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Figure 1
Department of the Army Budget Summary

EQ Budget by Area
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EQ Grand Total $698,220 $707,411 $633,377 $690,915 $637,858 $718,662

Conservation $54,106 $61,683 $56,506 $79,931 $71,270 $81,268

Pollution Prevention $78,953 $86,251 $70,501 $83,962 $45,756 $46,006

Compliance $565,161 $559,477 $506,370 $527,022 $520,832 $591,388

FY 1997 Actual FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Approp. FY 2002 Budget

EQ Budget by Pillar:  The Army’s EQ budget increases by 3% over the six-year period in the chart.  Significant compliance budget increases in FY 2002 are 
largely the result of increases in funding for environmental compliance overseas, the impact area groundwater study at the Massachusetts Military Reservation, 
Clean Air Act requirements in the United States, transfer of the Defense Environmental Security Corporate Information Management program to the Army, and 
increasing manpower requirements for the Army National Guard to meet Sikes Act and Clean Water Act requirements.  The decrease in the pollution 
prevention budget beginning in FY 2000 is possible through innovative programs that centralize hazardous material management and selected pollution 
prevention projects that provide a high return on investment.  The Conservation budget increases in FY 2002 are due to Sikes Act requirements for the 
protection of natural resources and requirements related to managing cultural resources.  Overall, the Army’s EQ budget funds essential recurring and 
nonrecurring projects, program management, and training.
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Figure 2
Department of the Army Budget Summary

EQ Budget by Appropriation
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EQ Grand Total $698,220 $707,411 $633,377 $690,915 $637,858 $718,662

Other $5,601 $3,688 $3,685 $6,225 $0 $112

PROC $34,803 $61,060 $33,519 $21,090 $17,071 $27,244

RDT&E $68,003 $62,266 $64,066 $3,986 $7,845 $0

MilCon $2,000 $7,400 $2,000 $27,500 $22,000 $23,000

DWCF $33,628 $28,806 $27,768 $24,981 $26,405 $25,334

O&M $554,185 $544,191 $502,339 $607,133 $564,537 $642,972

FY 1997 Actual FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Approp. FY 2002 Budget

EQ Budget by Appropriation:  The O&M funding increases by 16% over the six-year period in the chart.  This reflects rolling the remainder of the 
RDT&E budget into O&M in FY 2002 and increases in funding for environmental compliance overseas, the impact area groundwater study at the 
Massachusetts Military Reservation, Clean Air Act requirements in the United States, transfer of the Defense Environmental Security Corporate 
Information Management program to the Army, and increasing manpower requirements for the Army National Guard to meet Sikes Act and Clean 
Water Act requirements.  MilCon and PROC costs are generally driven by relatively few, but large, nonrecurring projects that can fluctuate substantially 
from year to year.
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Figure 3
Department of the Army Budget Summary

EQ Recurring Costs

FY 1997 Actual $127,520 $7,919 $69,297 $8,079 $5,862 $218,677

FY 1998 Actual $144,662 $10,624 $74,867 $12,016 $3,194 $245,363

FY 1999 Actual $146,123 $13,766 $71,742 $8,893 $2,210 $242,734

FY 2000 Actual $132,889 $10,230 $165,822 $21,721 $23,183 $353,845

FY 2001 Approp. $133,814 $11,504 $130,036 $12,893 $26,316 $314,563

FY 2002 Budget $139,370 $12,713 $138,821 $14,518 $20,376 $325,798

Manpower
Education & 

Training
Compliance

Pollution 
Prevention

Conservation Total

EQ Recurring Costs:  Recurring costs account for an average of 42% of the total EQ costs from FY 1997 to FY 2002.  Maintaining a professional staff 
and providing environmental training and education at all Army installations and headquarters accounts for approximately 52% of the recurring costs.  
The remaining recurring costs include routine operations at numerous facilities, such as issuing permits, sampling, monitoring, developing management
plans, and disposing of hazardous waste.
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Figure 4
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Compliance Recurring

