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w The Parinership for America’s Resources. The Partnership for America’s Resources (PAR) is dedicated to preserving and passing
on to future generations a livable and living environment. PAR will preserve incomparable natural and historic resources - scenic
vistas, healthy streams and rivers, and unique cultural resources ~ for the enjoyment of future penerations. PAR will also restore
and revitalize threatened and degraded landscapes ~ coastal environs, urban parks and historic districts, and open space surrounding
population centers ~ to ensure a livable environment in the 217 Century . PAR will achieve this legacy by addressing two goals:

®  Protecting and restoring America’s key legacy resources — natural. recreational, and historic; and

™ Advancing a national partrership with Siates, local governments, and the public 1o provide a natural resource legacy for future
generations of Americans., '

m  Background.

® A Challenge: As America has grown and prospered in the 20® Century, our capacity to influence and alter the environment has
increased dramatically. Population has expanded continuously, contributing to dense urban centers and sprawling blankets of
settlenent. The demard for outdoor recreational opportunities has soared, as an expanding and active populace has discovered
the physical and spiritual benefits of camping, hiking, and back country travel, The demand for natural resources has soared
as well, as much of cur growth has been fuzled by the minerals, timber, and pasture that abound on our public lands, These
are the traits of a vigorous society. Yet they present a significant challenge to sustaining a healthy living edvironment and
preserving our natural and cultural resources.

® The Response: In 1960°s and 70's, Congress acted to protect and restore qur natural and cultural resourees by creating the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, the Historic Preservation Fund, and the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. These represented
a comumitment to preserve and restore our naton’s resources. These three funds are financed by dedicated receipis, they
permanent nature justified by the promise to the American public that this revenue would be dedicated and spent {or special
purposes ~ for the protection of habitat and vecreational lands and resources, for restoration of important historical resources, .
and for restoration of lands and watersheds damaged by past coal extraction.
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8 A Promise Unfuifilled: Yet-the unappropriated balances thai have built up in these three funds exceed $16 bitlion. These
unspent dollars can be accounted for in lands not acquired and perhaps no longer of sufficient quality to be acquired: in fost and
depleted species and habitats; in degraded streams and water quality,; in decaying or lost historic structures and artifacts; in lost
recreational opportunities and diminishing open space: and in scarred and unsale landscapes and acidified streams associated
with past coal mining that have vet to be reclaimed. In a very real sense. PAR can be seen as a proposal to make good on the
bitlions of dollars in earmarked receipts depostied but not used o protect and restore the enviconment and historical resources.

= The Opportunity. Al the outset of the 20 Century, Theodore Roosevelt created a magnificent legacy of National Parks, Refuges,
Forests, and Monuments. At the outset of the next millennium, the Partnership for America’s Resources would ensure a comparable
legacy ~ a permanent, continvously expanding endowment of protecled landscapes and greenspace; of restored historical sites and
collections: of recovered specics currently threatened, endangered, or depleted; of thriving non-game species and connected habitats;
of restored riparian habitats and cleaner water; of more vibrant urban areas with recreational opportunity and restored historic
districts, These categories of resources are all currently being tost or are deteriorating at alarming rates. PAR will turn that around.

= The Proposal. PAR will reinvigorate or initiate seven complementary, permanent funds specifically addressing the major
conservation and restoration challenges that confront our nation on the cusp of the 217 Century. The seven funds, and their focus,
are a8 follows: .

1. The Land and Water Conservation Fund, fully funded at $300 million per year, to acquire and permanently protect key habitat
and recreational fands through: a} Federal acquisition of lands for the National Park, Refuge and Forest sysiems and the public
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and by State acquisition programs leveraged with cost-sharg
requicements to address urban sprawl, greenspace, habitat protection and recreational peeds of States and local governments and
the people they serve.

2. A Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund, funded at $1.2 billion per year, to: a) restore habitat on Federal lands -- parks,
refuges, forests, BLM fands, and Indian lands held in trust by the United States: b) restore habitat in coastal areas through a
program of leveraged gramte to states and technical assistance; ¢} restore non-game species throughout the nation through a
leveraged State formula grant program patterned in major part on the "Tearning With Wildlife™ proposal; and d) protect and
restore endangered species including Pacific Northwest salmon, wetlands, riparian argas and other depleted and degraded
environmental resources through partnership programs with State and local governments and private land owaers.
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3. The Historic Preservation Fund, expanded to a total of $300 million per year to cover historic resources on the four public
lands systems, 1o greatly accelerate protection and restoration of the nation’s deteriorming historic fabric including historical
structures and objects through leveraged grants and direct Federal restoration expendiwres.

4. A Farmiand Wildlife Protection Fund, funded at 3100 miilion per year, to permanently protect key habitats on farmlands
including wetlands and valuable wildlife habitat in riparian and flood-prone zones through acquisition of easements,

5. The Urban Pack and Recreation Restoration Fund, reinitiated at $150 miltion per }*mr; 1 help restore and expand the park
resources of urban areas ~ especially those in distressed aveas ~ through a leveraged gram program.

6. The Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund, fully funded under current awthorizations w reach $360 million per year within 5
years, to greatly accelerate the pace of restoration of lands seriously damaged by past coal mining activity,

7. A Federal Lands Geod Neighbors Fund to fully fund the Pavment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT} program and the National Wildlife
Refuge Fund at their authorized levels to resolve a serious funding controversy with local governments that substannatly
compromises support for Federal lands management actions and acguisitions.

®  The Rationale,

= A Fundamental Principle. PAR uses dedicaled revenues from depleting natural resources such as offshore oil and gas, onshore
minerals revenues, and fees on private coal mining to invest in renewable resources -- a concept upon which, for instance, the
Lard and Water Conservation and Abandoned Mine Reciamation Fumls were based long ago.

n  Improved Performance, PAR builds largely on existing funds and authorizations (o address these resource Joss issues, and,
in the main, does so within existing funding authorizations, At the same ttme, it does so with substantial restructuring and
redirection to make the programs more effective in focusing on those resources most in need of protection and restoration and
those actions where proteciion and restoration provide multiple national benetits and leverage Federal dollars with additional
Stale, focal and private financing. Where new funding mechanisms are required to address resource issues in 2 manner and at
a level that will make a substantial difference in the quality of the American environment. such as would be the case with the
Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund and the Farinland Wildlife Protection Fumd, they are proposed. '
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®  Accountability and National Guals. Existing authorities are proposed to be substantially modified to better achieve their
individual goals and the overall goals of the PAR initiative. Included in the PAR modifications is improved accountability
through multi-year advance planning. Congressional review, and adjustment of program funding allocations within the funds,
as well as features such as advance project selection to improve the long-term support for PAR initiatives.

& An Investment in Resources. PAR is almost entirely investment oriented. It specifically invests in protecling and restoring
“historic, environmental and recreational resources. It does not invest in expanded operation and maintenance programs Or €ven
in Federal recreation facilities such as visitor centers and roads. It is an initiative designed 10 address degraded and degrading
natural, historic and recreational resources and w0 acquire such resources, where they are important, before they are further
degraded ar lost from the standpoint of their environmental and historic values.

®m  The Legacy. PAR is proposed as an investment (n nateral, recreational and historic resource protection and restoration rather than
in operating programs and general use facilities. By providing permanent funding from dedicaied revenues, it will provide a
permanent legacy that grows cach year as lands and resources are atquired or restored. We estimate that accomplishments that could
be expected over the next decade alone from PAR include:

3.5 million acres of lands acquired for permanent protection by State, local and Federal governmwems as parks, refuges, forests,
wilderness areas, trails, wild and scenic rivers, amd other recreational purposes, compared o approximately 7 million acres
acquired vnder the Land and Water Conservation Fund in the past guarter century;

& 2.5 million acres of wetlands and 9 million acres of upland habitat protected or restored, resioration of over 50,000 miles of
streams, recpening of 20,000 miles of streams, and 40 million acres covered by Safe Harbor agreements, exclusive of
accomplishments on Forest Service lands;

® 4 500 National Landmarks, endangered historic battlefields, Federally-owned historic structures, and archacological sites
protected or restored; over 12,000 other historic buildings, sites, structures and collections protecied or restored: and a nearty
five-fold increase -- to about 220,000 per year -- of significant private historical properties protected each year;

® 5 million acres of key farmland habitats inchiding wetlands, forested areas, groves, and flood zones p&:{manmﬁy protected;

8 000 urban parks restored or created compared to 1,300 i the past two decades; and

- & 5§ 000 mine sites restored compared to 4,600 since program inception two decades ago.

® The Financing, All of the ;}t{}p{}&&i funding mechanisms are based on existing receipt sources; the prepomierant share in dollar
terms represents current dedication of revenues {0 specific purposes, amounts which have historically not been appropriated in full.
As g result, and adding the Rechamation Fund to the unappropriated balances of the LWCF, HPF, and AML funds, Interior’s
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dedicated revenue funds will have an unappropristed balance of approximately $18 hillion by the beginning of FY 2000, Thig
unappropriated balance is projected to increase to $28 billion within a decade.  This large unappropriated balance represents a
significant {aiture 10 honor the initial promise of the programs to dedicate speeific sources of funds obtained from depletion of
natural resources 1 meet long term environmental and historic preservation goals.

» The Partnership for America’s Resources initiative is designed to remedy this as part of whatever new Federal budget
resolution or Act is proposed by the Administration for the FY 2000 budget, without requiring new offsets. in recognition of
the fact that the unappropriated balances of these funds represent an $18 billion contribution to debt reduction over the fmt
several decades.

w  Permanent Funding and Receipt Sources. All programs in the Partnership for America’s Resources will be hased on
permanent funds 1o provide a steady, reliable source of money for the legacy protection and restoration activities as i{}zzg as
needed during the 21st Cenmury. Fuading sources are identified in the following table.

Funding Sources for the Partnership for America’s Resonrces Funds

Land and Water Conservation Fund . QCS Receipts
Habhitat and Coastal Restoration Fund - ' OCS Receipts
Historic Preservation Fund OCS Receipts
Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund OCS Receipts
Urban Park & Recreation Recovery Fund OCS. Receipts
Abardoned Mine Reclamation Fund Coal Mine Feces

Fund Interest

Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund Surplus Mineral Lease Reoeips
- Refuge Revenues
OCS Oil and Gas Royalties
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. ' . I

s  The Presentation. The Partnership for America’s Resources proposal is introduced inconcept in this presentation. The following
seven sections present the concept and supporting information for éach of the major funds identified previousty. Under the heading,
"Program Financing, " a discussion of program financing concepts in the PAR proposal is provided. Inaddition to the basic concept,
an alternative approach is identified.  An appendix displays the fund balances amd distributions for five dedicated receipt funds amd
projections of OCS revenues over the next decade. A budgetary summary of the PAR proposal is pri.scn:ed helow, followed by
a summary of the unappropriated balances at currerzz service levels.

Proposed Parinership for America’s Resources Funds (PAR) Compared with 1999 Funding (5 millions)

[999° 2000 200t 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 . 2009
Land and Waler Conservation Fund 329 9{3(} 200 K VO 1.1 R ¢ B ) 00 500 960
Habitat & Coastat Restoration Fund 161,200 L2000 1200 1,2 1,200 1200 1200 1,200 1,200 1,200
Histaric Preservation Fund 11300 300 300 300 a0 300 300 300 300 300
Farmland Wildlife Preservation Fund 0 100 100 00 100 o 100 100 100 100 100
Lirhan Park and Recreation Recov{r}’ Fund 2 150 15G 150 130 150 150 150 154 150 150
Abandoned Mine Rechamnation Fund 186 2% 27 3B 339 360 360 360 360 360 KiCER 3
Federat Lands Good Neighbors Fund Mz . 291 0 389 319 338 338 3R 359 369 380

Total o 4 oo 38 3247 3297 1308 3338 3348 3358 3369 3379 3.300

“Reflects appropriations [rom dedicated receipts as wel as General Fund appwprlatmns ned cerrently cateporized under the program beadings, w provide comparability.
Bucdget mrnbers in the 1999 columnn represen: die FY 1999 President’s Budget.
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< Unapprapriated Dedicated Fund Balances (§ millioas)

1964 2008 2041 lan2 2003 208 2008 2006 e 2008 i i

Land & Water Conservation Fund 12424 12080 13482 13984 14486 14988 15440 13992 16,494 16,996 17,198
Historic bresm'atim Fund 2,365 2;4;4 2548 2827 2736 7,844 2,858 3,087 362 3 3370
Abandoned Mise Reclamation Fund .56 i ¥a 1,768 §.914 2.064 22 2.3%4 2,\_5(61 2,758 2,951 3,158
Subtoal 18290 1023 17768 18328 19286 20051 20825 21611 AFMT 23123 4
Reclamation Fand 2089 2196 20H 2,554 2H9 2053 IVH 3400 3,643 3997 4 169
Total . 18,349 19219 20,1390 21079 2248138 23004 23993 2304 26052 3713 28,188

NOTE: Budget mumbers in the 1999 column represent the FY 1999 President™s Budget, Subsegueni badgets represent foreast based oo currens policy including suryear
_ prajections made by the Office of Management and Budger.
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Concept )

»  Fully fund znd make permanent appropriations for the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) at the $900 million level of
receipts deposited to the fund each year to accelerate Federal land acquisition for National Parks, Wildlife Refuges and Forests, and
high priority public lands areas, and to reinitiate the State grant part of the program under substantially modified authorities that
accelerate and leverage State and local acquisition and related habitat protection programs for protection of parkiands. habitat, trails,
and scenic landscapes. :

®  State Grant Program. The LWCF State grant program would be reinitiated and substantially reconfigured to:

4

Emphasize acquisition of parklands, recreation areas, key habitats, scenic areas, and upen space;

Shift one-third of the funding from the current formula-driven State funding distribution approach to a competitive grant program
limited to acquisition only with National criteria and fiexibility in weighting;

By the second year, manage the project selection process for grants to occur in advance of submitting the hudget 1o Congress
so that projects are known in advance and can be described at the time the budget is sent 10 Congress;

By the third year, add a three-year planning horizon {0 the project sefection process, with encouragement for jonger periods,
to foster longer-range recreation and habitat conservation planning, and advance information 1o the public and Congress on
scquisition priorities. The hist could be modified in future years for good cause;

Provide Congress an opportunity (¢ veto projects and substitute others that meet national criteria through the appropriations
provess; )

Amend the requirement for State Recreation Plans to provide optional processes consisting of the current SCORP, a Strategic
Qutdoor Recreation Plan, or a State Action Agenda. The latter is envisioned as an Executive summarization and prioritization
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of actions calied for in other statewide plans inclusive of State Park Plans, habitat conservation plans, wetlands preservation plans
a5 well as local park and recreation plans, among others;

®  Acquisition could be accomplished in fee or by easement;

w  Authorize the use of up to two (2) percent of the State Grant Program annual allotment for program administration purposes;

. Provide for the reimbursement of "incidental acquisiion costs” inclusive of appraisals;

®  Reaffirm the park protection and stewardship provision of section 6(£}(3) of the LWCFE Act, as amended, as follows:
1. Require that no prudent or feasible alternative exists to the taking of protected lands be fully documented before any
conversion may be approved. Exceptions to this requirement would only be granted in those instances where abandonment is
dictated by environmentat contamination which endangers public health and safety for which feasibte remedics are not available
or due 1o changes in demographics whereby it can be conclusively demonstrated that the public need for the area is non-existent;
2. Inconcert with the forward thinking policy that the monzes derived through the depletion of a public non-renewable resource
are to be used in protecting another public resource and in keeping with the spirit and intent of the LWCF Act that it is to be
a value added program, ensure that the land to be reserved in perpetuity not only includes that being acquired, developed and/or

rehabilitated but also the entire park, recreation/conservation.area of which it is a part.

= [ower matching requirements (70 percent Federal — 30 percent State or local) for certain types of projects that serve multiple
. national goals mcluding:

®  Acquisition of habitat and parkland in floodpiains to preclude development, avoid emergency flood relief efforts and costs,
and protect riverine species;

®  Acquisition of threatencd national landinarks and lands within established boundaries of State/local components of Wild and
Scenic Rivers, sites and segments of the National Trail System, or high value ecosystems abuiting national parks or national
wildlife refuges; ‘ '

® [and acquisition for protection of a Federaily designated threatened or endangered species;
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®  Acquisition of shoreline areas (coastal and riparian) for parkland, wildlife habitat and public access, with emphasis on areas

subject to flooding and severe erosion or protection from encroachment by development:

®  Acquisition of wetlands [priority types as defined by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or in Wetlands Plan of SCORP (or
its replacement, State Action Agenda or Strategic Qutdoor Recreation Plan)];

m  For competitive grants, require State endorsement of projects;
m  Alfow States to pass through grants to be made to non-profit groups with the capability of managing lands in perpetuity;

m  Awards made under the national competitive State grants program would not be subject to any limitation on the maximum
amount that may be given to an individual State in any one year.

m  For State Formula Grant program:

®  Shift the current distribution formula to 30% shared equally among the States, the balance to be based on population. This
compares to the current formula that allocates 40% of the first $225 million to be shared equally by the States, dropping to 30%
thereafter. This relates the allocation more closely to needs represented by population.

