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• • • 
• 	 The Partnership for America's Resources. The Partnership for America's Resources (PAR) is dedicated to preserving ami passing 

on to future generations. a livable and living environment. PAR will preserve incomparahle nalural and historic resources - scenic 
vistas, healthy streams and rivers, and unique cultural resources - for the enjoyment of future generalitlns. PAR will also restore 
and revitalize threatened and degraded landscapes - coastal environs, urban parks ami historic districts, and open space sl1rrounding 
population centers - to en.<;ure a livable environment in the 2r't Century. PAR will achieve this legacy by addressing two goals: 

• 	 Protecting and restoring America's key Jegacy resources - natural. recreational. and histOric; and 

• 	 Advancing a national partnership with State;\;, local governments, and the public to provide a nalUr.ti reSOUfL"'e legacy for future 
generations of Americans. 

• 	 Background.. 

• 	 A Challenge: As America has grown and prospered in the 20111 CenlU~Y. our capacity to influence and alter the environment has 
increased dramatically. Population has expanded continuously, contributing to dense urban -centers and sprawling blankets of 
settlement. The demand for outdoor recreational opportunilies 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 reSOUf(;es has soared 
as we1l. as much of our growth has been fuded by the minerals, limber. and paslure that abound on our public lands, These 
are the traiis of a vigorous society, Yet they present a signincanl chaUenge to sustaining- a healthy living e;:rivironment and 
preserving our natural and cultural resources. 

• 	 The Response: In 1960's and 10's, Congress acted to prOl~t and restore Qur natural and cultural resources hy creating [he Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. the Historic Preservation Fund. and the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. These represented 
a commitment to preserve and restore OUr nation's resources. These three funds are financed by dedicated receipts. their 
pennanent nature justified by the promise to the American publk that this revenue would be dedicated and spent tor special 
purposes - for the protection of habitat and recreational lands and resources, for restoration of important historkal resources, 
and for restoration of lands and watersheds damaged by past coal extraction, 
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• 	 A Promise Unfulfilled: Yet-the unappropriated balances Ihal have lmill up in these Ihree funds exceed $16 hillion. These 

unspent do1laTs can be accounted for 1n lands oot acquired and perhaps no longer of sufficient quality to be acquired: in lost and 
depicted 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 scarn.:u and unsafe landscapes and acidified streams associated 
with past coal mining that have yet to be reclaimed. In a very real sense. PAR can be seen as a proposal to make good on the 
billions of dollars in earmarked receipts deposited but not used to protect and restore the environment and historical resources. 

• 	 The Opportunity. At the outset of the 20'1> Century. Theodore Roosevelt created a magnificent legacy of National Parks. Refuges. 
Fore~ts. and Monuments. At the outset orthc next millennium. the Partnership for America'5 Resources would ensure a comparable 
legacy - a permanent, continuously expanding endowment of protecLed landscapes amI grL"enspacc; of restored historical sites and 
coUections; of recovered specles currently threatened. endangered. orueplered; of thriving non-game specit:s and connected habitats; 
of restored riparian habitats and cleaner water; of more vibrant urban areas with recrealional opportunity and restored historic 
districts, These categories of resourceS are all currently being lost or are deleriorating at alarming rates. PAR win turn that around. 

• 	 The Proposal. PAR win reinvigorate or initiate seven complementary, permanent funds spccificaHy adtlressing the major 
conservation and restoration challenges that confront our nation on the cusp of the 21 st Century. The seven funds. and their focus, 
are as follows: 

1. 	 The Land and Water Conservatioo Fund, fuBy funded at $900 miUiorl per year, to acqlJire and pel manemly protect key habitat 
and recreational lands through: a) Federal acquisition of lands for the National Park. Refuge and f;oresl systems and the public 
lands managed by the, Bureau of Land Management (BLM). and b) State acquisition programs leveraged with cost-share 
requirements to address urban sprawl, greenspace. habitat protection and recreational needs of States and Jocal governments and 
the people they serve. 

2. 	 A Hahitat and Coastal Restoration Fund. funded at $1.2 billiun per year, to: a) rcslOre habitat on Federal lands -- parks, 
refuges, forests, ELM lands, and Indian lands held in Irust by the United States; b) restore habitat in coastal areas through a 
program of leveraged grants to states and technica.l assistance: c) restore non-game ;;;pccics lhroughout the nation through a 
leveraged State formula grant program patterned in majur part un the "Teaming With Wildlife" proposal: and d) protect and 
restore endangered species including Pacific Northwest salmon. wetlands. rip~rian areas and other depleted and degraded 
environmental resources through partnership programs with State aud local governments and private land owners. 
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• • • 
3. 	 The Historic Preservation Fund, expanded (0 a total of $300 million per year to cover historic resources on the four public 

lands systems, to greatly accelerate protection and restoration of the naliorfs dcrcrionuing historic falwic including historical 
structures and objects through leveraged grants and direCl Federal reslor<uion expenditures. 

4. 	 A li'armland Wildlife Protection Fund, funded at $100 million 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 Park and Recreation Restoration Fund. reinitiated at $150 million pet year. til help restore and expand the park 
resources of urban areas - especially those in distressed areas - through a leveraged grant program. 

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

7. 	 A Federal Lands ('.00<1 Neighbors Fund to fully fund the Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PII.T) program and Ihe National Wildlife 
Refuge Fund at their authorized levels to resolve a serious funding controversy with local governments thal substamially 
compromises support for Federal lands ,management actions and acquisitions. 

• 	 The Rationale. 

• 	 A Fundamental Principle. PAR uses dedicated revenueS from depleting natural resources such as offshure oil and gas, onshore 
minerals revenues, and fees on private coal mining to invest in renewable resources -~ a concept upon which, for instance. the 
Land and Water Conservation and Abandoned Mine Reciamation Funds were based long ago. 

• 	 Imprm'ed Performance. PAR builds largely on existing funds and authorizalions to address these resource Joss issues, and. 
in the main, does so within existing funding a~thori7.alions, At the s(lmc time. it docs so with substanti(ll restructuring and 
redirection to make the programs more effective in focusing on (hose reSources rno~i1 in need of protection and restoration and . 
those actions where protection and I't':sloralion provide Olullipl~ national benetits and leverage Federal dollars with additional 
State, local and private financing. Where new funding mechanisms arc required 10 address resource issues in a manner and at 
a level that will make a suhstantial difference in the quali~y of the American environment. such as would be the case with the 
Habitat and Coastal Resloration Fund and the Fannland Wildlife Protection Fund. they are proposed. 
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• 	 Accountability and National Guals. Existing authorities arc proposed to be substantially modified to octter achieve their 

individual goals and the overaU goals of the PAR initiative. Included in the PAR modilicarions is improved accountabillty 
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 
-hLt;torjc. environmental and recreational resources. It does not invest in expanded operalion ;}m{ llIaintenancc programs or even 
in Federal recreation facilities such as visitor centers and roads. It is an initiative designed [0 addres:-: degraded and degrading 
natural, historic and recreational resources and to aequire such resources, where they are important, before they arc further 
degraded or Jost from the standpoint of their environmentnl and historic values. 

• 	 The l.egacy. PAR is proposed as an investment in natural. recrealioual and historic reSQurce protection anti restoration rather than 
in operating programs and general use facilities. By providing ~rmanent funding from tk"tlicated revenues, it wiB provide a 
permanent legacy that grows each year as lands and resources are acquired or restored. We estimate that accomplishments that could 
be expected over the next de£ade alone from PAR include: 

• 	 5.5 mil1ion acres of lands acquired for pemlanent protection by State, local and Federal goverrunents as parks. refuges, forests, 
wilderness areas, {rails, wild and scenic rivers, and other recreational purposes. compared to approximately 7 miHion acres 
acquired under the Land and Water Conservation Fund in the past quarter century; 

• 	 2.5 mjllion aCres of wetlands and 9 minion acres of upland habitat protected or restored, restoration of over 50,000 miles of 
streams. reopening of 20.000 miles of streams, and 40 mitlion acres covered by Safe: Harbor agreements, exclusive or 

, accomplishments: on Forest Service lands; 
• 	 4,500 National Landmarks, endangered historic battlefields:, Federally-owned historic struCturcs, and archaeological sites 

protected or restored; over 12.000 other historic buildings, sites, structures and collections protected 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 including wetlands, forested areas" groves, and nood zones permanently protected; 
• 	 8,000 urban parks restored or created compared to J ,300 ill Ihe past two decades; and 
• 	 5,000 mine sites restored \:ompared to 4,600 since program inception two decades ago. 

• 	 The Financing. An of the proposed mnding mechanisms arc based on existing receipt sources; the prepornlerant share in dollar 
tenus represents current dedication of revenues to specific purposes, amounts which have historically not been appropriated in fuJI. 
As. result, and adding the Reclamation Fund to the unappropriated balances of the LWCF, HPF, and AML funds, Interior's 
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dedicated revenue funds will have an unappropriated balance of approximately $18 billion hy [he beginning of FY 2000. This 
unappropriated balance is projected to increase to $28 billion within a decade:_ 'Fhis large unapproprialed balance represents a 
significant failure to hOOOf the initial promise of the programs to dedicate specific sources of funds obtained from depletion of 
natural resources to meet long term enviroruncnlal and hhaoric 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 oUsets. in recognition of 
the fact that the unappropriated balances of these funds represent an $18 hill ion contribution 10 debt reduction over (he past 
several decades. 

• 	 Pennanent Funding and Receipt Sources. All programs in the Partnership for America's Resources wHl be based on 
permanent funds to provide a steady, reliable source of money for the legacy protection and restoration at.:livlHes as long as 
needed during the 21st Cenrury. Funding sources are identified in the foHowing table. . 

Fundine: Sources for the Partnership for America's Resources FUllds 

Land and Water Conservation Fund OCS Receipts 

Hahitat and Coastal Restoration Fund OCS Receipts 

Historic Preservation fund OCS Receipts 

Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund OCS Receipts 

Ur~an Park & Recreation Recovery F4nd OCS. Receipts 


Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund 	 Coal M ioe Pees 

Fund Interest 


Pedera! Lands Good Neighbors Fund 	 Surplus Mineral Lea~e Receipts 

Refuge Revenues 

OCS Oil and Gas Royalties 


L-________~-'-----------------
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------- ------ -
-------

• 	 The Presentation. The Partnership for America's Resources proposal is inlroduced in concept in this presentation. The following 
seven sections present the concept and supporting information for each of the major funds identified previously" Under the heading, 
"Program Financing. ~ a discussion of program financing concepts in {fIt! PAR proposal is provided. In addition to the basic concept, 
an altemative approach is identified. An appendix displays the fund balances and distributions for five dedicated receipt funds and 
projections of oes revenues over the next decade. A budgetary summary of the PAR proposal is presented below, followed by 
a summary of the unappropriated balances at current Service levels. ' 

Proposed Partnership ror Americ.'s Resources t'unds (PAR) Compared with 1999 F'unding ($ millions),- 2000 200' 2002 2003 200-1 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

, 900 ' 900Land and Water Conservalion Fund 329 900 900 900 90() 900 900 90Q 900 

164 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 },200 I ,200 1.200 1,200Habitat & Coastal Restoration Fund 

Hisloric Preservation Fund III 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 300 JOO 300 

Farmland Wildlife Preservation Fund 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 I()(I 100 100 100 

Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Fund 2 15<l 150 150 Ill) 150 150 150 150 150 150 

Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund 186 277 297 318 339 360 360 300 .100 300 360 

Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund 142 291 JOO 309 319 328 338 348 359 369 300 

Tolal 934 3,218 1,241 3.277 l.l{)8 3,338 3,348 ' 3,358 J.369 3,379 3,390 

liReO;ClS approprialions from dedicat~ rec~ipts as well a5- General Fund appmpri~lion$ nol cmreotly categorized urtder tire program heluling;, In provide comparability. 
Budget numbers in the 1999 column represent lilt PY 1999 President's Bndget. 
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- ----

Unappropriated Dedicated Fund Hulances ($ millions) 

1999 2000 2MI 2002 2M3 20114 2005 2006 2001 2008 l00~9 

12,424 !2.980 13,482 13,984 14.486 14;988 1$A9Q 15,992 16.494 16,996 17"H 8Land &: Water Conservation fund 

Historic Preservation Fund 2,365 2,414 2.518 2.611 2,716 2.844 '2.951 ),057 J.l62 ),266 3.3'1 o 
1,501 1,629 1,76R 1.914 2,064 2,219 2,384 2,5/il 2.751 2,951 3, I:Abandoned Mine P.edamation Fund 

,----
Sublnlal 16.290 17,023 l7.768 18.525 19,286 20JISI 20,825 21.611 2:>.407 2).213 

--

24,01 • 
2,029 2.196 2,371 2,554 2,74Q 2,953 ),170 3,400 3,6<15 3,907 4,H ,9Reclamation Ft,md 

Total 18,319 19.219 20,139 21,079 n,OH n,004 23.995 25.011 16.052 27,120 2a,If 8 

NOTE: Budget uumbel'5 in the 1999 eoitlmn represent the PY 1999 President's Budge!. Subsequcnl hudg<ts repreocnt f{)rel,!a~t based no currellt policy including tlulyear 
projecdoll't made by the Office of Mln3gement and Budge!. 
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Concept 

• 	 Fun)' fund and make permanent appropriations for 'the I.and and \Vater Consenation Fund (LWCn at the $900 million level of 
receipts deposited to the fund each year to accelerate Federal1ant.l acquisition [or National Parks, Wildlife Refuges and Forests, and 
high priority public lands areas, and to reinitiatc the State grant part of the program under substantially modified authorities that 
accelerate and leverage State and ,local acquisition and relatcd habitat protection programs for protection of parklands, habitat. traiIs. 
and scenic landscapes. 

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

• 	 Emphasize acquisition of park lands. recreation areas, key habitats, scenic areas, and open spac.:c; 

• 	 Shift one-third ufIhe rundj·ng from the current formula-driven State funding distribution approach (0 a competitive grant program 
limited to acquisition only with National criteria and flexibility in weighting; 

• 	 By the second year, manage the project selection process for grants to occur in advance of submiuing the hudget to Congress 
so that projec,ts are known in advance and can be described at ttie time t~e budget i!!; sent [0 Congress; 

.• 	 By the third year, add a three~year planning horizon to the project scit'Clion process, with encouragement for longer period,S, 
to foster longer-range recreation and habitat conservation planning. and advance information to the: pulllic and Congres,S on 
acquisition priorities. The list couid be modified in future. years for good cause; 

• 	 Provide Congress an opportunity to veto projects and suhstitute others that meet national criferia through the appropriations 
process; 

• 	 Amend the requirement for State Recreation Plans to proviue optional processes consisting of the current SCQRP, a Strategic 
Outdoor Recreation Plan, Or a State Action Agenda. The latter is envisioned as an Executive summarization and prioritization 
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ofactions callt:d for in other statewide p1ans indusive ofState Park Plans, habitat.conservation plans, wetlands preservation plans 
as well as locaJ park and recreation plans, among others; 

• 	 Acquisition could be accornplishl.."<l in fee or by easement; 

• 	 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 acquisition costs~ Inclusive of appraisals; 

• 	 Reaffirm the park protection and stewardship provisio~ of section 6({)(3) of the LWCF Act, as amended, as follows: 

1. Retjuire that no prudent or feasible alternative exists to the tflking of protected lands be fully documented hefore any 
conversion may be approved. Exceptions to this requirement would only be granted in those instances where abandorunent is 
dictated by environmental contamination which endangers public health and safety for whidl fcasihfe remedies are not available 
or due to changes in demographics whereby it can be conclusively d~mo!1Strated that the public need for the ,!rea is nou-existent; 

2. In concert with the forward thinking policy that thc monies derived through the depletion ofa public nOll· renewable resource 
are to be used in protecting another public resource and in keeping with the spirit and intent of the L WCF Act that it is to be 
a value added program, ensure that the land to be reserved in perpetuity not only indudes that being acquired, developed and/or 
rehabilitated but also the entire park, recreation/conservation.area of which it is a parI. 

• 	 Lower matching requirements (70 percent Federal- 30 percent State or local) for certain lypes of projects that serve multiple 
national goals including: 

• 	 Acquisition of habitat and parkland in floodplains to preclude devclopmeJ~t, avoid emcrge~cy flood relief ("fforts and costs, 
and protect riverine species; 

• 	 Acquisition of threatened national landmarks and lands within eSlablished boundaries of State/local components of Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, sites and segments of the National Trail System, or high value ecosystems abutting national parks or national 
wildlife refuges; 

• 	 Land acquisition for proteclion of a Federally designaK-d r~reatened 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 define~ by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or in Wetlands Plan of SCORP (or 
its replacement, State Action Agenda or Strategic Outdoor Recreation Plan)]; 

• 	 For competitin grants, require State endorsemeni of projects; 

• 	 Allow States to pass through grants to be made to non-profit groups with the capability of managing lands in perpetuity; 

• 	 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 anyone year. 