FY 1997 Actual $5,181 $8,595 $30,510 $25,011 $69,297

FY 1998 Actual $6,480 $11,301 $32,279 $24,807 $74,867

FY 1999 Actual $6,185 $14,160 $27,658 $23,739 $71,742

FY 2000 Actual $9,668 $12,840 $32,049 $111,265 $165,822

FY 2001 Approp. $9,448 $13,422 $24,320 $82,846 $130,036

FY 2002 Budget $9,247 $13,462 $23,679 $92,433 $138,821

Permits & Fees
Sampling, Analysis, 

Monitoring
Waste Disposal

Other Recurring 
Costs

Total

Compliance Recurring Costs:  Recurring compliance costs remained relatively stable from FY 2001 to FY 2002.  Permits and fees; sampling, 
analysis, and monitoring; and waste disposal remained virtually unchanged from FY 2001 to FY 2002.  The increase in other recurring costs was 
largely related to the transfer of 13 systems/applications of the Defense Environmental Security Corporate Information Management Program from the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense to the Army.
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Figure 5
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Compliance Nonrecurring

FY 1997 Actual $42,084 $28,597 $69,143 $30,556 $119,380 $9,906 $60,759 $360,425

FY 1998 Actual $38,765 $12,407 $45,599 $31,714 $127,544 $6,159 $67,136 $329,324

FY 1999 Actual $37,547 $10,754 $23,818 $15,853 $92,356 $6,267 $88,144 $274,739

FY 2000 Actual $22,327 $15,426 $16,573 $33,050 $83,443 $8,224 $39,038 $218,081

FY 2001 Approp. $28,787 $21,040 $11,948 $18,815 $130,898 $8,602 $25,388 $245,478

FY 2002 Budget $27,693 $19,083 $15,556 $58,409 $117,859 $8,456 $53,428 $300,484

Hazardous 
Waste

Solid Waste UST
Clean Air 

Act
Clean 

Water Act
Planning Other Total

Compliance Nonrecurring Costs:  Compliance nonrecurring costs increased by 22% from FY 2001 to FY 2002.  Increases in UST projects are largely 
related to the repair and replacement of leaking and failing systems in Korea.  The Clean Air Act increase is related to a $23 million MilCon project to 
upgrade a cooling system for a heating plant at Fort Wainwright, Alaska and implementation of National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAPs).  The Clean Water Act decrease from FY 2001 to FY 2002 is related to a $22 million MilCon project for FY 2001 with no Clean 
Water Act MilCon projects in FY 2002, which is offset by increases in requirements for the Massachusetts Military Reservation impact area groundwater 
study.  The increase in other nonrecurring costs is largely related to requirements for ammunition production facilities and overseas installations.
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Figure 6
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Pollution Prevention Nonrecurring

FY 1997 Actual $5,468 $2,537 $9,887 $5,418 $36,332 $11,232 $70,874

FY 1998 Actual $5,344 $2,348 $34,611 $1,480 $13,222 $17,230 $74,235

FY 1999 Actual $6,268 $666 $17,263 $2,090 $10,856 $24,465 $61,608

FY 2000 Actual $2,473 $3,722 $8,047 $2,167 $16,099 $29,733 $62,241

FY 2001 Approp. $636 $1,131 $2,539 $818 $12,857 $14,882 $32,863

FY 2002 Budget $2,430 $364 $585 $141 $10,717 $17,251 $31,488

Hazardous 
Waste

Solid Waste Clean Air Act
Clean Water 

Act
HAZMAT 
Reduction

Other Total

Pollution Prevention Nonrecurring Costs:  Pollution prevention nonrecurring costs decreased 66% from FY 1997 through FY 2002.  A shift in funds 
from nonrecurring to recurring enabled centralized funding of cost-effective, high-return pollution prevention investments.  Pollution prevention funding 
from FY 1997 through FY 2002 allowed the Army to achieve and exceed the DoD goals for toxic chemical releases, solid waste reduction, and solid 
waste recycling.  The Army continues to fund centralized hazardous material management at the installation level, to emphasize pollution prevention as 
the preferred approach to achieving environmental compliance, and to make pollution prevention an integral part of business in all mission areas.
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Figure 7
Department of the Army Budget Summary

P2 vs. Compliance
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Compliance* $429,722 $404,191 $346,481 $383,903 $375,514 $439,305

Pollution Prevention $78,953 $86,251 $70,501 $83,962 $45,756 $46,006

FY 1997 Actual FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Approp. FY 2002 Budget

* Compliance totals do not include Manpower and Education & Training.