®  Add Indian Tribes (living on reservation land) and Alaska Native Village Corporations [as defined in section 3(j) of the Alaska
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 USC 1602(j)} collectively as one (1) State for apportionment and related program purposes.
It is envisioned that the Bureau of Indian Affairs would be responsible for grants administration and compliance consistent with
requirements devetoped for the State Grant Program:

B Provide the States with two (2) program administration options as follows:

1. retention of administrative practices currently in effect whereby NPS approval is required for each separate grants project
and any amendments thereto, or

2. provide authority for the Secretary to apportion the monies throug‘h block grants and corresponding delegations of authority
for the States to unilaterally approve projects and amendments thereto excepting conversion and public facility determinations.
This option would only be granted to those States that demonstrated that they possessed the capability to perform;
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Add adrainistrative grants to the list of eligible project types with the following stipulations:
1. No more than ten {10} percent of the annual allolment (Federal share} can be used for an administrative grant, and
2. when employed, the State waives its right to capturing indirect costs:

As in the case of national competitive grants, lower the non-Federal matching rt:z;ulrcmuzze mr a{:rtam types of acquisition
projecis clearly serving multiple national goals;

Iimpose limitations on the types of outdoor recreation faciiit? development. Assistance would be limited to basic recreation
faciiities excluding some of those that could be self supporting and/or cmzzpeunw with the private sector., Exclusions would
consist of:

1. Golf courses including miniature golf, driving ranges, par 3, etc:
2. Campgrounds {e.g., RV, cabing, group camping areas);
3. Facilities to be used for semi-professional and professional sports and performing ans;
4. Amphitheaters/Bandshells; v
5. Speciator facilities;.
6. Marinas;

7. "Wave Tech” pools;

8. Rifle/pistol/trap/skeet ranges;

9. Rexdeo facihities;

10: Track facilities;

L1, Snow skiing slopes, T-bars, etc;

12. Park maintenance facilities;

13. Visitor Information Centers;

14. Museums;

15, Zoos and other facilities for the display of exotic and indigenous species of animals, fish or wildlife;

- 16. Mobile recreation units;

17. Exhibit facilities;

18. Facitities {or the propagation of fish. wildlife and plant species, e.g., fish hatcheries, pheasapt/guail fanus,
and nurseries; -
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Shehered facilities assistance would be Himited 10 comfort stations, bathhouses, and interpretive centers {when developed for the
purpose of interpreting natural features and processes of the area),

®  Federal Lands Program. The Federal fand acquisition aspect of the program will continue to finance acquisition of areas otherwise
authorized for the Nationa} Park, Wildlife Refuge, and Forest systems and for the diverse public lands system of the Bureau of Land
Management with the following modifications in approach:

®  The Administration will provide a multi-year Hst of acquisitions based on national crtzmﬁ so that Congress and the public will
know in advance the current acgquisition priorities for the next five years.

®  Under the permanent appropriation concept envisioned, the funds will be altocated among the participatory bureaus, The amount
of funding each Bureau receives wiil reflect what is needed to meel national goals based on scientific tools and models which
reflect historical, cultural and recreationai goals. The funds will not be held at the Departmental level, they will be available
for use directly by gach of the bureaus.

®  Acquisition staffs would have flexibility within the five-year program o shift acquisition priorides due 10 back of willing seflers,
lack of resolution on land prices, or unexpected development pressures that could drive up future prices or damage the values
for which the land was being acquired. This would give acquisition staffs a substantial planning horizon. steady funding and
timing flexibility for purchases, allowing the acquisition program to become much more efficient. Congress wcuid be provided
with reports that track such program changes.

®  Fuading for the four bureaus could be used for management and equalization payments o process and complet fand exchanges,
subject to existing acquisition avthorities, the Federal Lands Exchange Facilitation Act, and other existing exchange authorities.

Premises

®  The Land and Water Conservation Fund has made an outstanding contribution to protecting America’s land heritage and providing
recreational opportunily over the past three and one-half decades, but has fallen far short of its early promise as the unappropriated
balance in the fund has cutpaced the portion of the fund actually used for land acquisition and recreational development. Of the
$22.7 ilion deposited 1o the fund since 1964, approximately $10.3 billion (including the FY 1999 Administration request) will have
been appropriated through FY 1999, leaving an unappropriated balance of about $12.4 billion.
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®  The Partnership for America’s Resources assumes that this una;}p}aﬁziam} balance, realistically, is no longer available and writeg
it off as & contribution to past deficit reduction s return for a guarantee, backed by permanent appropriation, that future LWCF fund
receipts of $900 million will be made available cach year.

m  State Grant Program. For the State grant program, originally conceived as comprising about 60 percent of the averall LWCF,
only $3.4 billion has actually been appropriated. Only token amounts have been appropriated since the early {980s and no funds -
have been appropriated since 1995 other than a small amount for administering previous grants. This is over a $10 billion loss to
State and local recreation, habitat protection and development programs — potentially twice that counting matching requirements.

®  Apart from the loss of land acquisition and recreational development, the appropriation history for the State grant program
reflects a program that has lost its Congressional constitvency and which needs 10 be significantly reconfigured so that:

m  Congress and the public know in advance what is proposed 1o be funded, and

= the purposes to' which the funds are 1o be put more closely reflect an appropriate alignment of Federal responsibilities
compared to State and local responsibilities.

& (Given the relatively poor appropriation performance of the past for the State grant program, relatively morc emphasis should
be placed on the State grant program than in the past. This emphasis on State and local acquisition funding:

®  Addresses needs for local land protection consistent with national objectives,

w Helps get "buy-in” from State and local governments and private interests in the habitat prowction and endangered species
goals of the program by better assurinig local support,

®  Helps reduce lfong-term Federal costs of acquisition zhioagiz State and focal matching.

®  Reduces long-term Federzl operations and maintenance costs, and

®  Avacids, in part, the issue of "too much” Federal land, and pressure to add units to the National Park and Wildlife Refuge
systems which can be managed effectively at the State or local level.
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®  (Cost Share Flexibility., The lowered matching requirement for acquisition of certain fands including parklands and habitat in
floodplains; habitat for endangered species and ecosystem-based muokli-species conservation plan implementation; amd coastal
and riparian parkland and habitat reflects the National taterest in avoiding the high costs and associated Habilities of coping with
flood and coastal storm events, and of protecting and recovering cerfain specles and habutat types that transcend local or State
mzerest

® Federal Lands Program. For the Federal lands acqussition program, generally conceived of as requiring at least 40 percent of
the total LWCF fuming, the roughly $6.9 billion appropriated through FY 1999 is only about twe-thirds the amount that should
have been cxpected, and compares unfavorably to the corrent agenda for future acquisitions under existing authority which is
probably in the 310-12 billion range.

® ‘The acquisition agenda under currently authorized boundaries and priority lists where authorities are more generic should be
addressed in 2 steady, well-managed manner with reasonable milestones, schedules, and fevels of funding so that agencies,
Congress, land owners and the public are clear on the agenda, ultimate land ownership is expeditiously resolved, and national
interest areas are permanently protected. )

= Steady funding and flexibility afforded %}y permanent appropriations and multi-year schedules will improve the efficiency of
acquisition programs.

w  Strategic thinking and national goals will be applied to determining the priorities in a nationa} land acquisition program managed
by cach Bureau to meet its distinct mission and goals. Each Bureau will se( priorities within the national framework, adopting
common strategic planning methods:  Areas targeted for broad, national goals might include the Southern California Desert,
the South Florida Ecosystem and the Northern Forest.

Benefits

8 Federal Lands Program. For the Federal lands acquisition program, benefis interms of permanent Jand protection are clear, With
propused funding levels and subject to the availability of willing seliers:

®  All of the lunds currently identified for acquisition within the authorized boundaries of National Parks other than Alaska could
be acquired in the first decade of the Z1ist century. -
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= During that same decade, we will also make substantial progress from planned acquisitions on current priority lists for Nationat
Wildlife Refuges and special areas managed by the Bureau of Land Management, and probably compleie those acquisitions by
the end of the second decade.

& During the first two decades, we will purchase all significant California Desert inholdings and complete the acquisition of
inholdings in all designated wilderness areas in the lower 48 States.

s Comparable progress will be made in acquiring key areas within the National Forests including. especially. those in the eastern
U.S. where Federal ownership is abowt 30 percent of the lands within established boundaries, wilh the full acquisition agenda
being completed by the end of the third decade.

®  Acquisition within Alaska is more problematic due to uncertainties in land ownership stemming from the State and Alaska Native
land selection process, but the Alaskan National Park lands acquisition program could probably be resolved within the first three
decades of the century,

% The specific areas provided permanent protection among the national fand systems reflect an honor roll of America’s special
places with high envircnmental, recreattonal and historic value. They range from San Diego National Wildlife Refuge and the
California Desert to the Northern Forest and Acadia Mational Park; from Everglades and Cumberland Island 1o North Cascades:
from the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River Corridor to the King Range National Conservation Area; from Jean
Lafiite to Voyageurs; and from Wilderness Areas to National Battlefields and Historic Sites.

® There is a finite amount of available land and cultural/historic sites. The Bureaus targeted for involvement in PAR are working
10 secure the best of what is loft for future geserarions. Given the November 3, 1998 clection results, with over 33 hillion
nationally approved for green space and parkiands, it is clear the American public values preservation of its resources for future
generstions.  As Spotsylvania, VA County Supervisor Bill Jones said "..(Thhe property comes off our tax rolls, so that costs
us money. but the valoe of preserving it as open space overwhelms that....” {The Washington Post November 19, 1998)

®  State Grants Program. In the State grant program specific areas 1o be acquired or developed and protected are determined by
competitive grants. Due to the existing and proposed matching requirements, the Federal investment is multiplied by the amount |
contributed by State and {ocal matching funds, thus resulting in increased purchasing power. Historically, the invesiment of federal
doliars has resulted in a total contribution towards preservation in excess of $6.4 billion, using the 50 percent match as 3 multiplier.

REVIEW DIRAFT, DECEMDER 1998 ) PARTNERSHIP FOR AMEBRICA TS RESOURCES PAGE 15



& There are clear indications that States and local jurisdictions have a large agendn of projects eligible for the State grant program,
In 1995, the last tme funding was appropriated for the State gramis, there were 3,795 requests for assistance which totaled over
$600 million. The appropriation for that year was less than $25 million, The number of project requests each year for the
previous decade was about 3,000 and totaled $3350 10 600 million per vear, while the typical appropriation was about 3235 million.

& The protection provided by Section 6{f) of the LWCF Act has resulted in a legacy of permanently available park and recreation
facilities for the enjoyment of the citizens of the nation.  These projects have also stimulated additional invesunent in many areas

due to the certainty that operstion and maintenance of the park and recreation areas will continue for the foreseeable future,

»  The requirement for State planning efforts also produces henefits through the coordination of various governmental entities and
private and non-profit groups. .

® A few specific contributions that can be visualized, given current knowledge of State and local priorities, include:

®  Grant assistance o New York, Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine for protecting the Northern Forest;

®  Acceleration and more successful implementation of habitat conservation plans and multiple-species conservation programs
in California; .

®  Acquisition and permanent protection of habitat and potential parkland in floodplaing in the central and upper Midwest;
w  Acceleration of wetlands and green-space protection in New Jersey;
®  Acceleration of land pratection tor the Everglades; and,
& Acquisition of land for g’reenbe]m near urban areas across America:
& The State grant aspect of the program would also reduce pressure for adding new Federal areas: reduce pressure on endangered,

threatened, and declining species, and help accelerate their recovery. In the long-term, it would also help reduce flood damage
and the costs of emergency flood and coastal storm protection and recovery efforss.
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Additional Concept Details

m  State Grant Program:

®  Fand Distribution. Two-thirds of the grant fundiog (e, 5300 million) would be distributed 1o States by formula grants using
the existing LWCF formula which is based in part on population and in part on equal alfocations to States The remaining one.
third would be awarded to States and, through States, to local governments and nion-profit groups as competitive categorical
grants. The competitive grants process would he developed along the lines of the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program
with “weights” given to particular priorities (e.g., projects that avoid development of floodplains, avoid imminem threats of
major damage to species or habitat, or connect tsolated patches of habitat into a more protective whole). This approach would
focus on the merits of the individual proposats, allow funding of larger acquisitions, and recognize the uncvenness of need and
opportunity among States in any one year. This has become particularly important as a number of philanthropists have been
stepping forward 1o help fund major acquisitions where they see their donations leveraged. Donations for acguisition of the
Steriing Forest are an example of this. Up to ten percent of the competitive grant monies made available annually will be set
aside to fund emergency acquisitions of eritical land resources.

»  Partnerships. The new concept would alse focus on partnerships among governments (State, local and Federal) and between
non-profits and state governments and would, where possible, focus on preserving key habitats and open space at a
lardscape/ecosysiem leve! and scenic resources at the district or tandscape level. This would include coordination of acquisitions
among governments o Hnk up existing units into larger protected areas and would include increased emphasis on acquisition
of easements for habitat conservation.

#  Recreation Facilities. The availability of money for limited development would encourage State and focal governments to more
closely define the needs of their popuiations for basic recreation facilities.  Program regulations would clearly establish those
categories of devetopment eligible through the program :

»  Competitive Grant Emphasis Categories. The competitive grant program woukl be used 1o solicit and evaluate projects
acddressing high priority obiectives through use of grant categoriey and "weighting” of criteria. Flexibility would be retained
10 gdiust the weights and categories of funding availability over time.  Specific emphases under consideration at this point |
inclade: :

«  Habitat and parkland in floodplains,
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w  Esiablishment and augmentation of greenbelts near urban areas:

® Implementation of Conservation Plans and Multiple-Species Conservation plans, especially where they are being done at the
ecosysiem level;

= Acguisition of critical habitat for nationally designated endangered and threatened species;
®  Acquisition of critical wetlands and coastal resources: and

®  (onncctions with and protection of rescurces contiguous to (or non-Federal componf:nu of) Nationa) natural resouEee
areas/Park System.

* Endangered Species. The carly stress on endangered species recovery in the competitive geant program reflected above would
enable significant expansion of Administration initiatives to cooperate with unrits of government and landowners in conserving
species habitat, For example, the use of State-mediated Habitat Conservation Plans which are now in process in several States
coutd become widespread with Federal financial encouragement. Since States would be able (o use grants 1o fund the acquisition
of sensitive habitat areas identified under the Plans. These types of cooperative approaches would reduce conflicts associated
with conserving listed species and reduce the need to list other species in the future.

#  Federal Land Acquisition Program:

#  Five-Year Budget Plans. The land acquisition budget will be presented to Congress in five-year increments. This ties into the
strategic planning horizon under the Government Performanve and Results Act (GPRA).and provides more flexibility in
acquisition management. Under the envisioned budget implementation plan, it will help avold reprogrammings, facilitate fuller
use of available annual funding. and better identify for the public the lands scheduled o he acqmre{i mcluding those in which
they have an mtemst

#  Flexible Use of Funds. If funds could not be used in any one year at a particular unit due o lack of willing sellers or price
disputes, acquisitions could then be made from the list for the subsequent vear. If a parcel were unexpectedly subjected to
development that would diminish its environmental or historical value if not immediately acquired, funds from a unit on the list
could be made available for its acquisition so long as the threatened site was on the five-year list. There is always the possibility
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that an opportunity 10 acquire interest in lamds previously thought unohainable will occur: or 2 threat w argas thought to be
inviolate will manifest hiself. There must always be the opportunity to adjust priorites o account for the current situation at
hand. In these cases, the standard reprogramming guidelines would be followed. :

m  Strategic Plans. As a part of the Partnership for America’s Resources, consideration will be given to preparation of a speciat;
cross-cutting five-year strategic plan for land acquisition programs of the four buream (Bureau of Land Management, Fish and
Wildlife Service, National Park Service and Forest Service).

The plan would tie into the bureau’s strategic plans prepared in the Ruture under the Government Performance and Results
Act,

The strategic plans would include data on acquisitions within established boundaries 1o be accomplished afier the {ive-year
period.

Joint strategic planning would provide an improved opportunity to coordinate land acquisitions at a regional tevel so that
gaps could be identified and acquisitions planned that made the most sense on the scale of ecosysterns and landscapes.

State-bry-State information on planned acquisition strategies will be shared among the Bureaus to encourage a national
strategy for protection of resources. This same information will be used to encourage parinerships among Federal and sore
Federal groups, such as State and focal governments, local interest groups, and non-profit organizations, so that all interested
parties have the ability to work together toward a common goal, |

A set of nationa! criteria, which address the many needs of the American public and the diverse missions involved in land
acquisition and management, will be devéloped. This priority setting system would incorporate scientific tools and cultural
and historical goats. Plans emerging from this national system will take inte account State and local land acquisition
planning, waork that has been completed on “gap” analyses and available scientific study of habitat needs. The National
Science Foundation called for such strategic planning for Federal land acquisitions, and the General Accounting Office
gencrally has called for more cross-cutting sirategic planning under GPRA. This is also consistent with'the Secrelary's
ecosystem management approach.
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Funding

Total Funding. The permanent appropriation for the LWCF would be $900 million per year with that amount divided equally
between the State Grant and Federal Lands Acquisition Programs.

