed 2008) to map and evaluate this component of biodiversity {Map 1C; see Chaplin
et al. [2000] for references and modeling methods). The BRCA exhibits high adjacency and some overlap
with areas of relatively high rarity-weighted species richness, suggesting the presence or rare and
endemic species. The results of Dickson et al. (2014} indicated numerous areas of high conservation
value in Nevada, including those within or adjacent to the BRCA, were driven by high values for rarity-
weighted species richness, when compared to all other western states.

The proposed BRCA also contains a unique variety of Mojave, Sonoran, and Great Basin vegetation
communities, which together serve as rare and important ecological transition zones and contribute to
overall biodiversity in the area. The high value conservation areas identified by (Dickson et al. 2014},
including those overlapping the BRCA, aiso encompassed numerous ecotones where vegetation
community transitions can signify and promote important patterns of diversity (Whittaker 1975). For
example, the Seaman Range contains one of the most genetically diverse relict staﬁ;ds of ponderosa pine
(Pinus ponderosa) in the West (Potter et al. 2013}, :

The BRCA contains important terrain features that may enhance resilience to climate change
Topographically complex landscapes can harbor high levels of biodiversity (Coblentz and Riitters 2004)
and may provide refugia for native species under changing climatic conditions {Dobrowski 2011). We
produced a map of topographic complexity using USGS digital elevation maodels and the standard
deviation of slope values (Map 1D; after Dickson et al. 2014). We considered this map of the physical
environment to be a proxy for ecological complexity and refugia. This diversity of topographic features
within the BRCA provides a range of microclimates that can enable species with limited dispersal ability
opportunity to move and persist in habitats that fall within their climatic constraints {Loarie et al. 2009).
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The BRCA would enhance the diversity of the U1.5. protected areas network :

Based on our assessment of representation, the proposed BRCA stands to increase the variety of
vegetation and landform types in the U.S. protected area network, a number of whi:ch are currently
underrepresented. The majority of protected areas in the western U.S. occur within high montane and
alpine ecosystems (Figure 2). This underrepresentation presents a significant bias, since most shrubland-
and grassiand-dominated ecosystem types are offered little protection. Nevertheless, our assessment
indicated that the BRCA encompasses a relatively large amount of cool and warm semi-desert scrub and
grassland vegetation types, as well as temperate forest, which are all currently underrepresented in the
existing protected areas network (Figure 2; Aycrigg et al. 2013). Similarly, Dickson et al. {2014) found
these types to be common in their identification of unprotected areas with high conservation value.
Significant biases also are evident with respect to the protection of major landform types around the
West, and cliffs and mountain tops have much more protection than basins, flats and valley bottoms
(Figure 3). However, the BRCA includes a disproportionately high amount of basin/flat, peak/ridge, and
otherwise sloped landform types (Figure 3). The diverse basin and range topography of the BRCA would
contribute substantially to the portfolio of protected areas lacking these uncommon terrain features.

CONCLUSION

.Our assessment of ecological indicators in a landscape and West-wide context highlighted the intrinsic
-value of the BRCA with respect to landscape permeabllity, species richness, topographic complexity, and

proximity to nearest protected area. Considering also the results of Dickson et al. {2014}, protective
designation of the proposed BRCA would substantially grow and enhance the existing network of
protected areas in the Southwest (Davidson et al. 1996, Scott et al. 2001). The value of this area in
sustaining the ecological processes and large contiguous landscapes that support high levels of
biodiversity, resilience to climate change, and connectivity across jurisdictions should not be
underestimated.
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Figure 1. Scores received by the proposed Basin and Range

Conservation Area (BRCA) for each of four ecological Indicators.