• 	 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 30) of the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act (43 USC (6020)) collectively as OIie (I) State- for apportionment and related program purposes. 
h is envisioned that the Bureau of Indian Affairs would be responsible for grants administration and compliance consistent with 
requirements developed for the State Grant Program: 

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

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

2. provide authority for the Secretary to apportion the monies through 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 administrative grants to the list of eligible projecllypes with the jollowing stipulations: 

J. 	 No more than ten (to) percent of the annual allotment (Federal share) can be used for an administrative grant, and 

2. 	 when employed. the State waives its right to capturing indirect costs: 

• 	 As in Ihe case of national competitive granls. lower the non·Federal matching requirements for certain types of acquisition 
projects clearly serving multiple national goals; 

• 	 Impose Hmttations on the types of outdoor recreation facility development. Assistance would be limited to basic recreation 
facilities excluding some of those that couid be self supporting andlor compeLitive with the private sector. Exclusions would 
consist of: 

1. 	 Golf courses including miniature golf, driving ranges. par 3, etc; 
2. 	 Campgrounds (e.g.• RV. cabins, group camping areas): 
3. 	 Facilities to be used for semi-professional and professional sports and performing arts; 
4. 	 AmphitheaterslBarulshells; 
5. 	 Spectator facilities;. 
6. 	 Marinas; 
7. 	 "Wave Tech" pools; 
8. 	 Rifie/pistolltrap/skeet ranges; 
9. Rodeo facilities; 

10; Track facilities; 

11. Snow skiing slopes. T -bars, etc; 
12. Park maintenance tacilities; 
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. Exhibjt facilities; 
18. Facilities for the propagation of fish. wildlife and plant species. e.g.. fish hatcheries. pheasant/quail farms. 

and nurseries; 
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SheJlcn.:d faciliries assisrance would be limited to comfort stations. bathhouses. and interpreriv.e cenlers (when developed for the 
purpose of interpreting natural features and processes 'Of the area), 

• 	 Federal Lands Program. The Federal land acquisition aspect of the program will continue 10 fimmcc acquisition ofareas otherwist: 
authorized for the National Park. Wildlife Refuge. and Fores( systems and for (he diverse public lands syslem of the Bureau of Land 
Management with the following modifications in approach: 

• 	 The Administration will provide a multi-year Jist of acquisitions based on national criteria so [hat Congress and the public will 
know in advance the current acquisition priorities for the next five years. 

• 	 Under the permanent appropriation concept envisioned, the funds will be allocated among Ihe p(lrticipatory bureau!', The amount 
of funding each Bureau receives witl reflect what is needed (0 meel national goals based on .scientific tools and modeLs which 
reflect historical, cultural and recrealiollal goals. The funds will not be held at the Depanmenlallt:vel, [hey will be avaiJabJe 
for use directly by each of the bureaus. ' 

• 	 Acquisition staffs would have flexibility within the five-year program to shift acquisition priorities due to iack of willing selieTs. 
lack:. of resolution on land prices. or unexpected development pressures that could drive up future prices or damage the vatue~ 
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 would be provided 
with reports that track such program changes. 

• 	 funding for the four bureaus could be used for management and equalization payments: to process and complete iand exchanges, 
subject to eXisting acquisition authorities. the Federal Lands Exchange Facilitation Act. and other existing exchange authorities. 

Premises 

• 	 The Land and \Vater Conservation Fund has made an outstanding e:ontribulion to protecting America's land heritage and providing 
recreational opportunity over the past three and one-half decades. but has fanen far short of its early promise as the unappropriated 
balance in the fund has outpaced the pOrlion of the fund actually used for land acquisition and recreationaJ development. Of the 
$22.7 bi!lion deposited to 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 Rrsources assumes Ihat this unappropriatcd balance, realistically, is no longer available and writes 

it orf as a contribution to pasl deficil reduction in return for a guarantee, hacked by permanent appropriation, that future LWCF fund 
receipts of $900 million will be made available ea<h year. 

• 	 State Grant Program. For the State grant program. originally conceived as comprising about 60 percent of the overall LWCF, 
only $3.4 bHlion has actuaHy been appropriated. Only token amounts have been appropriated since the early 1980s and no funds 
have been appropriated since (995 other than a small amount for administering previous grams. This is over a $10 billion loss to 
State and local recreation, habitat protection and development programs - potentially (wice that I.:ounting malching requirements. 

• 	 Apart from the loss of land acquisition and recreational development. the appropriation hiMory for the S1ate grant program 
reflects a program that has lost its Congressional constituency and which n,eeds 10 be signifit:antly reconfigured so that: 

• 	 Congress and the public know in advance what is proposed 10 be funded, and 

• 	 the purposes [0' which the funds are ~o he put more closely teflet:l an appropriate alignrnem of Federal responsibilities 
compared to State and local responsibilities. 

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

• 	 Addres~es m:eds for local land protection consistent with national o~j~c:tives, 

• 	 Helps get "buy~in" from Stale and local governments and private interests in the habitat prot(,,"Ction and endangered species 
goals of the program by better assuring local support, 

• 	 Helps reduce long-term Federal costs of acquisition through State and local rmttching. 

• 	 Reduces long-term Federal operations amI. maintenance costs, and 

• 	 Avoids. 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 Slale or local level. 
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• 	 Cost Share Flexibility. The lowered matching requirement for acquisition of certain lands including parklands and habilat in 

floodplaJns; habitat for endangered species and ecosystem· based mUlti-species (onservalion plan implementation; am.i coastal 
and riparian parkland and hahirat reflects the National interest in avoiding the high costs and associated liabilities of coping with 
'flood and coastal stonn events. and of protecting and recovering certain species and hahitat lypes thar transcend local or State 
interest. 

• 	 Federal Lands Program. For the Federal lands acquisition program, generally conceived of as requiring at least 40 percent of 
the total LWCF funding, the roughly $6,9 billion appropriated th,rough PY 199915 only about ~w(Hhirds the amount that should 
have been expected, and cQrnl)ares unfavorably to the current agenda for future acquisitions under existing authority which is 
probably in the $10-12 billion range. 

• 	 The acquisition agenda under curTemly authorized boundaries and prioriry lists where authorities are more generic should be 
addressed in a steady, well-managed manner with reasonable milestones, schedules, and levels 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 by ~rmanent appropriations and multi-year schedules win improve the efficiency of 
acquisition programs. . 

• 	 Strategic thinking and national goats will be applied 10 delermining the priorities in a national Jand acquisition program managed 
by each Bureau to meet Its distinct mission and goals. Each Bureau will sel priorities within the national framework, adopting 
common strategic planning methods: Areas targeted for broad, national goals mighl include the Southern California Desert, 
the South Florida Ecosystem ann the Northern Forest. 

Benefits' 

• 	 Federal Lands Program. For the Federal lands acquisition program, benefits in terms of permanent iand protection are clear. With 
proposed funding levels and subject to the availability of willing sellers: 

• 	 All of the lands currently identified for acquisition within the authorized boundaries of National Parks other than Alaska t.:ould 
be acquired in the first decade of the 21 st century. 
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• 	 During that same decade, we wilt also make s-ubSlanrial progress from planned acquisitions on current priority lists for National 

Wildlife Refuges and speciai areas managed by the Bureau uf Lantl Management, and probably complete those acquisitions by 
the end of the second decade. 

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

• 	 Comparable progress will be made in acquiring key areas within the National Forests inchlding. especially. those in the eastern 
U.S. where Federal ownership is about 30 perc~nt 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 stenuning from the Slale and Alaska Native 
land selection process, but the Alaskan National Park lands acquisition program could probably be resolved within the til'st Ihree 
decades of the century. 

• 	 The specific areas provided permanent protection among the national land systems reflect an honor roH of America's special 
places with high envirumnental, recreational and historic value. They range from San Diego National Wildlife Refuge and the 
California Desert to the Northern Forest and Acadia NaJional Park~ from Everglades and Cumberland Island to North Cascades: 
from the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River Corridor to the King Range National CO!l:;,crvation Area; frum Jean 
Lafitte to Voyageurs; and from Wilderness Areas to National Battlefields and Historic Sites 

• 	 There is a finite amount of available land and cultural/bistoric sites. The "Bureaus targeted for involvement in PAR are working 
to secure the best of what is left for future generations. Given tbe November 3, 1998 election resulLll. with over $3 hillion 
nationaHy approved for green space and parklands, it is clear the American puhlic values preservation of its resources for future 
generations. As Spotsylvania, VA County Supervisor Bill Jones said " ... (T)he properly comes off our lax rolls, so that costs 
us money. but the value of preserving it as open space overwbelms (hat... ... {The WashingtOn Post Novemher 19, 1998) 

• 	 State Grants Program. In the State grant program specific areas (0 be acquired. or dt:vt:loped and protected are determined by. 
competitive grants. Due to the existjng and propused matching requirements, the Federal investment is multiplied by the amount 
contributed by Slale and tocal matching funds, lhus resulting in increased purchasing power. Historically. die inveslrnem of federal 
dollars has resulted in a total contribution towards preservation in exccss of $6.4 billion. using [he: 50 percent match as a multiplier. 
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• 	 There are clear indicatiQns that States and local jurisdictions have a large agenda of pmjcCls eligible for Ihe Stale grant program. 

In 1995, the last time funding was appropriated for the State grants, there were 3,795 requests for assistance \vhich totaled over 
$600 million. The appropriation for Ihat year was less than $25 millioo, The number of project requests each year for the 
prevIous decade was about 3,000 and totaled $350 to 600 milHoll per year, while the lypical appropriation was about $25 l1lillion. 

• 	 The protection provided by SecLiun 6(f) of the L WCF 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 investment in many areas 
due to the certainty that operation and maintenance of the park and recreation areas will continue for the foreseeable future, 

. 	 . 
• 	 The requirement for Slale plalming effort!' also produces benefits through the coordination of various governmenta1 enlilies and 

private and non-profit groups. 

• 	 A few speclfic contributions that can be visualized. given current knowledge of State and locaJ priorities, include: 

• 	 Grant assistance to New York, VermOnL, New Hampshire and Maine for protecting the Northern forest; 

• 	 Acceieration and more successfuJ impiementation of habitat conservation plans and multiple~species conservation programs 
in California; 

• 	 Acquisition and permanent protection of habitat and potential parkland in floodplains in the central and upper Midwest; 

• 	 Acce1eration of wetlands and green-space protection in Nt:w Jersey; 

• 	 Acceleradon of land protection for the Everglades; and', 

• 	 Acquisition of land for greenbelts near urban areas across America: 

• 	 The State grant aspect of the program would also rcduc.e pressure for adding new Federal areas: reduce pressure on endangered. 
threatened. and dcclining 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 efforts. 
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Additional Concept Details 

• 	 State Grant Program: 

• 	 Fund Distribution. Two-thirds of the grant funding (i.e, $300 milliun) would be distributed to States by formula grants using 
the existing LWCF formula which is based in part on population and in part on equal allocations to States The remaining onc­
third would be awarded to States and, through 'States, to local governments and non-profit groups as compelitive 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 Lhat avoid development of floodplains, avoid imminem threats of 
major damage to species or habitat, or connect isolated patches of habitat into a more protective whole). This approach would 
focus on the merits of the individual proposals, allow funding of larger acqUisitions, and recognize Ihe unevenness of need and 
opportunity among States in anyone year. This has become particularly important as a number of philanthropists have been 
stepping forward to help fund major acquisitions where they see [heir donations leveraged. Donations for acquisition of the 
Sterling Forest are an example of this. Up to ren percent of the competitive grant monies made available annually will be set 
aside to fund emergency acquisitions of critical land resources. 

• 	 Partnerships. The new concept would also foclIs on partnerships among governments (State. local and Federal) and between 
non~prot1ts and stale governments and WQuld, where possible, focus on preserving key hahitats nnd open space at a 
Landscape/ecosystem leveJ and scenic resources at the district or taudscape level. This would include coordination ofacquisitions 
among goverrunents to link up exisling uni1s into larger protected areas and wuuld include increased emphasis on acquisition 
of easementS for habitat conservation. 

• 	 Recreation I<~acmties. The availability of money for limited development would encourage State and local governmems to mure 
closely define the needs of their populations for hasic recreation facilities. Program regulations would clearly establish {hose 
categories of development eligible Ihrough the program 

• 	 Competitive Grant Emphasis Categnries:. The compt:titive granl PfQgram wuuld be used to solicit and evaluate projects 
addressing high priorilY objectives through u~e of grant categories and "weighting" of criteria, FicxibHlty would be retained 
to adjust the weights and categories of funding availability over (inre, Specific emphases under consideration at this point 
include: 

• 	 Habitat and parkland in floodp]ain~; 
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• 	 Establishment and augmentation of greenbelts near urban areas; 

• 	 Implementation of Conservation Plans and Multip1e-Species Conservation plans, especially where they are being donc.at the 
ecosystem level; 

• 	 Acquisition of crit~cal habitat for nationally designated endangered and threatened species; 

• 	 Acquisition of criticai wetlands and coastal resources: and 

• 	 Connections with and protection of resources contiguous to (or non~Federal componeIlls of) National natural resource 
areas/Park System. 

• 	 Endangered Species. The early stress on endangered species recovery in the competilive grant program reflected above would 
enable significant expansion of Administration initiatives to cooperate with units of govemment and landowners in conserving 
species habitat. For example, the use of Stalc-mediated Habitat Conservation Plans which are now in pro(:ess in several Statt:s 
could become widespread with Federal financial cncouragement. Since Slates would be able to use gram:; LO 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 Jand acquisition budget will be presented to Congress in five-year increments, This ties mto the 
strategic planning horizon under the Government Perfonnance and Results Act (GPRA).arul provides more flexibility in 
acquisition management. Under the envisioned budget implcmemation plan, it will help av~id rcprograrnmings, facilitate fuller 
use of avalJable annual funding. and better identify for tne public the lands scheduled to be acquired, inclUding those in which 
they have an interest. 

• 	 Flexible Use of Funds. If funds could not be used in anyone year at a particular unit due to lack of willing sellers or price 
disputes, acquisitions could then be made from the Jist for the subsequent year. If a parcel were unexpectedly subje(;Led to 
development that would diminish its environmental or historical value jf not immediately acquired, funds from a unit un the liSE 
could be made available for its acquisition so long as the threatened site was on the fi\'e~year list. There is always the possibiliLY 

------:-----:."..,---------:---~--------:-~.~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~------
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that an opportunity (0 acquire interest in lands previously thought unobtainable will occur; or a threat {O areas thought to be 
inviolate will manifest llself. There must always be the opportunity to adjust priorities to account for the current situation at 
hand. In these cases, the standard reprogramming guidelines would be followed. 

• 	 Strategic Plans. As a part of the Partnership ror America's Resources, consideration \vill be given to preparation of a speciat 
cross~cuuing five-year strategic plan for land acquisition programs of the four bureaus (Bureau of Land Management, ]:;ish and 
Wildlife Service, National Park Service and forest Service). 

• 	 'Ole plan would tie into the bureau's strategic plans prepared in the future under the Government Performance and Results 
Act. 

• 	 The strategic plans would include data on acquisitions within established bouruJaries to be accomplished after the fi,ve-year 
period. 

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

• 	 State-by-State information on planned acquisition strategies wili be shared among the Bureaus to encourage a national 
strategy for protection of resources, This same information will be used to encourage partnerships among federal and nOI1­
Federal groups, such as State and local governments, local interest groups, and non~profit organizations. so that aU interested 
parties have the ability to work together toward a common goal, , 

• 	 A set of national criteria, which address the many n~ds of the American public and the diwrSI;;: missions involved in land 
acquisitjon and management. will be developed. This priority setting system would incorporate sdentific tools and cultural 
and historical goats. Plans emerging from this naLional system wi!1 take into account Slate and local land acquisition 
planning. work that has been completed on "gap" analyses and available scientific study of hahitat needs, The National 
Science Foundation caJled for such strategic planning for Fcdentl land acquisitions, and the General Accounting Office 
generally has called for more cross..cutting strategic planning under GPRA. This is also consistent with'the Secretary's 
ecosystem management approach. 
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Funding 

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

• 	 State grants would be $450 million per year. 

• 	 Ft.':{ieml funding would be $450 million per year. 

• 	 State Grant Funding~ In the second year and thereafter. one~lhird of the funding would be rcservt.."d for competitive grants as 
describ("(j previously with the balance of two-thirds of the funding allocated ~o States using the modified formula which is: based, 
in part, on equal allocations among the States. and on population. 

