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Figure 1
Department of the Army Budget Summary

EQ Budget by Area

Conservation $61,683 $56,506 $79,931 $72,223 $78,495 $93,651

Pollution Prevention $86,251 $70,501 $83,962 $39,391 $45,022 $39,082

Compliance $559,477 $506,370 $527,022 $521,248 $597,535 $640,931

FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Actual FY 2002 Approp. FY 2003 Budget

EQ Budget by Area:  The Army’s EQ budget increases by 8% over the 6-year period in the chart.  Significant compliance budget increases in FY 2003 primarily 
reflect an Army leadership decision to increase funding for SDWA costs associated with the Massachusetts Military Reservation, and increasing manpower 
requirements as indicated via the Installation Status Report (ISR).  The decrease in the pollution prevention budget 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 2003 are due to ESA requirements and ICRMPs/INRMPs.  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

Other $3,688 $3,685 $6,225 $3,740 $112 $152

PROC $61,060 $33,519 $21,090 $13,351 $27,244 $11,817

RDT&E $62,266 $64,066 $3,986 $0 $0 $0

MilCon $7,400 $2,000 $27,500 $22,000 $23,000 $0

DWCF $28,806 $27,768 $24,981 $28,173 $28,409 $29,765

O&M $544,191 $502,339 $607,133 $565,598 $642,287 $731,930

FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Actual FY 2002 Approp. FY 2003 Budget

EQ Budget by Appropriation:  The O&M funding increases by 34% over the 6-year period in the chart.  The increase in O&M for FY 2003 reflects an Army 
leadership decision to increase funding for SDWA costs associated with the Massachusetts Military Reservation, and increasing manpower requirements as 
indicated via the ISR.  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 1998 Actual $144,662 $10,624 $74,867 $12,016 $3,194

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

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

FY 2001 Actual $137,634 $11,233 $130,983 $13,140 $24,889

FY 2002 Approp. $141,234 $12,401 $141,029 $14,917 $19,255

FY 2003 Budget $161,140 $11,989 $177,976 $15,392 $32,672

Manpower Education & Training Compliance Pollution Prevention Conservation

EQ Recurring Costs:  Recurring costs account for an average of 45% of the total EQ costs from FY 1998 to FY 2003.  Maintaining a professional staff and 
providing environmental training and education at all Army installations and headquarters accounts for approximately 51% of the recurring costs.  The 
remaining recurring costs include routine operations at numerous facilities, such as issuing permits; sampling and monitoring; developing management plans 
and emissions inventories; disposing of hazardous waste; materials, equipment, and supplies; and contractor support for program management.  The major 
increase in manpower funding in FY 2003 addresses a shortfall in adequate manpower for program management identified via the ISR, Environmental.
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Figure 4
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Compliance Recurring

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

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

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

FY 2001 Actual $9,922 $13,817 $25,568 $81,676

FY 2002 Approp. $9,671 $14,084 $24,281 $92,993

FY 2003 Budget $12,093 $19,048 $32,065 $114,770

Permits & Fees Sampling, Analysis, Monitoring Waste Disposal Other Recurring Costs

Compliance Recurring Costs:  Recurring compliance costs increased by 26% from FY 2002 to FY 2003.  Costs for permits, fees, sampling, analysis, and 
monitoring are increasing.  As environmental regulatory requirements increase over time, the program management burden is increasing.  In addition, many 
installations are still in the process of obtaining Title V permits under the CAA.  The increase in waste disposal is due to one-time increases of disposal 
requirements for hazardous wastes at industrial facilities and/or to munitions disposal.  
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Figure 5
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Compliance Nonrecurring