Scores ranged from 0-100 {100 = highest) and were assigned by

comparing the BRCA to a random set of equivatently-sized areas

located across the western U.S,
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Figure 2, Percentage of lands within different vegetation types in the western U.S. that
have protected status (upper) and percentage of additional lands that would be protected
with designation of the proposed Basin and Range Conservation Area {(BRCA) (lower). The
BRCA would serve to enhance and diversify the existing protected areas network by
increasing the representation of key vegetation types, Incliuding semi-desert scrub and
grassland.
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Figure 3. Percentage of lands within different landform types in the
western U.S. that have protected status (upper) and percentage of
additional lands that would be protected, with designation of the
proposed Basin and Range Conservation Area (BRCA) (lower). The
BRCA would serve to enhance and diversify the existing protected
areas network by increasing the representation of multiple landform
types, including basin/flat.
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MAP L, The four fandscape-level indicators of biodiversity,
resilience to climate change, and connectivity used to
assess cohservation features ahd wvalues within and
around the Basin and Range Conservation Area (BRCA):
landscape permeability {A), proximity to nearest {UCN or
NLCS protected area {B}, species richness (C), and
topographlc complexity (D).
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value conservation areas, and BLM roadless
core areas, as determined by Dickson et ai
{2014}, and TNC areas of blodiversity
significance (TNC 2011), within and adajcent to
the Basin and Range Conservation Area (BRCA),
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HARRY REID © MAJORITY LEADER
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| Mnited States Senate

P, ’ WASHINGTON, DC 20510-7010

1h84L 2

October 24, 2014

The Honotable Sally Jewell

Secretary of the Department of the Interior
1849 C Street NW

Washington, DC 20240-0001

Dear Secretary Jewell:

1 am writing to request that the Department of the [nterior host & public stakeholder meeting in
Las Vegas in Decetuber to discuss various conservation efforts in Southern Nevada. Among ihose
dlscussed could include the proposed Tule Springs Fossil Beds National Monument, Gold Butte, Michael
Heizer's ‘City’, and others.

! Growing up in Searchlight, I developed a deep appreciation for our public lands and spent
I countless hours hunting and hiking in the deserts and mountains of southern Nevada, From those
: ' experiences, [ have determined that our dramatic landscapes need to be protected for otr ehildren and
grandchildren to experience as [ have. Throughout my time in congress and now as Nevada’s senior
Senator, I have worked hard to conserve Nevada's special places. [ appreciate the Department of
Interior’s parmership in working with me and the Nevada delegation to protect natural and cultural
resources while allowing for the responsible growth of our economy. }

| Thank you for your consideration of my request to host and participate in a conversation of these
: efforts in southern Nevada, Please feel free to contact me or have your staff contact Sara MofTat of my
staff pt (202) 224-0441. i

/ )éd Shtes Sendtor




LACMA

LOS ANGELES COUNTY MUSEUM OF ART MICHAEL GOVAN

saps WILSHIRE BOULEVARD
LOS ANGELES CALIFORNIA 90038 CEC/WALLIS ANNENBERG DIRECTOR
T 323 857 6001 i
May 6, 2015 323 857 6148

The Honorable Sally Jewell
Secretary of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20240

Dear Secretary Jewell:

I write to express my strong support of the designation of the Garden and Coal Valley area as a
component of the National Landscape Conservation System pursuant to either Presidential authorities or
federa! legislative actions, and to notify you of the Los Angeles County Museum of Art’s intent to
transfer to the federal government for the purpose of such a designation a conservation easement in
private lands encompassing and nearby the artwork City, by the artist Michael Heizer.

Michael Heizer is an internationally renowned and influential artist whose works are owned and exhibited
by many museums, including ours. The land art work City, in Garden Valley, Nevada, is monumental by
design. The sculpture, which measures more than a mile in length and a quarter mile in width, cornprises
earthen mounds and pits, cinder-dyed cement slopes, and huge geometric cetnent forms that capture
shifting sun and shadows. The primitive forms create a large, sunken plaza reminiscent at once of the
national mall in Washington and large Mesoamerican ruins such as Chichén 1tzé or T eotihuacén in
Mexico while also reflecting the most modern building technologies. The artist has been working on City
since the 1970s, and the artwork is nearly complete after some 40 years of work. The location of City in
an undeveloped area within the Basin and Range region will draw visitors from around the world to
experience a uniquely American sculpture set within a uniquely American landscape.

