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INTRODUCTION
For years, our public interest groups have produced an annual report called the Green Budget,
outlining recommended appropriations increases to keep up with needs for environmental programs.
We look forward to returning to the effort to adequately meet the needs of our underfunded programs
but recognize that these are different times. This renamed and reconceived report now details the
impacts of devastating spending cuts on critical environmental and conservation projects across the
federal government. Losing Our Heritage: Budget Cut Impacts and Our Environment, prepared by a
coalition of national environmental and conservation organizations,1 illustrates how indiscriminant
VSHQGLQJ FXWV ZLOO DGYHUVHO\ DIIHFW RXU QDWLRQ¶V DELOLW\ WR UHVSRQG WR environmental challenges of a
changing climate, develop our clean energy resources, and sustain our natioQ¶VODQGVZDWHUV, wildlife
and other natural resources. It also details a number of revenue raisers and cost savings measures that
should be considered as part of any balanced approach to deficit reduction.
Use this document when assessing the impacts of natural resource spending cuts in your state or
district. This report includes a short background on the benefits and challenges for many important
environmental and energy programs as well as the corresponding impacts we will see without prudent,
more adequate investments in them. As stewards of our surroundings, we have a responsibility to act
now and sufficiently fund the programs that help ensure the water we drink is clean, the air we breathe
is pure, the energy we use is renewable and sited responsibly, and the wild landscapes and wildlife we
care about are protected for the enjoyment of countless Americans today and in the future.

1

The organizations listed on the back cover do not necessarily endorse or have expertise on every
recommendation in this report. Please refer to the Program Contacts at the end of this document for more
information on a particular program.

i

ii

BUDGET CUT IMPACTS AND OUR
ENVIRONMENT
The budget battles which have dominated headlines in the U.S. and around the world for the past three
years have been some of the most contentious in recent history. Following a year in which Congress
needed eight Continuing Resolutions to keep the government from shutting down, 2012 brought even
more chaos to the budget process. The Presidential election was a referendum on the economy and
more specifically on tax increases and budget cuts, culminating with the fiscal cliff showdown that
dominated the lame duck session of Congress.
The federal government is again operating under a Continuing Resolution, and the short term fiscal
cliff deal passed on January 1st has led to two more short term deadlines in March of 2013:
sequestration which²absent an agreement to avoid it²will go into effect on March 1st, and the March
27th deadline to fund the federal government for the rest of the fiscal year in order to avoid a
JRYHUQPHQWVKXWGRZQ$VLIWKDWZDVQ¶WHQRXJKWKH%XGJHW&RQWURO$FWRIWKDWZDVSXWLQSODFH
WRDYRLGGHIDXOWRQWKHQDWLRQ¶VGHEWKDVSXWDXVWHUHFDSVRQGLVFUHWLRQDU\VSending in place for the
next ten years.
'XHWR&RQJUHVV¶LQDELOLW\WRPRYHRWKHUSLHFHVRIOHJLVODWLRQWKHDQQXDODSSURSULDWLRQVSURFHVVKDV
also become the battleground for a significant number of contentious policy issues that threaten our
environment7KHVHSROLF\SURYLVLRQVDUHHLWKHULQFOXGHGDVµULGHUV¶LQWKHGUDIWOHJLVODWLRQRU
proposed as amendments during committee and floor consideration of spending legislation. The
cumulative effect of this pervasion of policy issues has been to stall and taint what has traditionally
been a thoughtful and healthy debate about the importance of federal government programs and at
what level they should be funded each year. This hijacking of the appropriations process must cease
so that policy issues can be debated and voted on in their proper forum, allowing equally important
budget decisions to be made on their own merits.
It is in this political backdrop that congressional decision makers must finish the 2013 budget, avert
5% across the board spending cuts from sequestration, and begin the 2014 federal budget process.
Following a pUHVLGHQWLDOHOHFWLRQ\HDULQZKLFKWKHVWDWHRIRXUQDWLRQ¶VHFRQRP\was a major
deciding factor, Congress must return to a state of normal budgeting while making prudent
investments in programs and priorities. We understand that tough decisions will need to be made in
this and future years. However, when deciding on funding that affects hundreds of millions of
Americans and the resources on which they rely, we must take into account the full economic, social,
environmental, and cultural value of the many programs managed by the federal government.
With federal spending on land, water, ocean, and wildlife programs just 1.26% of the federal budget in
2012, it is clear that this spending is not a primary cause of the current federal budget crisis. This
proportion has actually declined over the last 30 years as funding for conservation programs has
grown only 2% in real dollars over this entire period while other federal expenditures have increased
dramatically.
The programs outlined in this Green Budget improve our infrastructure, encourage economic
investment in local communities; boost our global competitiveness; keep our air breathable, our water
clean, and our wildlife and outdoor spaces protected; and in many ways make our country unique and
prosperous. The resources protected by these programs support the abundant natural wealth that has
helped to make our nation a great power in the world. They protect the places that define our history as
a nation, that encourage tourism investments from abroad, and provide the quality-of-life benefits that
support millions of U.S. businesses and jobs.
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Protecting public health and the environment provides net benefits to our U.S. economy by
substantially reducing costs, including health care, ecosystem restoration, and water treatment, while
ensuring active job creation through renewable energy research and development and protection of
ecosystem services. These protections foster and preserve public lands and wildlife-dependent
recreation and have spawned a significant tourism industry critical to many local communities
particularly in our rural communities. It also keeps our tourism spending here in the U.S., attract
tourist and their dollars from around the world and supports healthy economies in gateway
communities that surround protected areas.
The cost of these programs together amount to a very small portion of the federal budget and thus a
very small percentage of the averagH$PHULFDQIDPLO\¶VWD[H[SHQGLWXUHV\HWWKHEHQHILWVDUH
extraordinary: clean air for children to breathe, clean water for families to drink, healthy public lands
and rivers for people to recreate in, clean oceans to support healthy fisheries, pollinators that help
sustain American farms, and a renewable energy future that will make our nation a world leader in the
global clean economy.
It makes little sense to decimate vital environmental and energy programs that protect our health and
well-being and increase our economic competitiveness while at the same time, continuing to fund
programs that will lead to the opposite outcome. 2XUQDWLRQ¶VRXWGDWHGHQHUJ\SROLFLHVDUHa good
place to start. This document underscores the need for critical spending cuts and offers a number of
examples of programs the funding for which must be limited or discontinued. Eliminating subsidies
for programs that pollute and harm our land, water, and wildlife can have a double benefit, as we also
reduce the need for programs that solely provide support in the aftermath of ecosystem degradation.
DEBILITATING SPENDING CUTS
Conservation, natural resource, and renewable energy programs have in most cases remained flat
funded or have taken cuts over the last three fiscal years. This spending downturn is made worse by
the prospect of nearly five percent across-the-board funding cuts that will be triggered in March of
2013 without additional congressional action. Losing Our Heritage: Budget Cut Impacts and Our
Environment is meant to underscore what those spending cuts would mean in real-world terms.
Further cuts to natural resource and conservation programs inhibit their ability to enhance our public
welfare, contribute to the growth of our economy, create millions of well-paying jobs, and, most
importantly, protect the value behind our natural capital and ecosystems. Allowing funding levels to
be severely cut would leave critical natural resource programs unable to manage day-to-day
operations.
Losing Our Heritage: Budget Cut Impacts and Our Environment supports fiscally responsible
investments in natural resources that we cannot afford to lose. As Congress strategizes how to
successfully address the national deficit and spending while building a stronger and more competitive
America, we advocate for investing in the strong foundation of a green economy that can become and
remain self-sufficient, innovative, and globally secure. However, over the years, devastating cuts to
environmental programs have impeded the potential contributions these programs can make to our
national economy.
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Integral to this discussion is the constant and careful reassessment of conservation program benefits,
as well as the full life-cycle costs of those programs to ensure results are in line with the efficient use
of taxpayers¶LQYHVWPHQWV Losing Our Heritage: Budget Cut Impacts and Our Environment, with
compiled expertise from over 30 GLIIHUHQWRUJDQL]DWLRQVH[DPLQHVFRQVHUYDWLRQSURJUDPV¶EHQHILWV
and costs, and provides detailed budget cut impacts that render conservation programs unable to
achieve maximum effectiveness and efficiency. Many nationwide energy, water, marine, and natural
resource programs are crucial facilitators in strengthening our national economy and mitigating future
deficit increases.
HEALTH, AIR & WATER
For forty years, polluting industries have accused the EPA of pursuing policies that would hurt the
economy. Almost every rulemaking or public statement by the Agency has been followed by
FRPPHQWVIURPLQGXVWU\UHSUHVHQWDWLYHVVWDWLQJWKDWWKH$JHQF\¶VDFWLYLWLHVZRXOGPDNH$PHULFDOHVV
competitive and throw people out of work. These statements have almost always been proven false.
The George W. Bush Administration required EPA to show that the benefits of their rules would
outweigh the costs. In addition, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) prepared a report,
using OMB metrics, to evaluate the costs and benefits of rules that were finalized ten years in the past.
This ten-year look back showed that EPA rules had cost more than $7 billion dollars, but that the
benefits were between 3 and 24 times the cost, primarily due to health benefits.2 Time has shown that
environmental rules not only increase the livability of our communities, but are instrumental in
incentivizing new industries and jobs to make industry and government less polluting and more
efficient. With the proper scientific analyses, EPA can continue to use its authority to improve life for
all Americans. We must continue to support a proper scientific approach to regulatory requirements.
EPA rulemaking, and the enforcement of those rules by EPA and its state partners, need to be properly
funded so that the Agency can carry out its job as outlined in numerous congressional statutes: to
SURWHFWWKHQDWLRQ¶VSXEOLFKHDOWKDQGHQYLURQPHQW
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act significantly increased funding for key EPA programs
during 2009-2010. The job-creating programs in the Act totaled more than $6.6 billion and provided
local communities with significant funds for sewers, drinking water, brownfield development, and
Superfund cleanups. :KLOHWKLVZDVDVXEVWDQWLDOGRZQSD\PHQWRQ$PHULFD¶VLQIUDVWUXFWXUHQHHGV
states and localities have billions of dollars in backlogged projects that need only an infusion of
support to begin creating jobs and improving our environment and public health.
LAND
Healthy lands, including federal and state publicly held lands, provide ecosystem services - like
natural flood prevention and soil formation - which are valuable to our national and individual welfare
in both quantitative and qualitative ways. According to a Southwick and Associates report from
2
2008 Report to Congress on the Benefits and Costs of Federal Regulations and Unfunded Mandates on State, Local, and
Tribal Entities
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/assets/information_and_regulatory_affairs/2008_cb_final.pdf, p 96-98.
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September 2011 ³7KHYDOXHRIHFRV\VWHPVHUYLFHVSURYLGHGE\QDWXUDOKDELWDWin the 48 contiguous
United States amount to about $1.6 trillion annually, which is equivalent to more than 10% of the U.S.
GDP.´
For example, National Forests protect watersheds that supply drinking water to approximately 66
million Americans, over 900 cities, and 3,400 public drinking water systems.3 New York City, since
the beginning of this year, has taken proper advantage of its 1997 land-acquisition program aimed at
buying acres of land around upstate reservoirs. By spending $541 million in the past 13 years on land
purchases and maintenance, the city has ensured a substantial water supply for nine million residents.
In addition to this tangible benefit, the city has avoided spending more than $10 billion to build an
upstate filtration plant. This endeavor prevents a cost which would otherwise have likely been passed
on to city residents and taxpayers, while simultaneously creating new areas for hiking, hunting,
fishing, and observing wildlife, which offer their own set of economic benefits. Similar investments in
open space and protected wilderness around urban areas not only increase real property and resale
values, but also decrease the need for increased property tax rates.4 In regions surrounding the Green
Mountain National Forest in Vermont, for example, land values are almost 19 percent higher in
townships that border wilderness than in ones that do not.5 The direct and indirect values of investing
in land conservation far outweigh the initial or alternative expenses, providing a model that will yield
more beneficial results as land conservation programs are expanded.6
In addition to the quality of life and health benefits for Americans, gateway communities and outdoor
industries benefit substantially from this recreational spending. For example, recent research by
Michigan State University and the National Park Service found that visitors to the national park
system support more than $30 billion annually and more than a quarter million jobs. Every dollar
invested in the National Park Service supports ten dollars in economic activity. Similarly, a recent
study by the Outdoor Industry Association determined that active outdoor recreation contributes $646
billion annually to the US economy, generating $1.6 trillion in total economic activity and 12 million
U.S. jobs.7 Investments in public lands management also ensure the preservation of our natural and
cultural heritage that draws millions of people annually from around the world.
WILDLIFE
To protect wildlife, its habitat must be protected. By doing this, we are also protecting the health of the
natural systems that provide clean air and water, food, medicines, and other products that are required
for the health of American families and communities. Federal programs that protect imperiled species,
migratory birds, wildlife refuges, forests, parks, wilderness areas, and other lands essential to wildlife
all are helping to ultimately ensure the health and well-being of the American people. Birds and bats
are pollinators and seed dispersers ± pollination is worth billions each year to the agricultural industry.
3