• 	 Federal Acquisition Funding. Allocations among Federal agencies will he determined as the dialogue on a national priority 
system and criteria continues, The Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture, Of their designees, will explore appropriate 
methodologies to allocate the funds, Great consideration will be givt:n to the use of scientific mNhods in establishing priorities. 

• 	 Permanent Appropriation. One of the important concepts is -that the Land and Waler Conservation Fund wO\lld be made 
permanent so that it is not sUhject to the vagaries of the annual appropriations process. The original "promise" of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund was that $9(>0 million would be available each year: in practice, the amounl has been much less, 
resulting in about $12.4 billion accumulated in the fund as an unappropriated balanc~. As part of the proposal. this 
unappropriated balance would be rescinded. 
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Proposed Distribution from tbe Land and 'Vater Consen"ation Fund ($ million~) . 

1999 2000 ·2001 2002 2003 2004·2!009Distribution 

1 450 450 450 450 45UGrants Program 

327 450 450 450 450 450.'ederal Land Acquisition 

328 'IOU 900 900 900 900Total 
NOTE: 	 Budget numbers in the J999 cuhunrl represent the cflacted-m-dalc amounts.. 

> 

Concept BackgCound 

• 	 Due in large part to the recommendations of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. the Land and Waler 
Conservation Fund was initially established in 1964 to provide funding for State grants for recreational planning. development, 
and land acquisition, and for financing Federal land acquisitions for the National Park Service, Foret>t Service, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and Bureau of Land Management It was expanded to its current configuration in 1978 with $900 million per year, 
largely from Outer 'continental Shelf olJ.attd gas revenue.';, deposited to the fund. Sma'n deposits are also made from sale~ of 
surplus Federal real property and from motorboat fuel taxes. 

• 	 Annual appropriations arc required [0 actually use the revenue... deposited to rhe fund. As indicated previously, these 
appropriations have been much iow.er than the revenues deposit~"<1 to Ihe fund" 

• 	 Accomplishments to date, through both the federal and State sides of (he LWCF, include the acquisition of nearly 7 million acres 
of recreatiolliands and habitat and development of more than 37,000 parks and recreation projects. These" have ranged from 
playgrounds and ballfieids to national historic sites, scenic trails and nature reserves. 
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Concept 

The Habitat and Coastal Restoration F!lnd (HCRF) is proposed to help restore natural resource produclivity 011 America's lands and 
watersheds that have become degraded as a result of man's activities. with a focus on restoring these areas for productive use for fIsh 
and wildlife habitat and human recreational use. 

• 	 The HCRF 1S proposed as a single fund financed from OCS receipts in which funds will be allocated among Federal, State, and 
public-private partnership components: ' 

• 	 A Non-Game State Wildlife C()nservation Grants component will provide wildlife conseTv3lion grants to States to 
undertake mOre comprehensjve wildlife protection and restpration thal1 is possible willi current funding available to State 
fish and wildlife agencies. Traditional State wildlife programs have focused on the narrow range of wildlife species thar 
are hunted or fished because State agencies have been funded largely front bunting and fishing licenses and taxes on 
hunting and fishing gear. The result has been little attention to song birds and other non-game species and their habitats 
that are now frequently depleted. threatened. or endangered. 

• 	 A C.oastal Restoration Partnerships component win provide formula grants to coastal Statcs for restoration of coastal 
and estuarine habitat resources, will assist coastal States affected by DeS lcasing 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 'local groups to restore habitat. Grants management. technical assistance leading to 

cooperative partnerships with States. local governments. other Federal agencies and private landowners. and small 
projects grants will be financed with a small portion (6~7 per(;cm) of the formula grant funding. 

• 	 A Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnership component will restore a broad range of habitats primarily on private. 
lands under voluntary agreements with landowners. and on Ft.'tieral or State lands under cost--sharing partnership 
agreements among two or more participants. Special emphasis will be given to endangered 5Ipecies. including a leve1 
of funding dedicated to competitive grants. During the first five years of the program, a portion of the competitive grants 
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will be targeted to resolving Pacific Northwest salmon issues, Other funds will he devoted to wetlam..!s and waterfowl, 
and to other priority wildlife on private lands. 

• 	 A Federal Lands Restoration Program component will restore degraded habitats and lands with high resource value 
or potential in Nationa1 Parks. National Wildlife Refuges. National Forests, public lands administered by the Bureau of 
utnd Management, and Indian tribal lands held in tmst by the United States. 

• 	 The HeRF is proposed to be made permanent tn order to provide a secure. steady source of funds because habitat and wildlife 
res1oration requires. in most cases, multi-year efforts, 

• 	 Areas to be restored are habitats that have been damaged by miomg, roads, dams, canals, wetland drainage, exotic plant species, 
contamination, or intensive human uses. and have lost much of their habitat function as a result. Areas targeted for restoration 
include: riparian plant communities, riverine habitats, estuarine areas, flood plain habitats, wetlands, coaslal environment", and 
estuaries. 

Premises 

• 	 Many land areas, waters, esruaries, coasral environments, and other naroral resources across the Nation arc stressed from 
development, population pressures, introduction of invasive allen or non-native plaot spt:l:ies, ami human uses and misuses, that 
result in degraded wildlife habitats and species depletion. The prohlem does not exist only on Fct.lcrallands. but broadly applies 
to all ownerships. The responsibility for protecting wildlife and their hahitats rests not only with Federal land managing 
agencies. but with aU ownerships. This proposal recognizes the shared responsibility for hahitat degradation. and the shared 
opporrunjty for habitat protection and restoration. 

• 	 Funding a Non-Game State Wildlife Conservation Grants program managed by the Siaies serves multiple useful purposes 
including enlisti[)g State fish and wildlife agencies in protecting and enhancing non-game species. thereby expanding !he hase 
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 matching 
requirements, maintaining program focus at the local level where wildl1fe speci~lists may be more knowledgeable about local 
wildlife and patterns of public use; and avoiding large Federal staffing requiremenrs. 

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1998 PARTNERSHIP FOR AM£:RICA ',5 RESOURCES 	 PMif: 23 



• • • 
• 	 The State program would use an efficient mechanism of grants 10 State fish and ·wildlife agencies patterned on the 

successful and tong-standing pjttman-Roberlson and Dingell-Johnson programs Ihal address spt."Cies Ihat are fished for 
or hunted. 

• 	 States would be given substantial flexibility to target priority habitat concerns. These priorities can include national 
concerns and priorities as wen, by making a small portion of the funding available for competitive grants, and by limiting 
its recreational component to wildlife-associated recreation, such as Watchablc Wildlife viewing sites, additional 
canoe/paddling access sites, and birding trails. The hTeaming with Wildlife" (TWW) approach, in lrying to give State.t; 
maximum flexibility in use of funds, may have provided too diffuse an approach. 

• 	 Financing the program from Des revenues, as proposed by Congressmen DingeU and Young, Landrieu, and otbers, is 
based on the assumption tbat the true beneficiaries of wildiife conservation constitute a hroad spectrum of Americans that 
enjoy the environmental benefits of the program, wht:ther or not they would purchase the rct:reation equipment that 'You1d 
be taxed under the TWW proposal. . 

• 	 The Congressional approach to financing the program as a permanent appropriation. as is done for the Pittman-Robertson 
and Dingell~Johnson programs, provides a steadier and more assured financing mechanism and reduces controversy 
surrounding expenditures. 

• 	 The Coastal Restoration l'artnerships component recognizes that coaslal and estuarine environments are under enormous stress 
from human activities, Approximately fifty percent of (he Nation'S human population lives within 50 miles of the coast. The 
consequent development pressures have had devastating consequeoccs for wildlife and their habitats, This component also finds 
that. while the OCS oil and gas reSources belong not to individual States but to aU tbe States of the Nation. certain coastal States 
do suffer impacts resulting from oil and gas 'drilling and from product jon and refining activities. The OCS impact assistance 
program recognizes these impacl'i .. 

• 	 The Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnerships l:omponen[ is based in part on (he fact that eighl)' perl:ent of the Nation'$ 
listed threatened or endangered species occur on private lands. Wilhout active involvement of privale 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.hU{ highly successful. Parmers for Fish and Wildlife prugidm that provides technical and 
financial assistance to prIvate lalldo.wners, other Federal agencies, State and local governments, and a variety of other 
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conservation partners. It alSO is intended to provide a mechanism for funding efforts Jeading to recovery of endangered species 
outside the regulatory atmosphere that so often characterizes endangered species activities. 

• 	 The ..'ederal Lands Restoration Program componenl of the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund is based on findings that 
many lands managed by or under the trust responsibility of lhe 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 to 
be implemented to replace .the current fragmented and severely under~funded approactJ. A more disciplined and organized 
program will enable the Federal land managing agencies to function not only as more responsive partners, hm also as better 
conservators of those resources entrusted to their stewardship. 

B<!nelits 

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

• 	 Cost Saving. This proposal recognizes that improvements in biological integrity anci productivity produce net gains in habitat 
function and value a[ a priee that, in mauy instances. is more cost-effective than acquiring additional habitat 

• 	 Some of the lands targeted under this proposal will result in significant costs to the taxpayer jf they are not restored, 
For example, on large areas of public lands. nalive vegetation is heing replaced by IIlunoculture stands of cheat grass, 
an invader that not only eliminates habitat for deer. grouse. and other importalll species, but that also increases the 
likelihood of massive fires rhat affect both public: lands and private properly, 

• 	 By channeling the non-game wildlife funding through existing programs in the Stales, and primarily through formula 
grants based on wildlife-related criteria, there will be no flt.-ed for buildup of bureaucratic structures, either at the Federal 
or State levels. 

• 	 Public Recreation. Viable an~ productive ecosystems wiH result in better recreational hunting, fishing, water sports, and 
witdJifc viewing opportunities, 

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1998 P.ARTNERSIUP FOR AMIiRlCA 's RV.50URCES 	 P,vi'E 25 



• • • 
• - Non-Game \ViJdlifc. Most of the programs wiJI benefit non-game wildlife anti their habitats. As a group, these spt:des lend 

to be forgotten in public wHdHfe programs, since much of the funding is channeled into species that have a more direct public 
benefit, such as hunted species, or the so-called "charismatic megafauna" - those large and attractive spel.:ies to which the public 

·can easily identify_Benefits in terms of non~game species protection awl restoration 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 Slates without substantial non-garn~ spct.:ies programs would gain them; 
others would be expanded. This would inherently broaden the scope and vision of the State a.gencies in addressing non-game 
wildlife. 

• 	 The existence of {he competitive grant program would add to the focus on species targeted for special protection and 
enhancement. including endangered species, and speed their recovery. 

Concept Details 

• 	 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 with important modifications. The original Teaming \Vith Wildlife 
proposal would: 

• 	 Institute a tax on certain recreational gear and products not currently wed under other wih.llife programs that focus on 
hunting and fishjng gear. Taxable items under the TWW proposal induded. among other things. outdoor recreation 
equipment such as backpacks, tents, canoes. climbing equipmenf, hiking boots. and ski equipment. as weH as field 
gUides. wiid bird seed, binoculars. cameras, film, and recreational vehicles. 

• 	 Use the revenues, estimated al about $350 million ~r year. for a program of formula~driven matching grants (75 percent 
Federal, 25 percent State and local) to Slate fish and wildlife depar~ments or groups designated by thefTI, for conservation 
ami education progrdms and projects principally for non~game species. ami for fish and wildlife-associated oUldotn 

recreation prognlIns and projects which can include proj~cts associated with canoeing, hiking, nature photography. bird 
watching. mountain biking, and wl:kyard wildlife enjoyment. 

• 	 Require a 'State plan, approved by the Fish and Wildlife Service. for each State thaL among other lhings, provides for 
a State program of surveys of non-game fish. wildlife and habitat; prohle~ identification; and remediation action 
development . 
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• 	 The grant mechanism would be paucrned on the Pillmari-Robertson. Dingell·Juhnson and Wallop-Breaux programs for 

formula grants to Stare fish and wildlife agencies for fish and game programs with minimal Federal guidance or priority, 
setting. 

• 	 The formula for distribution provides a small set-aside for territories and the District of Columbia. and apportions the 
balance to the States using a formula weighted onc-third on geographic area and two-thirds on population, lmt with a 
minimum to any State of one half of one percent and a cap of five percent. 

• 	 Money deposited to tne fund established by the legislation would be subject to appropriation. 

• 	 Unexpended balances would be invested in interest-bearing obligations of the United States with the interest added to 

the amount avaHable for distribution to the States. 

• 	 Up to six percent of the fund COllld be used by the I;ish and Wildlif'C Service for administration of the prt1gram, from 
which approximately two percent of the amount appropriated could be used by the Secretary for special projecls, 
approved by a majority of the States, which provide benefits at the international, national 1..11' broad geographic Jevel, 

• 	 legislation sponsored by Congressmen Dingell, Young and others wouLd incorporate a similar proposal. but would be financed, 
not by taxes, but from 10 percent of Federal otiter COntinenlal shelf oil and gas leasing revenues. This legislative proposa1. 
however, covers all species. not just those classified as "non-game. ~ Using current projectiolls, this would range from about 
$350 to $460 miHion per year over the next decade. This proposal would rrovide these amounts for a TWW~type of program, 
distributed to States through the Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Furid, plus 27 percent -of OCS revenues for a program of 
OCS revenue sharing with coastal States" 

• 	 A similar but not identical proposal hy Senator Landrieu would also provide 10 percent of oes revenues to be distributed to 

States by formula for non-game species couservation programs and wildHie dependent recreation programs. plus 27 percent of 
OCS revenues for a program of OCS revenue sharing with coaslal Slates. Thuugh the Dingell-Yuung and Landrieu bills are 
identical on the TWW~type and oes revenue sharing funding levels, (hey differ in other ways nOl gennane to the Habitat and 
Coastal Restoration Fund. 

• 	 Th(! Non-Game State \Vildlife Conservation Grants Program untler the I (abiral and Coastal Restoration Fund proposal would 
modify the main features of the Teaming With Wildlife proposal. The State Grants program would: 
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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 nora, 
including fish, invertebrates, and plants. 

• 	 Distribute the funds among States based on a distribution formula involving a ratio of on-third land area and two-thirds 
human population, with no Statt;! being apportioned less than I percent nor more than 5 percent. and with the territorie~ 
and District of Columbia receiving a specified portion of L percent. 

• 	 Limit recreation expenditures more tightly to wi1dlife-dependent recreation, unlike the TWW proposal, which seems 
somewhat open-ended and appears to allow funds to be used for rt-'Creation purposes related only tangentially to the 
eenlral goal of protecting non-game witdlife (i .e., mountain biking). The intent is to focus the program on non-game 
fLsh and wildlife protection and restoration rather than on broader, general outdoor recreation programs. 

• 	 Allow the Secretary of the Interior to use up to 8 percent of the fund for execution and administration of the grants 
program and for competitive grants. 

• 	 Require a non-Federal match of 25 percent. except that in the first few years a 10 percent match may be allowed to 
accommodate States i~ developing fuH matching capability for these new monies. 

, 	 ' 

• 	 Finance the program from OCS revenues, While the substantive aspects of the TWW propo~al have substantial merit, 
its proposed financing through a new tax is strongly opposed by a number of the larger trade aS50t.:lalions rt':presenting 
industries that would he taxed. Enactment of the proposal with a new tax appears very unlikely, fioth the DingelJ/Young 
and Landrieu proposals drojrlhe new tax idea and would be rund«lfrom OCS revenues. 

• 	 Make [he appropriation permanent. 

• 	 The Non-Game State \Vildlire Conservation Grants Program would cOfltillUC a number of other concepts in the Teaming With 
Wildlife proposal such as: , 

• 	 The requirement that State agencies assure coordination orthe State plan a~u subsequent programs with programs ofState 
and loca! agencies; 

• 	 Public participation in the developmenl, revision, implementation and periodic review of the State program. 
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• 	 The requirement for coordination of the State plan and ~uhsequent projecls and programs with Federal agencies: and 

• 	 The requirement for the Secretary of the Interior to report tQ Congress every thR'e years on the results of the program 
and ways to improve it. 

• 	 Coa;1.1 Restoration Partnerships 

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

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

• 	 Provides grants to coastal States for restoration and rehabilitation of coastal regions. 

• 	 Distributes the funds among coastal Stales based ~m coastal county population Hml mileage of coastline, with 
States receiving no more than 5 percent <irK! no less than 1 percent of the funds. e;:,adl year, 

• 	 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 freshwaler habitat; habitat 
restoration and protection for coaslal wetlands, riparian zones, and coral reefs; removal of invasive species; 
estuarine restoration; and intergovernmemal coordination and applied re.<;earch related to the ahove activities. 