The Triple Aught Foundation, a 501(c)(3) organization dedicated to owning and displaying the art of
Michael Heizer, presently owns the land upon which City is situated, as well as lands around City that are
maintained as undeveloped open space. Museum Associates, a 501(c)(3) organization organized under
the laws of California, doing business as, and operating The Los Angeles County Museum of Art
(LLACMA) has acquired a conservation easement from the Triple Aught Foundation; to ensure the
protection of City and the adjacent open space and secure public access to City upon its completion and
the preparation of a visitor management plan by Triple Aught and the Bureau of Land Management. In
order to achieve designation as a component of the National Landscape Conservation System, LACMA is
prepared at this time to donate the conservation easement encompassing the realty containing City and the
adjacent open space to the federal government as approved by the Board of Trustees of LACMA. pursuant
to their authority under LACMAs Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws. Our intent is that the donated
conservation easement would be administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land
Management as a part of the National Landscape Conservation System. The Los Angeles County
Museum of Art is also prepared to continue to explore and advise on arrangements 1with the Triple Aught
Foundation and the Bureau of Land Management that would further the preservation and interpretation of
the entire site for the public.

We look forward to the accomplishment of this important milestone in the ongoing historic and artistic
significance of this national treasure. '







EVENT MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY ‘

Waco Mammoth National Monument Dedication Evei;lts

DATE: Monday, October 5, 2015

LOCATION: Waco Mammoth National Monument

TIME: 8:00 AM-1:30 PM

FROM;: Russ Whitlock, Superintendent, Lyndon B. Johnson National Historical Park

830-330-4987 (m), russ_whitlock@nps.gov

L PURPOSE

The dedication ceremony is a local celebration by the community and hundreds who have
invested in the Site to recognize the accomplishment of achieving national monument
designation for the mammoth site, The ceremony is another public expression of the
communities support for the national monument and the surrounding Waco Mammoth Site as a
valued component of the greater Waco, Texas area. |

While in Waco for the dedication, you will have the opportunity to visit both the Maybormn
Museum exhibit on Mammoth bones and the Mammoth Dig Shelter as well as participate in a
thank you luncheon hosted by the National Park Conservation Association (NPCA).

The Mayborn Museum tour will include two areas of the museum: the museum’s interpretive
exhibits on Columbian Mammoths and the curatorial storage area housing the current collection
from the Waco Mammoth Site,

The Dig Shelter is the focal point of the national monument and contains the only currently
exhibited fossil remains of Columbian Mammoths. During the tour most visitors realize the
importance of the site from what they see and hear. This is an excellent introduction to the Site’s
significance and a perfect experience before you join the several hundred motivated and devoted
supporters for the dedication ceremony. The Dig Shelter is a large climate controlled structure
that protects the most recent excavation site. |

NPCA is sponsoring a “Mammoth Thank You Luncheon” for major donors a;md supporters of the
Waco Mammoth National Monument. Expect approximately 75 at the luncheon.

IL PARTICIPANTS

Museum Participants
e You
Former First Lady Laura Bush
Jon Jarvis
U.S. Congressman Bill Flores, Congressional District #17
Gina Flores, wife of U.S. Congressman Bill Flores :
Charles Walter, Director, Mayborn Museum |
Tom Haddad, Assistant Director of Facilities and Collections, Maybojm Museum
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i, ¢ The National Anthem ‘
Larry Groth will return to the podium to recognize special gu.,sts mtroduce
Gloria Young
Gloria Young remarks on the history of Waco Mammoth National Monument
Russ Whitlock remarks and give special presentation to Larry Groth (surprise)
Malcolm Duncan remarks

Ken Starr remarks

Laura Bush remarks

Jon Jarvis remarks; introduces Secretary Jewell
Secretary Jewell remarks |
Larry Groth returns to podium to close the program