United States Department of Agriculture. Forest Service. Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Overview. 2011. Fiscal Year 2012
Budget Overview. Web. 25 Feb. 2011. p.9 <http://www.fs.fed.us/aboutus/budget/2012/justification/FY2012-USDA-ForestService-overview.pdf>.
4
Economic Impacts of Protecting Rivers, Trails, and Greenway Corridors: A Resource Book. Fourth Revised. National Park
Service. 1995. eBook.
5
Phillips, S. 2004. Windfalls for Wilderness: Land Protection and Land value in the Green Mountains. PhD. Dissertation.
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, Blacksburg, VA.
6
"New York City Steps Up Land Purchases in Upstate Watershed." The Daily Freeman: Serving the Hudson Valley since
1871 (DailyFreeman.com). 18 July 2010. Web. 19 Jan. 2011.
7
http://www.outdoorindustry.org/research/economicimpact.php?action=detail&research_id=167
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Bats also eat vast numbers of insects, including pests that damage crops such as corn, cotton, and
potatoes and carry dangerous diseases like West Nile virus, reducing the need for toxic pesticides. A
study published last year in Science estimates that bats save U.S. farmers at least $3.7 billion per year
by preventing crop damage and limiting the need for pesticides. 8 Wildlife also provides far-reaching
benefits to treat human disease ± the Gila monster lizard provides a drug that helps treat diabetes;
chemicals secreted by the Houston toad are used as medicines to treat heart and nervous disorders;
while crocodile blood is being studied for an antibiotic; desert pupfish for kidney disease; and black
bear for osteoporosis. Programs that protect endangered species and other vulnerable wildlife from
pesticides, heavy metals, endocrine disruptors, industrial chemicals, and numerous other pollutants
protect people at the same time. And since the link between wildlife smuggling, organized crime, and
drug trafficking is well documented9, money spent fighting the illegal wildlife trade is money spent on
the global war against crime.
Wildlife also makes an important contribution to the economy through wildlife-related consumer
spending. According to the 20011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting and Wildlife-Associated
Recreation, 90 million U.S. residents participated in wildlife-related recreation, contributing nearly
$145 billion to outdoor recreation economies, an increase of 18.8 percent over the last survey in
2006.10 More specifically, 71.8 million of these people were wildlife watchers who contributed nearly
$55 billion in recreation expenditures, from purchasing bird-watching equipment to eating at local
restaurants, while nearly $90 billion was generated from hunting and fishing.11 National wildlife
refuges alone generate more than nearly $4.2 billion and nearly 35,000 private sector jobs in local
economies.12 Investments in wildlife and its habitat help to ensure the present and future well-being of
our communities and families for generations to come. Further cuts will severely undermine our
irreplaceable wildlife heritage and all of its extraordinary benefits.
OCEANS, COASTS & RIVERS
2XUQDWLRQ¶VRFHDQVFRDVWVULYHUVDQG*UHDW/DNHVSURYLGHLPPHQVHHFRQRPLFHQYLURQPHQWDODQG
recreational benefits. The National Ocean Economics Program has estimated that the U.S. ocean and
FRDVWDOHFRQRP\FRQWULEXWHVPRUHWKDQELOOLRQDQQXDOO\WRWKHQDWLRQ¶V*'3WKURXJKILVKHULHV
and seafood production, tourism, recreation, transportation, and construction. Additionally, over 2.7
million jobs in the U.S. depend on the oceans and coasts.13 Cuts would cause damage to these
benefits. For example, cuts will leave states and regions with decreased capacity to enhance coastal
resilience and better prepare communities for disasters. As we have learned from disasters like
Superstorm Sandy and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, resilient coastal ecosystems contribute to the
safety and prosperity of our coastal communities; protection from natural buffers like dunes or coastal
wetlands leads to less damage and lower disaster recovery costs when disasters occur.
8

http://www.sciencemag.org/content/332/6025/41.summary?sid=853248fd-6760-4341-93d0-2aeeab9ea450

9

CRS Report for Congress, International Trade in Wildlife: Threats and U.S. Policy, Liana Sun Wyler and Pervaze A.
Sheikh. Updated August 22,2008.
10
http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/fhw11-nat.pdf. .
11
Ibid. .
12
http://www.doi.gov/americasgreatoutdoors/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&pageid=308931
13

National Ocean Economics Program,
http://www.oceaneconomics.org/Market/ocean/oceanEcon.asp.
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In addition, Reductions in fishery stock assessments and support for the regional fishery management
councils could leave economically important fisheries closed. Further cuts to coastal zone
management grants reduce opportunities for states to maintain and increase public access points to our
QDWLRQ¶VFRDVWV And cuts to the National Marine Sanctuary System will take away its ability to
safeguard the best of the American ocean for ourselves and future generations.
Significant cuts to funding for our ocean, coasts, and rivers will impact our ability to protect lives and
prepare for extreme weather, to adapt to a changing world, and to enhance economic prosperity in our
coastal communities and beyond.
ENERGY
Coupled with the management of natural resources, Congress can facilitate the large-scale growth of a
domestic clean energy industry that taps American ingenuity and entrepreneurial spirit to continue our
economic recovery, create hundreds of thousands of new jobs, strengthen our global competitive
standing, and protect our environment. U.S. Secretary of Energy Steven Chu14, business leaders like
Bill Gates, John Doerr, and Jeff Immelt15, our military16, and nine in ten Americans17²including 85
percent of Republicans and 89 percent of independents²say developing renewable energy should be a
priority for the President and Congress. According to Bloomberg New Energy Finance, total U.S.
clean energy investment in 2011 rose 35% from the previous year to a record $55.9 billion, as the U.S.
recaptured its leadership in this category, overtaking China for the first time since 2008. According to
a recent Brookings report, employment in the wind and solar industries grew 10-15% annually,
between 2003 and 2010. 6RODULVWKHHFRQRP\¶VIDVWHVW-growing sector and now employs 100,000
people in more than 5,000 companies. The wind industry employs 85,000 American workers, and 38
states host large wind power projects. Bottom line ± our country is making significant progress
towards a renewable future, and we must continue to move forward.
At the same time, we must also remember that resources are needed to ensure that renewable energy
development moves forward in a balanced way that protects fish, wildlife, land, water, and other
sensitive resources. By funding processes that compel upfront analysis of the best places to develop
RXUQDWLRQ¶VUHQHZDEOHUHVRXUFHVDQGHQFRXUDJHHDUO\VWDNHKROGHUHQJDJHPHQWZHFDQDYRLGSRWHQWLDO
siting conflicts for individual projects. Developed, implemented, and managed properly, renewable
energy has the means and potential to revitalize the national economy. 18