» State grants would be 3450 million per year.
L Federal funding would be $450 miilion per year.

State Grant Funding. Inthe second year and thereafter, one-third of the funding would be reserved for competitive grants as
described previously with the balance of two-thirds of the funding allocated to Siates usmg the madified formuls which is based,
in part, on equal atlocations among the States, and on population.

Federal Acquisition Funding. Allocations among Federal agencies will be determined as the dialogue on a national priority
systemn and criteria continues. The Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture, or their designees, will explore appropriate
methodologies to allocate the funds. (reat consideration will be given to the use of scientific methods in establishing priorities.

Permanent Appropriation. One of the important concepts is that the Land and Water Conservation Fund would be made
permanent so that it is not subject to the vagaries of the annual appropriations process. The original "pramise” of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund was that $900 million would be available each vear; in practice, the amount has been much less,
resulting in about $12.4 billion accumulated in the fund as an unappropriated balance. As part of the proposal. this
unappropriated balance would be rescinded. ‘
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Proposed Distribution from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (3 millions) |

Distribution - 1999 2000 - 2001 2002 2003 2004-2009
Grants Program | C 450 450 450 450 450
Federal Land Acquisition 327 450 450 450 450 450

Total 328 Ce00 900 900 900 900

NOTE: Budpet mumbers in the $995 columa represent the enacted-a-das amounis,
Concept Background

" Due in large part to the recommendations of the Outdoor Recreation Rescurces Review Commission, the Land and Water
Conservation Fund was initially established in 1964 to provide funding for $1ate grants for recreational planning, development,
and land acquisition, and for financing Federal land acquisitions for the National Park Service, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and Bureau of Land Management. It was expanded to its current configuration in 1978 with $900 million per year,
largety from Outer Continental Shelf oil and gas revenues, deposited 1o the fund. Small deposits are also made from sales of
surplus Federal real property and from motorboat fuel taxes. “

" Annpal appropriations are required to actually use the revenues deposited o the fund.  As indicated previously, these
appropriations have been much lower than the revenues deposited to the fund.

" Accomplishments o date, through both the Federal and Siate sides of the LWCF, include the acquisition of nearly 7 million acres
of recreation lands and habitat and development of more than 37,000 parks and recreation projects.  These have ranged from
playgrounds and ballfielkds to national historic sites, scenic trails and sature reserves.
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Concept

The Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund (HCRF) is brop(}sed to help restore nataral resource productivity on America’s fands and
watersheds that have become degraded as a result of man’s activities, with a fmns on restoring these areas for productive use for fish
and wildlife habitat and human recreational use.

= The HCRF is proposed as 2 wzgie fund financed from OCS mcazgzs in which funds will be allocated among Federal, State, and
public-private partnership components:

A Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants component will provide wildlife conservation grants to States to
undertake more ¢comprehensive wildlife protection and restoration than is possible withi current funding available to State
fish and wildlife agencies. Traditional State wildlife programs have focused on the narrow range of wildlife species that
are hunted or fished becanse State agencies have been funded largely from hunting and fishing licenses and taxes on
hunting and fishing gear. The result has been litle attention to song binds and other non-game species and their habitats
that are now frequently depleted, threatened, or endangered.

A Coastal Restoration Partnerships component will provide formula grants w coastal States for restoration of coastal
and estuarine habitat resources, will assist coastal States affected by OCS leasing in addressing impacts associated with
oil and gas drilling and production operations, and will provide technical and financial assistance through partnerships
with Federal agencies, States, and Tocal groups to restore habitat, Grants management, technical assistance leading to
cooperative partnerships with States, local governments, other Federal agencies and private landowners, and smal}
projects grants will be financed with a small portion (6-7 percent) of the formula gramt funding.

A Wildlife and Endangered Species Parinership component will restore a broad range of habitats primarily on privaie.
fands under voluntary agreements with landowners, and on Federal or State lands under cost-sharing partnership |
agretments among (wo or more participants.  Special emphasis will be given 10 endangered species. including a level
of funding dedicated to competitive grants. During the first five years of the program, a portion of the competitive grants

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1993 ) PARTNERSHIP FOR AMERICA™S RESOURCES PagGE 22

El



will be targeted to resolving Pacific Northwest salmon issues. Other funds will be devoted to wetlands and waterfowl,
and to other priority wildlife on private lands. : \

8 A Federal Lands Restoration Program component will restore degraded habitats and lands with high resource vakue
or potential in National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges. National Forests, public lands administered by the Bureau of
Land Management, and Indian tribal fands held in trust by the United States.

The HCREF is proposed to be made permanent in order © provide a secure, steady Source of funds because habitat and wildlife
restoration requires, in most cases, mulfi-year efforts,

Areas to be restored are babitats that have been damaged by mining, roads, dams, canals, wetland drainage, exotic plant species,
contamination, or intensive human uses, and have Jost much of therr babitat function as a result. Areas targeted for restoration
include: riparian plant communities, riverine habitats, estuarine arcas, flood plain habitats, wetlands, coastal environments, amd
estuaries.

Premises

Many land areas, waters, estuaries, coastal environments, and other natoral resources across the Nation are stressed from
development, population pressures, introduction of invasive alien o nost-native plant species, and human uses and misuses, that
result indegraded wildhfe habitats and species depletion. The problem does not exist only on Federal lands, but broadly applies
to all ownerships. The responsibility for prowating wildlife and their habitats rests not only with Federal {and managing
agencies, but with all ownerships. This proposal recognizes the shared responsibility for habitat degradation, and the shared
opportunity for habitat protection and restoration.

Funding a Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Gramts program managed by the States serves multiple useful purposes
including enlisting State fish and wildlife agencies in protecting and enhancing non-game species. thereby expanding the base
of professional wildlife managers and scientists addressing non-game wildlife problems; adding different perspectives in
developing initiatives for protection and restoration of non-game species; stretching Federal funds through martching
requirements, maintaining program focus at the local level where wildlife specialists may be more knowledgeable about local
wildlife and patterns of public use; and avoiding large Federal staffing requirements.

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1998 PARTNERSHIP FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES PAGE 23



-

” The State program would use an efficient mechanism of gramts o State fish and -wikilife agencies patierned on the
successful and tong-standing Pittman-Roberison and Dingeli-Johnson programs that address species that are fished for
or hunted,

= States would be given substantial flexibility 10 target priorily habitat concerns. These priorities can include national

concerns and priorities as well, by making a small portion of the funding available for competitive grants, and by limiting
its recreational component (o wildlife-associated recreation, such as Warhable Wildiife viewing sites, additional
canoe/paddling access sites, and birding trails. The "Teaming with Wildlife" (TWW) approach, in rying to give States
maximum flexibility in use of funds, may have provided too diffuse an approach.

» Financing the program from OCS revenunes, as proposed by Congressmen Dingell and Young, Landricu, and others, is
based on the assumption that the true beneficiaries of waldlife conservation constitute a broad spectrum of Americans that
enjoy the environmental beaefits of {he program, whether or not they would pur chase the recreation equipment that would
be taxed under the TWW proposal. -~

L The Ccngres_s%mza% approach to financing the program as a germanent appropriation, as is done for the Pittman-Robertson
and Dingell-Johnson programs, provides a steadier and more assured fnancing mechanism and reduces controversy
surrounding expenditures,

The Coastal Resteration Partnerships component recognizes that coastal amd estuarine enviromments are under £normous stress
from homan activities. Approximately fifty percent of the Nation’s human population lives within 530 miles of the coast. The
consequent development pressures have had devastating consequences for wildlife and their habitats. This component also finds
that, while the OCS ol and gas resources belong not to individual States but to all the States of the Nation, certain coastal States
do suffer impucts resulting from o1l and gasdrilling and from production and refining activities. The OCS impact assistance
program recognizes these impacts.

The Wildlife and Endangered Species Partaerships component is based in part on the fact that eighty pervent of the Nation's
listed threatened or endangered species occur on private lands, Without active involvement of privaie landowners in the recovery
of these species, very few will reach recovery. The Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnerships component is also based on
the popularity of the voluntary, small but highly successful, Partners for Fish and Wildlife program that provides technical and -
financial assistance to private landowners, other Federal agencies, Stale and local governments, andl a variety of other

Rivigw DRAFY, DECEMBER 1908 PARTNERSHMIP FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES Pase 24


http:small.hU

.

conservation partners. It also is intended to provide & mechanism for funding efforts leading to recovery of endangered species
outside the regulatory atmosphere that 3o often characterizes endangered species activities,

" The Federal Lands Restoration Program component of the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund is based on findings that
many lands managed by or under the trust responsibility of the Departments of the Inlerior and Agriculture are in a degraded
state and need to be improved either by on-site restoration and management or by off-site programs designed to replace the -
damaged resources. Biological integrity and productivity would be enhanced by improving existing habitat, and recreational
opportunities, health, and public safety would be improved as well. A sustained approach to cleanup and restoration needs (o
be implemented to replace the current fragmented and severely under-funded approach. A more disciplined and organized
program will enable the Federal land managing agencies to function not only as more responsive partners, but also as better
conservators of those resources entrusted to their stewardship.

Benefits

" Ecosystemy Benefits. More functional ecosystems will supply the needs for a diverse wild flora and fauna, clean water,
productive coastal and estuarine environments, and renewable resources for a variety of uses, including threatened and
endangered species.

- Cost Saving. This proposal recognizes that improvements in biological integrity and productivity produce net gains in habitat
function and value at a price that, in many instances, is more cost-effective than acquiring additional habitat,

L Some of the lands 1argeted under this proposal will result in significant costs o the taxpayer if they are not restored.
For example, on large areas of public lands, native vegetation is being replaced by monoculiure stands of cheat grass,
an invader that no! only eliminates habitat for deer, grouse, and other important species, but that also increases the
Hkelihood of massive fires that affect both public lands and private property.

" By channeling the non-game wildiife funding through existing programs in the States, and primanily through formulas
grants based on wildlife-related cruteria, there will be no need for bulldup of bureaucratic structures, either at the Federal
or State levels.

L Public Recreation. Viable and productive t,wsystems will result in beuter recreational hunting, fishing, water sports, and
wildlife viewing opportunities,
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® - Non-Game Wildlife. Most of the programs will benefil non-game wildlike and thewr habitals. As a group, these species tend
to be forgotten in public wildlife programs, since much of the funding is channeled tnto species that have a more direct public
benefit, such as hunted species, or the so-called "chansmatic megafauna”™ — those large and attractive species to which the public
-can easily identify. Benefits in terms of non-game species protection and restpration are seldom exclusive; broader
environmental benefits would be expected to accrue in terms of improved habitat for game species. open space, biological
diversity, and watershed protection, for instance. Those States without substantial non-game species programs wounld gain them;
others would be expanded. This would inherently broaden the scope and vision of the State agencies in addressing non-game
wliﬁl!fé

- The existence of the competitive grant program would add to the focus on species targeied for special profection and
enhancement, including endangered species, and speed their recovery.

Concept Details

n Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants Concept. The non-game wildlife program is patterned. generally, on the
"Teaming With Wildlife" (TWW) coalition’s proposal, but wnh important modiftcations. The original Teaming With Wlldllfe
proposal would:

- [nstifute a tax on certain recreational gear and products not currently taxed under other wildlife programs that focus on
hunting and fishing pear. Taxable items under the TWW proposal included, among other things, outdoor recreation
equipment such as backpacks, tents, canoes, climbing equipment, hiking boots, and ski equipment, as well as field

. guides, wild bird seed, binoculars, cameras, film, and recreational vehicles.

= ° LUsethe revenues, estimated at about $350 million per year, for a program of formula-driven matching grants (75 percent
tederal, 25 percent State and local) (o State fish and wildiile departments er groups designated by them, for conservation
and education programs and projects principally for non-game species. and for fish and wildlife-associated ouldoor
recreation programs and projects which can include projects associated with canoeing, hiking, nature photography, bird
watching, mountain biking, and backyard wildlife enjoymernt.

" Require a State plan, approved by the Fish and Wildlife Service. for each State that. among other things, provides for
a State program of surveys of non-game fish, wildlife and habitat; problem identification; and remediation action
development.
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n The grant mechanism would be patterned on the Pitiman-Robertson, DingeH-Johnson and Wallop-Breaus programs for
formula grants 10 State fish and wildiife agenmt:s for fish and game programs with minimal Federal guidance or priority
setting,

L The formula for distribution provides a small set-aside for wrritories and the District of Columbia, and apportions the

batance to the States using a formula weighted one-third on geographic area and two-thirds on population, but with a -
minimum to any State of one-half of one percent and a cap of five percent. -

" Money deposited to the fund established by the legistation wouki be subject to appropriation.

w Unexpended batances would be invested in interest-bearing atshgatzons of the United States with the interest added w
the amount avaiiable for distribution to the States, :

" Up to six percent of the fund could be used by the Fish and Wildlife Service for administration of the program, from
which approximately two percent of the amount appropriated could be used by the Secretary for special projects,
approved by a majority of the States, which provide benefits at the international, national or broad geographic level,

Legisiation sponsored by Congressmen Dingell, Young and athers would incorporate a similar proposal, but would be financed,
not by taxes, but from 10 percent of Federal otter comtinental shelf oil and pas leasing revenues. This legislative proposal,
however, covers all species, not just those classified as "non-game.” Using current projections, this would range from about
$330 to $460 million per year pver the next decade. This proposal would pravide these amounts for a TWW-type of program,
distributed {o Siates through the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Fund, phus 27 percert-of QCS revenues for a program of
OCS revenne sharing with coastal States.

A similar but not idestical proposal by Senator Landriee would also provide 10 percent of QCS revenues to be distributed
States by formula for non-game species conservation programs and wildlife dependemt recreation programs. plus 27 percent of
OCS revenues for a program of DCS revenue sharing with couastal States. Though the Dingell-Young and Landrice bills are
identical on the TWW-type and OCS revenue sharing funding levels, they differ in other ways nol germane to the Habitat and
{Coastal Restoration Fund.

The Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants Program under the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund proposal would
modify the main features of the Teaming With Wildlife proposal.  The Suate Gramts program woukd:
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- Clarify the definition of wildlife in a way that limits use of the funds to non-game species of wild fauna and ﬁ(}ra,'
including fish, invertebrates, and plants., '

L] Distribute the funds among States based on a distribution formula involving a ratio of on-third land area and two-thirdy

human population, with no State being apportioned less than | percent noy more than 3 percent. and with the lerritories
and District of Columbia receiving a speciticd portion of | pervent.

» Limit recreation expemiitures more tightly to wildiife-dependent recreation, unlike the TWW proposal, which seems
somewhat open-ended and appears 1o allow funds to be used for recrestion purposes related only tangentially to thé
central goal of protecting non-game wiltdlife {i.e., mountain biking). The intcat 18 to focus the program on non-game
fish and wiidlife protection and restoration rather than on broader, general outdoor recreation programs.

» Allow the Secretary of the Interior 1o use up 10 8 percent of the fund for execution and administration of the grants
program and for competitive grants.

- Require 8 non-Federal match of 25 percent, except that in the first fow years & 10 percent match may be allowed to
accommodate States in developing full maching capability for these new monies.

" Finance the program from OCS revenues, Whilke the substantive aspects of the TWW proposal have substantial merit,
its propased financing through a new tax is strongly opposed by 2 number of the farger trade associasions representing
industries that would be taxed. Enactment of the proposal with 2 new tax appears very unlikely. Both the Dingell/Young
and Landrieu proposals drop-the new tax idea and would be funded from OCS revenues.

» Make the appropriation permanent.

" The Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants Program would continue a number of other concepts in the Teaming With
Wildlife proposal such as:

L) The requirement that State agencies assure coordination of the State plan and subsequent pmgrams with programs of State
and local agencies;

» Public participation in the development, revision, implementation and periodic review of the State program.

REVIEW [JRAET, DECEMBER 1998 ' . FARTNERSHIP FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES FatiE 28



= The reguirement for coordination of the State plan and subsequent projects and programs with Federal agencies: and

= The requirement for the Secretary of the Intenior 10 report to Congress every three years on the results of the program
and ways (o improve it

n Coastal Restoration Partnerships

The Coastal Restoration Partnership composent of the Habitat and Coustal Restoration Fund is focused on restoring fragile
coastal areas and to stop degradation of these arcas. These partnerships include: :

= (Coastal Conservation Grants to States. ($280 million)

- Provides grants 10 coastal States for restoration and rehabifitation of coastal regions.,
" Distributes the funds among coastal States based on coastal county population and mileage of coastline, with

States receiving no more than 5 percent and no less than 1 percent of the funds each year,

w The money-from these grants would be used on the restoration and protection of fish spawning habitat;

‘ improvement of fish passage including that for anadromous fish throughout their freshwater habitat; habitat
restoration and protection for coastal wetlands, riparian zones. and coral reefs; removal of invasive species;
estuarine restoration; and intergovernmental coordination and applied rescarch refated to the above activities.