--Media Availability (15 minutes)
--Mock Archaeological Dig & Distribution of Every Kid in a Park Passes (45 minutes)

¢  You, Jon Jarvis, and approx. 20 4th Grade Students from Hillcrest Professmnal
Development School

--NPCA Luncheon Honoring Dedication of Waco Mammoth National Histoiric Site (90 minutes)

o ¢ Approx. 100 supporters
* You have no formal role at the luncheon
o SJ Table: Jane Meyer, Mayor Malcolm and Susan Duncan, Nell and Jim Hawkins, Mary

Ann and Don Parks, Nancy and Fred Logan

Lunch will be served

Ken Starr welcomes guests and delivers blessing; introduce Theresa Plerno
Theresa Pierno will deliver remarks and thank guests.

Lunch continues.

Iv. TALKING POINTS/REMARKS
Program talking points provided by O/S Comms attached.

Significance

¢  Only known nursery heard of Columbian Mammoths in the nation

e A total of 24 fossils have been excavated plus remains of a camel, saber-toothed cat,
dwarf antelope, alligator and giant tortoise :

o All collected specimens and archival materials/records housed in one locatlon the
Mayborn Museum at Baylor University

* The five acres of the national monument and surrounding 104 acres of the Waco
Mammoth Site offer excellent opportunities for further exploration and paleontological
and geological research.

¢ Site and national monument retain a high degree of integrity as the area has not been
disturbed beyond minor top level of ground.
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e continue stewardship of the Site’s collected specimens and archives housed within the
Mayborn Museum.

e continue to monitor the environmental conditions within the Dig Shelter and condition of
the in situ fossil specimens displayed |

s continue to promote scientific study and research opportunities through consultation with
NPS ‘

The ownership transfer of the archival collection to the City of Waco has be;‘:n completed. The
City intends to donate the collection to NPS as part of the July 2015 donation of lands to create
the national monument. NPS has requested ownership not occur until a NPS paleontologist can
be assigned to take responsibility for the collection. Until that time, Baylor University will
continue to provide for safeguarding and access in consultation with NPS Curators

Former First Lady Laura Bush expected to speak on importance of pafmershlps and private
support and mention the upcoming centennial of NPS. -

Dig Shelter

» Congressman Chet Edwards, in attendance at the dedication ceremony, secured a grant
through Save America’s Treasures Program to replace the “circus tent” that was
protecting the in situ specimens with a more durable shelter that eventually became the
large Dig Shelter you’ll visit on the monument tour, '

o The entire park area and all facilities have been designed, funded, and constructed by the
City of Waco and the Waco Mammoth Foundation. To date nearly $4 niillion has been
invested.

e The City provides management and operations of the facilities and gréounds and currently
provides all the interpretive and educational programs. NOTE: A certificate of eligibility
in the hands of the Site Manager to hire five NPS seasonal interpretive positions.

e To date, the national monument has no budget so Lyndon B. Johnson NHP is supporting
the mterpretlve seasonal positions and making small purchases to Support operations and
programs in the park.

What you will see during the national monument tour constitutes the majority of NPS holdings.
The national monument could grow to the full 108 acres over time and the City of Waco is open
to enlarging the monument as necessary to incorporate visitor services, resoﬂrces protection, and
scientific research.

The City and Foundation developed a three-tier plan in 2010 to indicate a preferred development
of the entire property. Their plans, including a visitor center, laboratory, children’s discovery
area, and nature trails will be considered during development of the park’s Foundatlon Document
and General Management Plan.
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Ken Starr
President & Chancellor, Baylor University

A distinguished academician, lawyer, public servant and sixth-generation Texan, Judge Ken
Starr serves as the chief executive officer of Baylor University, holding the titles of President and
Chancellor. On June 1, 2010, Judge Starr began his service as the 14th president to serve Baylor
University and was named to the position of President and Chancellor on November 11, 2013. In
providing the additional title, he is charged with the task of increasing Baylosr s mﬂuence in the
nation and around the world.