CONCLUSION
Despite the myriad challenges facing our country in 2013, it remains critically important to effectively
invest in conservation, environmental, and clean energy programs that will positively impact both our
14

http://energy.gov/articles/secretary-chu-speaks-ge-solar-facility
http://www.americanenergyinnovation.org/
16
http://www.serdp.org/News-and-Events/News-Announcements/Program-News/Department-of-Defense-announces-newinstallation-energy-technology-demonstrations-for-FY-2012
17
environment.yale.edu/climate/publications/PolicySupportNovember2011/
18
Economic Drivers." American Environmental Energy. Web. 19 Jan. 2011.
<http://www.americanenvironmental.com/power-parks/economic-drivers>.
15
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QDWLRQ¶V public welfare and our economy. Losing Our Heritage: Budget Cut Impacts and Our
Environment makes clear that spending cuts in renewable energy, as well as land, wildlife, and water
conservation are hugely problematic and will not help our nation balance its budget. At the same time,
the report outlines revenue raisers and spending cuts to programs that subsidize the fossil fuels
industry and other ineffective policies. As Americans nationwide have put themselves on a budget
and made difficult decisions, environmental programs have done the same and already taken
substantial cuts. With our nation beginning to recover from the economic downturn of the last few
years, now is the time to support prudent natural resource and other environmental investments with
substantial, long-term public benefits. At the same time, we must maintain fiscal responsibility
through modest investments and strategic cost-cutting efforts aimed at inefficient policies and
programs that compromise a long-term course towards sustainable economic health.
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OFFSETS and REVENUE RAISERS

1

Increase Tax on Motor Fuels by 50 Cents per Gallon
The federal gasoline tax of 18.3 cents per gallon has not been increased, or adjusted for
inflation, in 20 years. As a result it no longer raises enough money to maintain our current
transportation infrastructure, let alone fund the improvements that are needed and so money
from the general treasury has been used to fill the shortfall.
Potential Savings: Increasing the tax on motor fuels by 50 cents per gallon would save taxpayers
$604.8 billion over 10 years.1
Last In, First Out Accounting
ƚĂǆĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐŵĞƚŚŽĚŬŶŽǁŶĂƐ͞ůĂƐƚ-in, first-ŽƵƚ͕͟Žƌ>/&K͕ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƚĂǆďĞŶĞĨŝƚ
for oil companies, especially when their inventory costs are rising. LIFO allows oil companies to
calculate profits based on the cost of the oil they most recently added to their inventory. Using
ĐŽƐƚƐŝŶĐƵƌƌĞĚĨŽƌŽŝůŵŽƐƚƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇĂĚĚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŝƌŝŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇĐĂŶŵŝŶŝŵŝǌĞĂĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛ƐƚĂǆĂďůĞ
income.1 Taxpayers do not need to help oil companies become even more profitable when
Americans are suffering the most from high oil prices.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Last In, First Out accounting for oil and gas companies could save
taxpayers $25.8 billion over 10 years.1
Reinstating Superfund Taxes
Prior to their expiration on December 21, 1995 polluters were charged taxes whose proceeds
were deposited in the Hazardous Substance Superfund to help pay for the cleanup of some of
the most contaminated sites in the country. With the tax gone, the Superfund has been out of
money since 2002, leaving taxpayers, and not polluters, on the hook for needed cleanups.
President Obama has proposed reinstating the Superfund taxes so that polluters are once again
paying the cost of cleaning up their mess.
Potential Savings: Reinstating Superfund Taxes would save taxpayers $19.7 billion over 10 years.1
End Giveaways of Public Lands and Resources
Every year wealthy corporations are robbing taxpayers by taking valuable public resources at
prices well below market costs, and sometimes for free. In many instances the payments made
ƚŽƚŚĞdƌĞĂƐƵƌǇĚŽŶ͛ƚĞǀĞŶĐŽǀer the costs of preparing the resources, let alone their value. We
can save taxpayers billions of dollars by making sure that we get. Before we even contemplate
allowing additional extraction on public lands and in public waters we should at least make sure
that taxpayers are receiving the benefit from the extraction that is currently occurring. Fixing
the three programs below could save taxpayers $19.6 billion over 10 years.
Ending Royalty Relief for Oil and Gas
In order to incentivize drilling when prices are low the Deepwater Royalty Relief Act and
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 allowed the federal government to waive or reduce
royalties that companies would otherwise have to pay to drill for oil and gas. Typically,
1

^ĞƚŚ,ĂŶůŽŶ͕͞ŝŐKŝů͛ƐDŝƐďĞŐŽƚƚĞŶdĂǆ'ƵƐŚĞƌ͕͟ĞŶƚĞƌĨŽƌAmerican Progress, May 5, 2011.
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only a specified amount of production is exempted, and the royalty relief may only be
applicable if oil and gas prices remain below a certain price threshold. However, for a
number of leases the Minerals Management Service (now the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management) failed to set thresholds, allowing large amounts of oil and gas to be
exempted from royalties despite high gas prices. The General Accounting Office
estimates that royalty free leases could end up cost taxpayers as much as $53 billion. 2
Several legislative proposals have been suggested for dealing with this in Congress, but
these giveaways continue. Potential Savings: Eliminating oil royalty relief for oil and
gas would save taxpayers $11.4 billion over 10 years.1
Place a Royalty on Hard Rock mining of 12.5%
dŚĞ ϭϴϳϮ DŝŶŝŶŐ >Ăǁ ĂůůŽǁƐ ŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ƚŽ ĞǆƚƌĂĐƚ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ
valuable resources without paying any royalties to the federal government. This
proposal is to put a royalty rate, 12.5%, equal to that paid by oil companies for
extracting copper, gold, and silver from public lands. Currently the federal government
is not even keeping track of the value of the precious metals that it is giving away so it is
difficult to know how much the giveaway is. Potential Savings: Charging mining
companies on hard rock mining of 12.5% for the minerals they extract on public lands
could save taxpayers $8 billion over 10 years.1
Fair Market Grazing Fees
The federal government often charges less than fair market value for the right to graze
on public lands. In fact federal grazing fees are often less than those for state lands in
the same state. Setting federal grazing fees at the levels imposed by the states for their
own lands would reduce the subsidy from below market grazing. Potential Savings:
Charging ranchers a fair market value price for crazing their livestock on public lands
could save taxpayers $160 million over 10 years.1
Potential Savings: Eliminating giveaways of public resources would save taxpayers $19.6 billion
over 10 years.1
Domestic Manufacturing Deduction for Oil and Gas Companies
Oil and gas producers can claim a deduction for U.S. oil production under Section 199. This
provision, enacted in 2004, applies to many industries and was intended to keep manufacturing
in the U.S. The provision makes no sense for oil producers for two reasons. First, these
companies do not need encouragement to drill at current oil prices. In 2005, President George
t͘ ƵƐŚ ŶŽƚĞĚ ͞tŝƚŚ Ψϱϱ Žŝů͕ ǁĞ ĚŽŶ͛ƚ ŶĞĞĚ ŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐ to oil and gas companies to explore.
dŚĞƌĞĂƌĞƉůĞŶƚǇŽĨŝŶĐĞŶƚŝǀĞƐ͘͟3 In 2012, oil prices have greatly exceeded that amount and are
predicted to increase for the foreseeable future. Second, oil and gas production decisions are
based largely on the location of oil and gas deposits. Oil and gas producers must go where the
resource isͶsomething no tax incentive can change. Eliminating oil producers from this benefit
͞ǁŝůůŚĂǀĞŶŽĞĨĨĞĐƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƉƌŝĐĞƐĨŽƌŐĂƐŽůŝŶĞĂŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĂůŐĂƐŝŶƚŚĞŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĨƵƚƵƌĞ͕͟
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Government Accountability Office, Oil and Gas Royalties: Litigation over Royalty Relief Could Cost the Federal Government Billions
of Dollars, June 5, 2008.
3
http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/03/opinion/03mon4.html
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ĂŶĚŝƐƵŶůŝŬĞůǇƚŽŚĂǀĞĂŶǇĞĨĨĞĐƚŽǀĞƌƚŚĞůŽŶŐƌƵŶ͕ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽĂƌĞĐĞŶƚƌĞƉŽƌƚďǇŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͛Ɛ
Joint Economic Committee.4
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Domestic Manufacturing deduction would save taxpayers $15.9
billion over 10 years.1
Percentage Depletion Allowance for Oil and Gas production
This tax break, which dates back to the 1920s, allows oil and gas drillers to take a deduction
ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ŚŽǁ ŵƵĐŚ Žŝů Žƌ ŐĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ͛ǀĞ ĞǆƚƌĂĐƚĞĚ ĨƌŽŵ ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ ǁĞůůƐ͘ /ƚ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ĂůůŽǁƐ ƚŚĞ
deduction to exceed the capital investment in the original well. In some cases, the depletion
allowance can eliminate all federal taxes for these companies.5
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Percentage Depletion subsidy for oil production would save
taxpayers $12.1 billion over 10 years.1
Special Rules for Nuclear Decommissioning Costs
Income earned from funds set aside for nuclear decommissioning trust funds is taxed at a
preferential rate. This shifts the costs of nuclear power away from investors and onto taxpayers
and violates the principle that polluters should bear the cost of their pollution.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Special Rules for Nuclear Decommissioning Costs would save
taxpayers $11.6 billion over 10 years.1
Foreign Tax Credit
The tax code allows many companies to claim a credit for taxes paid to foreign governments.
This is intended to avoid double taxation of income earned abroad. Oil companies have been
able to manipulate royalties paid to foreign governments to get more from this tax credit and
lower their tax liability. Excessive Foreign Tax Credits only add to the roughly $1 trillion in profits
that the largest oil companies earned over the past 10 years.6 dŚĞWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ&zϮϬϭϯďƵĚŐĞƚ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƐ ƚŽ ůŝŵŝƚ Žŝů ĂŶĚ ŐĂƐ ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ͛ ĐƌĞĚŝƚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ ƚĂǆ
rate for other industries.7
Potential Savings: Changing the Foreign Tax Credit so that oil and gas companies are not able to
get credits for royalties could save taxpayers $9.6 billion over 10 years. 1
Expensing for Intangible Drilling Costs
Section 617 of the Internal Revenue Code allows oil and gas producers to deduct costs related to
preparing and drilling wells. These include wages, fuel, repairs to drilling equipment, and other
supplies. Allowing these costs to be expensed is an exception to the general rule requiring these
4