• 	 Coastal Restoration Partnerships. ($20 million) 

• 	 Administered lhrough the Coastal Program of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• 	 Partners with other agencies, governnlt:nls, and entities to restore coastat wetlands. coal:itlll uplands. and riparian 
zones, and to remove barriers to fish passage in coastal watersheds and estuaries, removal of invas,ive alien or. 
non-native species. 

• 	 Funding win allow [he Fish and Wildlife Service to comrol erosion and restore importam waterbird habita~. 
restore circulation and salinity regimes to reef habitats and secondary cmhaymcnls, contm) predators, protect 
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shorelines at numt:rous active and abandoned waterbird rookeries. restore scagrass that is critical to improving 
water quality, restore the ecological vitality 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 o-f tidal flow into formerly-diked tidelands to fe-estahlish salt marsh habitat important to 
fish and wildlife resources in San Francisco Bay; 

• 	 Restoration of Atlantic white cedar in forested wetlands in North Carolina in partnership with the 
Environmental Protection Agency, timber and paper companies • .and academic institution~; 

• 	 Restoration of coastal prairie grasslands in Texas, benefitting Itlany endangered and threatened species 
such as sea turtles, falcons, piping plover, brown pelicans, and whooping cranes; 

• 	 Restoration of coastal sandpJain habitat in southern New England 
• 	 Riparian restoration in the Chesapeake Bay watershed to improve habitat and water quality. 

In addition, funding win allow the Fish and Wildlife Service to expand its Coastal program to significant coastal 
areas not currently receiving program funds. and would provide full coverage of the Natioll's coasts_ 

• 	 oes Impact Assistance ($100 million) 

Tht! Department recognizes that Stines which have offshore oil and gas drilling and prodw:11on incur parlicular impacts 
as a result of these activities. The Habitat and Coastal Restordtion Fund addresses this issue by providing $100 million 
per year 10 the~ States for the following activiries: 

• 	 Addressing impacts from OCS activities on air quality, water quality, fish and wildlife, wetlands or other coastal 
resources, including shoreline protection and coastal restoration; 

• 	 Administrative costs of the program; 
• 	 Uses related to the Ourer Continental Shelf Lands Act; and 
• 	 Mitigating other impacts of Outer Continental Shelf ac.;livities, including providing onshore infrastructure and 

meetjng public service needs, 
• 	 The djstribution 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 Barrels of Oil Equivalent (BOE) production from OCS. 
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• 	 The Secretary of the Interior would review the allocation five years after enactment and make the nc"Ccssary 
adjustments based on new planning and production data. 

• 	 Wildlife and Endangered Species Partner<hips 

The Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnership grants component is: aimed at restoring a broad range ofhahitats primarily 
on private lands with $150 mUlion dedicated 'to two categories of grants. The- first category involves $100 minion for a 
landowner incentive program for prott."Ction and recovery of endangered species including, during the first five years, an 
earmarked designation of$40 million annually for west coa'>t States to address recovery ofendangered Pacific Northwest salmon. 
The remaining $60 million of the endangered species grant money would aid ill establishing Safe Harhor Agreements, Habitat 
Conservation Plan land acquisition, and Camhdate Conservation Agreements throughout the coumry. Aner the first five years, 
the $40 million for Pacific Northwest salmon would be used nexibly to aid in major recovery efforts or Ii} the same manner as 
the $60 million share. The ba]ance of $50 million win provide seed-money grants and technical assistance for restoration of 
habitat on other private lands not specificaHy directed to endangered species, induding wetlands partnerships in designated juinl­
venture areas, and on other private lands where assistance is requested by landowners. It is expected that matching requirements 
for these two components would be kept flexible to take advantage of leveraging opportunities, while being sensitive to the size 
of the restoration opportunity and the relative conditions of the lands or species in question. ... 

• 	 Endangered Species Act Landowner Incentive Program. The Fish and Wildlife St:rvke will. under this program, 
work in cooperaHon with Stare. local, and private landowner partners to deliver regulatory assurances and financial 
incentives to landowners to foster habitat restoration and conservation for federal trus:l species offish, wildlife and plants, 
espt."Cially endangered species. There will he three main componems to this program: Safe Harbor agreements, Habitat 
Conservation Plan ~and acquisition. and Candidate Conservation Agreemems with AssuraflCi;:S. The Safe Harbor 
incenlive program and the Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances program provide an impetus for 
landowners to aid in habitat restoration and species recovery. In.addition, the participating landowners get assuranceS 
that they will not incur a regulatory burden by encouraging listed species to inhabit private propeny. Funding will be 
used to provide technical assistance to landowners during the development of Safe Harbor agftXments and Candidate 
Conservation agreements. to assist the landowners in implementing the agreemems, and tn monitor the effectiveness uf 
the agreement(j after they are implemented. Increased awareness and [he No Surprlses Rule have resulted in rapidly­
expanding demands for habitat conservation plans. Habitat Cunservation Plan land acquisilion grants will help many 
State and local efforts to implement IICPs,· The funded State, lcrritorial. and local government land acquisition wjll 

supplement, but not supplant, the private and local governmenL responsibility that is parl of the HCP process. 
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• 	 Pacific North.west Salmon Assistance. The Fish and Wildlife Service wiH provide $40 minion annuatly over a five year 

period to States for assiscing in the recovery of endangered Pacific Northwest salmon. These Slates will be 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 to satmon recovery, including habitat restoration, water quality 
improvement, and technical assistance. The use of the funds should focus on actvities thaI will have a lung-term henefit, 
not on uperation and maintenance· of facilhies or programs that support them, 

• 	 Habitat Restoration on Private l.ands. The Fish and Wildfife Service win continue to work with privale landowners 
and other conservation partners to implement voluntary habitat restoration projects on private lanus to benefit Federal 
trust species. The program wi1l remain "simple" with regard to pallerwork. cost-effective with regard, to project 
implementation, and technically state~of-the~sciem,;e. Funds will be lever:iged to maximize the conservation benefits, 
Projects must provide significant conservation benefits, be voluntary. and" provide measurable improvements to the 
quantity or quality of habitats, Emphasis wi1J be placed on projects (hat are interdisciplinary in their approach to 
solutions, improve water quality, resolve problems thai imperil watersheds, benefit migratory hirds and candidates or 
listed threatened and endangered species, reduce floodhlg and the impacts of flooding. provide improved habitat or 
access for interjurisdictional Of anadromous fish. and leverage funds and resources, The private land habitat restoration 
effort win he accomplished through expansion of existing programs. 

• 	 The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program of the Fish and Wildlife Service jOins t{)fCeS with conservation 
partners to implement habitat restoration on private laru1s through voluntary agreements with landowners. The 
Partners for Fish and Wildlife program is a voluntary. small but highly successfuL fish and wildlife habitat 
restoration program (hat provides technical and financial assistance to private landowners. The program 
combines, the resources of other Federal agencies, State and IDea] governments, anti a variety of other 
conservation partners and focuses those resources on habitat restoration. The program is extremely popular with 
private landowners, and the Service has a waiting list 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 reslore degraJcu wetlands, planting and seeding native vegel<Hion. fencing 
to exclude livestock from stream and riparian areas. and recontouring slream courses and streambeds, 
Approximarely $t.7 million of [he program's FY 1999 President's Budget of $27 minion is used for voluntary 
agreements for habitat restoration on private lands. Under this proposal, the Partners for r;ish a'nd Wildlife 
Program will. in ten years, restore 443,000 acres of wetlands {of which 88,000 acres will contribute toward the 
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Administration's goal of 100,000 acre annual net gain). 683.000 acre,S ofnative grass and prairie, and 4,000 miles 
of riparian and instream habitat 

• 	 In addition, under the authority of t~e North American Wetlands Conservation Act, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service builds voluntary and non-regulated partnerships across special interest lines to achieve common goals of 
land and water conservation, water quality, wildlife habitat. public recreation. and economic benefits. The 
purpose of the Act is to encourage the formation of publi(>private partnerships< "(0 conserve wetland ecosystems 
and waterfowl and the other migratory birds and fish aud wildlife that depend ttpun such habi1als" throughout the 
continent, Partners match Federal funds with non~Federal funds and in-kind services. For projects in the United 
States, at least a 50 percent match is required. Funding is illmed at achieving on~the-ground impmvemcnts to 
revitalize <.h:graded wetlands' and re-establish historical wellands. Whelher funding is applled. to private, State, 
or Federal lands. matching funding is entirely IlQIl*Federal and on average exceeds Federal funding (hree~lO-one. 
The demand for habitat restoration under this program far exceeds the supply of furnJing. For example, in 1997, 
there were 535 proposals for restoration and acquisition projects totaling $268 milliun: the program has funded 
258 projects totaling $145 millIon since 1991. "About half of the appropriated funding for the North Amer'iean . 
Wedan~s Conservation Plan, about $1.5 million of the FY 1999 President's Budget Df $J5 million, goes to 
projects in the United Stat.cs. This proposaJ would expand the number ofhabitat resroration projects in the United 
States, 

• 	 Habitat Restoration on Federal Lands 

This ponton of the Habitat amI Coastal Restoration Fund is primarily related to the lands and programs in the National Parks. 
National Wildlife Refuges, NatiOnal Forests. public lands under management of the Bureau of Land Management. and Indian 
Reservations and niballands. The primary program dements are as follows: 

• 	 Reb1oratiotl in the National Parks 

More than 315,000 acres of lands managed by thc National Park Service are damaged as a resull of roads. dams, canals. 
mineral developments. campgrounds, and facililies not needed for Park management. This disturbance results in habitat 
loss, erosion, sedimentation, .poor water quality, diminished water quantity, and visual scars. Some habilats and 
resources have become degraded because of inadequate water availability. In addition, millions of acres are invaded by 
exotic plant species, many of which require active restoration to control spreading populations. Mute than 200 parks 
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have identified invasive species as a high priority resource management need. lnvasive species art: (he most frequently 
identified resource management threat to the natural and cultural resources of Ihe National Park System, causing such 
impacts as degradation of wildlife habitat. interbreeding with native species. aheraliun of natura) fire regimes, and 
increased soil erosion. The National Park Service has documented unfunded natural rl:5Uurc:~ mitigation needs totaling 
$83 million, but the IOtal need to r~store damaged habitars is much greater. Project funding will be used for on-the­
ground efforts, including control of invasive plant species, returning once-used (,.~ampgrounds. roads. mineral 
developments, and other areas to natum1 habitat conditions, and construction and vegetation planting to control erosion, 

• Restoration on National Wildlife Refuges 

The National Refuge System is urunatcht"d in capabilities to restore degraded lands to produclive fish and wildlife 
habitats. Established to conserve and manage fish and wildlife. thtse lands encompass some of the most diverse and 
unique 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 harvesL In addition. 'invasive plants and animals 
and impacts of outside activities that result in declining water quality and quantity and similar environmental degradation 
are affecting many refuges. Improving refuge habitats will make these lands much more producrive for fish and wildlife 
and wili have secondary benefits of improved water quality, reduced soil erosion. and reduced flood damages. 
Restoration projects on Refuges offer the added benefil of improving opportunities for visitors to observe and enjoy 
wildHfe. About 250,000 acres of new lands are currently being added to the Refuge system annuaHy through a 
comhination of donations, purchase. and transfer. Many of these lands include habitats lhat are in need of hahitat 
restoration and improvement to provide habitats most advantageous to wildlife. ReSloring habitals at [he earliest possible 
opportunity can often provide cost efficiencies because inattention may result in esta1llishment of invasive exotic plants 
that would be costly to remove. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified restor~tJon needs totaling approximately $500 million for lands in existing 
ownerShip. Project funding wiil be used for on-the· ground projects ro reStore wetland and upland habitats, enh;mce and 
repair water Jevel management facilities to enhance water levels in wetlands, replant native species and comrol invasive 
plant species, manage water rights integral to habitat restoration and prorection, and construct and repair fencing that 
is used to exclude invasive animal species from protected habitats. 

• Restoration in the National Forests 
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The Forest Service conducts restoration of habitals under a variety of I'>fograms. Those included in the Habitat and 
Coastal"RestoT2tion Fund include: prevention and suppression of damaging insect and disease oUlbreaks and of invasive 
weeds; protection and improvement of species hahitalS to maimain heallhy populations of all terrestrial wildlife: 
protection and restoration of in1and streams and lakes and the fish and other aquatic life that they support: protection and 
improvement ofhabitats to achi~ve recovery goals for threatent.'d and endangered animals and plants; bringing watersheds 
back to a fully productive Jevel and ensuring their continued productivity. 

The Forest Service manages habitat for OVer 280 threatened and endangered species, as well as over 2.500 species 
identified as sensitive by regional foresters either on Forest Service lands Of on lands potentially impacted by Forest 
Service activities. The Forest Service has identified an annual need for approximately $83 million in wildlife habitat 
improvement and $19.5 million for iuland fisheries habitat improvement. 

• 	 Restoration on the Public Lands. Portions of the public lands managed by the Burt:au uf Land Management have: be!!n 
degraded by mineral exploration and mining, abandoned developments. invasion of exotic vt!getation. and OVenlse. The 
magnitude of the restoration problem is overwhelming. and under current funding level!i, the amount of restoration 
completed is only a fraction of the need as detailed in planning documents. Under Ihis initiative, [he Bureau of Land 
Management strategy will concentrale on three primary categories of lands in need or restoration: threatened landscapes~ 
riparian/welland/aquatic environments; and special areas. 

• 	 Threatened Landscapes. The Great Basin, which includes portions of five States, has undergone a vegetation 
conversion of continental scale. Native grasses, rorbs and shrubs have been displaced by the non-native 
cheatgrass. Juniper and pinyon pines have expanded beyond their historical range and increased in density within 
their range. This combination is dnlmalical1y changing the ,ecological form and function of an entire region of 
western North America and has caused an ~ncrease in fire danger, increase in fire suppression COSlS, reduction 
of wildlife hahitat, excessive soil loss, and loss of recreational opportunities. R~storation projects of the Bureau 
of Land Management wHi concentrate on three threatened landscapes: fhe Mojave Desert, Colorado Plateau, and 
the Great Basin. Projects wiU include: removal and control of exotic invasive vegetation; reversing juniper and 
pinyon Wee invasions; reestablishing native vegetation: and livestock management for the protection and 
restoration Qf degraded habirals. 

In other lands administered hy the Bureau of] ,and Management, forest lands have lost complexity and diversity 
Following decades of fire suppression and timber management. This has 'resulted in uncharaclerislically large and 
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severe wlldfires, epidemic insect and disease outbreaks,. and the substatllial reduction of certain key forest 
components. such as aspen groves and mature, healrhy ponderosa pine. Projt:cts would be initialed to restore the 
ecological health of these forests and woodlands. while 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 OLl Bureau of Land Management lands in the lower 48 SlateS are in proper functioning 
condition. Recognizing lheecological significance oftllese areas, the Bureau ufLand Management has prioritized 
1.7 million acres of wetlands and 19.000 miles of streams for restoration. SpecificaUy for salmvn recovery, the 
Bureau has,identtfied over 9,000 miles of streams and 860,000 acres of watershed for restQrarlou. The goal is 
to have 75 petceru of riparian and welland areas in proper functioning cundition by the year 2005. 

• 	 Special Areas. The objective is to provide for the long-tcnn conrervalion and protection of objects or areas of 
special interest for biological, recreational, scenic, scierllific, educational, and conservation purposes. Restoration 
projects will concentrate on the following areas or rypes of areas: Grand Stain.:ase National Monunient; 
wilderness areas and wilderness study areas~ wild· and scenic rivers; national conservation areas; and areas of 
critical environmental. concern. 

• 	 Restoration on Tribal Lands. 