L] Coastal Restoration Partnerships. (320 million)
" Administered through the Coastal Program of the Fish and Wildiife Service.
» Parmers with other agencics, governments, and entities (o restore coastal wetlands, coastal uplands, and riparian
zones, and to remove barriers to fish passage in coastal watersheds and estuaries, removal of invasive alien or

non-tative species.

" Funding will allow the Fish and Wildlife Service to control erosion and restore important waterbird habitat,
restore circulation and salinity regimes to reef habitats and secondary embayments, control prodators, protect
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shorelines at numeross active and abandoned waterbird rookeries, restore seagrass that is critical to improving
water duality, restore the ecological viality of mangrove swamps, and restore coastal nesting islands and wetlands
that are essential to colonial nesting or migratory bird species. Specific accomplishments of the Partnership for
America’s Resources will include:

= Reintroduction of tidal flow into formerly-diked tidelands to re-esiablish salt marsh habitat important to
fish and wildlife resources in San Francisco Bay,

. Restoration of Atlantic white cedar in forested wetlands in North Caroling in partnership with the
Environmental Protection Agency, timber and paper companies, and academic instiutions;

» Restoration of coastal prairie grassiands in Texas, bencfitting many endangered and threatened species

. such as sea turtles, falcons, piping plover, brovwn pelicans, and whooping cranes;
s Restoration of coastal sardplain habitat in southern New England
L Riparian restoration in the Chesapeake Bay watershed to improve habitat and water guality,

In addition, funding will allow the Fish and Witdlife Service 1o expand its Coastal program 1o significant coastal
areas not currently receiving program funds, and would provide full coverage of the Nation's coasts.

- OCS Impact Assistance ($100 million)

+

The Department recognizes that States which have offshore oil and gas drilling and production incur particular fimpacts
as a resuit of these activities. The Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund addresses this issue by providing $100 million
per year to these States for the following activities:

Addressing inpacts from OCS activities on air ::;u'ality‘ water quality, fish and wildlife, wetlands or mher coastal
resources, including shoreline protection and coastal restoration;

Administrative costs of the program;

Uses related 10 the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; and

Mitigating other impacis of Quter Continenta) Shelf acuvities, incluhing providing onshore nfrastructure and
meeting public service needs.

The distribution of these funds will be based on a "snapshot” allocation with 30% based on sales in the five year
schedule and existing leases and 70%. based on Bareels of Oil Equivalent {BOE) production from QCS.
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u The Secretary of the knterior would review the allocation five years after enactment and make the necessary
adijustments based on new planning and production data.

. Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnerships

The Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnership grants component is aimed at restoring 2 broad range of habitats primarily
on private lands with $150 million dedicated (o two categories of grants. 'The first category involves $100 million for a
landowner incentive program for protection and recovery of endangered species including, during the first five years, an
earmarked designation of 340 million annually for west coast States to address recovery of endangered Pacific Northwest salmon.
‘The remaining 360 million of the endangered species grant money would aid in establishing Safe Harbor Agreements, Habitat
Conservation Plan land acquisition, and Candidate Conservation Agreements throughout the country. After the first five vears,
the 340 million for Pacific Northwest salmon would be used flexibly o aid in major recovery efforts or in the same manner as
the $60 million share. The balance of $50 million will provide seed-money grants and technical assistance for restoration of
habitat on other private lands not specifically directed to endangered species, including wetlands partnerships in designated joint-
venlure areas, and on other private lands where assistance is requested by landowners. It is expected that matching requirements
for these two compenents would be kept flexilde to take advantage of leveraging opportunities, while being sensitive to the size
of the restoration vpportunity and the relative conditions of the lands or species in question.

L] Endangered Species Act Landowner Incentive Pregram. The Fish and Wildlife Service will. under this program,
work in copperation with State, focal, and private landowner partoers o deliver regulatory assurances and financial
ncentives to landowners (o foster babitat restoration and conservation for federal trust species of fish, wildlife and plants,
especially endangered species. There will be three main components to this program: Safe Harbor agreements, Habitat
Conservation Plan fand acquisition, and Candidate Conservation Agreements with Assurances. The Safe Harbor
incentive program and the Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances program provide an impetus for
landowners to aid m habitat restoration and species recovery. In addition, the panticipating landowners get assurances
that they will not incur a reguiatory burden by encouraging listed species 10 inhabit private property. Funding will be
used (o provide technical assistance to landowners during the development of Safe Harbor agreements and Candidate
Conservation agreements, 1o assist the landowners in implementing the agreements, and to monitor the effectiveness of
the agreements sfter they are implemented. Increased awareness and the No Surprises Rule have resulted in rapidly-
expanding demands for habitat conservation plans. Habitat Conservation Plan land acquisition grants will help many
State and local efforts o implement HCPs.  The funded State, territorial. and focal government land acquisition will
supplement, but not supplant, the private and local governmenlt responsibility that is part ol the HCP process.
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= Pacific Northwest Salmion Assistance. The Fish and Witdlife Service will provide $40 miltion annually over a five vear
period to States for assisting in the recovery of endangered Pacific Northwest salmon. These States will by encouraged
to use the money as leverage for other funding. such as through matching grants to local entities. In addition, the funds
can be used for a variety of activities related o salmon recovery, including habitat restoration, water quality
improvement, and technical assistance. The use of the funds should focus on actvities that will have a long-term benefit,
not on uperation and maintenance of facilities or programs that support them,

= Habitat Restoration on Private Lands. The Fish and Wildiife Service will continue to work with private landowners
and other conservation partners to implement voluntary habitat restoration projects on private lands 1o benefit Federal
trust species. The program will remain "simple” with regard to paperwork. cost-effective with regard (0 project
implementation, and technically state-of-the-science. Funds will be leveraged to maximize the conservation benefits,
Projects must provide significant conservation benefits, be voluntary, and provide measurable improvements (o the
guantity or quality of habitats. Emphasis will be placed on projects that are interdisciplinary in their approach to
solutions, improve water quality, resolve problems that imperil watersheds, benefit migratory birds and candidates or
listed threatened and endangered species, reduce flooding and the impacts of flooding, provide improved habitt or
access for interjurisdictional or anadromous fish, and leverage funds and resources. The private land habitat restoration
effort will be accomplished through cxpansion of existing programs.

- The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program of the Fish and Wildlife Service joins forces with conservation
partners (o implement habitat restoration on private lands through voluntary agreements with landowners. The
Partners for Fish and Wildlife program 18 a voluntary, small but highly successful. fish and wildlife habitat
restoration program that provides technical and financial assistance (0 private landowners.  The program
combines. the resources of other Federal agencies, State and local governmenis, and a variety of other
conservation partners and focuses those respurces on habital restoration. The program is extremety popular with
private landowners, and the Service has a waiting fist of over 2,000 private landowners interested in participating
in the program. Most of the funds go to on-the-ground improvements, such as constructing small dikes or
plugging drainage ditches and tiles to restore degraded wetiands, planting and seeding native vegetation, fencing
10 exclude livestock from stream and riparian areas, and recontouring siream courses and streambeds.
Approximately $17 million of the program’s FY 1999 President’s Budget of 327 million is used for voluntary
agreements for habitar restoration on private lands. Under this proposal, the Partners for Fish and Wildlife
Program will, in len years, restore 443 000 acres of wetlands {of which 88,000 acres will contribute toward the

REVIEW DarT, DECEMBER 1998 X PARTNERSHIF FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES PAGE 32



Administration’s goal of 100,000 acre 'mmzai net gaing, 683,000 acres of native grass and prairie, and 4 00 miles
of riparian and instream babitat.

L] In addition, under the authority of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act, the Fish and Wildlife
Service builds voluntary and non-regulated partnerships across special interest lines to achicve common goals of
fand and water conservation, water quality, wildlife habiat, poblic recreation. and ceonomic benefits. The
‘purpose of the Act is to encourape the formation of public-private partnerships “to conserve wetland ecosystems
and waterfow! and the other migratory birds and fish and wildlife that depend upon such habitats” throughout the
continent. Partners match Federal funds with non-Federal funds and in-kind services. For projects in the United
States, at least a 30 percent march is required. Funding is aimed at achieving on-the-ground improvements to
revitalize degraded wetlands and re-establish historical wellands. Whether funding is applied to private, State,
or Federal lands, matching funding is entirely non-Federal and on average exceeds Federal funding three-to-one.
The demand for habitat restoration vuder this program far exceeds the supply of funding. For example, in 1997,
there were 533 proposals for restoration and acquisition projects totaling $268 million; the program has funded
258 projects totaling $143 million since 1991, About half of the appropriated funding for the North American
Wetlands Conservation Plan, about $7.5 million of the FY 1999 President’s Budger of $15 million, goes w
projects in the United States. This proposal would expand the number of habitat restoration projects in the United
States.

L] Habhitat Restoration on Federal Lands

This portion of the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund is primarily refated to the lands and programs in the National Parks.
Nationat Wildlife Refuges, National Forests, public lands under management of the Bureau of Land Management, and Indian
Reservations and tribal lands. The primary program elements are as follows:

= Restoration in the National Parks

Mare than 315,000 acres of lands managed by the National Park Service are damaged as a result of roads, dams, canals,
mineral developments, campgrounds, and facilities not needed for Park management. This disturbance resuits in habitat
loss, erosion, sedimentation, poor vater quality, diminished water quantity, and visual scars. Some habiats and
resources have become degraded because of inadequate water availability. In addition, millions of 3¢res are invaded by
exotic plant species, many of which require active restoration to control spreading populations.  More than 200 parks
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have identified invasive species as a high priority resource management need. Invasive species are the most frequently
identified resource management threat to the natural ahd cultural resources of the National Park System, causing such
impacts as degradation of wildlife habitat. interbreeding with native species, alteration of natural fire regimes, and
increased soil erosion. The Nattonal Park Service has documented unfunded natural resource mitigation needs totaling
$83 million, but the total need 1o restore damaged habitats is much greater. Project funding will be used for on-the-
ground efforts, including control of invasive plamt species, returning once-used campgrounds, roads, mineral -
developments, and other areas to natural habitat conditions, and construction and vegetation planting to comtrol erosion,

L Restoration on National Wildlife Refuges

The Nationsl Rcfugc System is unrnatched in capabilities to restore degraded lands to productive lish and wildlife
habitats. Established to conserve and manage Nish and wildlife, these fands encompass some of the most diverse and
uniigue fish and wildlife habitat in the country. However, many refuges were degraded prior to Fish and Wildlife Service
management by activities such as wetland drainage, farming, and timber harvest. Inaddition. invasive plants and animals
and impacts of ouiside sotivities that result in dechining water quality and guantity and similar environmental degradation
are affecting many refuges. Improving refugs habitats will make these lands much more productive for fish and wildlife
and will have sccondary benefits of improved water guality, reduced soil erosion, and reduced flood damages.
Restoration projects on Refuges offer the added benefit of improving opportunities for visitors to observe and enjoy
wildlife. About 250,000 acres of new lands are currently being added to the Refuge system annually through a
combination of donations, purchase, and transfer. Many of these landg include habitats that are in need of habitat
restoration and improvement to provide habitats most advantageous to wildlife. Restoring habitats at the earliest possible
ﬁg)p{&{‘mmi}? can often provide cost effiviencies because inattention may result in establishment of invasive exotic plants
that would be costly fo remove.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified restoration needs totaling approximately $300 million for lands in existing
ownership., Project funding will be used for on-the-ground projects 1o resiore wetland and upland habitats, enhance and
repair water fevel management facilities (o endance water levels in wetlands, replant native species and control invasive
plant species, manage water rights integral to habitat restoration and protection, and construct and repair fencing maz
is used to exclude invasive animal species from protecied habitats.

o Restoration in the National Forests
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The Forest Service conducts restoration of habitats under a variety of programs. Those incladed in the Habitat and
Coastal Restoration Fund include: prevention and suppression of damaging insect and disease outbreaks and of invasive
weeds; protection amd improvement of species habitats to maintain healthy populations of all terresirial wildlife;
protection and restoration of indand streams and lakes and the fish and other aguatic life that they support; protection and
improvement of habitats to achieve recovery goals for threatened and endangered animals and plants; bringing watersheds
back to a fully productive level and ensuring their continued productivity.

The Forest Service manages habitat for over 280 threatened and endangered gpecies, as well as over 2,300 species
identified as sensitive by regional foresters either on Forest Service fands or on lands potentially impacted by Forest
Service activities. The Forest Service has identificd an annual need for approximately 383 million in williife habitat
improvement and $19.5 million for inland fisheries habitat improvement.

Restoration on the Public Lands, Portions of the public {ands managed by the Bureau of Land Management have been
degraded by mineral exploration and mining, abandoned developments, invasion of exotic vegetation, and overuse. The
magnitude of the restoration problem is overwhelming, and under current funding fevels, the amount of restoration
completed is only a fraction of the need as detailed in planning documents. Under this inmative, the Burear of Land
Management strategy will concentrate on three primary categories of fands in need of restoration: threatened landscapes;
riparian/wetland/aquatic environments; and special areas.

- Threatened Landscapes. The Great Basin, which includes portions of five Stares, has undergone a vegetation
conversion of continental scale.  Native grasses, forbs and shrubs have been displaced by the norenative
cheatgrass. Juniper and pinyon pines have expanded beyond their historical range and increased in densily within
their range. This combination is dramutically changing the ecological form and function of an entire region of
western North America and has caused an mncrease n fire danger, increase in fire suppression cosls, reduction

of wildlife habital, excessive soil loss, and loss of recreational opportunities. Restoration projects of the Bureao
of Land Management will concentrate on three threatened landscapes: the Mojave Desert, Colorado Plateau, and
the Great Basin., Projects will include: removal and control of exotic invasive vegetation; reversing juniper and
piftyon iree invasions; reestablishing native vegetation: and livestock management for the protection and
restoration of degraded habitats.

In other fands adminisiered by the Burean of Land Management, forest lands have lost complexity and diversity
following decades of fire suppression and timber management. This has resulted in uncharacieristically large and
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severe wildfires, epidemic msect and disease outbreaks, and the substantial reduction of certain key forest
components, such as aspen groves and mature, healthy ponderosa pine. Projects would be initialed to resiore the
ecological health of these forests and woodlands, whife protecting plant and animal habitats and watershed
quality.

= Riparian/Wetland/Aquatic Environments. Assessments indicate that only 40 percent of riparian areas and 74
percent of wetlands on Bureau of Land Management lands in the lower 48 Srates are in proper functioning
condition. Recopnizing the ecologival significance of these areas, the Bureau of Land Management has prioritized
1.7 million acres of wetlands and 19,000 miles of streams for restoration. Specifically for salmon recovery, the
Bureau has identified over 9,000 miles of streams and 860,000 acres of watershed {or restoration. The goal is
1o have 75 pefcent of riparian and wetland areas in proper functioning condition by the year 2005,

. Specizil Areas. The gbjective is to provide for the long-terin conservation and protection of objects or areas of
special interest for biological, recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, and conservation purposes, Restoration
projects will concentrate on the following areas or types of areas: Grand Staircase National Monumient;
wilderness areas and wilderness study areas; wild and scenic rivers; national conservation areas: and areas of
crifical environmental concern. )

Restoration on Tribal Lands.

The approximately 56 million acres of trust fand Indian Reservation lands suffer from many of the same problems of
habitat degradation as.their neighboring lands, including loss of important habitats. invasion by non-native species,
deposition of hazardous wastes, and infestation of forest diseases. More than three million acres of wetlands occur on
Indian lands, many of which have not been catalogued, and most of which are not being appropriately managed for
wetland benefits. The large number of federally-listed threatened or endangered species that inhabit tribal trust fands
occupy a wide range of habitais, from micro-sites such us individual springs and bogs. to vast acreage of Sonoran desert
or nmxed contfer forests, o miles and miles of riparian habitat. Over 35 wribes and 75 histed species would bopefit from
a concerted program of habitat restoration aimed at the protection of threatened and endanpered species. The majority
of the six million acres of Indian forest fand have some form of insect or disease problem. Currently, the Burcau of
Indian Affairs is able to faciiftate only one third of the annual requests for reservation forest assistance to combat these
disease problems. Porest access roads on Indian fands are causing adverse impacts 1o soils and water quality on many
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reservations. Noxious weeds pn one million acres of Indian trust lands contributes za advanced soil loss and erosion,
as well as depriving tribeg of millions of dollars of revenue anmually,

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has identified extensive unfunded restoration needs. The Partnership for America’s
Resources proposal provides $50 million annually to enable the tribes 1o restore wetlands and riparian habitats, eradicate
invasive species and restore functioning ecosystems with native species, accelerate the environmental cleanup of
hazardous wastes, improve fish passage and spawning beds, repair erosion.damage, conduct mitigation and closure of
farest roads, and establish wildlife habitats. In ten years, this program will restore the wetland habitats, and habitats
crucial to currently-threatened or endangered species on trust lands. In 20 years, the program will return 1o native
vegetation lands infested with noxious weeds and invasive plant species, restore to natural conditions probleny roads in
forest lands, and rehabifitate stream courses and riparian habitats on tribal Iands and on treaty reserved hunting and
fishing grounds in the rest of the United States. Over a period of 25 vears, $1.3 billion would allow removal and clean
up of approximately 2500 leaking fuet tanks and 900 cleanups; improvement of 1.3 million acres of forest, 9 million
acres of rangelands, 900,000 acres of wedands, and 315,000 acres of riparian habitat; and restoration of 2200 miles of
streams to aid in endangered species recovery. -

Funding
» . Al) funds under the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund will be financed through permanent appropriation of QCS revenues.
. Funding for the Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants Program would be 3350 million per vear, and
distributed among States through formula grants.
. Funding for the Ceastal Conservation Graats Program will be distributed largely among the States through formula
grants. A portion will be administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service and distributed on & competitive basis.
. Funding for the Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnership Program will be distribuled among State, focal and
private entities on a competitive basis,
L Funding for the Restoration on Federal Lands component would be $300 mitlion. 1o be allocated among individual

bureaus to conduct work under their various. programs.
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Concept Background

The basic concept for the Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants Program is based on the Teaming with Wildlife
initiative which is supported by a broad coalition of environmental organizations and a number of companies that produce
recreational goods.