Joint ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĞ͕͞dŚĞWƌŽƉŽƐĞĚDŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂůZĞǀĞŶƵĞŽĚĞ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϭϵϵtŝůůEŽƚ/ŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽŶƐƵŵĞƌŶĞƌŐǇ
WƌŝĐĞƐ͘͟>ĂƐƚǀŝĞǁĞĚĞĐĞŵďĞƌϭϲ͕ϮϬϭϮĂƚŚƚƚƉ͗ͬͬǁǁǁ͘ũĞĐ͘ƐĞŶĂƚĞ͘ŐŽǀͬĂƌĐŚŝǀĞͬŽĐƵŵĞŶƚƐͬZĞƉŽƌƚƐͬϭϮ͘ϭϮ͘ϬϳŶĞƌŐǇdĂǆWĂĐŬĂŐĞ͘ƉĚĨ
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Seth Hanlon, ͞ŝŐKŝů͛ƐDŝƐďĞŐŽƚƚĞŶdĂǆ'ƵƐŚĞƌ͕͟ĞŶƚĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͕DĂǇϱ͕ϮϬϭϭ͘
6
dĂǆƉĂǇĞƌƐĨŽƌŽŵŵŽŶ^ĞŶƐĞ͕͞ŝŐKŝůdŽƉƐΨϭϱϬŝůůŝŽŶŝŶWƌŽĨŝƚƐŝŶϮϬϭϭ͕͟DĂƌĐŚϭ͕ϮϬϭϮ͘
7
Robert Pirog, Oil and Natural Gas Industry Tax Issues in the FY2013 Budget Proposal, Congressional Research Service, 2012. Note
that the revenue effect described above is based on an administration proposal that may include more than oil and gas activities.
However, oil and gas production was a focus of that proposal and is expected to represent a very significant share of the number.
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ƚǇƉĞƐŽĨĐŽƐƚƐƚŽďĞĚĞĚƵĐƚĞĚŝŶŝŶĐƌĞŵĞŶƚƐŽǀĞƌĂƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛ƐƵƐĞĨƵůůŝfe rather than all at once.8
Taking the full deduction immediately allows these companies to lower their tax bill in the first
year, in effect getting an interest-free loan from the government (over 5 years). This provision
was originally established in 1916, when energy markets were starkly different. Like other oil
and gas subsidies, this outmoded provision should be eliminated; projected oil prices do not
justify taxpayer-subsidized drilling.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Expensing for Intangible Drilling Costs would save taxpayers $9.5
billion over 10 years.1
Mixed Oxide ʹ Fissile Materials Dispositions - Construction
Cancelling the construction of the mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility at the Savannah River Site
in South Carolina would protect to the environment and taxpayers. If constructed the facility
would produce mixed oxide fuel for use in commercial reactors from defense plutonium and
depleted uranium currently stored at the site. The troubled project was supposed to be
completed in 2007 and official costs have already almost tripled, while actual costs are likely to
be even higher. All of this money would be spent to create a fuel that makes reactors run
hotter, increases storage problems and which has no clear market.
Potential Savings: Canceling the Mixed Oxide project would conservatively save taxpayers $ 9.3
billion over 10 years.1
Nuclear Production Tax Credit
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 created a production tax credit for the first eight ears of operation
for new nuclear generation. Taxpayers have not yet been impacted by this credit because the
industry has not been able to make the economics of a new reactor work. Still, when combined
with other subsidies such as the Price-Anderson Act, and Stand By Support it is possible this
provision could result in taxpayers subsidizing this dirty and dangers technology to the tune of
billions of dollars.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Nuclear Production Tax Credit could save taxpayers as much as $
4.8 billion over 10 years.1
Special Treatment of Timber Gain
Taxpayers who hold standing timber for over a year are able to treat income from it as a capital
gain, instead of ordinary income. This reduces their taxes and serves as a subsidy for logging.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Special Treatment of Timber Gain would save taxpayers $4.4 billion
over 10 years.1
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^ĞƚŚ,ĂŶůŽŶ͕͞ŝŐKŝů͛ƐDŝƐďĞŐŽƚƚĞŶdĂǆ'ƵƐŚĞƌ͕͟ĞŶƚĞƌĨŽƌŵĞƌŝĐĂŶWƌŽŐƌĞƐƐ͕DĂǇϱ͕ϮϬϭϭ͘
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Amortization for Certain Pollution Control Facilities
dĂǆƉĂǇĞƌƐ ĐĂŶ ĞůĞĐƚ ƚŽ ĂŵŽƌƚŝǌĞ ;ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ŽĨ ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ĚĞƉƌĞĐŝĂƚŝŽŶͿ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ ĂŶǇ ͞ĐĞƌƚŝĨŝĞĚ
ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͟ ŽǀĞƌ Ă ϲϬ-month period. The provision allows polluters to avoid
paying the full costs of controlling their pollution.

Potential Savings: Eliminating Amortization for Certain Pollution Control Facilities would save
taxpayers $3.4 billion over 10 years.1
Expensing of Timber Growing Costs
Current law allows most of the production costs of growing timber to be expensed. This is a
deviation from most industries where these costs would have to be capitalized and deducted
when the product is sold. This accelerated cost recovery serves as an incentive for logging
because it makes it more profitable.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Expensing of Timber Growing Costs would save taxpayers $2.6
billion over 10 years.1
Domestic Manufacturing Deduction for coal
Coal producers can claim a deduction for U.S. coal production under Section 199. This provision,
enacted in 2004, applies to many industries and was intended to keep manufacturing in the U.S.
The provision makes no sense for coal producers. Coal production decisions are based largely on
the location of coal deposits. Coal producers must go where the resource isͶsomething no tax
incentive can change.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Domestic Manufacturing Deduction for coal would save
taxpayers $2.3 billion over 10 years.1
Amortization of Reforestation Expenses
Taxpayers may deduct $10,000 in qualified reforestation costs incurred for each qualified timber
property and then amortize expenses above that over 84 months. Expenditures that qualify are
direct costs, such as preparation of the site, seedlings and labor and tools. Normal treatment
would be to capitalize these expenses.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Amortization of Reforestation Expenses would save taxpayers
$2.2billion over 10 years.1
Reauthorize the Special Assessment on Domestic Nuclear Utilities
Reauthorizing the special assessment on domestic nuclear utilities is needed to help cover the
costs of the Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund. The fund pays the
decommissioning costs of plants in Tennessee, Ohio, and Kentucky and makes sure that
polluters instead of taxpayers are held responsible for the costs of their pollution.
ZĞĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƉĂƌƚŽĨWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚKďĂŵĂ͛ƐƵĚŐĞƚĨŽƌ&ŝƐĐĂůzĞĂƌϮϬϭϯ͘
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Potential Savings: Reauthorizing the Special Assessment on Domestic Nuclear Utilities would save
taxpayers $2.2 billion over 10 years.1
Percentage Depletion Allowance for coal and other hard mineral fuels
This tax break allows coal companies to take a deduction based on ŚŽǁŵƵĐŚĐŽĂůƚŚĞǇ͛ǀĞ
extracted from existing mines. It potentially allows the deduction to exceed the capital
investment in the original mine. In some cases, the depletion allowance can eliminate all federal
taxes for these companies.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Percentage Depletion Allowance for coal and other hard mineral
fuels would save taxpayers $1.3 billion over 10 years.1
Accelerated Depreciation for Nuclear Reactors
The tax code currently allows owners of a nuclear reactor to expense the reactor over 15 years
even though new reactors are expected to run for 40 or even 60 years. This accelerated
depreciation could save the industry billions of dollars per reactor over its life and shifts the cost
of financing reactors from utilities onto taxpayers.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Accelerated Depreciation for nuclear reactors could save taxpayers
$1.2 billion over 10 years.1
Percentage Depletion Non-Fuel Minerals
Our tax code allows deductions for the depletion of mineral deposits that are not in keeping
with the true economic depletion of the reserve. Percentage depletion deductions can exceed
the original capital investment and results in taxpayers subsidizing mineral extraction.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Percentage Depletion for Non-Fuel Minerals would save taxpayers
$1 billion over 10 years.1
Geological and Geophysical Cost Amortization
This is another provision that allows oil and gas companies to deduct expenses at a quicker rate
than other industries. Specifically, the tax code allows geological and geophysical expenditures
incurred in connection with oil and gas exploration in the United States to be written off over
two years for non-integrated oil and gas companies.9 These geological and geophysical
expenses include the costs incurred for geologists, seismic surveys, and the drilling of core holes.
Subsidies intended to encourage investors to finance oil projects are not needed at 2012 oil
prices.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Geological and Geophysical Cost Amortization would save
taxpayers $960 million over 10 years.1
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Refinery Expensing
Section 179C allows refiners to immediately deduct 50 percent of qualified refinery costs in the
year the refinery is placed in service. Like Section 617, it allows oil companies to expense their
costs faster than other companies can for similar types of investments.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Expensing for Intangible Drilling Costs would save taxpayers $800
million over 10 years.1