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

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

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

FY 2001 Actual $29,232 $17,811 $11,117 $16,566 $103,532 $11,870 $51,270

FY 2002 Approp. $29,163 $19,087 $15,543 $57,304 $79,733 $8,413 $93,628

FY 2003 Budget $46,341 $13,356 $22,565 $29,809 $75,213 $9,552 $92,990

Hazardous Waste Solid Waste UST Clean Air Act Clean Water Act Planning Other

Compliance Nonrecurring Costs:  Compliance nonrecurring costs decreased by 4% from FY 2002 to FY 2003.  Increases in the hazardous waste category 
are due to a significant increase in RCRA corrective actions in FY 2003.  The decrease in solid waste is due to decrease in requirements related to closures 
or corrective actions at solid waste landfills.  Increases in UST projects are largely related to increased costs for UST remediation, replacement, closure, and 
upgrades.  The CAA decrease is related to the execution of projects related to the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) in 
FY 2002, and a $23 million MilCon project for FY 2002 with no CAA MilCon projects in FY 2003. 
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Figure 6
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Pollution Prevention Nonrecurring

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

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

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

FY 2001 Actual $636 $1,131 $2,510 $838 $6,337 $14,799

FY 2002 Approp. $2,430 $364 $585 $141 $9,334 $17,251

FY 2003 Budget $1,385 $574 $750 $304 $17,037 $3,640

Hazardous Waste Solid Waste Clean Air Act Clean Water Act HAZMAT Reduction Other

Pollution Prevention Nonrecurring Costs:  Pollution prevention nonrecurring costs decreased 68% from FY 1998 through FY 2003.  A shift in funds from 
nonrecurring to recurring enabled centralized funding of cost-effective, high-return pollution prevention investments.  Pollution prevention funding from FY 
1998 through FY 2003 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
Pollution Prevention vs. Compliance

Compliance* $404,191 $346,481 $383,903 $372,381 $443,900 $467,802

Pollution Prevention $86,251 $70,501 $83,962 $39,391 $45,022 $39,082

FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Actual FY 2002 Approp. FY 2003 Budget

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

Pollution Prevention vs. Compliance:  The ratio of the pollution prevention to the compliance budget averages approximately 15% over the 6-year 
period in the chart.  Efforts to seek greater efficiencies through innovative pollution prevention programs that centralize hazardous materials 
management at installations 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 Resource Investment by Category

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

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

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

FY 2001 Actual $1,397 $2,630 $26,568

FY 2002 Approp. $8,591 $4,330 $25,400

FY 2003 Budget $8,722 $3,869 $35,908

T&E Species Wetlands Other Natural Resources

Natural Resource Investment by Category:  Threatened and endangered species and wetlands compliance nonrecurring costs remain relatively stable from 
FY 2002 to FY 2003.  The increase in the category "Other Natural Resources" includes costs for executing INRMPs and funding needed to comply with the 
ESA, CWA, and Sikes Act.
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Figure 9
Department of the Army Budget Summary

Natural Resources vs. Historical and Cultural Resources

FY 1998 Actual $38,020 $20,469

FY 1999 Actual $38,598 $15,698

FY 2000 Actual $37,376 $19,372

FY 2001 Actual $30,595 $16,739

FY 2002 Approp. $38,321 $20,919

FY 2003 Budget $48,499 $12,480

Natural Resources Historical & Cultural Resources

Natural Resources vs. Historical and Cultural Resources:  The natural resources category is increasing primarily to rehabilitate land impacted by Army 
training missions as directed by the Sikes Act, via INRMPs/ICRMPs.  The decrease in historical and cultural resources is due the one time increase in FY 2002 
to fund installations' push to inventory historic properties to incorporate the information in the ICRMPs.
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Figure 10

Department of the Army Budget Summary
 EQ Overseas Budget

EQ Overseas Budget $78,647 $78,641 $74,426 $60,827 $82,525 $84,590

FY 1998 Actual FY 1999 Actual FY 2000 Actual FY 2001 Actual FY 2002 Approp. FY 2003 Budget

EQ Overseas Budget:  Budgeting for overseas EQ Program costs in Europe, Korea, Japan, and Kwajalein Atoll averages approximately $76 million from FY 
1998 to FY 2003.  The budget supports minimum essential EQ Program requirements at U.S. installations in these countries necessary to comply with 
international agreements and FGS.  The majority of the costs are associated with FGS 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 CWA systems to address more stringent requirements and systems that have begun to 
degrade, and other nonrecurring requirements.  Overseas costs remained relatively stable from FY 2002 to FY 2003.  Only 7% of funding from FY 2000 to FY 
2003 is associated with cleanup costs.