The companies that stpport the proposal, among other things, see t%wzr prifits tied to ret.rt,awmai opportumity angd the
enjoyment of wildlife that would be enhanced by the program.

(Other recreation equipment companses, see their interests not well met with the TWW tax proposal, Among other things,
many items of recreational equipment have entered the mainstream of goods used al home and in neighborhoods and
compete against products less intended for recreational uses that may be associated with wildlife and witdlife habitat.
Boots, backpacks amd sports utility vehicles are good examples of this trend.

-The concept has gained recent attention because of s announced incorporation in proposed legislation with the program

to be financed from OCS receipts and the appropriation 10 be made permanest,

Some of the grant concepts that could be funded throu gh the discretionary granis portion of the Endangered Species grant
program proposal are contained in the Kempthorne-Chafee legisiation which would reauthorize and modify the
Endangered Species Act.

The gram distribution approach 18 patterned on the Federal Aid (o Wildhife Restoration amd Sports Fish Restoration
programs of the Fish and Wildlife Service (known as the Pittman-Robertson and Dingeli-Johnson programs). which are
funded at about $200 miltion and $300 million, respectively. The first of these was enacted in 1937 to address the
concerns of hunters over declining game and bunting opportunitics. The companion program was enacted in 1950 o
address simnilar concerns of fisherman. The programs are funded by taxes on hunting and fishing equipment and have
a clear foundation in "user pays® theory. The distribution formula for these programs is based on geographic area and
the number of hunting or fishing licenses.

The Federal lands portion of the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund proposal would bring under one umbrelia several existing
appropriations and some new progeams designed to improve degraded trust resources. The individual hureaus and programs
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would retain their existing identification, but would enable the Departrment anmd the Forest Service to view their restoration
activities in a coordinated way that would provide for optimal utiization of resources.

The Fund is seeking the rehiability of a stable funding level, the unity of commion technologies associated with restoration
and reclamation, and the discipline of applying the best management practices to all projects. '

Bureaus have had avaiiable what amounts to token funding for land and habitat restoration, in comparison with the need.
While there are funds available for restoration of areas subject to commercial uses. such as timber resteration after
harvest on certain Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service lands and Natural Resources Conservation Service
soif and water conservation programs for farmlands {none of which would be eligible under this program), and limited
funds for facilities reconstruction due ¢ health and safety hazardg, there is often littde funding for restoring the vitality
of degraded habitat.  Substantial concern has been evidenced in recent years. The damage in many cases is obvious 1o
the public, and ofien there are health and safety considerations ag well. There has been surprisingly little effort to restore
degraded areas, especially on Federal lands, despite a very large backlog of needed work.

All of the agencies involved in this initiative have prograrus aimed at restoration, and these are being proposed for major
infusions of new monies. The aim is to fold together into a single initiative the existing restoration funding of the Bureau
of Land Management, the successful Partners for Fish and Wildlife, North American Warterfowi Management Plan
partnership, and Coastal Restoration programs of the Fish and Wikdlife Service, the funding currently used by the Fish
and Wildlife Service 1o restore habitats on existing National Wildhfe Refuges, the ecological restoration funding of the
National Park Service, and the cwrrent restoration funding of the Forest Service.

For some of the agencies, the current appropriation levels are associated with ling items in the budget: for others, the
current funding level represents funds from two or more related sources that are applied to habitat restoration activities,
Thus, the current funding level should be viewed as an approximatton, rather than.as a firm estimate of appropriations
at this time.

Other Considerations

Funding under the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund would be distributed among Federal lands, State lands and other fands
- affecied by Siate non-game wildlife programs, and private lands.
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Proposed Habitat and Coastal Restoration Funding Levels Compared With Current Base Funding ($ millions)

FY 1999 FY 2000-2009

State Non-Game Wildlife Conservation Grants ) : 0 350
Coastal Restoration Panperships

Coastal Grants ' 1 280

Coastal Restoration {Coastal Program) . ' 7 20

OCS Impact Assistance . 0 100
Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnerships

ESA Landowner Incentive Program . 11 100

Partners for Fish and Wildlife (Private Lands Program) ' 7 20

North American Wetlands Conservation 6 30
Federal Lands Restoration Program

Ecological Restoration in National Parks . 2 20

Restoration on National Wildlife Refuges < 15 40

Restoration in National Forests ' . 80 150

Threatened Landscapes, Riparian/Wetland/Aquatic, and Special Areas Managed by the Bureau

of Land Management ' 8 40

Ecological Restoration on Indian Reservations _ 27 50
Total : 164 1,200

NOTE: The 1999 figures represent a rough estimate of.the proportion of appropriated funds in each category currently used for habitat restoration activities. Budget
numbers in the 1999 column represent the FY 1999 President's Budget. -
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Fully fund, modify administrative mechanisms. expand eligible recipients., make permanent, and increase the Historic
Preservation Fund (HPF) authorization to a total of $300 million per year to accelerate the rate of protection and restoration
of America's historic legacy, including buildings. sites. artifacts, -and histworic districts, for the benef#t of this and fnure
generations. This would include: : '

- Fuily funding, expanding the scope, and modifying the mechanisms of the existing grant program (o State, teibal, and
tocal governments; and, ‘

" Transferring 1o the Historic Preservation Fund primary facility, site and artifact protection and restoration financing for
the four Federal land managing agencies.

Grant Program, The grant portion ot the Historic Preservation Fund, funded at $150 million annually, would ensure that State,
tribal, and local historic preservation offices continue to perform their Federal regulatory functions under Sec. 101 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. At full funding, however, State historic preservation programs could refocus on actual
preservation activities. Urban conumunities would be energized by the re-commitment 10 the preservation of historic structures,
and future generations would be assured the educational opportumities derived from the preservation of the nation’s histaric
patrimony. States would continue (0 match Federal funding with non-Federal doilars at 4 ratio of 60 percent Federal, 40 percent
non-Federal, Tribes would remain exempt from matching fund requirements.  Of the $150 million grant program:

- -$50 miliion would be apporniioned as a State set-aside and disiributed by using a population-based formula. These funds
wonid provide adequate support for State Historical Preservation Office regulatory fonctions, and foster State and focal
historic preservation activities,

= $5 million would be appropriated as a set-aside and distributed by an admimstrative formula to provide adeqaafe support
for gibal repulatory functions under the Nautonal Historic Preservation Program.
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» The remaining 935 miflion would be converted into a competitive grant program based on national criteria to assure focus
on national priorities and the most significant projects. .

m A portion of the competitive grant program would continue 10 be set aside for designated categories of the
Nation's historic resources as has been done in recent years, such as National Historic Landmarks, Historically
Black Colicges and Universities, batdefield proteciion, am! historic presecvation projects of Indian tribes.

= By the second year, the grant selection process for compelitive grants would occur in advance of submitting the
budget to Congress, o that projects are known in advance, can be described ail the time the budget is sent (o
Congress, and can be justified with project-specific data.

® - By the third year, add a three-year planning horizon to the project selection process, with encouragement for
longer periods, to foster Jonger-range planning for conservation of historic buildings. sites and artifacts, and o
provide advance information to the public and Congress on historic conservation priorities,

- Federal Program. The Federal portion of the Historic Preservation Fund, funded at $150 mitlion annually, would explicitly
acknowledge the invaluable historic legacy managed by Federal agencies. The National Park Service (NPS), Bureau of Land
Management {BLM), Fish and Wildiife Service (FWS) and United States Forest Service (USFS) hold rich historic and cultural
properties in thelr care; the HPF would emphasize the stabilization, protection, and preservation of archeological and other
historic sites, structures, and cuitural artifacts under Federal management. This fund would underscore the responsibitity of
the Federal government to wisely manage and preserve the irreplaceable heritage it holds in trust.

. Accnuntability, Congress would be provided an opportunity (o vete projects and substitute others that meel national criteria
as a part of the appropriations process.

" Funding Source. The expanded fund would continue to be financed by revenues from the Cuter Continental Shelf oil and gas
feaging program,

Premises

" The Historic Preservation Fund has made a substantial contribution to protection of America’s historic resources through: 1)
funding of State Historic Preservation Officers, who assure adequate protection for historic sites and structures and administer
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the National Historic Preservation Act; and 2} funding the conservation and restoration of significant historic properties,
including, in recent years, modest but important support for protection and restoration of structures at Historically Black
Colleges and Upiversites, threatened National Historic Landmarks, and Indian reservations. Nonetheless, the HPF hus fallen
far short of its early promise of helping to protect the nation’s historic structures and sites, as the unappropriated balance in the
fund has outpaced the portion of the fund actually used for prajects. Of the $3.2 billion deposited to the fund, approximately
$800 million has been appropriated through FY 1999, leaving an unappropriated balance of about $2.4 bitlion.

- The Partnership for America’s Resources assumes that this unappropriated balance, realistically, is no longer available and
writes it off as a contribution to past deficit reduction in return for a guarantee, backed by permanent appropriation, that future
Historic Preservation Fund receipts of $300 million will be made available each year.

- Historic Preservation Needs.  Despite the contributions of the Historic Preservation Fund over the last 30 years, significant
threats to cultural resources persist. In the 1980s, the Park Service estimated that the protection and restoration of properties
listed on the National Register and in poor or threatened condition would require $20 billion. Of the 2 248 Natjonal Historic
Landmarks nationwide, 350 are endangered with an estimated preservation need of $1.7 billion. 1n 1990, Indian tribes and the
Mational Park Service estimated the national need to preserve unique and endangered tvibal coltural heritage o be 220 million,
yet only $11 million has been appropriated from the Historie Preservation Fund for tribal preservation grants this deeade. The
529 significant historic campus buildings at Historically Black Coldleges and Universitics vequire an estimated $3%6 million in
preservation assistance based on a February 1998 report issued by the General Accounting Office.

" State Grant Program. Apart from the failure to protect and restore historic sites and structures represented by the
unappropriated balance in the Historic Preservation Fund and the backlog of restoration and stabilization work needed, the
appropriation history for the Historie Preservation Fund reflects a program that has lost its Congressional constituency and which
needs to be significantly reconfigured so that Congress and the public know in advance what is proposed to be funded, and needs
to be more tightly focused on projects of national significance as, for instance, has been happening with the ‘growing trend to
set funds aside for special categories of projects and to make the award of grants more competitive.

" Federal Program. The Pederal land managing agencies have been doing a quite poor job of prolecting and restoring historic
structures, sites anxd artifacts due 1o the tremendous budgetary and political pressure on operations. In the meantime, such
historic resources continue Lo deteriorate, and often will cost more to conserve at some later point, or will be Jost, The backleg
of historic preservation work is extremely large and growing. The largest single item inn the backlog is the incomplete inventory
of project-scale historic restoration work at National Parks which exceeds 51 .4 billion. But extensive work also needs 1o be done
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on smaller projects including conservation of archaeologic sites and artifacts in National Parks, Wildtife Refuges and Forests,
and on the public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management. A well-focosed inttiative is needed to address this work
in a systematic fashion.

Benefits
L] Several significant benefits would accrue directly from teinvigoration of the Historie Preservaticp Fund:
" Local preservation efforts would be bolstered by an influx of grant opportunities:
- Delays in project development and land use decisions would be avoided, as SHPO's will have adequate funding to
conduct regulatory functions;
= Tribes would garner additional grant assistance for preserving their unigue and significant cultural heritage.
L Federal land management agencies would have adequate resources (o stabilize and preserve the numerous historic )

resources m their possession;
Additional Concept Details
m Grant Funding

. $50 million of the grant funding would be allocated on the basis of a needs-based formula. SHPOs would continue 1o
receive the necessary funds for regulatory functions and for a limited program of grants fully at State motion;

a Currently, States receive approximately $31.4 million from the Historie Prescrvation Fund (FY 1999). These
categorical grants provide funding to SHPO'S in carrying out statutory responsibilitics under Section 101{b)(3)
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). Activitics mandated by the NHPA include:
preparation of an inventory of State historic properties; identification and nomination of eligible propertics to the
National Register; preparation of a statewide historic preservation plan; advising and assisting Federal and State
agencies and local governments in carrying out histork preservation responsibilities; and consulting with Federal
agencies on any Federal undertakings that may. affect historical propertics,
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" $5 million of the grant funding would be allocated 1o Tribes by a needs-based formula to provide for Federal regufatory
activities under Section 101 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

= Currently, tribes receive approximately 33 million {rom the Historic Preservation Fund (FY 1998}, These grants
are awarded by the National Park Service on a competitive basts and are intended (6 assist lrlbcs 1n preserving
their cultural heritage.

- 395 million of the grant funding for specific projects would be distributed on a competitive basis, and projects would
be subject to Congressional review through the appropriations process.

" Grants would target particularly urgent :zeeds inctuding threatened National Historic Landmarks, H:smm Black
. Colleges and Universities, historic battlefields, and Indian wriba! culural resources.

" States must match the Federal funding with non-Federal funding at a 60 percent Federal, 40 percent non-Federal ralic
(Tribes are not required to match). Thus, the Histotic Preservation Fund is well- leveragcﬁ

b Congress has criticized the HPF because of a perception that gramts for State programs largely are expended en
administrative expenses. Recent data indicate that 89 percent of State expenditures go toward historic preservation
activities (inchuding those that are regulatory in nature, though no less important because of the siles and structures
identificd and preserved) and projects, while the remaining 11 percent is used for administrative expenses. Because the
infrastructure is currently in-place, greater appropriations o the States could be used to focus on preservation rather than
regulatory efforts and administrative casts,

» Federal Funding. Federal Agencies are responsible for managing a diverse and significant cultural and historic legacy, vet often
are challenged to marshal sufficient funds to ensure that this historical legacy is preserved. Under the federal program currently

proposed, Federal land management agencies coukl make significant progress in accomplishing histonc preservation objectives.

- "National Park Service ($105 miltion per year).

L Complete historic structure major treatment projects within 23 years and preserve the historic structures managed
by the NPS.

» * Protect archeoiogz{.ai sites on Park Service umts and complew the archeological inventory.
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L Complete the Culwral Landscapes Inventory 1o ensure protection of landscapes of historical significance.

a Ensure the preservation of Park museum collections and enhance the conservation survey and treatment program.
» Bureau of Land Management (320 million per year).

" Stabilize and protect significant archeological resources on the public fands.

= Inventory and protect traditional religious and cultural properties on the public lands.

s Manage, protect, and improve public access to significant historic trails, including the Lewis and Clark, Santa

Fe, and Mormon Pioneer Trails.
" Fish and Wiidlife Service ($10 million per year).

L] Restore and maintain historic buildings and structures managed by the FWS.

L Ensure the protection of FWS museum collections.
. " Survey and secure significant archeological and histonie resowrces managed by the FWS,
®  U.S. Forest Service ($15. million per year).
- Emphasize the preservation of cultural landscapes and broader areas of historic significance in the stewardship
of cultural resources managed by the Forest Service,
- Stabilize and restore important historic properties, including archacological sites, historic ¢abins, and fire
lookouts.
L] The Historic Preservation Fund was designed to support State and tribal efforts 1o preserve cultural heritage. Federal

agencies have not traditionally received funding from the Historic Preservation Fund; rather, Federal efforts at historic
preservation have been funded through the annual budget process for cach bureaw. The Millennium Fund proposal in
the FY 1999 budget was the first effort 1o allocate 2 portion of Historic Preservation Fond funds o Foderal agemzcs
Congress appears to support that concept.
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Funding

= Total Funding. The permanent appropriation for the Historic Preservation Fund would be 5300 million per year with that
- arpount divided equally between the grant program and the federal program.

" The State, Tribal, and Local Grant program, funded at $150 million per.year, would ensure that State and Tribal Historic
Preservation Offwcers receive adequate funding to execute regulatory responsibilities, stimulate local preservation efforts,
and provide targeted and competitive grants for projects of national significance, including Hisworically Black Colleges
and Universities, Threatened National Historic Landmarks, and historic battlefields.