Increasing Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund financing and including alternative oil
Currently an excise tax on crude oil is imposed to fund the Oil Spill Liability trust fund which
helps pay for cleanup in case of a spill. Currently the fee does not apply to alternative fuels such
as bitumen. In his Fiscal Year 2013 Budget President Obama has called for an increase of the tax
and an expansion of the tax so that it includes alternative fuels like bitumen.
Potential Savings: Increasing the tax on the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund and expanding the tax to
include alternative oil would save taxpayers $717 million over 10 years.1
Capital Gains Treatment for Royalties from Coal
This provision allows coal companies to treat royalties from certain dispositions of coal held for
more than one year before disposal as a capital gain, instead of ordinary income. This reduces
their taxes and serves as a subsidy for mining coal.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Capital Gains Treatment for Royalties from Coal would save
taxpayers $ 612 million over 10 years.1
Expensing of Exploration and Development for Minerals
Coal companies can expense exploration costs, as long as the expenses were incurred prior to
the development stage of the mine. This allows them to deduct exploration costs in the year
these costs were incurred rather than spreading those deductions out over a longer period of
time.
Potential Savings: Eliminating Expensing of Exploration and Development for Minerals would save
taxpayers $279 million over 10 years.1
Passive Loss Exemption for Working Interests in Oil and Gas Properties
Passive loss is an accounting term categorizing ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůůŽƐƐĞƐƚŚĂƚŝŶĐƵƌƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͞ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ
ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͟ďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͘͞WĂƐƐŝǀĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͟ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĂďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐƚƌĂŶƐĂĐƚŝŽŶ͕ŝŶǁŚŝĐŚ
someone earns a profit, but does not materially participate in the activity. Income from passive
activity is treated differently from traditional income. Usually, one is prohibited from using
passive losses to offset active income.10 The Passive Loss Exemption for Working Interests in Oil
and Gas Property allows the deduction of passive losses against active income without
limitation.
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Potential Savings: Eliminating Passive Loss for oil and gas properties would save taxpayers $ 86
million over 10 years.1
Nascar Tax Giveaway
Motorsports racing track facilities, such as Nascar racetrack, are allowed to deduct the costs of
their investment over seven years instead of over the life of a project, costing taxpayers millions
of dollars each year. This giveaway was extended as part of the tax extenders package in
January, 2012 and its costs will rise significantly if it continues to be extended.
Potential Savings: Eliminating the Nascar Tax Giveaway would save taxpayers $78 million over 10
years.1
Expensing of Tertiary Injectants
Oil and gas companies receive a full deduction for the cost of tertiary injectants, the fluids and
gases pumped into wells as part of enhanced oil recovery, which increases the amount of oil a
company can extract from a well.11 If this provision was eliminated these costs would instead be
capitalized.12
Potential Savings: Eliminating Expensing of Tertiary Injectants would save taxpayers $ 55 million
over 10 years.1
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Joint Committee on Taxation, Description of ZĞǀĞŶƵĞWƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐŽŶƚĂŝŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ&ŝƐĐĂůzĞĂƌϮϬϭϯƵĚŐĞƚWƌŽƉŽƐĂů,
June 2012.
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AGRICULTURE CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
Natural Resources Conservation Service and Farm Service Agency
At a time when the pressure on the landscape for food, fuel, and fiber is at an all-time high, farm
bill conservation programs, which provide quantifiable benefits to soil, water, and wildlife, are
needed now more than ever. These voluntary, incentive-based programs have been the driving
force behind recent landscape-scale progress on many national conservation priorities, from
greater sage-grouse recovery, to Chesapeake Bay water quality, to restoration of the longleaf
ƉŝŶĞ ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘  dŚĞƐĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ĂƌĞ ĂŶ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐprivate conservation partnerships.
Farm bill conservation programs are administered by two USDA agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), the technical conservation agency of the Department of
Agriculture, oversees a number of voluntary conservation programs. These programs include:
the Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), which helps farmers and ranchers address
environmental issues on their operations and meet environmental regulations; the Wildlife
Habitat Incentives program (WHIP), which supports landowners efforts to create and improve
wildlife habitat; the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP), which helps local
nonprofits perpetually conserve working lands, ensuring these other investments in
ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĂƌĞŶ͛ƚƉĂǀĞĚŽǀĞƌďǇƵŶƉůĂŶŶĞĚĚĞǀelopment a few years later; and the Grassland
and Wetlands Reserve Programs (GRP and WRP), which enable participants to conserve and
restore grasslands or wetlands through long-term or permanent easements.
The Farm Service Agency (FSA) administers the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), which
provides farmers with incentives to take highly erodible and other environmentally sensitive
lands out of production and plant grasses or trees. FSA also administers the Voluntary Public
Access and Habitat Incentives Program (VPA-HIP), a state agency block grant program that offers
private landowners incentives to open their land to hunting, fishing, and wildlife dependent
recreation and to improve habitat.
The Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008 ʹ currently under extension through September
30, 2013 ʹ provided mandatory funding for these important conservation programs. For FY14,
this funding is threatened in three ways: through automatic sequestration, through the ability of
Congress to authorize a new five year farm bill, and through the yearly appropriations process.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Each fiscal year since its enactment, appropriators have capped mandatory spending for
important farm bill conservation programs at levels below those set in the 2008 Farm Bill and
used the savings for other areas. Since 2008, these cuts have reduced the overall funding for
conservation programs by over $3 billion, leading to farmers who are unable to enroll new land
in conservation programs despite overwhelming demand.
x Because the extended farm bill expires in September 2013, important farm bill conservation
programs will not receive any funding moving forward unless Congress reauthorizes or extends
the farm bill. However, even if Congress extends the previous farm bill again, programs such as
the Grassland Reserve Program and the Wetlands Reserve Program will run out of money
without a full five year reauthorization.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Implementing the sequester mid-way through the fiscal year would have major impacts on the
ability of USDA to fund conservation programs, which would lead to further reduced acreage in
conservation programs that are a win-win for farmers and the environment.
x The Voluntary Public Access Habitat Incentive Program was zeroed out in FY 12 and can only be
fully restored through a Farm Bill reauthorization. In 2011 alone, this program produced an
estimated 99% economic return on taxpayer investment. This continued uncertainty is a lost
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AGRICULTURE EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Access to Local Foods and School Gardens
The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act (PL 108-625, Title I, Section 122) authorizes a
grant program for schools to receive grants of up to $100,000 to cover start-up costs for a farm
to cafeteria project. These competitive, one-time grants will allow schools to purchase adequate
equipment to store and prepare fresh foods, develop vendor relationships with nearby farmers,
plan seasonal menus and promotional materials, start a school garden, and develop hands-on
nutrition education, demonstrating the importance of nutrition and agriculture. Use of local
produce in school meals and educational activities provides a new direct market for farmers in
the area and mitigates environmental impacts of transporting food long distances. At the same
time, the program helps children understand where their food comes from and how their food
choices impact their bodies, the environment and their communities at large.
Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education
The Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) program (authorized in USC Title 7,
Chapter 88, Subchapter I) is the flagship research and education program for sustainable
agriculture administered by the USDA Cooperative State Research, Education, and Extension
Service. SARE is a competitive grant program providing grants to researchers, agricultural
educators, farmers, ranchers, and students in the United States. Education grants range from
$30,000 to $150,000 and fund projects that usually involve scientists, producers, and others in
ĂŶŝŶƚĞƌĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘^Z͛ƐƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƵŶŝƋƵĞĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐŽĨĐŽƐƚ-effective and
equitable regional administration, combined with strong farmer participation, practical,
outcome-oriented research results, and top-rated public outreach.
^Z͛Ɛ WƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ;WWͿ ŐƌĂŶƚƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŽŶ
sustainable systems to a wide array of USDA personnel, extension agents, and others who
provide technical assistance to farmers and ranchers. PDP provides sustainable agriculture
education and outreach strategies for Cooperative Extension agents, Natural Resources
Conservation Service staff, and other agricultural educators who work directly with farmers and
ranchers. PDP funds have been used for both state-specific planning and competitive grants for
learning opportunities