The approximately 56 million acres of trust land 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 (han three million acres of wCllands occur on 
Indian 	lands, many of which have not been catalogued. and most of which are not being appropriately managed for 
wetland benefirs. The large number of federalJy~listed threatened or endangered sp(''Cics that inhabit tribal trust lands 
occupy a wide range of habitats, from micro-sites such as individual springs and bogs. to vast acreage ()f Sonman desert 
or mixed conifer thrests, to miles and miles of riparian habitat. Over 35 tribes and 75 Ii;;;ted species would benefit from 
a concerted program nf habitat restoration aimed at the protection of threatened and endangered species, The majority_ 
of the six million acres of Indian forest land have some form of insect or disease problem. Currently, the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs is abJe 10 facilitate on]y one lhird .of the annual requests for reservation forest assistance to comhat these 
disease problems. Forest access roads on Indian lands are causing adverse Impacts to soils and wafer quality on many 
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reservations. Noxious weeds on one million acres of Indian trust lands comributes to advanced soil loss and erosion, 
as wel1 as depriving tribes of millions of dollars of revenue annually. 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has ident1fied extensive unfunded restoration needs. The Partnership for America's 
Resources proposal provides $50 million annually to enable the tribes to restore wetlands and riparian habitats, eradicate 
invasive species and restore functioning ecosystems with native species, acrelerate the environmental cleanup of 
hazardous wastes, improve fish passage and spawning beds, repair erosion.damage. conduct mitigation and closure of 
forest roads, and estahlish wildlife habitats. In ten years. this program will restore the wetland hahitats, and. habit3ls 
crucial to currently-threatened or endangered species on trust lands. In 20 years, the program will return to native: 
.vegetation lands infested with noxious weeds and invasive piant species. restore to natural conditions prohlem roads in 
forest lands. and rehahilitate stream courses and riparian habitats on Iribal lands and on tl't'!3ry reserved hunting and 
fishing grounds in the re~t of the United States. Over a period of 25 years, $1.3 hillion would allow removal and dean 
up of approximately 2500 leaking fuel tanks and 900 cleanups; improvement of 1.3 million acres of forest. 9 million 
aeres of rangelands, 9OO,()(X) acres of wetlands, and 315,000 acres of riparian habitat; and restoration of 2200 miles of 
streams to aid in endangered species recovery. 

Funding 

• ,All funds under the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund will be financed through permanent appropriation ofOCS revenues. 

• 	 Funding for the Non-Game State Wildlife Conservatioll Grants Program would be $350 mmion per year, and 
distributed among States through formula grants. 

• 	 Funding for the Coastal (:onservation Grants Program will be distributed largely among the Stales through formula 
g~ants. A portion will be administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service and dis{ribm~J on a competitive basis. 

• 	 Funding for the \Vildlife Rnd Endangered Species Partnership Program wiil be Jistf'ihmed nmong State, local and 
private entities on a competitive basis. 

• 	 Funding tor the Restoration on Federal Lands component would be $300 million. 10 be allocaled among individual 
bureaus to conduct work under their various· programs. 

.....~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
REVIEW DRAfT. DECEMBER. 1998 P;\RTNEflSHlP FOR AMERICA'S RESOURCES PAGE 37 



• • • 
Concept Background 

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

• 	 The companies that support the proposal. among other things, S{''C their profits tied to recreational opportunity and the 
enjoyment of wildlife that would be enhanced by the program. 

• 	 Other recreation equipment companies. see their interests not well met with the TWW lax proposal. Among other things, 
many items of recreational equipment have entered the mainstream of goods used al home and in neighborhoods and 
comp!!te against products less intended for recreational u~e5 that may be associated with wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
Boots. backpacks and sports utility vchicles are .good examples of this trend. 

• 	 . The concept has gained recent attention because of its announced incorporation in proposed legislation with the program 
to be financed from oes receipts and the appropriation to be made pcrmaner)(. 

• 	 Some of the grant concepts that could he funded through the discretionary grams portion of the Endangered Species grant 
program proposal are contained in the Kempthorne-Chafee legislation which would reauthori7.e and modify the 
Em.langered Species Act. 

• 	 The grant distribution approach is patterned on the Federal Aid to Wildiife ReSlOratJOn and Sports Fish Rcstonttion 
programs of the Fish and Wildlife Service (known as the Pittman-Robertson and Dingell~Johnson programs). which are 
funded at about $200 minion and $300 million, respectively, The first of these was enacted in 1937 to address the 
concerns of hunters over declining game and hunting opportuniti~s. The companion program was enacted in 1950 to 
address similar concerns of fishcnnan. The programs are funded by laxes on hunting and fishing equipment and have 
a clear foundation in Huser pays" .theory. The distrihution fonnu!a 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 umbrella several exisfing 
appropriations and some new programs designed to improve degraded trust resources. The individual bureaus and programs 
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would retain (heir existing identific3lion, but would enable the Departmcm and the Forest Service to view their restoration 
activities in a coordinated way that would provide for optimal utilization of resources. 

• 	 The Fund is seeking the reliability ofa stable funding level, the unity of common technologies associated with restoratiun 
and reclamation, and the discipline of applying the hest management practices to all projects. 

• 	 Bureaus have had available what amounts to token funding for land and ha.bitat restoration, in comparison wiLh the need. 
While there are funds available for restoration I?f areas subject to commercial uses, such as timber restoration after 
harvest on certain Bureau uf Land Management and Forest Service lands and Nalural Resources Conservation Service 
son and water conservation programs for fannlands (none of which would be eligible under Ihis program), and limited 
funds for facilities reconstruction due to health and safety hazards, there is often little funding for restoring the vitality 
of degraded habitat. Substantial COflCem has been evidenced in recent years. The damage in many cases is obvious to 
the public, and often there are health and safety considerations as well. There has been surprisingly little effort to restore 
degraded areas, especiany on Federal lands, despite a very large backlog of nt..'Cded work. 

• 	 All orthe agencies involved in this initiative have programs aimed at restoration. and these are being proposed for major 
infusions of new monies. The aim is to fold together into a single initiative Ihe cXis-ling restoration funding of lhe Bureau 
of Land Management, the successfui Partners for Fish and Wildlife, North American Waterfowl Management Pian 
partnership, and Coastal Restoration programs of the Fish and Wildlife Service, the funding currently used by the Fish 
and Wildhfe Service 10 restore J:tabitats on existing National Wildlife Refuges, the ecoJogical restoration funding of the 
National Park Service, and the current restoration funding of the Forest Service. 

• 	 For some of the agencies, the current appropriation levels arc associated with line 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 approximation, rather than.as a firm estimau.: of appropriations 
at this time. 

Other COD.llj:iderations 

• 	 Funding under the Habitat and Coastal Restoration Fund would be distributed among Federal lands, State lands and other lands 
affected by State non-game wildlife programs, and private lands. 
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Proposed Habitat and Coastal Restoration Funding Le\'els Compared \Vith Current Base Funding ($ millions) 

FY 1999 FY 2000-2009 


Slate Non-Game Wildlife Conservation Grants 

Coastal Restoration Pannerships 

Coastal Grants 

Coastal Restoration (Coastal Program) 

OCS Impact Assistance 

Wildlife and Endangered Species Partnerships 

ESA Landowner Incentive Program 

Panners for Fish and Wildlife (Private Lands Program) 

North American Wetlands Conservation 

Federal lands Restoration Program 

Ecological Restoration in National Parks 

Restoration on Nalional Wildlife Refuges 

Restoration in National Forests 

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

Ecological Restoration on Indian Reservations 

Total 

o 350 


280 


7 20 


o 100 


II 100 


7 20 


6 30 


2 20 


15 40 


80 150 


8 40 


27 50 


164 1,100 


NOTE: The 1999 figures represent a rough eSlimale of.lhe proportion of approprialed funds in each calegory curremly used for habilat restoration activities. Budgel 
numbers in the 1999 column represent the FY 1999 President's Budge!. 
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Concept 

• 	 Fully fund, modify administrative mechanisms. expand eligihle rCl:lplcnts, m(1kc permanent, and int.:reasc the Historic 
Preservation Fund (HPF) authorization to a total of $300 million per year to accelerall;: the rate of protection and restoration 
of America's historic legacy. including buildings. sites. artifacts, ·and historic: districts. for the benefit of this and future 
generations. This would include: 

• 	 FuHy funding, expanding the scope. and modifying the mechanism~ of the existing grant program to State, tribal. and 
local goverrunents; and, 

• 	 Transferring to 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 of the Historic Preservafion Fund, funded at $) 50 million annually. would ensure that State, 
tribal, and local historic preservation offices continue to perform their Federal regulatory functions under Sec, 101 of the 
Nationai'Uistoric Preservation Act. At fun funding. however. State historic preservation programs could refocus on actual 
preservation actlvities. Urhan communities would be energized hy the fe-commitment to the preservation of historic structures, 
and future ge!1f:rations would he assured the educational opportunities derived from the preservation or the nation's historic 
patrimony, States would continue to match Federal funding with non Federal doilars at a ratio of 60 percem Federal. 40 percent 
non-Federal; Tribes would remain exempt from matching fund requiremenls. Of the $150 million grant program: 

• 	 ·$50 million would be apportioned as a Stale set-aside and distributed by using a population-hased formula. These funds 
would provide adequate support for Stale Historical Preservation Office regulatory functions, and foster Slate and local 
historic preservation activities. 

• 	 $5 miJJion would be appropriated as a set-aside and disrribured hy an administrative formula to provide adequate support 
for tribal regulatory functions under the National Historic Preservation Program, 
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• 	 The remaining $95 million would be converted into a' competitive grant prograrn based on national t.~ritetia to assure focus 

on national priorities and the most significant projects. 

• 	 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. HistoricaHy 
Black Colleges and Universiries, batt!efield protection, and historic preservation projects of Indian tribes. 

• 	 By the second year, the grant seiection process for compelitive grams would occur in advance of submitting the 
budget to Congress, so thal projects are known in advance, can be described at the time the budget is sent to 
Congress, and can be justified with project~specifif,; data. 

• 	 By the third year. add a three~year planning horizon to the project selection process, with encouragement for 
longer periods, to foster longer-range planning for conservation of historic buildings. sites and arHfal.:ls, and to 
provide advance information to the public and ~ongress on historic conservation priorities. 

• 	 Federal Progrdm. The Federal portion of the Historic Preservation Funu, funded al $150 rnitlion annually, would explicitly 
acknowledge the invaluable historic legacy managed by Federal agencies. The National Park Service (NPS). Bureau of Land 
Management (fiLM). Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and United Slates Forest Service (USFS) hold rich historic and cultural 
properties in their care; the tiPF would emphasIze the stabilization. protection. and preservation of archeological and other 
historic sites, structures; and cultural artifacts under Federal management. This fund would underscore the responsibility of 
the Federal government to wisely manage and preserve the irreplaceable heritage it holds in trust. 

• 	 Accountability. Congress would be provided an oppor1unity to veto projects and suhstiLule 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 OUler Continental Shelf oil and gas 
teasing program. 

Premises 

• 	 The Historic Preservation Fund has made a substantial contribUlion to protection of ~merica'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 hut important support for protection and resmration of structures at Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities. threatened National Historic Landmarks, and Indian rC$er\'ation~. Nonetheless. the IIPF has fallen 
far short of its early promise of helping to protect the nation'~ historic stl1Jctures and sites. as the: unappropriated balam;e in the 
fund has outpaced the ponion of the fund actually used for projects. 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 hillion. 

• 	 The Partnership for America'~ Resources assumes that this unappropriated balance, realtsticany, is no longer available and 
writes it off as a contribution to pa'it deficit reduction in return for a guarantee. backed by permanent appropri;uion, that future 
Historic Preservation Fund receipt'i of $300 million win be made available each year. 

• 	 Historic Preservation Needs. Despite the contributions of the Historic Preservation Fund over the last 30 years, significant 
threats to culturaJ 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 2,24R National Historic 
Landmarks nationwide, 350 are endangered with an estimated pre~ervation need of $1.7 billion. In 1990. Indian tribes and the 
National Park Service estimated the national need to preserve unique and endangered tribal cultural heritage (0 be $220 minion, 
yet only $11 mjJJion has been appropriated from the Historic Preseryation Fund for tribaJ preservation grants this decade, The 
529 SIgnificant historic campus buildings at HistoricaHy Black Co1leges and Universities require an estimated $596 million in 
preservation assistance based on a February 1998 report issued by [he General Accounting Offit;e. 

• 	 State Grant Program. Apart from the failure to protect and restore historic sites and Slru\;lures r~presented by the 
unappropriated ba1ance in the Historic Preservation Fund and lhe backiog of reslOration and stabilizalion work needed, the 
appropriation history for the Historic Preservation Fund reflects a program Ihat has lust its Congressional constituency and which 
needs to be significandy reconfigured so th·at Congress and the public know in advance what is proposed to be funded, and needs 
to be more tightly focused on projects of national significti.nCe 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 Federal land managing agencies have been doing a quite {Wor job of prOlecting and restoring historic. 
structures, sites and artifacts due 10 the tremendous budgetary and political pressure on operations. In tht: meantiine, such 
historic resources continue to deteriorate, and often will,cost more to conserve at some later point. or wilt be lost. The backlog 
of historic preservation work is extremely large and growing. The largest single item in the backlog is the incomplete inventory 
of project-scale historic restoration work at National Parks which exce.eds $1 A binion. But extensive work also needs to be done 
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on smaUer projects including conservation of archaeologic sites and artifacts in National Parks, Wildlife Refuges and Forests, 
and on the public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management. A wcll~focused initiative is needed to address this work 
in a systematic fashion. 

Benelits 

• 	 Several sign1ficant benefits would accrue directly from reinvigoration of the Historic Preservation Fund: 

• 	 LocaJ preservation efforts would be bolstered hy an influx of gram opportunities: 

• 	 Delays in project development and land use decisions would be avoided, as SHPO's win have adequate funding to 
conduct regulatory functions; 

• 	 Tribes would garner additional grant assistance for preserving tneir unique and significant cultural heritage, 

• 	 Federal land management agencies would have adequate resources to stahilize and preserve the numerous historic 
resources in their posses.lljion; 

Additional Concept Details 

• 	 Grant Funding 

• 	 $50 minton of the grant funding would be allocated on the basis of a needs-based formula. SHPOs would continue to 
receive the necessary funds for r.egulatory functions and for a limited program of grants fully at State motion; 

• 	 Currently. States receive approximately $31.4 million from the Historic Preservation Fund (FY 1999). These 
categorical grants provide funding to SHPO's in carrying oul statutory responsibilities under Section 1Ol(b)(3) 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA). Activities mandated by the NHPA include: 
preparation of an inventory of State historic properties; identificati90 and nomination of eligible properties to the 
National Register; preparation ofa statewide historic preservation plan; advising and assisting Federal and State 
agencies and local governments in carryIng out historic preservation responsibiHties; and cunsulting with Federal 
agencies on any FederaJ undertakings that may. affect historical properties. 
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• 	 $5 million of the grant funding would be allocated to Trihes by a needs~hased funnu'la to provide fur Federal regulatory 

activities under Seclion JOl of the Natlonal Historic Preservation Act. 

• 	 Currently, tribes receive approximately $3 million from the Hiswric Preservation Fund (FY 1998). These grants 
are awarded by the National Park Service on a competitive basis aud are imended to assist tribes in preserving 
their cullural heritage, 

• 	 $95 million of the grant funding for specific projects would be distributed on a competitive basis. and projects would 
be subject to Co~gressional review through the appropriations process. 

• 	 Grants would target particularly urgent needs, including threatened National Historic Landmarks, Historic Black 
Colleges and Universities. historic battlefields, and Indian trjbal cultural resources. 

• 	 States must match the federal funding wilh non~Federal funding at a 60 percent Fedend. 40 percelll non-Federal ralio 
(Tribes are not required to match). Thus, the Historic Pr~servation Fund is well-leveraged. 

• 	 Congress has crilicized the HPF because of a perception that grants for State programs largely are expended on 
administrative expenses. Recent data indicate that 89 percent of State expenditures go toward historic preservation 
at.:tivities (including those that are regulatory in nature, though no less irnportanl because of the siles and stmctllres 
identified and preserved) and projects. while the remaining Ii percent is used for admini5trative expenses. Because the 
infrastructure is currently in~place, greater appropriations to the States could be used to focus on preservation rather than 
regulatory efforts and administrative costs. 

• 	 Federal Funding. Federal Agencies are responsible fur managing a diverse and significant cultural and historic legacy. yet often 
are challenged to marshal sufficient funds to ensure that this hislorical1ega.cy is preserved. Under the feder&1 program currently 
proposed, Federal land management agencies could make significant progress in accomp1ishing hisloric preservation objectives. 

• 	 National Park Service ($105 million per year). 

• 	 Complete historic strllc.ture major trealmem projects within 25 years ami preserve the historic Siructures managed 
by the NPS. 

• ' Protect archeological sites on Park Service units and complete the archeological inventory. 
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• 	 Complete the Cuirural Landscapes: Inventory to 'ensure protection of lanusi:apes of historical significance. 
• 	 Ensure the preservation of Park museum collections and enhance the conservation survey and treatment program. 

• 	 Bureau of Land Management ($20 million per year). 

• 	 StabiHze and protect significant archeologicaJ resources on the public lands. 
• 	 Inventor}' and protect traditional religious and cultural properties on [he public lands. 
• 	 Manage, protect, a~ improve public access to significant historic trails, including the Lewis and Clark. Santa 

Fe, and Mormon Pioneer Trails. 

• 	 Fish and Wildlife Service ($10 million per year), 

• 	 Restore and maintain historic buildings and structures managed by the FWS. 
• 	 Ensure (he protection of FWS museum coUections. 
• 	 Survey and secure significant archeological and ht~toric resources managed by the FWS, 

• 	 U. S. Forest Service ($15.million per year). 