- The Federal Program, funded at $150 million per year, would ensure the preservation of significant historic and culmiral
resources managed by Federal land management agencies, including the National Park Service, the Bureau of Land
Management, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U.8. Forest Service,

L Permanent Appropriation. One of the important concepts is that the Historic Preservation Fund would be made permanent
s that it is not subject to the vagaries of the annual appropriations process. Thig is particularly imporiant in the case of the
Historic Preservation Fund, for two reasons: 1} State and Tribal Historic Preservation Officers rely upon Federal funding to
execute federally-mandated regulatory dctivities; and, 2) uncertainty regarding available grant funding can hinder the budget
and planning 2fforts of local historic preservation groups, which are reguived 10 match Federal grants with non-lfederal monies
for any proposal under the HPF. As part of this proposal, the unappropriated balance in the Historic Preservation Fund,
approximately 32 .4 bitlion, would be rescinded.

Review DRAFT, DECEMAER 1998 PARTNERSIAP SO AMERICA'S BESOURCES PAGE 47



. - . . .

Proposed Historic Preservation Fund Compared With 1999 Budget (3 millions)

1999 2000-2009

Grant Program 43 ) 150
Federal Program [69] [13504
National Park Service . 36 105
Fish and Wildlife Service - | C 2 1G
Bureau of Land Management . [ ' 20
Forest Service 10* ) i5
Total Historic Preservation Fund ' i 300

NOTE: Budget numbers in the 1999 column represent the FY 1999 appropriations: *estimated based on hmited data,
Concept Background

The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF} is a federal, categorical grant program authorized in the late 1960s as the principle grant
mechanism to carry out the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA).. Curcently autharized at $150 million per year, the
HPF derives funding from Outer Continental Shelf revenues and distributes grants to eligible recipicnts. Since 1968, over $800 million
in grant funds have been awarded to States, territories, Indian tribes, local governments, and the National Trust for Historic Preservation
under the auspices of the Historic Preservation Fund, Traditionally, the primary recipient of Historic Preservation Fund  grants has
been the States; however, recent Congressionally-targeted fine stem appropriations have emphasized Historically Black Codleges and
Universities, threatened National Historic Landmarks, and the preservation of historic ships and lighthouses.

» Narional Trust for Historic Preservation: A three-year phaseout of Historic Preservation Fund grants 1o the Mational Trust was
agreed to in conseltation with the Administration and the Congress in FY 1996, Beginning in FY 1996, the appropriation was
cut by 50 percent {from $7 million to $3.5 million}, which was sustained in FY 1897 and FY {998, Fiscal year 1998 ended zhe
three-year phaseout, therefore no funds were requested in FY 1999
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. Targeted Grants. A substantial portion of the Historic Preservation Fund prograny in the FY 1999 appropriation is distributed
as categorical grants. These include:

. Millennium Fund: The President’s Fiscal Year 1999 budget requested a $50 million appropriation to the Historic Preservation
Fund to support Millennium Grants 1o Save America’s Treasures. These funds, granted on a competitive, matching basis, would
be used for the "preservation of our nation's premier historic buildings, sites, structures, objects. and landscapes and for the
conservation of our irreplaceable art, artifacts, documents, images. and archives.” Of the $50 million request, the appropriation
provided $30 miltion to the historic preservation programs of federal agencies funded in the Department of the Interior bill and
to the National Archives {State Millennium grants were not funded). Millennium Grants are tentatively scheduled for two vears
{FY 1999 and FY 2000). The functions of this category will be subsumed by the expanded competitive grant program and by
the addition of a Federal component to the Historic Preservation Fund program which funds artifacts and sites as well as
structures. -

= Historically Black Colleges and Universities: Inthe Omnibus Parks Bifi of 1996 (PL. [04-333}, Congress authorized $29 million
for grants to historically black colleges; of that, $7 million has been appropriated through FY 1998 and an increase of 37 million
{to $15.4 million} was requested for FY 1999, The FY 1999 appropriation funded only $2.8 million of the requested increase.
Unless the Secretary (of the Interior) determinies that an extremse emergency exists, these grants are (o require a2 matching
contribution from the recipient. o

= Threatened National Historic Landmarkys: The administration requested $2.7 million for threatened National Historic Landmarks
©in FY 1999 (there was no appropriation for FY 1998). This program would have created a competitive, matching Federal
financial assistance program to preserve the maost endangered of the 2,200 national historic landmarks. However, the FY {599
appropriation did not fund this request. Owners of these properties inchide individuals, private organizations, and all levels of
government. The most recent estimate of costs for stabilization and restoration of National Historic Landmarks was $1.7 billion.
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Concept

" Establish the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund at $100 million annually for 20 yeary 1o acquire or plave under permanent
easement farmiand enrolled i the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and in the Farmland Protection Program (FPP) that
has significant potential for wildlife habitat or that has key environmental features related o habitat such as flood-prone land,
wetlands, and greenbelts pear population centers. The Farmlamd Wildlife Protection Fund would:

Premises

Target lands with potential for biological richness. but which are most likely to revert to commercial use (e.g., lands
subject to market pressure to return to agriculture: fands on the urban fringe; areas with lmited non-governmental
organization presence or no active Stale conservation progran).

Emphasize habitat for listed species or species in severe decling;

Favor proposals designed to combat fragmented landscapes or complement the presence of nearby conservation areas.
Many lsted species have a refuge as a core preserve; ~

Extend the reach and cost-effectivencss of the program with authority to make grants and engage in partnerships with
States, other non-Federal governmental organizations, and non-governmental organizations; and

Allow compatible commercial activily in order to make the casement program more attractive o landowners and to
augment is cost-effectiveness.

The Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) has made significant contributions toward reducing a range of environmentat, .
habitat, and wildlife effects long associated with agriculural activity. However, the CRP has a number of features which
limit its effectiveness vis-a-vis wildlife:
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- Short term comtracts: The relatively short duration of the CRP contracis (10-15 years) puts the program’s
environmental gains at visk, The CRP pays market rental rates for cropland, amounting to ronghly 50-70 percent
of the acguisition price of the land over a decade. I the land reverts o commercial use. the conservation benefits
are lost. These gains can be preserved and guaranteed in perpetudly and relatively cheaply by supplementing the
already substantial payments made under the CRP. "

. Lack of Incentive to invest in specialized, biologivally productive pracrices: The CRP requires landowners fo pay
haif of the cost of installing and maintaining any required conservation practices and of establishing a permanent
vegetative cover. Given the short length of the contracts, fandowners are reluctam W invest in specialized or
more elaborate conservation practices. The opportunity to qualify for a permanent easement, however, can justify
urgiertaking the expense of such investiments. Although the CRP offers bonus payments to attract high priority
lands, the bonus program is relatively small, and the rewarded practices are often broad {filter strips, riparian
buffers, etc.} rather than species specific.

L) No imegrated conservation plan: Most CRP lands are enrolied through large, srregularty scheduled, periodic
sigi-ups or auctions. Although generaliy widely publicized, the lead time and scheduling of these auctions can
restrict participation.  Most importanily, the auctions focus on individeaily eligible landowners, and are not
designed (o implement an integrated conservation plan, like reconnecting a fragmented landscape or addressing
watershed-wide problems.

» The Department of Agricutture has begun to address some of these long-standing deficiencies by introducing the
continuous sign-up Conservation Reserve Program, utilizing an Environmental Benefits Index in the selection process,
and initisting the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Proegram (CREP). These changes are welcome improvements in
Conservation Reserve Program’s design, but their focus is not specifically on wildlife, and the continuous sign-up and
CREP programs are small relative to the traditional Conservation Reserve Programy. There remain significant, cost-
effective opportunities to augment the CRP for wildlife benefits, as evzdeme(l by new programs in several States, such
as Minnescoia, Hiinols, and Maryland.

= The Department of Agriculture’s Farmiand Prowetion Program purchases non-farm development rights on prime
farmiand that is threatened with conversion, bul environmental factors pléy a minimal role in the selection process. By
supplementing FPP's easement paymenis, the Farmland Wildlife Protection Pund can encourage more ezmronmcmaiiy
benign management practices that benefit wildhife.
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Benefits

" Targeting lands already enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program produces an array of fiscal, envirenmenial, wildlife, and
recreational benefits in an equitable and unintrusive manner:

" ‘The primary fiscal benefit is apparent: the public has already paid for a significant portion of the cost of preserving
significart conservation benefits. With 4 relatively cheap supplemental payment these benelits can be protected forever.,

- Through parinerships, cooperdtive agreemenus, and grants, the Farmband Wildlife Protection Fund can leverage the
gffectiveness of 1s funds.

® By emphasizing habitat for listed specics and species in severe decling the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fumd will
uftimately help to alleviate regulatory restrictions on development.

" The protected land will have multiple, non-wildlife environmental values, such ay reduced non-point runoff, filter strips
and riparian restoration 10 shade streams, or more environmentatly beaign agricultural practices on multiple use lands.

n Wildlife populations ix:ne-ﬁniﬁg from the habitat will increase, disperse, and enrich recreational ex‘z}ericnces eisewhere,
L Al transactions would be voluntary, involving willing setlers only.
Funding )
" With the $100 million annual Federal funding, the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund can permanently protect, .over the 20 year

1ife of the program, one third of the 29 million acres currently enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program. With leveraging,
the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund can do more. The funding level was determined based on estimates of CRP enrolled
tands with bigh wildiife potential, conservative assumptions about the propostion of willing schiers, and Conservation Reserve
Program rental rates. The Farmland Protection Program is a relatively small program. and any additional funding demands
associated with its enrolled tands will be minimal. . -

m Leveraging through partnerships and grants is likely to defray the administrative and monitoring costs of the program together
with adding to the inventory of protected lands,
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Concept

. Revitalize the Urban Parks and Recreation Recovery ?wgram {UPARR} through & permanent appropriation of 3150 million
per year, with funding from OCS receipts, UPARR will fund investments in urban parks and recreation activitics by
emphasizing the restoration, protection and development of recreation resources in urban areas and eliminating the service
delivery aspects of the program.

» Use funds from UPARR to acquire lands for urban parks as well as to develop new or expanded public recreation facilities

= Eliminate innovation grants in order to concentrate on rehabilitation and enhancement.

" Update the list of eligible jurisdictions to reflect the important demographic changes in urban areas that have taken place
over the last 20 years, Revise after data becomes available from the 2000 Census.

. Provide stable base funding for administration by providing the authority 1o use up to 3 percent of the permanent
appropriation of $150 million per year.

Premises

" The Urban Park and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) Program was created to address the critical needs of urban park and
recreation programs in distressed urban areas across the country. UPARR has suffered from a variety of problems that
prevents it fromy fulfilling its objectives including unreliable funding sources, inconsistent program funding., timits on the use
of funds, and an outdated list of eligible jurisdictions. This proposal addresses these problems and criticisms that UPARR
has faced in the past, ’

” Unreliable Funding Sources and Inconsistent Program Funding. Currently, UPARR does not have a reliable or consistent

source of funding. Tnstead, it must cely on annual appropriations from the General Fund of the Treasury. To date, this
method has been ineffective. Over the years, program funding has fluctusted between a high of $62.4 million in {981 o
receiving no funding in 10 of the 20 years of the program. One of the reasons for this inconsistent program funding is the
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lack of & designated funing source for the progmz}z« With the great pressure For operations and maintenance finding within
the National Park Service and the Departiment of the Interior, a program fike UPARR addressing urban needs cannot
compete for funding effectively, despite the high payoff.

This proposal, a part of a larger Partnership for America’s Resources, would provide for the funding necessary 1o make this,
a strong grani program.

s Limits on the use of finds. As the law is currently written, funds acquired through GPARR grants cannot be used for the
acquisition of land or interests in land or in the development of new/expanded public recreation opportunities.  For some
jurisdictions, because of growth and popuiation shifts, parks and other recreation facilities are no loager located where the
population is. The population, in turn, has moved to areas where park and recreation factfities are inadequate or
unavailabie. In some depressed areas, there have never been adequate facifities nearby. Giving jurisdictions the ability
acquire lands through the leverage of UPARR funding is one way to ensure that open space and recreation opportunities are
available to people in urbaun areas.

- Amend Planning Reqguirement. With the expanded acguisition and development authoriy, the requirements for & recovery
action plan will be revised to ensure that the plans developed by eligible communities address acquisition and development
needs and priorities in addition to the pfioritics and strategies for overall system recovery.

™ Retain Restoration Authority. The core concept of the original UPARR legistation - grants to rebuild, remodel, expand or
develop existing recreation areas and facilities - will be retained and strengthenfzd by coupling restoration and rehabilitation
with new authority (0 acguire land and develop new faciliries,

Benefits,

L] UPARR would concentrate on helping meet the recreational and open space needs of the urban areas, home of some of the
most diverse populations in the nation. The program provides accessible facilities o "all people.” including some of the
more mobiliy-restricted, mupoverished and underserved concentrations of the American population.

» Parks and recreation activities are important components of the overall revitalization of urban areas. For example, the city
of Baltimore used 2 1991 UPARR grant to rehabilitate the William McAlbee recreation facitity which was located in a
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cormmunity targeted for urban renewal. The city budgeted meote than 316 miilion over five years for physical, social and
environmentzl improvements in the surrounding community . -

n Provides a focused urban component to the overall Parinership for America's Resources.
Additional Concept Details

= Appropriate $150 million per year for an indefinite period. UPARR would be funded at a level of $150 million per fiscal
year through a permanent appropriation. The original appropriation authority was $725 million dollars over five years.
Congress determined that the authority was indefinite and amended the law to reflect this change. About $228 million has
been spent thus far. A reauthorization of the law including this permaneat appropriation would help focus attention on the
program over the next few years and assure its funding. The funding would come from OCS receipts which would provide a
dedicated source of funding for urbap parks and recreation.

» Remove the Limitation on Furds. Currently the law governing UPARR states that funds cannot be used 10 acquire lands or
interest in lands, much less the development of new or expanded facilities. The law would be amended to altow grant
funding to be used for these purposes. If land is acquired using these funds, a stipulation would be needed to assure that the
land is maintained as park land ov open space in perpetuity {like Section 6{0)(3) of the LWCF Act as amended). The land 5o
be protected in perpetuity under Section (010 would include not only that being acquired, rehabilitated and/or developed but
the entire recreation/conservation management urit of which it 8 2 part.

Eliminate Innovation Gramts. The Innovation Grants funded by UPARR have been used to develop interesting and
innovative service delivery programs, such as providing golf lessons to inner city youth or developing outdoor education
programs. While beneficial, those uses are seen as more within the purview of urban governmenis and non-governmental
social support agencies, and grants from other Federal agencies. Eliminating Innovation Grants would sharpen the focus
toward the restoration, rehabilitation, and expansion of tangible and permanent "brick and mortar” projects within
specifically defined parks or recreastion facilities as well as the acquisition of new lamd providing new recreation
opportunities where nceded most. The law will need to be amended (o remove Innovation grants and to provide ;x:rzmncm
protection as desuribed above.

n Updaie List of Eligible Jurisdictions. Since the original list was developed over 20 years ago, significant growth has
occurred in some areas of the country, particularly in the sonthwest and west. Other jurisdictions could become eligible for
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the grant program if the list were updated. After the results from the 2000 Census are available, the jurisdiction list would
need to be updated.

Funding
" Funding for UPARR would come from OCS receipts.
Concept Backgronnd

" Created in November 1978 by Public Law 95-823, the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery {UPARR) Program provides
matching grants and technical assistance to economically distressed urban communities.  Originally authorized at a level of
$725 million (3150 million from 1979-1982 and 3125 million for 1983), in 1984, Congress determined that the
appropriation authority under UPARR would continue indefinitely. The program has awarded over 1200 grants totaling
atmost $228 million from 1978 to 1993, but hay not received funding since 19935,

" Program Objectives. The UPARR program has three main objectives: To encourage systematic local planning and to
improve operation and maintenance of recreation sites and facilities; 1o improve the quality of life in physical and
cconomically distressed urban areas through better provision of well-planned and well-maimaingd clogse-to-home, easily
accessible, indoor and outdoor neighborhond recreation facilities and programs; and o develop and encourage coordination
with, and among, all levels of government and private non-profit organizations.

- Jurisdictional Elgibility. Only certain citics and counties are ¢ligible to receive UPARR grants based on factors that assess
the economic distress of the urban area. 353 citics and 52 counties were listed as efigible for UPARR grants. This list of
eligible jurisdictions has not been updated since the creation of the original ranking method in 1978, Up to 15 percent of the
UPARR funds can be used on discretionary grants for cities not on the eligihility fist, but within the Metropolitan Statistical
Area.

o Types of Grants. Three types of grants are currently authorized through the UPARR Program: Recovery Action Program
{(RAP) Grants, Rehabilitation Grants and Innovation Grants.

