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among LGAC members from all juris-
dictions at our most recent meeting,
held right here in this building. And I
want to take this opportunity to thank
Congressman Gilchrest and his staff for
engaging in substantive dialogue with
LGAC members about this legislation.

Local governments throughout the water-
shed are currently spending millions of local
citizenry dollars to do our part in cleaning
up the Bay. However, there needs to be a
greater emphasis on developing mechanisms
to capture those substantial implementation
efforts by local governments and others
which are not funded through state or fed-
eral Chesapeake Bay funds. For instance, the
Commonwealth of Virginia still does not
have an effective mechanism to track urban
nonpoint source Best Management
stormwater facilities. This could be accom-
plished through a direction to the Chesa-
peake Bay Program Office and the states to
develop an enhanced tracking and reporting
system. I understand that the states may al-
ready be working on such a system, but to
facilitate reporting by implementing enti-
ties, I would recommend that this system be
web-based and simple to use.

I'm sure it is no surprise to you that the
biggest help we could use is additional fed-
eral and state funding. The ‘“‘Cost of a Clean
Bay’’ report prepared by the Chesapeake Bay
Commission estimated that more than half
of the cost for meeting C2K nutrient and
sediment reduction goals would be borne by
local governments. In some of the most ex-
pensive programmatic areas, such as
stormwater management and urban nonpoint
source pollution control, the local govern-
ment share is closer to 100% since there are
virtually no federal or state funds to help ad-
dress the problem. While, sadly, the thought-
ful recommendations of the Chesapeake Bay
Blue Ribbon Finance Panel seem to have
faded from memory, the needs that were
identified there have not. It is critical that
the federal and state governments in the wa-
tershed assume a major role in providing fi-
nancial assistance for implementation at the
local level.

On the issue of funding, I also need to men-
tion my concern with deep cuts being pro-
posed to the Clean Water State Revolving
Fund (CWSRF). While local governments and
our State partners are working to increase
funding for clean water programs, the federal
SRF is being targeted for cuts totaling $199.2
million. Many local governments, especially
in rural areas, in the Bay watershed depend
on this federal funding to pay for high pri-
ority water pollution control projects, and
the proposed budget cuts are exactly the op-
posite of what’s needed to achieve our goal of
a clean and healthy Bay.

But funding alone isn’t enough. We also
need our state and federal partners to work
cooperatively with local governments on a
watershed basis to:

1. Clearly articulate measurable goals for
local governments to achieve and couple
these with appropriate levels of funding sup-
port. I support the requirement for measur-
able goals for local governments under the
Local Government Involvement section, with
the provisions that this be woven into a real-
istic implementation plan that includes eq-
uitable levels of funding support. To guar-
antee success of the Tributary Strategies, it
is critical to have a detailed plan for imple-
mentation that explains who, what, when,
where, why, and how.

2. Increase the level of support for the
Small Watershed Grants Program to the pro-
posed authorized amount of $10 million.
While far short of the estimated funding nec-
essary to achieve the C2K goals, the Small
Watershed Grants are perhaps the most ef-
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fective mechanism for engaging local gov-
ernments in the common effort to achieve
water quality and habitat goals. The current
funding level of $2 million translates into
just $1,212 for each of the 1,650 local govern-
ments in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. In
addition, I recommend increasing the cap on
individual small watershed grants to as
much as one million dollars, a substantial
increase over the present $50,000 limit. Let
me give you an example: in Fairfax County,
we often do not apply for small watershed
grants because the staff time involved in pre-
paring the grant application actually costs
more than the grant itself. The current
$50,000 cap effectively eliminates larger ju-
risdictions from participating in the Small
Watershed Grants Program. In addition to
the review and prioritization of grant pro-
posals by the Chesapeake Bay Local Govern-
ment Advisory Committee, there also should
be a mechanism for prioritizing grants with-
in watersheds or metropolitan areas to en-
sure that grants address priority local or
tributary-specific issues. A good example of
a priority might be the ongoing efforts to re-
store the Anacostia River which flows into
the Potomac River just a few blocks from
here.

3. Establish a ‘‘Measurable Goals’ provi-
sion for Soil Conservation Districts com-
parable to the provision for local govern-
ments. As the level of accountability and re-
sponsibility for 1local governments is in-
creased, equity suggests that there be a com-
parable provision for ‘‘Measurable Goals’ for
the agricultural sector. A logical geographic
unit would be the soil conservation district.
As above, implementation should be coupled
with equitable levels of funding support.