• 	 Emphasize the preservation of eulrurallandscapes and broader areas of historic significance in the stewardship 
of cultural resources managed by the Forest Service. 

• 	 Stabilize and restore irripol1ant historic properties, including archacoio~jcal sites, historic cabins, and fire 
lookouts. 

• 	 The Historic Preservation Fund was designed to support Stale and tribal efforts to preserve cultural heritage. Federal 
agencies have not lraditionally received funding from the Historic Preservation Fund; rather, Federal efforts at historic 
preservation have been funded through the annual budget process for each bureau. The Millennium Fund proposal in 
the FY 1999 budget was the first effort to allocate a portion of Historic Preservation Fund funds to federal agencies. 
Congress appears to support that concept. 
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Funding 

• 	 Total Funding.- The permanent appropriation for the HislOric Preservation Fund would be $300 million per year with that 
,amount divided equally between the grant program ,and (he federal program., 

• 	 The State, Tribal. arn:t Local Grant program, funded at $150 million per.year , would ensure that Slale and Tribal Historic 
Preservation OffICers receive adequate fundjng to execute regulatory responsibilities, stimulate local preservation efforts, 
and provide targeted and competitive grants for projt'Cts of nalional significance, iru:luding Historically mack 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 cultural 
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.S. Forest Service;:. 

• 	 Permanent Appropriation. One of the important concepts is' that the Historic Preservation Fund would he made permanent 
so that it is not subject to the vagaries of the annual appropriations process. This is particularly imponant in the case of the 
Historic Preservation Fund, for two reasons: I) State and Tribal Historic I.·reservation Officer:; rely upon Federal funding to 
execute federally-mandated regulatory activities; and, 2) uncertainty regarding iwaiiabJe grant funding can hinder the budget 
and planning efforts of local historic preservalion groups, which are required to match Federal grams with non-rederal monies 
for any proposal under the HPF. As part of this proposal. the unappropriated balance in the Historic Preservation fund. 
approximately $2.4 bi!1ion, would be rescinded. 
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Proposed Historic Preservation F-und Compared With 1999 Budget ($ millions) 

1999 2000-2009 

Grant Program 42 150 

Federal Program [(9) [1501 ­

National Park Service 56 105 

Fish and Wildlife Service 2 10 

Bureau of Land Management , 1 
, 20 

-
Forest Service 10' IS 

Total Historic Preservation Fund 111 300 
NOTE: 	 Budget numbers in (he 1999 column represcnllbe PY 1999 appropriations: "'eslirr;ated hased on limiled data. 

Concept Background 

The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) is a federal, categorical grant program authorized in fhe late 1960s as the principle grant 
mechanism to carry out the National Historic Preservation Act of J966 (NHPA),. Currently authorized at $150 million per year, the 
liP£, derives funding 'from Outer Continental Shelf revenues and distributes grants to eligible recipients. Since I %8, over $800 miUion 
in grant funds have been awarded to States. territories. Indian tribes, local governments, and the National 'frust for Historic Preservation 
under (he auspices of the Historic Preservation Fund, Traditionally. the primary recipient of Historic Preservation Fund grants has 
been the States; however, recent Congressionally-targeted line item appropriations have emphasized HistoricaUy Black CoUeges and 
Universities, threatened National Historic Landmarks, and [he preservation of historic ships arnJ lighlhouses. 

• 	 National Trust for Histone Presertmtioll: A three-year phaseout of Historic Preservation Fund grants 10 the National Trust was 
agreed to in consultation with the Administration and Ihe Congress in FY 1996. Beginning in FY 1996, [he appropriation was 
cut by 50 percent (from $7 million to $3_5 million). which was sustained in FY 1997 and FY 1998. Fiscal year 1998 cnded the 
Ihree-year phaseout, therefore no funds were requested in FY 1999. 

REV1EW DRAFT, DECEMBER 1998 PARTNI:RS}!lf' FOR AMER1CA 's RESffiJRCr.!i 	 t>AlI£ 48 



• • • 
• 	 Targeted Grants. A substantial portion of the Historic Preservation Fund program in the FY 1999 appropriation is distributed 

as categorical grants. These include: 

• 	 Millennium Fund: The President's Fiscal Year (999 budget reque~ted a $50 minion appropriation 10 the Historic Preservation 
Fund to support Millennium Grants to Save America's Treasures. These funds, granted on a competitive, matching basis, would 
be used for the ~preservation of our nation's premier historic ouildings, sites. structures. objecrs. and lanllscapes and for the 
conservation of our irreplaceable art. artifacts, documents, images. and archives." Of the $50 mi~lion request, the appropriation 
provided $30 million to the historic preservation programs or federal agencies funded in the Department of the Interior bin and 
to the National Archives (State Millennlum grants were not funded). Millennium Grants are tentatively scheduled for two years 
(FY 1999 and FY 2(00). The functions of this category will be sul'sumed by the i:!xpanded 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: In the Omnibus Parks Bill of 1996 (PL 104~333), Congress authorized $29 million 
for grants to historically black co1leges; of that, $7 million has been appropriated through PY 1998 and an increase of $7 million 
(to $15,4 million) was requested for FY 1999. The FY 1999 approprialion furnied only $2.8 milJion ufthe requested increase. 
Unless the Secretary (of the Interior) de1ermines thal an extreme emergency exists, these grants are to require a matching 
conLribution from [he recipient. '. 

• 	 Threatened National Historic Landmarks: 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 
finarn;:ial assistance program to preserve the inost endangered of the 2.200 national historic landmarks. However. the FY 1999 
appropriation did not fund this request. Owners of these properties include indivitJuals., private organizations. and allievels of 
government. The most recent estimate ofcosts for stabiliZ3.tion and restoration of National Historic Landmarks was $1.7 billion. 
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CODC<!pl 

• 	 Establish the Farmland Wildlife Protection F~nd at $100 million annually for 20 years to acquire or place under permanent 
ealiement farmland enroUed in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and in the Fannland Protection Program (FPP) that 
has significant potential for wildlife habitat or that has key environmental features related to habitat such as flood·prone land, 
wetlands, and greenbelts near population cente~s. The Farmland Wildlife ProtL'Ction Fund would: 

• 	 Target lands with potential for biological richness. but which are most likely to reVl:rt to commercial use (c.g., lands 
sUbject to market pressure to return to agriculture; lands on the urban fringe; areas with limited non-governmental 
organization presence or no active State conservation program): 

• 	 Emphasize habitat for listed species or species in severe df;Cline; 

• 	 Favor proposals designed to combat fragmented landscapes dr complement the pre.~ence of nearby conservation areas. 
Many listed species' have a refuge as a core preserve; 

• 	 Extend the reach and cost-effectiveness of the program with authority to make grants and engage in parlnerships with 
States. other non-Federal governmental organizations, and non-go....ernmental organizations; and 

• 	 Allow compatible commercial activity in order to make the easement program morc attractive to landowners and to 
augment its cost-effectjvenes~. 

Premises 

a 	 The Conservatiun Reserve Program (eRP) has made significant contributions toward reducing a range of environmental. 
habitat, and wildlife effects long associated with agricuhuraJ activity. However. the CRP has a number of features which 
limit its effectiveness. vis-a-vis wildlife: . 
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• 	 Short term contracts: The relatively shOrf duration of Ihe eRP contracts (1 O~ 15 years) puts the program's 

environmental gains at risk, The CRP pays market renLal rates for cropland, amounting to roughly 50-70 percent 
of the acquisition price of the land over a decade, {ftbe land reverts to commercial use. the conservation benefirs 
are lost. These gains can be preserved and guaranteed in perpetuity and relatively cheaply by supplementing the 
already substantial payments made under the eRP. 

• 	 Lack ojincemive to invest ill specialized. biologically produclh'e practices: The CRP requires landowners to pay 
half of the cost of in5talJing and maintaining any required conservation practices and of estabJishing a permanent 
vegetative cover, Given the short length of the contracts, landowners are reluctant to invest in specialized or 
moreelaboraleconservation practices. The opportunity to qualify for a permanent easement. however, can justify 
undertaking the expense of such investments. Although the eRP offers bonus payments to attract high priority 
lands, the bOnus program is relatively small. and the rewarded practices arc often broad (filter strips. riparian 
buffers. etc.) rather than specjes specific. 

• 	 Na inle:graled conservation plan: Most CRP lands arc enrolled through large. irregularly scheduled, periodic 
signwups or auctions, Although generally widely publicized. the lead Hme· and scheduling of Ihesc auctions can 
restrict participation. Most importantly, the auctions focus on individually eligible landowners, and are not 
designed to implement an iruegntted conservation' plan, like reconnecting a fragmented landscape or addressing 
watershed~wide problems. 

III 	 The Department of Agriculture has begun to address some of these long-standing deficiencies by introducing the 
continuous sign-~p Conservation Reserve Program, utilizing an Environmental Benefit'i [nucx in the selection process, 
and initiatlng the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). These changes are welcome improvements in 
Conservation Reserve Program's design. hut their fQ\,::us is not specifically on wildlife. and Ihe colltinliOUS sign-up and 
eREP programs are small relative to the traditional Cons.ervation Reserve Program. There remain significant, cost~ 
effective opportunities to augment the CRP for wildlife beneHts, as evidenced by new programs in several States, such 
as Minnesota, Illinois, and Maryland. 

III The Department of Agri.l.:ulwre's Fanniand Protection Program purchases non-farm development rights on prirn~ 
farmland that is threatened with conversion, but environmental factor'S playa minimal role in the selccflon process. By 
supplemenling FPP's easement payments, the Farmland Wildlife Pro[ccrlon Fund can encQurage more environmentally 
benjgn management practices (hat benefiT wildlife. 
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Benefits 

• 	 Targeting lands already enrolled in the Conservation Reserve Program produces an art,:!), of Hscal, environmental, 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 
significant conservation benefits_ With a relatively cheap supplemental payment these benefits can be protected forever. 

• 	 Through partnerships. cooperative agreements, and grants, the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund can leverage the 
effectiveness of its funds. ' 

• 	 By e~phasizing habitat for listed species and species in severe decline the Farmland Wildlife Protection Fund wilt 
ultimately help to alleviate regulatory restrictions on development. 

• 	 The protected land wili have multiple, non-wildlife environmental values, such as reduced non~point runoff. filter strips 
and riparian restoration to shade streams, or more environrnentally benign agricultural practices on multiple use lands. 

• 	 Wltdlife populations benefiHing from the habilaL wiH increase, disperse. and enrich recreational e:<pericnces elsewhere. 

• AU transactions would be voluntary. involving wi11ing sellers only. 

Funding 

• 	 With the $100 million annual Federal funding, the Farmland Wildlife Protection I~ulld can permanently protect, over the 20 year 
Hfe 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 or CRP enrolled 
lands with high wildlife potential, conservative assumptions about the proportion of wiHing sellers. and Conservation Reserve 
Program rental rates. The Farmland Protection Program is a reiatively small program. and any additional funding demands 
associated with its enmBed lands will be minimal. 

• 	 Leveraging through partnerships and grants is likely to defray the administrative and monitoring costs of {he program together 
with adding to the inventory of protected lands. 
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Concept 

• 	 Revitalize the Urhan Parks and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR) through a permanent appropriation of $150 milJion 
per year, with funding from OCS receipts, UPARR win fund investments in urban parks and recreation activities by 
emphasizing the restoration, protection and deveJopment 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 Hew ur expanded public recreation faciJilies 

• 	 Eliminate innovation grao~~ in order to concentrate on rehabilitation and enhancement. 

• 	 Update the list of eligible jurisdictions to reflect the important demographic changes in urhan 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 providjng the authority to use up to 3 percent of the permanent 
appropriation of $150 million per year. 

Premises 

• 	 The Urban Park and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) Program was creat.:d 10 address Ihc critical needs of urban park and 
recreation programs in distressed urban areas across the countty. UPARR has suffered from a variety of problems that 
prevents it from fulfiUing its objectives including unreliable funding sources, inconsistent program funding, limils on the use 
of funds, and an outdated list of eligible jurisdictions. This proposal add.resses these problems and criticisms that UPARR 
has faced in the past. 

• 	 Unreliable Funding Sources and}nconsislent Program Funding. Currently, UPARR docs not havc a reliable or consistent 
source of funding. Instead, it must rely on annual appropriations from the General Fund of the Treasury. To date, this 
method has been ineffective. Over the years, program funding has fluctuated between a high of$62A million in 1981 ro 
receiving no funding in 10 of the 20. years of [he program. One of the reasons for this inconsistent program funding is the 
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lack of a designated funding source for the program. With the great pressure for operations and maintenance funding within 
the National Park Service and the Department of the Interior, a program like 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 nt.'Ccssary to make this\ 
a strong grant program. 

• 	 Limits on the use offimds. As the law is curre~tly wrincn, funds acquired lhrough UPARR grams cannot be used for the 
acquisition of land or interes1s in land or in the development of new/expanded public recreation opportunities, For some 
jurisdictions. because of growth and population shiffs. parks and other recreation facilities are no longer IOl.:ated where the 
population is. The population, in rum, has moved to areas where park and recreation facilities are inadequate 01' 

unavailable. In some depressed areallj, there have never been adequate facilities nearby. Giving jurisdictions the ability to 
acquire lands through the leverage of UPARR funding is one way to ensure that open space and recreation opportunities are 
avaHable to people in urban a,reas. 

• 	 Amend Planning Requirement. Wilh the expanded acquisition and development authorIty, the requirements for a recovery 
action plan will be revised ~ ensure lhat the plans developed by eligible cotmnunities address acquisition and development 
needs and priorities in addition to the priorities and strategtes for overal1 system recovery. 

• 	 Retain Restoration Authority. The core concept of the original UPARR legislation - grants to rebuild, remodel, expand or 
develop existing recreatIon areas and facilities:" wiH be retained and strengthened by coupling restoralion and rehabilitation 
with new authorily fo acquire land and develop new faciliries, 

Renefits. 

• 	 UPARR would concentrate on helping meet the recreationai and open sp'acc needs of the urban areas. home of some of the 
most diverse populations in the natiori. The program provides accessible facilities to "all people." including some of the 
more mobmiy~restricted. impoverished and underserved concentrations of lhe American population. 

• 	 Parks and recreation activities are important components of the overall revitalizalion of urban areas. For example, the city 
of Baltimore Ust"d a 1991 UPARR grant to rehabilitate the William McA~bee recreation facility which was located in a 
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community targeted for urban renewal. The city budgeltxi more than $16 million over five years 1'01' physical. social and 
environmental improvements in the surrounding community. - . 

• 	 Provides a focused urban component to the overall Parlnel'ship for America's Resources. 

Additional Concept Details 

• 	 Appropriate $150 million per year lOT an indefinite period. UPARR would be funded at a It':vel of $150 million per fiscai 
year through a permanent appropriation. The original appropriation aUlhority was $725 million dollars over five years. 
Cungress determined that ,the authority was indetlnite and amended tht: law to reneel Ihis change. About $228 mllIion has 
been spent thus far. A reauthorization of the iaw lncluding this permanent appropriation would help focus attention on the 
program over the next few years and assure its funding. The·funding would come from OCS rt.'ceipts which would provide a 
dedicated source of funding for urban parks and recreation. 

• 	 Remove the Limitation on Funds. Currently the law governing UPARR states that funds cannot be used 10 acquire lands or 
interest in lands1 'much less the development of new or expanded facilities, The law would be 3lm:nded (0 allow grant 
funding to be used for these purposes. If land is acquired using these funds, a stipulation would be needed to assure lhallhe 
land is maintained.s park land or open space in perpetuity (like Section 6(1)(3) of the LWCF Act as amended). The land to 
be protected in perpetuity under Section 1010 woutd include not only that being acquired, rehabilitated and/or developed but 
the entire recreation/conservation management unit of which it is a part. 

• 	 Rliminate Innovation Grants. The Innovation Grants funded hy UPARR have been used to develop interesting and 
innovative service dctiv~fy programs. such as providing golr lcssons to inner city youth or developing outdoor education 
programs. While beneficial, those uses are seen as mOre within the purview or urban governments and non~govcrnmental 
social support agencies, and grants from other Federal agencies. Eliminating Innovation Grants would sharpen the focus 
toward the restoration, rehabilitation, and expansion of rarigible and permanent flbrick and mortar" projccts within 
specifically defined parks or recreation facilities: as well as the acquisition of Hew land providing 'new recreation 
opportunities where needed most. The Jaw win need to be amended to remove innovation grants and to provide permanent 
protection as described above. 

• 	 Updi1te List of Eligible Jurisdiclions. Since the original list \1(3S developed over 20 years ago, significant growth has 
occurred in some areas of the country, particularly in the southwest and west. Other jurisdictions could become el igibJe for 
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fhe grant program if the Ijst were updated. After the results from the 2000 Census are available. the jurisdiction iist would 
need to be updated. 