» Recovery Action Program Grants. Recovery Action Program (RAP) Grants are matching grants {50 percent Federal/50
percent local) to local governments for development of parks and recreation RAPs to meet the requirements of applying for
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" Rehabilitation and Innovation Grants. RAP Grants are for all aspects of planning and progeam development activities for
urban parks and recreation. To be eligible for either a Rehabilitation or Innovation Grant, a jurisdiction must have an
approved RAP on file. From 1978 to 1995, jurisdictions were awarded 549 RAP grants for $15.6 million

» Process Tor Receiving 2 RAP Grant.  Each region within the NPS receives funds for RAP grants and distributes those
monies to the selected jurisdictions within their region. A jurisdiction's RAP Grant submission is based on selection ¢riteria
specifically developed for RAP grants, :

o Rehabilitation Graats, Rehabilitation grants are matching grants (70 percent Federal/30 percent local) for renovation of
close-to-home recreation sites needed to enhance the quality, quantity or variety of neighborhood recreation opportunities.
From 1978 to 1995, 537 grants were awarded for $174 million.

= Process for Receiving a Rehabilitation Grant. Proposal narratives {the preapplication) addressing the grant selection
criteria are submitted to the appropriate Regional Office of the National Park Service for preapplication centification.
Certification assures that the proposals meet minimurmn legal and technical requirements; are within the intent and scope of
the UPARR program and provide adequate information for evaluation and competition. Proposals are ranked and evaluated
withm the Regional Office based on weighted selection eriteria.  Certified proposals then are ranked and evaluated ai the
national level and submitted 1o @ national selection panel. The national selection panels are composed of three to five
individuals in the fields of recreation and urban revitalization. Panel members may come from Federal or non-Federal
agencies or private organizations. The panel’s recommendations are forwarded to the Director of NPS. Jurisdictions that
have proposals selected for funding must then submit full documentation and meet all Federal legisiative compliance
requirements (such as lobby restrictions, EEO, Clean Air Act and Federal Water Pollution Act requirements) prier to the
approval of the grant.

- Innovation Grants. Innovation grants are matching grants {70 percent FederalZ30 percent local) o local governments w
cover costs of personnel, facilities, equipment, supplies, or services designed to demonsirate innovative and cost effective
ways to augment park and recreation opportunities at the neighberheod Ievel and 1o address common problems related
facility operations and improved delivery of recreation services. From 1878 to 1995, 191 Innovation Grants were awarded
for $27 million. : '

n Process for Receiving an Inmovation Grant. The process for receiving an Innovation Gmat through the UPARKR Program
is the same as for a Rehabilitation Grant,

I3
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Concept

Fully fund the Abandoned Mine Lands program, and provide the Office of Surface Mining permanent authority to use
annually all fuare revenues and interest earned by the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund (A‘%Ri 3, the source of funding
for that program. This is similar 1o an Office of Surface Mining proposal to;

. Increase futare appropriations from this fund to keep the unappropriated bala-ncé constant at $1.5 illion,
L Collect nterest on the appropriated-but-unused balance and add that to the Fund,
L) By 2004, this would almost double expenditures from this Fund to $360 mitlion. This would ‘a{:{:aiemte:
- The reduction of the $2.5 billion backlog in sztmde:d Priority 1 and 2 reclamation projecis at coal sites {Priority 1
and 2 projects address abandened coal mine sites creating health and safety hazards).
- Cleanup of watersheds affected by acid mine drainage.
L Reductions of physical and ?zeakh hazards at abandoned non-coal mines.
Premises
» The Fund should pay out as much as it takes in until the backlog of Priority | and 2 projects is substantially reduced.
Priority 1 and 2 are based upon human health, safety and welfare concerns.
= A majority of the funds will be distribuied as prants 10 Swates and tribes. These grants would increase {rom 79 percent {or

$146 miltion) in FY 1999 to 84 percent (or $304 million) in FY 20(4.
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Benefils

L 40,000 more acres will be reclaimed between 2000 and 2004 in addivion to 43,000 acres reclaimed if funding is kept
constant at the FY 1999 level (i.c., baseline level). Currently, about 145,000 acres of Priority 1 and 2 lands are
unreclaimed.

m The backlog of Prierity 1 and 2 projects would be elinvinated within a decade under the PAR proposal. as compared 0 two
decades if the AML program is level funded at the FY 1999 enacted level (i e, baseline level}.

= Under the Clean Streams Initiative which is funded from the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund, the number of stream
miles restored between 2000 and 2004 will increase by 750 miles under thig proposal as compared to 1,750 miles under the
baseline level. These funds will be leveraged by requiring at least a 1:1 match.

» Each $1 million spent on reclamation will generate 59 jobs. .

Additional Concept Details

~ Between FY 1999 and FY 2{%}@, several programs fumded through the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund will receive
increased funding:

= State and Federal emergency programs will increase from $18 million to $23 milkion,
" The Small.(:,lperators Assistance Program will increase from $1.3 million to $4.0 million.
L] The Department of Agriculture's Rural Abandoned Mine Program (administered by the Nawral Resources

Conservation Service), which focuses on restoration at the watershed fevel, will be funded at 5% of total annual

AML funding, reclaiming over 2,000 acres annually under arrangements much more closely tied to State priorities
than in the past.
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Funding

®  Sums from this Fund available for restoration of land and water will increase from $185 million in IFY 1999 10 3278 million
in FY 2000 and increase anmally by about $20 million thereafter until it reaches $360 million in FY 2004 due to a

combination of interest carnings and increased revenues from steady expansion of coal production. A detailed breakout of

expenditures for the Abandoned Mine Lands prograny under this proposal is provided in the (able at the end of this section.

& Funding Assumptions
n Coal production will continue to increase per DOE’s projections contained in the 1998 Annual Lnergy Reviews.
= The UMW Combined Benefit Fund will obtain funds at the maximum level allowed from the Abandoned Mine

. Reclamation Fund although we anticipate that transfers to the UMW will be at the $50 millioa per year level,
somewhat more than the $40 million per year that they have been running at historically, Amounts not required by
the UMW Fund will fimance abandoned mine restoration work.

= Interest rates will stay more or less steady at about 3 percent.
Concept Background
" A tax of 35 cents per lon on surface coal, 15 cents on underground coal, and 10 cents on lignite mincd in the United States

is deposited in the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. Subiect to annual apglropriaueﬁ it 15 used 10 veclaim abandoned
mine sites and related stream damage.

® ' Inaddition, the fund balance is invested, but much of the interest earned is transferred to the United Mine Workers of
America Combined Benefit Fund (CBF)} for payment of health benefits Tor miners and their dependents whose companies
have gone out of business. The portion of the interest which exceeds the needs of the CBF is available for appropriation to
reclaim lands. Transfers to UMW are capped at 370 million and have been running at about 340 million per year.

] As with several other major Interior Funds with dedicated receipts, the AMRF, through its taxes and interest earnings, takes -
in more than is appropriated for its authorized uses, despite a large backlog of unmet high priority needs.
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The current unappropriated balance i the Fund is about $1.4 billion and will reach or exceed $1.5 billion at the end of FY
1999, .

In FY 1999, the fee is expected o collect $290 mitlion. In addition, the imterest on the unappropriated balance of 31 4

billion is expected o bring in another $80 million. On the other hand, the FY 1999 appropriation was only 3183 million
and duc to a one-lime adjustment owing 10 a Supreme Court case there was g current vear transfer of 360 million to the
United Mine Workers (UMW) Combined Benefit Fund. However, considering that annual transfers to the UMW have been
averaging about 340 million over the iasi few years, the unappropriated balance should grow by $125 million or more in F‘Y
1999,

Authority for the tax expires in 2004, Any decision to exiend that authority must be made prior to that.

Under the Abandoned Mine Lands program, abandoned sites are classificd according to a priority.  Priority 1 and 2 are
based upon human health, safety and welfare concerns, while Priority 3 is based upon environmental impacts.

There is a $2.5 billion backlog of unfunded Priority 1 and 2 reclamation projects on 145,000 acres of abandoned coal sites,
In addition, 8,000 (+) miles of streams are affected by acid mine drainage: no rehabig estimate of the cost of mitigating
these is available,

Based upon an incomplete inventory, there is a $200 miltion backlog of unfunded Priority 1 and 2 projects at abandoned
non-coal sites.

Dollar estimates for Priority 3 sites have not been made since the primary focus of most States will continue 1o be on
Priority 1 and 2 work for most of the next decade. The backlog for priority 3 environmental restoration at abandoned mine
sites, however, i§ in the many billions of dollars.

50 percent of what is collected is earmarked for the State where it was collected. The amount distributed to a State depends
upon a formula which considers historical coal production and Loiiecuozas and whether it has eliminated its backlog of
Priority 1 and 2 reclamation projects,
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Funding Under Propesal Compared to Current Funding Situation ($ millions, rounded)

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004-2009
Proposed Funding |
StatefTribal Reclamation Grants 133 198 216 233 - 254 273
Seate Emergency Programs & 12 i2 iz 12 12
Federal Emergency Programs 11 it i i1 i 1
Clean Streams 7 10 10 1§ 10 10
Rural Abandoned Mine Program 0 13 5 16 17 {8
Federal High Priority Projects 3 3 3 3 3 3
Small Operators Assistance Program 2 4 4 4 4 4
Operations 23 26 27 27 28 29
Total Proposed Funding 185 277 298 38 339 360
OMB Outyear Baseling 185 210 240 P 298 208

NOTE: Budgey numbers in the 1999 columnn répresent the FY 1999 Presidem’s Budget
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Concept

A new fund, titled the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund (FLGNF), would be established. to fund and resolx;e
tingering issués with States and local governments about Federal lands in their jurisdictions.

- The FLGNF would fuily fund Payment;s in Lieu of Taxes (PELT) and the companion program. Refuge Revenue
Sharing, at current authorization levels to beuer offset the lack of tax pavments for Federal fands.  These programs
would be authorized or reauthorized, as the case may be, to provide for pernwnent appropriation.

" The PILT and Refuge Revenue Sharing payments would be financed from unappropriated balances in the
Reclamation Fund, minerals revenues surplus to the needs of that fund, and existing National Wildlife Refuge
revenues currently used for the Refuge Revenue Sharing Program.

The Adminisiration will once again propose, as part of the FY 2000 budget. a Timber Revenue Sﬁaring Stabilization
initiative for the U.S. Forest Service’s Payments to States and the Bureau of Land Management’s Oregon and
California Grant Lands programs. These programs raditionally have shared a portion of the revenue -- 25 percent in the
case of USFS axd 50 percent in the case of BLM O&C fands - with local governments (though the USFS revenues go to
them through the States). Timber receipts have dropped dramatically as Federal forest managers have responded to
endangered species and forest health problems. The stabilization initiative’ would peg the payments at levels higher than
would obtain from the traditional revenue sharing formula. With continuing declines in revenues, this initiative may look
more favoerable to counties and their Congressional representatives next vear,

Premises

A substantial element of the complaints — and sometimes, opposition — from States and local governments about the
presence of Federal lands and activitics on those lands stems from the perceived failure of the Federal government to fully
fund existing authorizations for payments to local governments in hieu of tax revenues. Resolution of these issues, including
permanent provision for their funding, will significantly improve relations -- improve Federal agencies’ standing as "good
neighbors”™ -- with these units of government and the public. .
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. Because the land holdings of the Federal Government are tax exermpt, focal governments fose potential 1ax revenue on lands
within their jurisdiction that are under Federal ownership. However, States and Jocal governments provide services on
Federal lands, and often bear impacts from activities on those lands. In the case of onshore Federal lands, the Federal
government has acknowledged in Federal legisiation a responsibility to compensate local governments for this lost fax
revenue through two programs of compensation in liev of taxes. Counties rely on this compensation o provide essential
services, including Hrefighting, police protection, and the construction of schools and roads.  Current appropriations for the
Payment in Licu of Taxes program (covering National Parks, Forests and BLM lands) and Refuge Revenue Sharing for
National Refuge fands are at approximately 50 percent and 75 percent, respectively. of authorization levels. The shorifall s
ghout $106 million per vear, and increasing. .

= Additionally, local gnverzizm:ms seek a predictable revenue flow for these services. Being subject to the often unpredictable
Congressional budget process, budgeting is difficult for local governments highly dependent on these Federal payments.

B (iven these factors, obtaining a greater measure of good will from jurisdictions including Federal lands by fully funding the
payments of lieu of taxes program needs to be a high priority for the Administration. This is all the more so given the
Partrership for America’s Resources initiative (o accelerale acqulsmon of recreation and environmentally seasitive lands
managed by the four Federal land management agencies.

Benefits

- Adequate, timely and known payments 1o local governments through the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fumd would reseit
in several significant benefits. Full funding, provided on a permanent appropriation basis, would:

= allow iocal governments 1o better provide infrastructure and services W support activities on Federal lands;
n alleviate local resentment or mistrust of the Federal government for failing 1o meet its anthotized ohligations; and.
= improve prospects, by mitigating local government opposition, for Federal programs, like the North Amerlcan

Waterfowl Management Plan, that rely on acquisitions to preserve habitat.
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Fonding

The unappropriated balance of the Reclamation Fund, expected to exceed $§2 billion by the end of FY 1999, would be
transferred to the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund and drawn on as needed to make up the shortfall between anmai
rw:&zpzs and expenditures.

Most of the annual funding for the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund for the payment in lieu of taxes program would
be from anticipated anmual surpluses from the existing Reclamation Fuad., The Reclamation Fund is derived from three
primary sources:

. repayments and other revenues from water and power users,
. mineral leasing revenues;
L receipts from the sale, lease and rental of Federal lands in the 17 Western States.

Reclamation Fund revenues currently exceed withdrawals (principally Bureau of Reclamation operation costs) by about $165
million per year and the excess is expected 10 grow by about $100 million over the next decade. Through the end of FY
1999, the Reclamation Fund is expected to have an unappropriated balance of over 32 billion, and this is projected 1o chmb
to nearly $4.2 billion within a decade.

National Wikilife Refuge revenues are expected to continue o coniribute about $10 1o $12 million per vear in paymenis 1
local governmental entities through the Federal Lands Good Neighbor Fund.

If included at a later time, the timber revenue sharing stabilization initiative for the Bureau of Land Management and the
Forest Service would add about $340 million to the PAR twtal. This amount is already included in the FY 2000 budpet and
OMB’s outvear estimates. There would be no incremental cost above those estimates, so they would not add to the net
increase in Federal expenditures reflected in the Partnership for America’s Resources initiative.

Program levels and funding sources for the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund are set out in the two tables at the end of
this section, It should be noted that the 1999 column is provided simply as a basis for comparison. The Fund is proposed to
be authorized for the 2000 budget.
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Background

o Payments in Lieu of Taxes program payments are made by the Bureau of Land Management for lands that it administers,
and for Federal lands in the National Forest System, the National Park system, Federal water resource projects, Corps of
Engineers dredge areas, inactive or semi-active Army 1nstailations, and several other specific categories of Federally-
impacted lands. The amounts authorized to be paid reflect the greater of the following amounts:

n $1.65 per acre times the number of eligible acres in a county minus the amount of funds received by the county in
the prior fiscal year under certain other Federal programs, or
- 22 vents per acre

Authorized payments also are timited for each county based on population, Addiuionally, these are temporary payments
authorized for recemly acquired Federal lands based on the market value of the land and pre-purchase property taxes.

L Refuge Revenue Sharing payments are authorized to be made by the Fish and Wildlife Service based on the greatest of the
following amounts: | . ,

= Five cents per acre;
- 3/4 of one percent of the appraised value; or,
» 23 percent of the net receipts produced from the land.