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x If sequestration occurs the SARE program which exists within the Research and Activities
ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐĐŽƵůĚƐĞĞĂĐƵƚŽĨΨϱϴD͘dŚŝƐĐƵƚǁŽƵůĚĚƌĂƐƚŝĐĂůůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚ^Z͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽ
issue grants.
x The Access to Local Foods program which exists within WIC could be wiped out completely if
WIC receives a potential cut $543M under sequestration.
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FOREST AND RANGELAND RESEARCH
U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service Forest and Rangeland Research (FS R&D),
comprised of five regional stations, as well as dozens of other local sites, provides land
managers and policymakers with relevant information and tools to support sustainable
management of National Forest System lands as well as non-federal forestlands. The work of FS
R&D reaches far beyond the National Forest System, providing contract work for other
interested agencies and a platform for research within the academic community.
FS R&D conducts research in targeted strategic program areas such as wildlife and fish research,
forest inventory and analysis (FIA), and wildland fire, among others. These individual research
areas are integrated with emerging research areas thaƚĐƵƚĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͛ǁŽƌŬ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐ
climate change, watershed management, and biomass energy. By strategically directing focused
research into these critical issue areas, we can ensure that research information will be directly
applied to solving pressing management challenges. For example, targeted investigations into
wildland fire and biomass energy support the development of management actions to restore
fire dependent forests while providing economic benefits from energy development to local
communities.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Ending or hampering crucial projects that support science-based fish and wildlife management
under the Wildlife and Fish Research and Development strategic program area, such as
developing methods to stop the spread of the deadly white nose syndrome (WNS) that has killed
up to 6.7 million bats and to find a cure; developing GIS models to identify places where wildlife
crossing structures can help promote both human and wildlife highway safety; and developing
information to support restoration of the California Golden Trout, which is at risk from
introduced exotic trout, degraded habitat, and warming of streams.
x Ending or hampering crucial projects in the Climate Change Emerging Research Area that provide
forest managers with the tools to adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate change, such as
using projected climate-change data to map climate-induced shifts in habitat location, extent,
and quality to predict species distributions and range shifts and exploring the effects of climate
change on unique ecosystems such as Hawaii and the Copper River Delta in Alaska.
x Ending or hampering crucial projects in the Water Management and Restoration Emerging
Research Area that produces applied information to protect and restore watersheds, such as the
development of watershed management practices that will play a vital role in protecting the
quantity and quality of water coming out of our national forest watersheds--water used by 66
million Americans.
x Severely impacting work of the FS R&D Experimental Forests within the National Forest System
that serve as real world laboratories and that have been providing new research and information
for 50 years. These experimental forests are not just used by the Forest Service, but the entire
scientific community. For example, there have been 5,000 scientific publications produced using
research from just one experimental forest. The experimental forests are a social and economic
benefit to surrounding communities all across the country, drawing in researchers and
academics.
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STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY
Forest Legacy
The Forest Service's Forest Legacy Program (FLP), authorized in the 1990 Farm Bill, provides
matching funds to assist states in conserving working forests-- those forests that provide an
array of environmental services and products. FLP supports timber sector jobs and sustainable
forest operations while ensuring permanent protection of air and water quality, wildlife habitat,
access for recreation and other public benefits provided by forests. Since its inception, the
Forest Legacy Program has provided nearly $550 million in matching funds to 43 states and
territories for the conservation of over 2.2 million acres of forests valued at over $1.2 billion.
This is a strategic partnership program that supports federal, state, and local priorities. About
89% of all FLP-funded acres are adjacent to other protected lands (federal/state/local/private),
and approximately 150,000 acres of waterbodies and 2,500 stream miles have been protected
through FLP. The program's federal-nonfederal leveraging ratio exceeds the program's required
75% federal-25% nonfederal match and shows the tremendous support for the program in
communities in almost every state in the nation.
Currently, 50 states and territories are active in the program, with four more in the planning
stages. The Forest Legacy Program has been cut almost 30% from FY 10 levels, yet demand
remains high. In FY 13, over $168 million in FLP funding was requested for 67 projects totaling
over 253,000 acres with an estimated value of over $328 million. At FY 13 proposed levels, less
than a third of this need can be met, leaving thousands of acres of valuable working forest lands
at risk of development and fragmentation. Research by the USFS has projected that, due to
increased populations and expanding urban center demands on our forests, between 44 and 57
million acres of private forests are likely to see increased conversion pressure over the next
three decades. With ownership of large forested properties changing hands frequently, a
concerted effort to keep forests intact is needed and the Forest Legacy Program is the nation's
premier program dedicated to that end.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low funding levels for the Forest Legacy Program will significantly reduce the ability of states and
local communities across the country to protect thousands of acres of valuable private forests,
ensuring permanent loss of those lands to subdivision and fragmentation and inhibiting public
access to recreation, water quality protection, and wildlife habitat protection.
x Reduced levels of funding undermine this important working forest program and its role in
supporting rural jobs and local economies.
x Many working forest landowners have applied for Forest Legacy Program funds and have readyto-go projects. Funding cuts will force private forest landowners to seek other non-conservation
solutions that address their fiduciary, family, and other financial needs, ensuring the loss of these
lands forever.
Community Forest and Open Space
The Forest Service's Community Forest Program (CFP), authorized in the 2008 Farm Bill, provides
matching funds to assist local governments, tribes, and non-profit organizations such as land
trusts to purchase forestland for local ownership and management. The program helps meet
local needs for timber supplies and other forest products, public access for recreation, water
supply protection, habitat, and more. In 2012 using a combination of FY12 and prior year
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funding, the Forest Service awarded a first round of grants totaling $3.5 million to 10 community
and tribal forest projects across the country. These 10 projects offered a collective match of $8.5
million for federal dollars. This high degree of leverage highlights the value of this program for
engaging local communities in conservation and management of their local forests and
catalyzing local resources for conservation.
In FY12 the Forest Service received 49 applications totaling $14.5 million in requested
Community Forest Program funds. At FY13 proposed levels, less than a third of this need can be
met, leaving thousands of acres of potential local acquisitions at risk of development and
fragmentation. It is important that FY14 levels begin to catch up with the rapidly building
demand nationwide. These proposed community forest acquisitions, often located close to town
centers, are especially important for their potential to connect young people with our forests
and to promote youth outdoor recreation and public health. Community forests can also offer
forest stewardship opportunities for young people and adults alike, providing demonstration
sites for model forest management.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low FY14 funding levels for the Community Forest Program would significantly reduce the ability
of local communities, tribes, and non-profits across the country to conserve thousands of acres
of forests and would create lost opportunities for local engagement with forest stewardship and
outdoor recreation.
x This relatively new program has struggled to balance strong national interest with its relatively
low levels of funding. Further reduction in funding in FY14 could diminish interest from potential
applicants over the near and long term.
x Some communities, tribes, and non-profits that applied for Community Forest Program funds in
FY12 have extended their agreements with landowners to try to retain the opportunity to move
forward. A reduction in FY14 funding relative to previous levels would likely lead to the
permanent loss of several ready-to-go and highly attractive projects.
Urban and Community Forestry
The Urban and Community Forestry (U&CF) program provides assistance to promote the
stewardship of urban and community trees and forest resources. This program is critical in
providing technical and financial assistance to promote stewardship of urban forests in
communities of all sizes across the country. The U&CF program assists cities, suburbs, and towns
across the country to improve the condition and coverage of their community trees and forests.
Sound, pro-active management of these assets secures the greatest economic, social, and
environmental benefits for 80% of the nation's population.1
Urban forests are integral to any community striving to reinvest in itself, to encourage an active
and healthy citizenry, and to create a more sustainable environment and economy with green
infrastructure. The U&CF program is vital for protecting and restoring important urban and
community landscapes and for connecting people to the natural landscapes in which they live. In