Judge Starr also serves on the faculty of Baylor Law School as The Louise L. Morrison Chair of
Constitutional Law and teaches a seminar on current Constitutional issues. Judge Starr is a
member of the Board of Directors for the National Association of Independent Colleges and
Universities (NAICU) and currently serves as President of the Southern University Conference.
In addition, he serves as a member of the Board of Trustees for the Baylor College of Medicine
and the Board of Trustees for Baylor Scott & White Health.

In September 2010, Judge Starr established his first fundraising priority: The President’s
Scholarship Initiative, a three-year challenge to raise $100 million for student scholarships which
was completed five months ahead of its goal. He also is leading Baylor into the future under Pro
Futuris, a new strategic vision developed with the collective wisdom of the extended Baylor
family,

Judge Starr has argued 36 cases before the U.S. Supreme Court, including 25 cases during his
service as Solicitor General of the United States from 1989-93. He also served as United States
Circuit Judge for the District of Columbia Circuit from 1983 to 1989, as law clerk to Chief
Justice Warren E. Burger from 1975 to 1977 and as law clerk to Fifth Circuit Judge David W.
Dyer from 1973 to 1974, Starr was appointed to serve as Independent Counsel for five
investigations, including Whitewater, from 1994 {0 1999.

Prior to coming to Baylor, Judge Starr served for six years as The Duane and Kelly Roberts Dean

and Professor of Law at Pepperdine, where he taught current constitutional issues and civil

procedure. He has also been of counsel to the law firm of Kirkland & Ellis LLP, where he was a

partner from 1993 to 2004, specializing in appellate work, antitrust, federal courts, federal

jurisdiction and constitutional law. Judge Starr previously taught constitutional law as an adjunct
7 :
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After their wedding on June 4, 1955, the Youngs moved into a house on 4lst and Hillcrest in
Waco, TX. Gloria began teaching at Hﬂlorest Elementary that September while F. M. continued
expanding Young Brothers Inc. with Raymond T. and Bernard W, Thcy had two daughters
(Melanie in 1957 and Kim in 1958), adopted an infant son, Davis, in 1967 then welcomed Susan
in 1969. After seventeen years, the Youngs moved to a lake house in Spoeg]bvﬂle where they
live currently, maintaining a separate neighboring house used to house VlSltS from their four
children and seven grandchildren. -

Young Brothers Inc. continued to grow in the latter half of the 1900s. From a small trailer in
1950, the company expanded by opening a new plant behind the old Waco Dam in 1954, then
doubled their capacity again by 1958 when the headquarters moved to a new location on Mill
Street. The variety of their projects expanded as well. New jobs ranged from helping with
recovery efforts after the 1953 Waco Tornado, to dredging the Brazos River for gravel to ever-
more audacious highway contracts in McLennan County and beyond. Then in 1960 the brothers
decided to part ways. F. M. continued to run Young Brothers road construction while Raymond
T. focused on his new Shurry Seal company and Bernard W. (ever the mventor) formed Tymco, a
busmess built around a regenerative air sweeper he created. ‘

After the split in 1961, Young Brothers Inc. expanded further and led the way in several
construction methods in the state of Texas and beyond. Several new plants were built in new
cities, and in 1980 F. M. built the first computerized concrete plant in Central Texas. F. M. was
active in a number of professional organizations, served as President of the Association of
General Contractors (AGC) in 1985 and eventually purchased a helicopter to travel between his
Waco and Bryan operations. In 2003, seeking a less involved and active role in operations, F. M.
agreed to sell the company to MDU Resources. He worked as a consultant for MDU for a while,
then stayed busy helping management at Brazos Pavmg, an offshoot company he still owned in
Bryan until he sold the company to the employees via an ESOP (Employee Stock Ownership
Plan} and officially retired.