" Appropriations. The Bureau of Land Management’s PILT program is fimanced entirely by direct a;}pr;priations. The
Refuge Revenue Sharing program is financed from receipts from compatible commercial 2ctivities on National Wildlife
Refoges and direct annual appropriations.

n Shortfall Allocation. When, as has usually been the case, appropriations are less than the aathorized payments. the
shortfall is prorated among the local governments receiving payments. For FY 1997, the shortfalls were:

» Payment in Licu of Taxes (PILTY: 399 million (met 33,3 percent of $212 millicn authorization},
" Refuge Revenue Sharing: $7 million {met 72.5 percent of $24 million authorization).
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Federal Lands Goed Neighbors Funding Preposal Compared with FY 1999 Funding Level

{$ mitlions)

Progrim Expenditures 1999 e 206t H2 2003 3004 2805 2006 2667 IR 2009
BLM Payrents in lizu of taxes 123 63 271 19 288 295 3ms . 34 324 333 343
FWE Refuge Revenue Sharing i7 28 yal 30 31 32 33 34 35 ] 17
Tomi '
Federal Lands Good Neighbor Fund 142 251 300 e 39 328 138 348 359 3609 380
NOTE: Budpet aumbers in the 1999 column represent the FY 1999 Pregident’s Budget.
Federal Lands Good Neighbor Fund: Funding Sources
{$ millions)
Funding Sources 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2008 2006 207 2003 2009
Transfer Reclamation Fund Unappropriated
Balance 2,196 e - - -- -- - -
Excess Mineral Resovrces 167 175 1IR3 (95 204 247 230 245 262 281
Refuge Revenues , i 10 11 il i1 it 12 194 12 [#4
Net Reventes 2373 185 194 206 25 22 42 25T 21
{ess: Federsl Lands CGood Neighbor Fund
Program Cosis 291 300 369 318 328 338 348 359 369 380
Carrviprward Balance $ 2,082 1,967 1 452 1,73 1836 36 1Al 1308 1,213
Remaining Umsppropriated Balance 2082 1,967 1882 1,739 LBIG6 1,516 1400 1M 1213 . 1126
NOTE: Budge! aumbers in thy 1999 column represent the FY 1999 President’s Budget.
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Basic Financing Concept

The funding mechanisms proposed as part of the Partnership for America’s Resources are based on fully utilizing existing
dedicated receipt sources and adding several new dedicated receipt funds using OCS receipts. The preponderant share in dollar
terms represents current dedication of revenues to specific purposes, which amounts have historically not been appropriated in full.
As a result, the Land and Water Conservation Fund, Historic Preservation Fund, and Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund
will have an unappropriated balance of dedicated revenues of approximately $16.3 billion by the beginning of FY 2000 and are
projected to increase to $24.0 billion within a decade. In addition, the unappropriated balance of the Reclamation Fund is
projected to increase from $2 billion to $4.2 billion. This fund is managed by the Bureau of Reclamation to finance certain water
projects. Receipts deposited into the Reclamation Fund are projected to increase by roughly $100 million per year over the next
decade with revenues derived in roughly equal amounts from onshore mineral receipts and from revenues generated from Bureau of
Reclamation projects. The onshore mineral receipts are largely derived from mineral leases on Bureau of Land Management and
Forest Service lands. The tabular information presented in the appendix details the funding sources and the build up of
unappropriated balances in these four funds projected for the next decade.

The distribution of OCS program revenues and of the mineral revenues deposited to the Reclamation Fund is also shown in the
appendix. It should be noted that the balance of the onshore mineral revenues are used for payments to States and to cover royalty
- management costs of the Minerals Management Service. The combination of revenue Inflows and the unappropriated balance in the

Reclamation Fund are sufficient to cover all proposed expenditures.

While the unappropriated balances in the Land and Water Conservation Fund, Historic Preservation Fund, Abandoned Mine
Reclamation Fund, and Reclamation Fund represent a significant contribution to deficit reduction made over the past several
decades, the first three funds also represent a significant failure to honor the initial premise and promise of the programs to dedicate
specific sources of funds oblained from depietion of natural resources to meet long term environmental and historic preservation
goals. The lost opportunity to permanently protect environmentally sensitive or recreation lands reflected in the unappropriated
balance in the Land and Water Conservation Fund, for instance, is approximately equal to the current backlog of land acquisition
from the four major Federal land management agencies. Similar results can be cited for the Land and Water Conservation Fund
State grant, Historic Preservation Fund and Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund programs. .
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The Parinership for America’s Resources initiative is designed 1o remedy the failure to honor the criginal promise to help meet
land protection and historical preservation goals as part-of whatever new Federal budget resolution or Act is proposed by the
Administration for the FY 2000 budget, without requiring new offscts. This design takes into account the facts that the need for
environmenta! and historic resources proection and restoration is great and has been building while key lands and resources have
buen developed, degraded, lost, or not restored. It also takes into account that fact that further contributions to deficit reduction are
less urgent than in the past several decades and that the strong development pressures of a strong economy tip the balance toward
accelerating land and resource protection and restoration through the Partnership for America’s Resources. :

Financing PAR Using an Investment Approach

The basic concept for the invesiment approach is essentially that of a perpetuity -~ a true trust fund where the principal is never
touched - and would be easity explainable to Congress and the public. It would take the unappropriated balances of the current
funds ($12.4 biliion in the case of the LWCF) and the annual amounts deposited to them (3900 million per vear in the case of the
LWCF - mostly from QCS receipts), and invest themn in Treasury notes or other Treasury instruments, as is done currently with

© the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. The programs would then operate using interest generated from those trust funds. For
the LWCF, this could generate $60C to $700 million in interest income the first year, and then increase by 345 to $60 million per
year thereafter, depending on applicable mterest rates, Similar results would obtain for the HPF, for which investment income
could start at about $125 million and then increase $8-9 mitlion per year thereafter. For those paris of the Federal Lands Good
Neighbors Fund to be financed from excess Reclamation Fund balances and mineral receipts, costs in excess of the FY 1999 base
could be financed by transferring the Reclamation Fund unappropriated balance and annual additions thereto to the fund, investing
the unexpended balances, and using the interest revenue.

The investment approach would not provide nearly as much funding in the early years as the PAR initiative, which fully funds all
elements right from the start using dedicated revenues, as described in previous sections. Also, the growth of available investment
income would be gradual, Comparatively, this would result in a substantial reduction in benefits derived in the early years. The
investment approach would, however, continue to build balances that would generate increasing amounts of interest revenues for
the programs over the long run. Benefits in the later years, especially after about 20035, would continue o expand beyond the
traditional annual receipt limits for the LWCF and HPF of $900 and $150 million each year, respectively. Within approximately a
decade, by FY 2009, the LWCF could generate about $1.1 10 $1.2 billion annually in available interest and the HPF about $200
miltion.
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The investment concept described above is focused on the LWCF, HPF and, 1o a lesser extent, the Federal Lands Good Neighbors
Fund, but could be used flexibly to fund other PAR inttiatives as the interest income incrgased.  Any number of combinations of
uses of the available interest mmong the different programs could be developed. Additionally, phase in of all of these programs
under the investment approach could be accelerated by use of additional dedicated OCS receipts (beyond the current annual deposiis
to the LWCF and HPF) as proposed in the Dingell-Young initiative, or by a slow phase out of direct appropriations.

Program Financing Charts

The following charts provide examples of two financing approaches. The first shows the relative amount of funding from different
sources for the PAR initiative for FY 2000 as it 3s presented in the previous sections.  The second shows an example of the growth
in interest income generated by the invesiment approach. For the investment approach, the data assume a first year drawdown from
the corpus of the trust 1o initiate the financing program, investment of the unappropriated balance at the start of FY 2000, and
investment of the annual income deposited to the fund. The interest income would be available for program expenditures. The

. tumbers are approximate, rounded to the nearest $5 million, use a 5 percent interest rate, and include a number of assemptions
about the investment of unexpended balances. '
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MAJOR FUNDING SOURCES
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The following tables and explanations reflect projected deposits to, appropriations from, and vnappropriated balances of four
dedicated receipt funds associated with the Partnership for America’s Resources Program conept for the pertod from FY 1998
through FY 2009, The tables reflect that estimated unappropriated balances in the four funds are projected 1o total $18.3 billion at
the end of FY 1999, A decade later, they are projected to climb to 328 billion, an increase during the decade of $101.7 billion.

Estimates of Quier Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas receipts and their distribution are shown sinvce OCS revenues currently
finance two of the dedicated receipt funds and are proposed to finance all or part of four additional dedicated funds, Estimates are
alse shown for National Wildlife Refuge revenues for the National Wildlife Refuge Fund. Those amouns would continue to be
dedicated to that purpose.
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Land and Water Conservation Fund
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund was established by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended, 16

U.S.C. 46014 through 11.

Under current law, a total of 3900 million is deposited annuaily © the Land and Water Conservation

Fund, composed of receipis from Surplus Property Sales, $1 miliion from Motorboat Fuels Tax, and the balance from OCS
receipts. The Land and Water Conservation Fund 15 used to suppert land acquisition, State cutdoor recreation grants, and related

administrative expenses.

The table below shows estimated deposits, appropriations, and the end of fiscal year balance for FY 1998

through FY 2009, For FY 2004 and beyond, the estimates of appropriations from the Land and Wawr Conservation Fund are
straight-lined because budget estimates are not known at this time.

Estimated Land and Water Conservation Fund Receipts, Appropriations, and Net Balance ($ millions) _

Receipts & Outlays 1908 1999 it LY 001 2002 003 2004 2008 2006 2007 K08 209
Surpies Property
Sales and Motorboat 44 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Fupls Tax
OCS rents, bonuses, ~ BS6 897 Ro7 VSW 897 897 297 897 897 897 897 - 897
royaities
Total 900 900 900 o0 900 900 900 906 9 90 G0 L
Appropriations 90 299 A 428 428 428 428 428 428 478 428 428
Annual
Surplus/Deficit
{Excess/shortfail of G ]| 536 472 472 472 472 472 412 47 442 472
fEVERULS OVer .
appropriations)
Unobligared balance )
returned 10 receipis K 30 30 0 30 3% 30 3 30 30 3 n
Fund Balance {includes 1998 11,79 12438 12080 134EY 13,584 14.4R6 0 HOER 15490 13982 15494 E6,99t§ 17,498
batenee of $11.88)
NOTE: A;:prepna{za&s in the 1998 volumn are sctual; in the 1999 column, appropriations represem the FY 1999 Peesident's Budget,
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Historic Preservation Fund

The Historic Preservation Fund was egstablished by the Historic Preservation Pund Act of 1966, as amended. 16 U.S.C. 470,

Under current law, a total of 3130 miliion is deposited annually (o the Historic Preservation Fund from OCS receipts. The Historic
Preservation Fund is used 1o preserve intellectual and cultural artifacts and historic structures and sites. The table below shows

estimated deposits, appropriations, and the end of fiscal year balance for FY 1998 through FY 2009.

Estimated Historic Preservation Fund Receipts, Apprepriations, and Net Balince (& millions)

Receipts & Outlays 1998 1999 2000 2000 2002 2003 2004 . 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
OCS rents, bonuses, royalties 150 156 B30 150 150 156 IS0 156 156 156 150 150
Appropriations : 44 101 101 46 41 41 42 43 44 45 46 a6

Annual Surplus/Deficit (revenues vs
appropriations} I 49 49 14 109 109 a8 107 HES 105 14 1M

Fund Balance (inchudes FY 1998 balance ) ’
$2.28 36 2,365 2414 2318 2627 273 2844 2850 3057 3U6AY 3266 AN

NOTE: Appropriations in the 1998 coluron are sctuad; in the 1999 column, appropriztions represent the FY 1998 Prosident’s Badget.
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Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund

A tax of 35 cents per ton on'surface coal, 15 cents on underground ceal, and 16 cents on lignite mined in the United States is
deposited to the Abandoned Mine Reciamation Fund, and subject to annual appropriation, are used to reclaim abandoned mine sites
and related stream damage. The fund balance is invested, but most of the interest earned is transferred 1o the United Mine Workers
of America Combined Benefits Fund (CBF) for payment of health benefits for miners (and their depemdenisy whose companies have
gone out of business. The portion of the interest which exceeds the needs of the CBI is available for appropriation to rectaim
lands.

Authority for the tax ¢xpires in 2004, Receipt and appropriation estimates for 2005 and beyond assume reauthorization but
appropriations arc straight-lined because no estimates were made for those years in the 1999 budget.

The end of fiscal year 1997 balance of the fund was $1.222 billion.

Estimated Abandoned Mine Land Fund Receipts, Appropriations, and Net Balance ($ niillions)

Receipts and Qutlays 11998 1999 2000 2000 2007 - 2003 2004 20050 2006° 20077 2008° 20097
Receipts ‘ 370 6 38 93 402 407 416 ©8 39 4 a6 46l
Appropriations na 25 238 256 256 257 261 61 261 61 260 261

Annuast Sorplas (Excess of revenues , )
over appropriations 156 ¥4] 128 139 3 50 143 165 178 189 N 2060

Fund Balance (ingludes FY 1998 .
balance $1.2R) $.378 1,561 1.62% {768 1,914 2064 2,219 2,384 2,567 2758 2.951) 3,151

NOTE: Appropriations in the 1998 colunmn ar¢ actmal; in the 1999 column, appropriztions represent the FY 1999 Presidens™s Rudpel.

*Autherity for the Abandused Mine Land Fand ender the Surface Mising Comngret and Reclamation Act of 1997, Public Law 935-87, as amended, cxpm:‘; in
2004, Receipt extimates assume reauthotization, and appropriation estimates straight-ling estimates for 2004,
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Reclamation Fund Receipts

The Reclamation Fund is derived from receipts trom the following sources: about 40 percent of onshore mineral leasing revenues
on Federal lands; sale of power and water and ofber utilities; abowt 76 percent of the proceeds from the sale of public Jands and
public domain timber; and repayments andd other revenues from water and power users. The Reclamation Fund is available for
expenditure pursuant to appropriation acts. Estimaies of appropriations from the Reclamation Fund have been made through FY
1999 based on budget estimates for specific projects. For FY 2000 and beyond, the estimates of appropriations from the
Reclamation Fund are straight-lined because budget estimates for individual projects are not known at thig time.  As of the end of
FY 1997, the unappropriated balance of the Reclamation Pund is $1.7 billion.

Estimated Reclamation Fund Receipts, Appropriations, and Net Balance {$ millions)

Regeipts 1993 190y 000 W01 7 Az 2003 200 2005 X 2007 AN 2009
Onshore mineral leasing 463 479 481 485 - 497 509 518 331 544 559 74 376

Giher revenues 491 495 495 495 495 495 495 445 495 495 195 495

Total _ 434 974 975 984 e 1004 1013 1826 1030 1034 1071 187

Appropriations 700 B9 09 809 8G9 804 B05 &g %é(l?} 80y RO 29

Annust Surphus (revenues : '
vs appropriations) 164 163 167 175 183 195 204 217 230G 245 262 262

Fund Balance (includes FY 1998 g .
batance of $1.7B) 1.8 2,028 2,196 2,37] 233 28 2833 30 3400 3,845 3907 4,189

MOTE: Appropriations in (e 1998 column are actualy iy the 199% cofumn, apprapristions represent the FY 1999 President™s Buslget,
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National Wildlife Refuge Fund
The Refuge Revenue Sharing Act permanently appropriates revenues from the sale of products from Fish and Wildlife Service
refuge lands, less expenses in collecting and distributing the revenues, for payments to counties. [f revenues are insufficient to

make full payments according to the formula in the act, direct appropriations are authorized to make up the difference.

Estimated Refuge Revenue Sharing Receipts ($ millions)

Receipts & Outlays 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 |
Refuge Revenue Sharing Receipts ‘ 9 10 10 10 11 11 11 H 12 12 12 12
General Fund Appropriations 11 11 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 o 10
Payments 1o counties 20 21 ‘ 20 20 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 22
Fund Balance . 0 0 0o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Appropriations in the 1998 column are actual; in the 1999 column, appropriations represent the FY 1999 President’s Budget.
OCS Receipts and Fund Distribitions

Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) receipts are collected by the Minerals Management Service, and are produced from oil and gas
-leasing on the OCS. There are three types of revenues: bonuses, which are up-front payments for the right to lease OCS tracts;
rents, which are annual amounts paid on non-producing tracts; and royalties, which are based on a percentage of the value of the
minerals produced under the lease agreements. Annually, about $900 million of the receipts are deposited to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, and $150 million to the Historic Preservation Fund. The balance is deposited to the General Fund of the
Treasury. At the end of fiscal year 1997, the unappropriated balances of the Land and Water Conservation Fund and Historic
Preservation Fund were $11,861 million and $2,210 million respectively. (See next page for additional detail).

In addition to the OCS revenues reported as receipts (shown below). MMS is permitied to expend a portion of OCS rents. The
amount, $65 million in FY 1998 and proposed for $94 million in the 1999 budget, is specified annually in the Interior appropriation
act. Also, in addition to the OCS receipts shown below, payments are made to coastal States from a portion of OCS revenues
associated with tracts in the so-called 8(g) area, which is a 3-mile wide overlap of Federal and State waters on the continental shelf:

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1998 . PARTNERSHIP FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES PAGE 78



3

&

&

In adddition 10 27 percent of rents, bonuses, and royalties on 8(g) tracts, UCS coastal States received 363 million in setdement
payments in 1998 and will continue to receive that amount through the year 2000,

Estimated OCS Receipts (8 millions)

Receips 1998 1999 2000¥ 2001 it (24 AR i3 2005 06 24¥)7 Y8 R

Rents and Bomses 1.520 1425 R 877 189 ViR H65 612 389 i} 1] %0

Royalties 3,467 3,530 3,403 3.632 k341" 345 3,35 3235 2904 3072 3,28 3,254
Fotal 4,987 4,955 4,311 4,509 4,608 4,179 4 .0t5 3,867 3,493 3.f)4i 3,824 3,824

Current distribution of OCS Receipts ($ millions)

Disteibytion by Year 1998 19949 2003 2004 Pit 1)) 2003 2004 2X35 2006 20007 2008 2004

Lam) Water Conservation Fund ‘Sﬁé RY7 89?’ 897 897 B97 857 897 847 By 87 - 897

{Beposits 10 LWCE from Surplos

Praperty Sates and Motorboat Fuel Tax}

: {44} {3 13} i3] i3] i3] 13} 31 13 {3 i3 i3

Historic Preservation Fund 15G 150 150 i 130 150 150 150 150 150 ] §54

{General Fund 3,08 3308 1264 3,462 3561 3,132 2,968 2B 24486 1588 i 2,777
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