1

http://www.fs.fed.us/publications/budget-2011/fy-2011-usfs-budget-justification.pdf
h^&ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ&ŝƐĐĂůzĞĂƌϮϬϭϯWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͛ƐƵĚŐĞƚ:ƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͘>Ăst accessed February 21, 2012 at
http://www.fs.fed.us/aboutus/budget/2013/fy2013-justification.pdf.
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addition, this program is becoming increasingly important as urban areas are expected to
increase over the next 50 years and as climate change affects forest conditions.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Past investment in this program has resulted in a greater than 1:1 ratio of leveraged funding in
the local communities that received small grants to improve their urban forests. Without these
federal funds, outside sources are less likely to invest.
x In FY 11, The U&CF program delivered technical, financial, educational, and research assistance
to over 7,000 communities in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, U.S. territories, and affiliated
Pacific Island nations.2 Reductions to the program will limit the ability to help thousands of
communities and towns to manage, maintain, and improve their tree cover and green spaces.
x This reluctance to invest will result in the decline of our urban forests, the benefits of which have
ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚŚŽŵĞŽǁŶĞƌƐ͛ĞůĞĐƚƌŝĐŝƚǇĐŽƐƚƐ͕ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞĚƐƚŽƌŵǁĂƚĞƌƌƵŶŽĨĨ͕ĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ
wellbeing.
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US FOREST SERVICE OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL PROGRAMS
Many countries around the world are struggling to manage their forests and protected areas
effectively while balancing economic and environmental interests. These natural resource
management challenges often ƚƌĂŶƐĐĞŶĚŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůďŽƵŶĚĂƌŝĞƐ͘dŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͛ƐĨŽƌĞƐƚƐ
has broad implications for the global community, with implications for food security, water
security, environmental conflict, trade, livelihoods, and international development.
Through its International Programs (FSIP), the U.S. Forest Service works around the globe to
improve forest and protected area management and build cooperation with international
counterparts. The Forest Service is uniquely positioned to promote international forest
coŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶďǇĚƌĂǁŝŶŐŽŶƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛ƐĚŝǀĞƌƐĞǁŽƌŬĨŽƌĐĞŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ͕ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ͕
international specialists, conservation biologists, and other experts. In addition, the USFS/IP
responds to natural disasters and humanitarian crises and provides technical assistance on such
topics as protected area management, forest legality, disaster response, migratory species
conservation, landscape level planning, wildfire management, reduced impact logging, and
forest certification. Through cooperation and information exchange, these programs also
empower Forest Service personnel to deal more effectively with some of our most pressing
national environmental challenges, such as combating invasive species, conserving habitats for
migratory species, and encouraging legality in timber trade to level the playing field for the
American wood products industry. In addition, FSIP works closely with the Department of State
and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to advance U.S. interests
abroad while assisting other countries with their most pressing humanitarian and environmental
challenges.2
Funding cuts to these investments would severely threaten existing commitments and
conservation outcomes.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x ŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐŝŶŐ &^/W͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶ Ă ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ǁŝƚŚ USAID that has supported Lebanese
organizations in the forestry sector through the Lebanon Reforestation Initiative (LRI), a national
reforestation program that provides technical assistance on sustainable forestry practices and
wildfire control in economically depressed and environmentally degraded regions of Lebanon.
This partnership, like many others, allows FSIP to export its technical expertise all around the
world in advanced forestry management techniques and biodiversity conservation.
x ŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐŝŶŐƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŽŶůǇ ŬŶŽǁŶǁŝŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨƚŚĞ<ŝƌƚůĂŶĚ͛ƐtĂƌďůĞƌŽŶ
Eleuthera Island in the Bahamas. This endangered species has more than 90% of its population
breeding in Michigan and more than a third of that population breeding on U.S. Forest Service
ůĂŶĚ͘ƵƚƐƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵǁŽƵůĚĞŶĚ&^/W͛ƐĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϭͿŚĂďŝƚĂƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
demonstrations for the benefit of the bird, 2) cost-effective practical management strategies, 3)
training Bahamians in warbler habitat management, 4) focal points for public education, 5)
generating interest by Bahamians to create KW habitats.

2

http://www.fs.fed.us/global and http://www.fs.fed.us/international
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x ŶĚŝŶŐ&^/W͛ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƉĂƐƚthree years to develop and implement a multi-faceted firefighting and prevention project in Slavyanka Municipality, a 460 km 2 area of the Russian Far East,
working in close collaboration with the municipal government, which, in 2010 and 2011, led local
fire brigades to put out 145 fires with innovative fire-fighting techniques such as high-elevation
outposts, has allowed us to dramatically reduce response time and apprehend several arsonists
red-handed. Thanks to FSIP, this project has succeeded in reducing the area burnt by an
estimated 83% in 2010 and 99% in 2011, compared to what would have burned without
interventions. Funding cuts could reverse this trend.
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Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR)
The Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) budget line item was created in the FY12 budget as a
3-year pilot to test whether combining a number of restoration-related separate line items (such
as Vegetation & Watersheds Management, Wildlife & Fisheries Habitat Management, Forest
Products, Legacy Roads & Trails, and Hazardous Fuels) into one line item would facilitate
restoration on the National Forests and Grasslands. The IRR pilot was established in three
regionsʹRegions 1, 3, and 4ʹat a total authorized funding level of $146.6 million.
We support the 3-region test pilot of IRR and recommend that it be continued in the same
regions at the same or similar funding levels. Taking the time to understand the outcomes of the
pilot project and to adjust budgeting and guidance as necessary will be critical to the IRR test
ƉŝůŽƚ͛ƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ͘tĞĚŽŶŽƚƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵďĞĞǆƉĂŶĚĞĚƵŶƚŝůƚŚĞƚĞƐƚƌĞŐŝŽŶƐŚĂǀĞ
had several years to prove that IRR does, in fact, lead to efficiencies while creating improved
restoration outcomes without a loss of program transparency and accountability.
Watershed Condition Framework and Watershed Restoration Action Plans
The Forest Service has made significant strides in implementing the Watershed Condition
Framework (WCF). After two years of implementation, the Forest Service has completed a
national assessment of watershed conditions, identified priority watersheds in each National
Forest and Grassland, and developed Watershed Restoration Action Plans for the 284 priority
watersheds. The Watershed Restoration Action Plans (WRAPs) outline a suite of restoration
projects that, when completed, will improve the watershed health in our most valuable and
sensitive watersheds. Fully implementing WRAPs will greatly benefit drinking water supplies and
fish habitat in more than 40 states.
The Forest Service needs funding to take the crucial next step in the WCF process: implementing
the WRAPs. Despite the absence of a dedicated program, WRAP implementation should not go
unfunded. In IRR pilot regions, we recommend that WRAP implementation be the top priority
for IRR funds. In other regions, we recommend that projects identified in the WRAP be
prioritized for funding from the full spectrum of available budget line items.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Failure to fund and continue the IRR pilot in the same regions with the same or similar funding
levels will defeat the purpose of the pilot and remove the opportunity to evaluate whether a
different funding approach facilitates restoration and achieves efficiencies.
x Failure to fund WRAP implementation will thwart important restoration projects designed to
improve fish habitat and aquatic conditions.
Land Management Planning and Inventory and Monitoring
ǀĞƌǇǀĂůƵĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞƐƚƐʹincluding the provision of wildlife habitat,
abundant and clean water, and high quality recreation experiencesʹis dependent on adequate
and consistent funding for forest planning activities that form the basis of adaptive
management. Together, the Land Management Planning and Inventory and Monitoring
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐĂůůŽǁƚŚĞ&ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƚŽƌĂƉŝĚůǇŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽƚŽĚĂǇ͛ƐĨŽƌĞƐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
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challenges, including those driven by changes in climate, such as uncharacteristic fires and
floods that pose safety risks to people and communities.
The 2012 National Forest Management Act (NFMA) Planning Rule provides a framework for the
timely revision of outdated Land and Resource Management Plans (forest plans). Revised forest
plans will identify key threats to forests and guide strategic responses to emerging management
challenges while providing multiple services and benefits to the nation and local communities.
Failure to keep the Forest Service on schedule for plan revisions (according to the Forest Service,
more than 30 forest plans are overdue for revision, and many plans are over 20 years old) will
ĨŽƌĐĞƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇƚŽŵĞĞƚƚŽĚĂǇ͛ƐĨŽƌĞƐƚĂŶĚůĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐǁŝƚŚǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ͛ƐƚŽŽůƐ͕
with deleterious impacts for forests and people.
The Forest Service Inventory and Monitoring program funds the collection of targeted
information that forms the basis for the revision of outdated forest plans. Assessments under
the 2012 Planning Rule rapidly pull together information on the most current social, economic,
and ecological conditions to develop forest plans that are responsive to the most pressing
management challenges. The program also funds forest plan monitoring activities to ensure that
plans are meeting goals and to facilitate adaptive management and course corrections if
necessary.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x ĨƌĞĞǌĞŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚƉůĂŶƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐǁŝůůĨŽƌĐĞƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇƚŽŵĞĞƚƚŽĚĂǇ͛ƐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐǁŝƚŚǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ͛Ɛ
tools and result in failure to adequately address key challenges to our national forests, such as
water pollution and changing water flows and supplies. Pivotal forest plans in California, New
Mexico, Alaska, and Idaho would be put on hold.
x dŽĚĂǇ͛ƐĨŽƌĞƐƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞďŝŐ-picture and strategic forest plans that address
ŝƐƐƵĞƐĨƌŽŵĂŶ͞Ăůů-ůĂŶĚƐ͟ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ͘ZĞůŝĂŶĐĞŽŶŽƵƚĚĂƚĞĚĨŽƌĞƐƚƉůĂŶs leads to inefficient and
piecemealed project-by-project management that fails to make substantial progress in fixing the
underlying social and ecological problems on national forests. This means fewer restored
watersheds, less resilient forests, and more risks to water quality and quantity, wildlife, and
recreation.
x Effective forest management relies on periodic data collection to inform adaptive management.
Cuts to the Inventory and Monitoring program undermine the ability of the Forest Service to
nimbly identify and address management challenges and needs and can result in management
ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŝƐŶŽƚŝŶƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐ͛ƐďĞƐƚŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ͘
Recreation & Wilderness Programs
Recreation is the most popular use of our forest lands, generating 166 million visits to our
national forests every year.3 Recreational visitors generate significant economic benefits for
local communities, accounting for more than half of all job and income effects attributable to
Forest Service programs (over 200,000 jobs and $12 billion in direct spending by visitors).4