4. Enhance the Tributary Strategies and
Implementation Plans to explicitly address
nutrient and sediment ‘“Cap Management’’
as growth continues. Cap management is
clearly required by the Chesapeake 2000
Agreement, and the population of the water-
shed is projected to increase by upwards of 2
million between now and 2030. If not explic-
itly addressed at the State level in Tributary
Strategies and related implementation
plans, there is a very real risk of losing
ground, literally, as new development oc-
curs.

5. A one-size-fits-all approach to local gov-
ernment coordination and C2K Agreement
implementation will not work. Outreach and
implementation must be tailored to the
abilities of large and small jurisdictions to
undertake those efforts. Differences in local
government access to technology must be
considered during the development of com-
munications strategies. A strong, structured
technical assistance program to local gov-
ernments is needed, especially in smaller,
more rural jurisdictions that lack staff ex-
pertise in stormwater management and wa-
tershed protection. In many localities, wa-
tershed management still is not reflected in
land use planning. As a result, development
patterns and practices ignore the many val-
ues that riparian buffers, protected
floodplains and protected natural resource
lands offer for water quality, water supply,
and wildlife habitat. More importantly, as a
local elected official, I know that local gov-
ernment officials need to understand the
local benefits that would result from changes
in land use policies. Otherwise, they won’t be
persuaded to defend these changes before
their constituencies.

6. We are concerned about the proposed
language that requires tributary strategy
goals or BMPs to be included in NPDES per-
mits, both point and nonpoint source, or MS4
permits. In Virginia, nonpoint source pollu-
tion standards should not be written into
MS4 permits because, as mentioned earlier
in my testimony, the Commonwealth does
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not yet have an effective mechanism to
track urban nonpoint sources.

Each of these areas is of strong interest to
LGAC. With appropriate staff and requisite
resources, I can envision an activist role for
LGAC, as the Tributary Strategies are
turned in to action plans, including:

Developing goals at the local level and
helping to ensure that localities live up to
their responsibilities;

Partnering with state and local agencies to
achieve an equitable allocation of funding;

Reaching out to other sectors, especially
agriculture and private industry. We need to
open or continue dialogue with all our part-
ners in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. We
are all in this together: from those who labor
under the Statue of Freedom atop the Cap-
itol dome to the Pennsylvania farmer, the
Maryland waterman, the Virginia tech-
nology worker, the long-time resident, and
the new Americans. Finger-pointing won’t
clean up the Bay; working together just
might.

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for the op-
portunity to appear here today and for your
leadership in helping to keep the Bay res-
toration effort moving forward. We are look-
ing forward to working with you, other
members of Congress, and our State and fed-
eral partners to achieve our shared goals of
a restored Chesapeake Bay watershed.

————

COVER THE UNINSURED WEEK
HIGHLIGHTS NATIONAL PROBLEM

HON. DAVID G. REICHERT

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 4, 2006

Mr. REICHERT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
call attention to the nearly 46 million Ameri-
cans who lack health insurance, according to
the U.S. Census Bureau. Cover the Uninsured
Week (May 1-7, 2006) aims to raise aware-
ness of this National problem and the will to
solve it.

One in seven Americans, including more
than 8 million children, does not have even
basic healthcare coverage. Each day, these
men and women hope they do not become
sick or are not injured. Parents hope their chil-
dren remain healthy. As healthcare costs con-
tinue to rise, it becomes more difficult for
many families to continue healthcare cov-
erage.

During the week of May 1-7, events will be
held at hospitals, medical centers, community
centers, on campuses and in place of worship
worldwide. Volunteers will help to enroll unin-
sured adults and children in public programs
that provide low-cost and free coverage to
those who are eligible. Information about local
help available will be distributed as well.

Ensuring Americans have access to ade-
quate medical care should be a priority for all
of us. Cover the Uninsured Week gives all of
us the opportunity to say that we care—and
we want this issue to be a national priority.

———

THE REMARKABLE LEGACY OF
U.N. SECRETARY GENERAL KOFI
ANNAN

TOM LANTOS

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, May 4, 2006

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to reflect
on the distinguished legacy of United Nations
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