Funding 

• 	 Funding for UPARR would come from OCS receipts. 

Concept Background 

• 	 Created ill November 1978 by Public Law 95-625, the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) Program provides 
matching grants and technical assistance to economicaHy distressed urban communities, Originally authorized at a level of 
$725 million ($150 million from 1979-1982 and $125 million for 1983). in 1984, Congress detemlincd that the 
appropriation authority under UPARR would continue indefinitely. The program has awarded over 1200 grantc; lotating 
almost $228 million from 1978 to 1995, but has nut received funding since 1995. 

• 	 Program Objectives. The UPARR program has three main objectives: To encourage systematic local planning and to 
improve operation and maintenance of recreation shes and facilities; to improve the quality of life in physical and 
economically distressed urban areas through better provision of weH-planned and well-maintained close-to-home, easily 
a(;cessible, indoor and outdoor neighborhood recreatIon facilities and programs; and to develop and encourage coordination 
with. and among. an revels of government and private non-profit organi7.ations. 

• 	 Jurisdictional Eligibility. Only ce"rtain cities and counties are eligible to receive UPARR grants based on factors that assess 
the economic distress of the urban area. 353 citic.r.; and 52 counties were listed as eligible for UPARR grants. This list of 
e1igible jurisdictions has not been updated since the creation of the original ranking mClhod in 1978. Up to 15 percent of the 
UPARR funds can be used on discretionary grants for cities not on the eligibility lisl, but within the Metropolitan Statistical 
Area. 

Types or 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) Granls are matching grants {50 percent Federal/50 
percent local) to local governments for development of parks .and recreation RAPs to meel the requirements of applying for 
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Rehabilitation and Innovation Grants. RAP Grants are for all aspects of planning and program development activities for 
urban parks and recreation. To be cliglb~e 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 $156 million 

• 	 Process for Receiving a RAP Grant. Each region within the NPS receives funds for RAP grants and distributes those 
monies to the selected jurisdictions within [heir region. A jurisdiclion 's RAP Grant sublnission is based on selection criteria 
spc'Cifically developed for RAP grants, 

• 	 Rehabilitation Grants. Rehabilitation grants are matching grants (70 percent Fetieralt30 percem local) for renovatjon of 
dose-to·home recrca~ion ~ites nccdt~ to enhance the quality. quantity or variety of neighhorhood recrealion opportunities. 
From 1978 to 1995, 537 grants were awarded for $174 million. 

• 	 l'rocess for Receiv~rig a Rehabilitation Grant. Proposal narratives (the preapplication) addressing the gram seleclion 
criteria arc submitted to the appropriate Regional Office of the National Park Service for preallplie3lion certification. 
Certification assures that the proposals meet minimum legal and technical requirements; are within the intent and scope of· 
the UPARR program and provide adequate information for evalu·ation and competition. Proposals are ranked and evaluated 
within the Regional Office based on weighted selection criteria. Certified proposals then are 'ranked and evaluated at the 
national level and submitted to a national selection panel. The national sek'CtJon panels are composed of three to five 
individuals in the fields of recreation and urban revitaliz.ation. Panel members may come from Federal or non-Federal 
agencies or private organizations. The panel's recommendations are forwarded to lhe Director of NPS, Jurisdictions that 
have proposals selected for funding must then submit full documem3rion and meel all Ft.!deraI legislative compliance 
requirements (such as lobby restrictions. EEO. Clean Air Act and Federai Water Polimion ACl requirements) prior to the 
approval of the gram. 

• 	 Innovation Grants. Innovation grants are matching grants (70 percent F~dernl/30 percent local) to local governments to 
covcr costs of personnel. facUities, equipment, supplies, or services designed to demonstrate irmovativc and cost effective 
ways to augment park and recreation opportunities at the neighborhood level and to address common problems related to 
faciHty operations and improved delivery of recreation services. From 1978 to 1995, 191 Innovation Grams w~re awarded 
for $27 million, 

• 	 Process for Receiving an Jnnovation Grant. The process f;;w receiving an Innovation Grant through the UPARR Program 
is the same as for a Rehabilitation Grant. 
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Concept 

• 	 FuHy fund the Abandoned Mine Lands program. and provide the Office of Surface Mining permanent authority 10 use 
annually all furore revenues and interest earned by'the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund (AMRF), the source of funding 
for that program. This is similar to an Office of Surface Mining proposal to: 

• 	 Increase future appropriations from this fund to keep the unappropriated balance COfL<;tant at $1.5 hillion, 

• 	 CoHeet inlerest on the appropriated-but-unused balance and add that to the Fund, 

• 	 By 2004, this would almost double expenditures from this Fund to $360 million. This would acceJcmte: 

• 	 The reduction of the $2.5 biUion backlog in unfunded Priority 1 and 2 reclammion projects at coal sites (Priority 1 
and 2 projects address abandoned coal mine sites creating health and safety hazards). 

• 	 Cleanup of watersheds affected by add mine drainage. 

• Reductions of physical and health hazards at abandoned non-coal mines. 

Premises 

• 	 The Fund should payout as much as it takes ~n unlil the backlog of Priority t ano 2 pro.jccls is substantially reduced, 
Priorhy 1 and 2 are based upon hUman health, safety and welfare concerns. 

• 	 A majority of the funds will be distribl.llt:u as grants 10 Slates anti trihes. These grants would increase from 79 percent (or 
$146 milliun) in FY 1999 to 84 percent (or $304 million) in FY 2(J()4. 
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Benefits 

• 	 40,000 more acres wi11 be reclaimed betWL-efl 2000 and 2004 in addition to 43.000 acres reclaimed if funding is kept 
constanl al the FY 1999 level (i.e., baseline level) .. Currently, ahout 145.000 acres of Priority I and 2 lands are 
unredaimed. 

• 	 The backlog of Priority 1 and 2 projecls would be eliminated within a decade under (he PAR proposal. as compared [0 two 
decades if the AML program is level funded at lhe FY 1999 enacted level (i.e .. baseline level). 

• 	 Under the Clean Streams Initiative which is funded from the Abandoned Mine Reclam,nion Fund. the number of stream 
miles restored between 2000 and 2004 will increase by 750 miles under this proposal as compared to 1.750 miles under the 
haseline level. These funds wiU be leveraged by requiring at least a I: 1 match. 

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

Additional Concept Details 

• 	 Between FY 1999 and FY 2004, several programs funded through the Ab:tf}doned Mine Reclamation Fund will receive 
increased funding: 

iii 	 Stace and Federal emergency programs will increase from $18 million to $23 million. 

• 	 The Small.Opcrators Assistance Program wilJ increase from $L5 million to $4,0 million. 

• 	 The Department of Agriculture's Rural Abandoned Mine Progra~ (administered by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service), whk,h focuses on restoration at the watershed level, 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 FY 1999 to $278 million 
in FY 2000 and increase annually by about $20 million thereafter until it reaches $360 million in FY 2004 due to a 
combination of interest earnings and increased revenues from steady expansion of coal production. A detailed breakout of 
expenditures for the Abandoned Mine Lands program under this proposal is provided in the table at the end of this section. 

• 	 Funding Assumptions 

• 	 Coal production win continue to increase per DOE's ·projeclions. contained in the 1998 Annual Energy Rev{ews. 

• 	 The UMW Combined Benefit fund will obtain funds at the maximum level- allowed from the Ahandoned Mine 
Reclamation Fund although we anticipate that transfers. to the UMW will be at Ihe $50 million per year level, 
somewhat more than the $40 million per year (hal they have been running at historicaHy, Amounts not required by 
the UMW Fund will finance abandoned mine restoration work. 

• 	 Interest rates will stay mOFe or less steady.at about 5 percent. 

Concept Background 

• 	 A tax of 35 cents per lon on surface coal, 15 cents on underground coal, and 10 cents on lignite mined in the United Slates 
is deposited in the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. SubjC1;;t to annual appropriation. it is used to reclaim abandoned 
mine sites and related siream iJamage. 

• 	 In addition, 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 for miners and thl!ir dependents whose companies 
have gone out of business, The port jon of the interest which exceeds the needs of the CRr- is available for appropriation to 
reclaim lands. Transfer.1I"; '0 UMW are capped at $70 million and have been running at about $40 million per year. 

• 	 As with severa! other major Interior Funds with dedicated receipts. the AMRf. through its taxes and inlcresl earnings, takes· 
in more than is appropriated for its authorized uses, despite a Jarge backlog of unm~t high priority needs. 

REVIlW DRAfT, DECEMBER 1998 PARTNERSHIP FOR AMERICA'::; RE$OURn.s 	 PAGE 60 

http:Transfer.1I
http:steady.at


• • • 
• 	 The current unappropriated balance in the Fund is about $ LA billion and will reach or exceed $1.5 billion at the end of FY 

1999. 

• 	 -In FY 1999. the fee is expected to collect $290 mill}on. In additIon. the interest on the unappropriated halance of $1.4 
biHion is expected to bring in another $80 million. On the other hand. the FY 1999 appropriation was only $185 miHion 
and due to a one-time adjustment owing to a Supreme Coun case there was a.current year transfer of $60 million to the 
United Mine Workers (UMW) Combined Benefit Fund. However, consi~ering that annual transfers to the UMW have been 
averaging about $40 million over the last few years, the unappropriated balance should grow by $l25 million or more in FY 
1999. 

• 	 Authority for the tax expires in 2004, Any decision to eXlend that authority must be made prior to thaL 

• 	 Under the Abandoned Mine Lands progf'dm, abandoned sites are classified according to a priority. Priority I 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 reliable: estimate of the cost of rnidgating 
these is available. 

• 	 Based upon an incomplete inventory. lhere is a $200 minion hack log of unfunded Priority) and 2 projects af abandoned 
Iloll-coat sites. 

• 	 Dollar estimates for Prioriiy 3 sites have not been made since the primary focus of most States wiH continue to be on 
Priority I and 2 work for most of the next decade. The ~ackiog for priority 3 environmental restoration at abandoned mine 
sites, however. is in the many billions of dullars. 

• 	 50 percent of what is collected is earmarked for the Stale whert~ it was coneeted. The amount distribuled to a State depends 
upon a formula which considers histuriciii t:ual producrion and collecrions, and whelher it has eliminated its backlug of 
Priority i and 2 reclamation projects. 
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Funding Under Proposal Compared to Currenl Funding Situation ($ millions, l'Ounded) 

, 

Proposed Funding 

St.te{fribal Reclamation Grants 

State Emergency Programs 

Federal Emergency Programs 

Clean Streams 

Rural Abandoned Mine Program 

Federal High Priority Projects 

SmaH Operators Assistance Program 

Operations 
------­ --

Toml Proposed Funding 

OMS Out year Baseline 
---------­

1999 2000 

133 198 

6 12 

11 I 1 

7 10 

0 13 

3 3 

2 4 

23 26 

185 277 

185 210 

2001 

216 

12 

1 1 

to 

15 

3 

4 

27 

298 

, 240 

2002 

235 

12 

11 

to 

16 

3 

4 

27 

318 

269 

2003 

254 

12 

I 1 

to 

17 

3 

4 

28 

339 

298 

2004·2009 
- ------­

;m 

12 

1l 

10 

18 

3 

4 

29 
-----­

360 

298 
---­

NOTE: Budget numbers in the 1999 cQlumn represenl the FY 1999 Presidem'~ Budget. 
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concept 

• 	 A new fund, titled .he Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund (FLGNF), would be established. '0 fund and resolve 
lingering issues with States and local governments about Federal lands in their jurisdictions. 

• 	 The PLGNF would fully fund Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and the companion program. Refuge Revenue 
Sharing, at current autiloril.ation levels to bettcr offset the lack of tax payments for Federal lands. These programs 
would be authorized or reauthorized, as the case may be. to provide for permanent approprialion. 

• 	 The PILT and Refuge Revenue Sharing payments would be tlnanced from unappropriated balances in the 
Reclamation Fund. minerals revenues surplus [0 the needs of that fund. and existing Nationai Wildlife Refuge 
revenues currently used for the Refuge Revenue Sharing Program. 

, 
.The Administration will once again propose, as part of the FY 2000 hudget. a Timber Revenue Sharing Stabilization 
initiative for the U.S. Forest Service's' Payments to States and the Bureau of Land l\'lanagement's Oregon and 
California Grant Lands programs. These programs traditionally have shared a portion of the revenue -- 25 percent in the 
case of USFS and 50 percent in the case of BLM O&C lands -- with local governments (though· the USFS revenues go to 
them through the States). Timber receipts have dropped dramalkally as Federal forest managers have responded to 
endangered species and forest health problems. The stabilization initiative·would peg the payments al levels higher than 
would obtain from the traditional revenue sharing formula. With continuing declines in revenues. this initiative may look 
more favorable to counties and their Congressional repre~entatjves next year. 

Premises 

• 	 A substantial element of the complaints - and somelimes, opposition - from States and local guvernments about the 
presence of Federal lands and activities on those lands stems from the perceive~ failure of the Federal government to fully 
fund existing authorizations for payments to local governments in lieu of tax revenues. Re.;;:;olution of these issues, including 
permanent provision for their funding, wiH significantly improve relatiom~· improve Federal agencies' standing as "good 
neighbors" -- with these units of government and the public, 
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• 	 Hecause the land holdings of the federal Government arc lax exempt, local governments lose potential tax revenue on lands 

within their jurisdiction that are under Federal ownership. However. States and local 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 legislation a responsihility to compensate local governments for this lost tax 
revenue through two programs of compensation in heu of taxes. Counties rely on this compensation to provide essential 
services. including firefighring, police protection. and the construction of schools and roads. Current appropriations for the 
Payment in Lieu of Taxes program (covering National Parks, Forests and BLM lands) and Refuge Revenue Sharing for 
National Refuge lands ate at approximately 50 percent and 75 percent, respel.:tively. of authorization levels. The shortfall is 
aoout $106 million per year. and increasing. 

• 	 AdditionaUy, 10cal governments seek a predictable revenue flow for these servic~s. Being·subject to the often unpredictable 
Congressio~1 budget process, budgeting is difficult for local·governments highly dependefll on these Federal payments. 

• 	 Given these factors, obtaining a greater measure of good will from jurisdi(.;tions including Federal lands by fuBy funding the 
payments of Jieu of taxes program needs to be a high priority for the Administration. This is aU the morc so given the 
Partnership ror America~s Resources initiative to accelerate acquisition ()f recn:alion and environmentally sensitive lands 
managed by the four Federal land ~nagement agencies. 

Benefits 

• 	 Adequate, timely and known payments to Jocal governments through the Federal Lands Good Neighbors Fund would result 
in several signifICant bene,fits. Full funding, provided on a permanent appropriation basis,-would: 

• 	 aHow local governments to better provide infrastructure and services to support activities on Federal lands; 

• 	 alleviate local resentment or mistrust of the Federal government for failing to meet its authorized obligations; and, 

• 	 improve prospects, by mitigating local government opposition, for Federal programs. like the North American 
Waterfowl Management Plan, that rely on acquisitions to preserve habitat. 
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Funding 

• 	 The unappropriated balance oflhe 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 9n as needed to make up the shortfall between annual 
receipts 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 annual surpluses from the existing Reclamation Fund. The Reclamation Fund is derived from three 
primary sources: 

• repayments and other revenues from warer and power users; 
• mineral leasing revenues; 
• 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 
minion per year and the excess is expected 10 grow by ahoU( $100 million over the next decade. Through the end of FY 
1999, the Reclamation Fund is expected to have an unappropriated halance of over $2 billion, and Ihis is projected to climb 
to nearly $4,2 billion within a decade. 

• 	 National Wildlife Refuge revenues are expected to continue to contribute about $10 to $12 milliun per year in payments to 
local governmental entities: through the Federal Lands Good Neighbor Fund. 

• 	 If included at a 1ater time. the timber revenue sharing stabilization initiative for the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Forest Service would add about $340 minion to the PAR total. This amount is already included in (he FY 2000 budget and 
OMS's oUlyear estimates. There would be no incremental cost above those ~stjmates. so they would Hot aUd to the net 
increase in Federal expenditures reflected in the Partnership for America's Resources initiative. 

• 	 . Program levels and fimding sou.rces for the Federal I Alnds Good Neighbors Fund arc sel out in the (wo tablt:s 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 

• 	 Payments in Lieu of Taxes program payments are made hy the Bureau of Land Management for lands that i( administers, 
and for Federal Jands in the National Forest System, tbe National Park system. Federal water resource projects, Corps of 
Engineers dredge areas, inactive or semi-active Army installations, and several other specific categorics of FedcraUy­
impacted lands. The amounts authorized to be paid reflect the greater of the .following amounts: 

• 	 $1.65 per acre times the number of eiigible 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 cents per acre 

Authorized payments also are limited for each counly based on population. Additionally, Lhere afe temporary payments 
authorized for recently acquired Federal lands based on the market value of the land and pre-purchase property taxes. 