P2 vs. Compliance:  The ratio of pollution prevention versus compliance budgets averages approximately 17% over the six-year period in the chart.  
Efforts to seek greater efficiencies through innovative pollution prevention programs that centralize hazardous materials management at the installation 
and fund projects that provide a high return on investment will allow the Army to advance the program goal to maximize pollution prevention as the 
preferred means to achieve compliance.
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Figure 8
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Natural Resources vs. Historical and Cultural Resources

FY 1997 Actual $28,241 $20,003 $48,244

FY 1998 Actual $38,020 $20,469 $58,489

FY 1999 Actual $38,598 $15,698 $54,296

FY 2000 Actual $37,376 $19,372 $56,748

FY 2001 Approp. $29,697 $15,257 $44,954

FY 2002 Budget $39,103 $21,789 $60,892

Natural Resources Historical & Cultural Resources Total

Natural Resources vs. Historical and Cultural Resources:  Actual expenditures for natural and cultural resources nonrecurring costs have remained 
relatively stable from FY 1998 through FY 2000, ranging from a low of $54 million in FY 1999 to a high of $58 million in FY 1998.  Appropriated amounts 
in FY 2001 ($45 million) are less than executed amounts because commanders migrate money into the program during the year of execution (FY 1997 
to FY 2000).  Annually, the natural resources program accounts for about 40% to 50% of the total conservation budget.
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Figure 9
Department of the Army Budget Summary
Natural Resource Investment by Category

FY 1997 Actual $13,315 $4,796 $10,130 $28,241

FY 1998 Actual $12,889 $6,190 $18,941 $38,020

FY 1999 Actual $13,697 $9,713 $15,188 $38,598

FY 2000 Actual $3,108 $4,183 $30,085 $37,376

FY 2001 Approp. $1,290 $2,530 $25,877 $29,697

FY 2002 Budget $8,591 $4,330 $26,182 $39,103

T&E Species Wetlands Other Natural Resources Total

Natural Resource Investment by Category:  For T&E species and wetlands compliance nonrecurring costs, there appears to be a dramatic decrease 
in funding from FY 1999 (about $23 million) to FY 2000 – 2002 (FY 2000: $7.3 million; FY 2001: $3.8 million; FY 2002: $12.9 million).  However, in 
reality, the field is now identifying most of these costs as recurring (class 0).  Recurring cost estimates increased from $2.2 million in FY 1999 to about 
$23 million for FY 2000, $26 million in FY 2001, and $20 million in FY 2002.  Nonrecurring costs for the category "Other Natural Resources," which 
includes the costs for preparing Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans, shows a significant increase from FY 1999 ($15 million) to FY 2002 
($26 million).  This increase is a reflection of Army installation efforts to complete all plans by the FY 2001 compliance date and increased funding for 
soil erosion control.
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Figure 10

Department of the Army Budget Summary
 EQ Overseas Budget

EQ Overseas Budget $86,955 $78,647 $78,641 $74,426 $57,087 $82,525

FY 1997 Actual FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Approp. FY 2002 Budget

EQ Overseas Budget:  Budgeting for overseas EQ program costs in Europe, Korea, Japan, and Kwajalein Atoll averages approximately $76 million 
from FY 1997 to FY 2001.  The budget supports minimum essential EQ program requirements at U.S. installations in these countries.  The majority of 
the costs are associated with Final Governing Standards compliance requirements.  The decrease in the budget from FY 1999 to FY 2000 is partially 
due to the end of funding for Panama after FY 1999.  The decrease in funding from FY 2000 to FY 2001 is partly attributable to a decrease based on 
upward currency fluctuation in Europe.  Increases in FY 2002 are largely related to increased costs to address the repair and replacement of leaking and
failing underground storage tank systems in Korea, upgrading Clean Water Act systems to address more stringent requirements and systems that have 
begun to degrade, and other nonrecurring requirements.  Only 5% of funding from FY 2000 to FY 2002 is associated with cleanup costs.
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