Philanthropy

Gloria and F. M. Young have a rich history of donating to Waco mstltutlons Throughout his
career, F. M. has used his construction prowess and resources to provide free services to various
churchcs, schools and neighborhoods. Specifically for Baylor University, the company donated
the concrete for the scoreboard at Floyd Casey Stadium and created a marina on the Brazos River
for the Gov. Bill and Vara Daniel Historic Village. The Youngs have always taken an interest in
the Brazos River district in Waco, promoting revitalization projects and creatmg the Brazos
Queen II as a tourist attraction. ‘

There have been a number of historical donations from the Youngs as well. When the W. R.
Poage estate was auctioned, they purchased a number of items with the express intent to house
them in the W. R. Poage Political Library at Baylor University. Also in 1959 the Youngs donated
a historic home on Mill Street, the East Terrace House, to the Waco Heritagé Society which is
now part of the historic homes collection maintained by the Historic Waco Foundation,

10/2/2015 10:13 AM






stay out of the lime light. She has spent her time being an excellent mother to their two daughters
and loving her grandchildren.

Nell and Jim Hawkins Jim is a successful businessman in Waco and a Vcry generous donor to
multiple charities and events in this area. He 1s in investments. ‘

Nell is a bundle of energy and involved in many activities in our area. She and Jim entertain for
various charities and special events in their magnificent home overlooking Lake Waco. They
have been generous donors to the Mammoth Foundation and opened their home to the

public... for $100 a ticket as a fundraiser for the Mammoth Site. She serves on our Fundraising
Commiittee.

MaryAnn and Don Parks...Don has sold his business and retired. They areé well known for
their generosity to various charities in our community. They were very generous to our
fundraising efforts when we were raising funds to build the facilities for the Waco Mammoth
Site. -

Nancy and Fred Logan...Lovely couple....gave the funds to have the Life Size Mammoth
painted on the wall inside the shelter. Nancy is on the Fundraising committee as our
Corresponding Secretary and writes lovely personal thank you notes to all of our donors at the
time of their donation. Of course an "official" letter follows with the tax 1nformat1on I am not
certain of Fred's occupation. They are longtime residents of Waco.
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Talking Points for Secretary Jewell |
Waco Mammoth National Monument Designation Celebratlon
Waco, Texas
October 5, 2105

Suggested Length: Sminutes

Objectives: |
e Thank the local community/groups, fed/state partners for V1310n leadership
» Highlight commitment to preserving lands/waters for next generatlon
» Reiterate President’s commitment to conservation — largest amount of area
protected; more ink in his pen '

L ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

e I'm here today, most of all, to thank you for all to your wérk to make this
happen :

e Former First Lady Laura Bush
o Before she was the country’s First Lady, she was your First Lady!;
continues to advocate for conservation in her home state
o Honorary Co-Chair of NPS Centennial with FLOTUS

e Jon Jarvis & team at NPS
©  Russ Whitlock, Superintendent at Lyndon B. Johns0n NHP & Staff

¢ Gloria Young, Founding President, Waco Mammoth Founjdation
o Supported idea of national monument since 1990’s

e Many federal, state and local partners who have worked for years to make
this day possible. This day is for you.

II.  SPECIAL DAY

9/30/2015 7;00 PM







IV.

With that action, he has continued his legacy of protecting more lands
and waters than any other President, using his authoﬁity time and time
again to preserve some of the places most important to our history.

o Declared or expanded 19 national monuments

o Protecting more than 260 million acres of public lands/waters

CONCLUSION

Margaret Mead said: “Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful,
committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that
ever has.” ;

Thanks to your vision, your leadership and your elboiw grease —
because of you — our children, our grandchildren, and théeir grandchildren
will have the opportunity to know and love this place as we do, and
perhaps take us further down the path of discovery

Hi#
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EDITORIAL: Former Waco city manager Larry Groth never forgot critical relevance of community

Posted: Sunday, March 9, 2014 12:01 am

Former President George W. Bush famously said the judgment of history takes mafw years to coalesce,
but we'll take a stab at summing up Larry Groth’s considerable record as a longtime city administrator,
even though h