• 	 Refuge Revenue Sharing payments are authorized to be made by the Fish and WildHre Service based on the greatest of the 
following amounts: 

• 	 rive cents per acre; 
• 	 3/4 of one 'percent of the appraised value; or. 
• 	 25 percent of the net receipts produced from the land. 


, 

• 	 Appropriations. The Bureau of Land Management's PILT program is financed entirely hy din..'Cl appropriations. The 

Refuge Revenue Sharing program is financed from receipts from compatible commercial activilies on National Wildlife 
Refuge.1! and direct annual appropriations. . 

• 	 Shortfall Allocation. When. as has usually been the case, appropriations are Jess than lhe authorized payments. the 
shortfall is prorated amung the local governments receiving paymenK For FY 1997. the shortfalls were; 

• 	 Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT): $99 million (met 53.3 percent of $212 million authorization). 
• 	 Refuge Revenue Sharing: $7 !pillion (met 72.5 percent of $24 million authorization)" 
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Federal Lands Good Neighbors Funding Proposal Compared with FY 1999 ~'Ilnding Lo'-el 

($ mminn.) 

Program Expenditures 1999 21lOO 200l 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

SLM Paymcn1s in lieu of Iaxes 125 263 271 279 288 2% 305· 314 324 JJl .l4J 

FWS Refuge Revenue Sharing 17 28 29 30 31 32 J3 34 35 36 37 
- - - - - - ------­

Total 
----------­

Federal Lands Good Neighoor Fund 142 291 300 309 )19 328 338 348 359 369 360 
NOTE: Budget numbers in the i999 column represent the FY 1999 Presiden!,~ Budget. 

Federal Lands Good Neighbor Fund: Funding Sources 
($ mm;ons) 

Funding Sources 21lOO 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Transfer Reclamation Fund Unappropriated 
Balance 

Excess Mineral Resources 

Refuge Revenues , 

2,196 

167 

10 

.­

175 

to 

183 

II 

.. 

195 

II 

.. 

204 

II 

217 

II 

.. .. 

230 245 

12 12 

.. 

262 

11 

.. 

281 

12 

Ntl Revenues 

Less: Pede ral Lands Good Neighbor Fund 
Program Costs 

Carryforward Balance 

2.313 

291 

0 

185 

300 

2,082 

194 

309 

1,%7 

206 

319 

1.85; 

215 

328 

1,739 

2:;8 

.H8 

1.626 

24.2 251 

348 359 

1.516 1.410 

214 

369 

UOg 

293 

380 

1.213 

Remaining Unappropriated Balance 2,002 1.%7 1,852 U39 1,626 1,516 1,4[0 l.JO& 1,213 . 1,126 

NOTE: Budget numberS in the 1999 column represenf the FY 1999 Presidem"s Budge!. 
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Basic Financing Concept 

The funding mechanisms proposed as part of the Part~ership for America's Resources are based on fully utilizing existing 
dedicated receipt sources and adding several new dedicated receipt funds using DeS 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 resull, the Land and 'Vater Conservation Fund. Historic Presenation 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 (Q 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 o~ Bureau of Land Management and 
Forest Service lands. The tabular infonnation 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 DeS 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 cov~r all proposed expenditures. 

While the unappropriated balances in the Land and 'Vater Conservation Fund. Historic Presen'ation Fund, Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation Fund, and Reclamation Fund represent a significant contributio~ 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 ubtained from depletion 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 Abandone~ Mine Reclamation Fund programs. 
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The Partnership for America's Resources initiative is designed 10 remedy the failure [0 honor the original promise to help me~t 
land protection and historical preservation goals as part'of whatever hew Federal budget resoiurion or Act is proposed by the 
Administration for the FY 2000 budget, without requiring new offsets. This design takes into account the facts that the need for 
environmental and historic resources protection and rt::slOration is great and has been building while key lands and resources have 
been developed, degraded. ~ost. 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 halam:e toward 
accelerating Jand and resource protection and restoration through the Partnership for America's Resources. 

Financing PAR Using an Investment Approach 

The basic concept for the investment approach is essentially that of a perpetuity ~~ a true trust fund where the principal is never 
touched -- and would be easily explainablc to Congre~s and the public. It would dike the unappropriated balances of lhe Current 
funds ($12.4 bHHon in the case of the LWCF) and the annual amounts deposited to them ($900 miJlion per year ill {he case of the 
LWCF ~~ mostly from OCS receipts), and invest them in Treasury notes or other Treasury instruments. as is done currently wilh 
the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund. The programs would then operate using interest generated from those trust funds. For 
the LWCF, this could generate $600 to $700 million in interest income the first year, and then Jncrease by $45 to $60 million per 
year thereafter. depending on applicable interc:st rates. Similar results would obtain for the lIPF, for \vhich investment income 
could start at about $125 million and Ihen increase $8~9 million per year thereafter. For those parts. of (he Federal Lands Good 
Neighbors Fund to be financed from excess Rcchnnalion Fund balances and mineral receipts. costs in excess of the FY 1999 base 
could be financed by transferring the Reclamation Fund unappropriated halance and annual additions thereto to the fund, inves.ting 
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. Atso. the growth of available investment 
income would be gradual. Comparatively. this would result in a ~ub5tamiaI reduction in benefits. derived in rhe early years. The 
investment approach would. however, continue to hund balances that would generate increasing amounts of imeres[ revenues for 
the programs over the long run. Benefits iq the fater ycar~, especially after an.."1u! 2005. would continue to expanJ beyond tilt! 

traditional annual receipllimits fur the LWC~< and UPI; of $900 and $i50 minion each year, respectively .. Within approximately a 
decade, by FY 2009, the LWCF could generate ahout $1. J to $1.2 biHion annually in available interest and the HPF about $200 
million. 
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The investment concept described above is focust"d on the L\VCF, HPF and. 10 a lesser extent, the Federal Lands Good Neighbors 
Fund. hut could be used flexibly to fund other PAR initiatives as the interest income increased. Any number of combinations of 
uses of (he available interest among the different programs could be developed. Additionally, phase in of aU of these programs 
under the investment approach CQuld be accelerated by use of additional dedicated OCS receipts (beyond the current annual deposits 
to the LWCF and HPF) as proposed in the DingeH~Young initiative. or by a slow phase out of direct appropriations. 

Program .'inancing Charts 

The following chaw! 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 is presented in the previous sections. The second shows 1m example of the growth 
in interest income generated by the investment approach. For the investment approach, the data assume a first year drawdown from 
the corpus of the trust to 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 
numbers are approximate, rounded to the nearest· $5 million, usc a 5 percent interest fale, and include a numher of assumptions 
about the investment of unexpended balances. 
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MAJOR FUNDING,SOURCES 
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The following tahles and explanations reflect projected deposits to, appropriations from, and unappropriated balances of four 
dedicated receipt funds associated with (he Parlnership for America's Resources Program concept for the period fr~lIn FY 1998 
through FY 2009, The tables reflect that estimated unappropriated balances in the four funds are projeclcd to total $18,3 billion at 
the end of FY 1999. A decade later. they are projected to climb to $28 billion. an increase during ,be decade of $10. 7 billion. 

Estimates of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) oli and gas receipts and their distributIon are shown since oes revenues currently 
finance two of the dedicated receipt funds and are proposed to ,finance all or part of four additional dedicated funds, Estimates are 
also shown for National Wildlife Refuge revenues· for the National Wildlife Refuge Fund. Those amounts would continue to be 
dedicated to that purpose, 
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Land and \Vater Conservation Fund 

The Land and Water Conser .... a1ion Fund was estahlished by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of J965, as amended. 16 
U.S.C. 4601-4 through 11. Under current law, a total of $900 milliun is deposited annually (0 the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, composed of receipts from Surplus Property Sales, $1 million from Motorboat Fuels Tax, anti the balance from DeS 
receipts. The Land and Water Conservation Fund is used to support Jand acquisition. State outdoor rt'Crealion grants, and related 
administrative expenses. The tahle below shows estimated depoSIts. appropriations. and tJle end of fiscal year balance for FY 1998 
through FY 2009. For FY 2004 and beyond. the estimates of appropriations from the Land and Wa1er Conservation Fund are 
straight-lined because budget estimates are not known at this time. 

Estimated Land and Water Conservation Fund Ref:eipts, Appropriations t and Net Balance ($ millions) 

R«eipts & Outlays 1998 1999 2000 1001 2002 '2003 2005 2006 2007 1008 2009'00l 
Surplus Properly 

Sales and Motorboat 
 44 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Fuels Tax 

OCS rents, bonuses, 856 897 897 897 897 897 897 897 897 897 897 897 
royalties 

TOlal 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 

Appropriations 999 299 374 428 428 428 428 428 428 4:.8 428 428 

Annual 
Surplus/Deficit 
(Excess1shortfall of ·99 601 526 472 472 472 472 472 472 472 4"12 472 
revenues over 
appfQpriaiions) 

-Unobligated balance 

returned to receipt.. 
 30 30 30 30 3Q 3Q 30 30 30 Ji) 3Q 30 

Fund B<Jlance (includes 1998 11.793 12.414 12.980 13,482 13,984 14,486 14.988 15.490 15,992 16,494 16,996 11,498 
balance of $11.88) 

NOTE: ApprQPriatioas in the 1998 column are actual; in the 1999 column, appropriations repre.l;enl the ry 1999 President's Budget. 
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Historic .'reservation Fund 

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

Under current law, a total of $150 million is deposiled annually to the Historic Preservalio!l Fum.! from OCS receipts. The Historic 

Preservation Fund is used to preserve intellectual and cultural artifacts and hislOric structures and sites. The table below shows 

esrimated d:(1Osits, appropriations, and the end of fiscal year balance for FY 1998 through FY 2009. 


Estimated Historic Preservation Fund Receipts. Appropriations, and Net Balance ($ millions) 

Receipts & OudaY$ 1998 1999 20(X} 2001 2002 2003 2004 2(05 2006 20tH 2008 2009 I 
150 150 ISO 150 ISO 150 ISO 150 150 ISO 150 ISOOCS refits. bonuses, royalties 

44 101 101 46 41 41 42 43 44 45 4b 46Appropriations 

Annoal SurplusfDetidl (revenues vs 

appropriatiou.,,) 
 106 49 49 104 10'1 109 108 to7 106 105 104 104 

Fund Ba131lce (includes FY 1998 balance 

S2.2B)~. ______ ... I 2,316 2.365 2,414 2,518 2.627 2.736 2,844 2,951 3.057 3,161 3.~6~.. 3.370 
.• "H .~~ ~NOTE; Appropriations in the 1998 corumn are aetna!; in the 1999 ""'UIII!!, "pp'UpJ'd"Um, IC[,IC5CHl t'''' ,- l 1 ::r.r.J 1"1t:~lU<""U~ J.; DUUgt:L 
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Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund 

A tax of 35 cents per ton on'surface coa1. l5 cents on underground coat, and 10 cents on lignite mined in the United States is 
deposited to the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund, and subject to annual appropriation, are used to reclaim abandoned mine sites 
and related stream damage. The fund balance is invested, hut most of the interest earned is transferred to the Uniled Mine Workers 
of America Combined Benefits Fund (COP) for payment ofheahh benefits for miners (and their dcpcridcnts) whose companies have 
gone out of business. The port jon of the interest which exceeds the needs of the CBF is available for appropriation to ret-1aim 
Jands. 

Authority for tbe tax expires in 2004, Receipt and appropriation estimates for 2005 and beyond assume reauthQrization but 
approprlations arc straight~iioed because no estimates were made for those years in, the j 999 budg~L 

The end of fiscal year 1997 halance of lhe fund was $1.222 hillion. 

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

Receipts and Outlays 1998 1999 2000 Z001 2002· 200} 2001 2005' 2oo(t" 2007' 2008' 2009' 

Receipts 370 316 383 3., 402 401 416 426 439 4J{) 461 461 

Appropriations 214 25J m 25. 256 257 26\ 261 261 Z(il 261 261 

Annual Surplus (l!xcess of revenues 
over appropriations 

-------­

Fund Balance (includes FY 1998 
bal""'" $1.2 B) 

1'6 

l.318 

123 

I,SOI 

128 

1.629 

139 

1,76& 

146 

1,914 

llO 

2,064 

il' 

2,2!9 

16' 

1,384 

178 

2.562 

189 

1,751 

100 200 
-------- ­

2.95 ! 3,151 
-------­ ... 

NOTE: Appropriation!'; ifI the 1998 column are actuat in Ihe 1999 column, apprnpriatiQn_~ represent the F'lt i999 President's Rudget. 

"'Authcrit:f for the Aha.mlullcu Mine Land Fund under the Surface Miltillx Control and Reclamation Act ilf 1997. l-'llb!ic L3W 95-87, a~ ;ullCndr:tI. !:xpin:s in 

1004. Receipt t:~lima[e$ assume reauthoriution, and appropriatillll r:stimates straight-line .estimates jbr 2004, 
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Reclamation :Fund Receipts 

The Reclamation Fund is derived from receipts from the following sources: about 40 percent of onshore mineral leasing revenues 
on Federal Jands; sale of power and water and other utilities; about 76 percent of the proceeds from (he sale of public lands and 
public domain timber; and repayments and other revenues from water and power users. The Reclamation Fund is available for 
expenditure pursuant to appropriation acts. Estimates 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 straightwlined because budget tstimates for individual projects are not known at this time. As of the end of 
FY 1997, the unappropriated balance of the Reclamation Fund is $1.7 billion. 

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

1998 1999 2000 2001 
. 

1002 2(0) 2004 2005 1006 2007 2008 20009Reteipts ... 
,463 479 481 4&9 ' 497 509 51& j31 544 5W 576 -76Onshore mineral leasing 

Other revenues 491 495 495 495 495 495 495 495 495 495 1~95 ,9,. 
Total 954 974 976 984 992 1.004 1.013 1,026 1.1)39 1.054 1,071 t .( 71 

790 8()9 8()9 809 809 809 Jl(]9 809 RO\) 809 809 Jl(]9ApproprlntlO11s 

Annual Surplus (revenues 

vs appropriatioM) 
 164 ]65 161 175 183 195 204 217 230 245 262 262 

Fund Balance (includes FY 1998 

balance QI .$1.7B) 
 1.8M 7.029 2.1% 2,371 2,554 2:149 2,9,'i1 3,170 3,400 3,645 3. CJ07 4.1 69 
,---- ... -- ,--­

NOTE: Appropriations in Ihe J998 wlilmn are actual; in the 1999 column, appropriations rern'.sent the FV 1999 President's DudY,eL 
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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. If 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 

Refuge Revenue Sharing Receipts 

General Fund Appropriations 

Payments (0 counties 

Fund Balance 

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

9 .' 10 \0 \0 \I \I \I \I 12 12 12 12 

\I \I \0 10 10 \0 \0 10 10 10 10 10 

20 21 20 20 21 21 21 21 22 22 22 22 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
NOTE: Appropriations in the 1998 column are actual; in the 1999 column, appropriations represcnllhe FY 1999 President's Budget. 

OCS Receipts and Fund Distributions 

Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) receipts are collected by the Minerals Management Service, and are produced from oil and gas 
.Ieasing 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 arlnual 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 bala.nces 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 permitted to expend a portion of oes 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 oes receipts shown below, payments are made to coastal States from a portion of oes revenues 
associated with tracts in the so-called 8(g) area, which is a 3-mile wide -overlap of Federal and S.tate waters on the continental shelf 
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In addition to 27 percent of rents, bonuses, and royalties on 8(g) tracts. OCS coasta1 States received $65 million in settlement 
payments in 1998 and will continue to receive that amount through the year 2000. 

Estimated OCS Reeeipts ($ millions) 

RC{':eipts 1998 1999 2iJOO 2001 
"~~~~~~~ 

2002 2003 2004 2005 1006 2007 2008 2009 

Rents and Bonu~5 1.520 1,425 ~8 877 789 725 665 6L2 589 570 570 571J 

Royalties 
-­

Total 

3.467 

4,987 

3,530 

4,955 

.1,403 3,632 

4,311 4,509 
"~~~~~~~~ 

3,819 

4,608 

3,454 

4,179 

3,350 

4,015 

3,255 

3,867 

2,904 

3,493 

3,072 

3,642 

3,254 

3,R24 

3,254 

3,824 
-

REVIEW DRAFT, DECEMBER. 1998 PARTNERSHIP FOR AMERJC,\'5 RESOURCE$ ('ACt 19 