3

U.S. Forest Service National Visitor Use Monitoring FY2011 National Summary Report, <http://www.fs.fed.us/
recreation/programs/nvum/nvum_national_summary_fy2009.pdf>.
4
Id.
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The Forest Service's Recreation and Wilderness programs are tasked with ensuring quality
recreational opportunities for these visitors, while also ensuring that the ecological integrity of
the forests and grasslands is maintained. This requires science-based planning, vigilant
management and monitoring, development of partnerships with recreation groups and
communities, and integration of resource management, engineering, and recreation program
staff.
A long-term downward trend in funding, aging recreation infrastructure, and increased
recreation demands from rapid population growth in areas near national forests5 has put an
enormous strain on the Recreation and Wilderness programs. In order to stretch limited dollars
in the face of growing needs, these programs have grown increasingly reliant on partnerships to
accomplish their work. While this leverages federal funds and expands community outreach,
this multiplier effect also makes the program more vulnerable to budget cuts, because every
federal dollar from this program means the loss of many more dollars in non-federal resources,
resulting in adverse effects far beyond what the amount cut from the federal budget might
suggest.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The Recreation program consistently benefits from the highest number of volunteers within the
agency. In FY10, approximately 89,000 volunteers contributed 4,235,000 hours equivalent to
1,933 employees valued at $88 million. Nearly half of these volunteers were youth or young
adults engaged through the Youth Conservation Corps or partner nonprofit organizations that
perform tasks like trail maintenance and reconstruction. Significant budget cuts will eliminate
the agency staffing needed to coordinate and manage these volunteer resources. It will also
make it difficult for the agency to meet the Chief's 10-year Wilderness Stewardship Challenge of
achieving a minimum stewardship level for 90%of Wilderness areas by 2014.
x By FY14, nearly all of the forests will have off-road vehicle travel plans that identify the system of
roads and trails that are open for motorized use, and visitors will be expected to stay on the
designated system. However, cuts to the Recreation program would jeopardize naƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞƐƚƐ͛
ability to manage this system by installing signs and providing education and maps to help
visitors understand the new route system. This would result in confusion for visitors, less
enforcement by the Forest Service, increased user conflict, and environmental damage
x In a recent estimate, the Forest Service projected that, with funding reduced below FY12 levels,
the Recreation program would be unable to manage more than half of its recreational special
use permits to standard. Special use permits enable 5,000 outfitter-guides and 122 ski areas to
operate on forest lands and provide the public with a broad range of recreational opportunities.
These permit holders provide jobs and generate tourism spending that stimulates the economy
in nearby communities. Funding cuts will freeze the permit program in place, limiting the
potential for economic growth.

5

Counties containing at least 10 percent National Forest lands are growing in population at a faster rate than most other counties in
the U.S., largely because of recreational and other amenities. Johnson, K.M.; Stewart, S.I. 2007. Demographic Trends in National
Forest, Recreational, Retirement, and Amenity Areas. Proceedings: National Workshop on Recreation Research and Management p.
187-199 in Kruger, L. E.; Mazza, R.; Lawrence, K.; (eds). Proceedings: National Workshop on Recreation Research and Management,
Gen Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-698, Pacific Northwest Research Station, Portland, OR.
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Heritage Program
Forest Service lands contain an estimated 2 million cultural resource sites, including 27 National
Historic Landmarks, and 325,000 identified cultural resource sites. Among these many sites are
sacred sites, historic lookout towers, Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) camps, Native American
archeological sites, and Revolutionary and Civil War battlefields. In the last year, the Forest
Service has had some exciting changes, including the establishment of its first National
Monument designated primarily for its cultural resources at Chimney Rock, Colorado, and
ƵƉĚĂƚŝŶŐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͘<ŶŽǁŶĂƐŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ^ƚŽŶĞŚĞŶŐĞ͕ŚŝŵŶĞǇZŽĐŬŝƐŽĨ
great spiritual significance to the Southwest Pueblos and Tribes. According to the 2012 study by
BBC Research and CŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐ͕ ͞ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ /ŵƉĂĐƚƐ ŽĨ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ ĞƐŝŐŶĂƚŝŽŶ͕͟ ƚŚĞ
designation will conservatively double the visitation to the site and the economic value to local
communities.
The updated performance measures moves from tracking specific asset management to the
management of the entire Heritage Program, providing seven new indicators to facilitate more
precise tracking of all cultural assets managed by the program. As the implementation of these
new standards is put into practice, we request the Forest Service develop an assessment of
needs to bring each of these assets to standard. For the assets that are not being managed to
standard, we need better clarity to understand the resources necessary to bring them to
standard. Partnerships with non-profit and other partners who can help with the preservation of
these assets are more important as federal budgets are stretched further each year. Without a
ďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŚŽƌƚĨĂůůƐ ƚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ &ŽƌĞƐƚ ^ǇƐƚĞŵ͛Ɛ ,ĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ƐƐĞƚƐ ƚŽ
standard, partnerships at the local and national level are difficult to evaluate. An important step
towards understanding the need is accurate reporting of accomplishments and expenditures at
the regional and National Forest levels. An annual reporting within 6 to 12 months of the end of
the fiscal year of the allocations, expenditures, and accomplishments will help provide
information about the need at the Regional and National Forest levels, where nonprofit and
other partners might meaningfully engage to work with federal managers for the benefit of
these irreplaceable resources. It would also accurately and fairly provide meaningful evaluation
ŽĨƚŚĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŵĂŶĂŐĞƚŚĞƐĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Additional reductioŶƐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞ&zϭϯĞŶĂĐƚĞĚďƵĚŐĞƚǁŽƵůĚƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞ,ĞƌŝƚĂŐĞWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇ
to develop a new management plan for the recently established Chimney Rock National
Monument, which will impact the ability of the public to visit the site and provide economic
benefits to Southwestern Colorado.
x Fewer programs will be available to manage programs for volunteers who perform nearly 94,000
ŚŽƵƌƐŽĨǀŽůƵŶƚĞĞƌƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƚŽŚĞůƉƐƵƌǀĞǇ͕ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌ͕ĂŶĚƌĞƐƚŽƌĞŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŝƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞĂďůĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ
and culture.
x Fewer law enforcement and cultural resource specialists would be available to protect, monitor,
and in some cases investigate criminal activities like looting and vandalism at historic sites, such
as a historic fort used in the removal of the Cherokee and Creek Tribes on the Trail of Tears and
historic plane crash sites.
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Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management
EĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞƐƚƐĂŶĚŐƌĂƐƐůĂŶĚƐƉůĂǇĂŶĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůƌŽůĞŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ
and habitat. More than 420 animals and plants listed under the Endangered Species Act and an
additional 3,250 at-risk plants and animals are found on Forest Service lands. These lands
encompass an amazing array of habitats, from alpine tundra to tropical rainforest, deciduous
and evergreen forests, native grasslands, wetlands and various size streams, lakes, and marshes.
National forests often contain significant headwaters and stream reaches important to
freshwater creatures like fish, mussels, and crayfish, a higher percentage of which are
considered at-risk than other species.
Fish and wildlife on our National Forests are important to people and economies all across the
nation. A 2011 report developed for the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation estimates that
the economic impact of hunting, fishing, and wildlife watching associated with National Forests
totals $9.5 billion in annual retail sales, supports 189,400 jobs and provides $1.01 billion in
annual federal tax revenues. The Forest Service Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management
program works with partners to inventory and monitor, manage, and restore habitat on national
forests and grasslands for wildlife and fish, including threatened and endangered species, and to
provide wildlife viewing and educational opportunities.
Despite the broad array of fish and wildlife and habitat on Forest Service lands that require
stewardship efforts and restoration, the budget for the Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat
Management program has substantially eroded and currently is about 15% below the 2001
inflation-adjusted level with accompanying declines in botanists and fisheries and wildlife
biologists. As biologists retire, erosion of funding results in regions not filling positions,
consolidating them, or maintaining them only at the regional office rather than at the forest
level, which significantly hinders active programs at the forest level. Further loss of funding
would severely hinder fish and wildlife conservation work on these lands.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding cuts would impact many of the larger animals in the U.S., such as grizzly bear, wolverine,
elk, Canada lynx, and bighorn sheep that persist because of National Forest lands. Since national
forests often represent intact connected habitat, they are often the only suitable remaining
habitat for recovery and reintroduction of rare creatures, and these lands form the backbone of
many large-scale conservation plans.
x ƵƚƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĞǀĞƌĞůǇ ĚŝŵŝŶŝƐŚ ƚŚĞ &ŽƌĞƐƚ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ĨŽƐƚĞƌ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉƐ͘
Partnerships enable the agency to leverage habitat improvements on an additional 200,000 acres
of National Forest lands. The agency also partners in innovative efforts that help both
communities and wildlife. In just one example, the agency is using the local Job Corps in
Montana to install bear-safe garbage containers, keeping bears in forests and out of
communities.
x Cuts also would impact numerous projects for an array of other forest wildlife species, such as
work to cure a disease that is currently decimating prairie dog populations, crucial for their role
as prey for the severely endangered black-footed ferret; installation of escape ramps in livestock
water troughs to help lizards, snakes, birds, and bats avoid drowning and to maintain quality
water for livestock operations; work on the Tongass National Forest in Alaska to restore old
growth conditions at a faster pace, key for rare and unique species like the Alexander
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
Archipelago wolf and the Queen Charlotte Goshawk; and restoration of habitat for the
endangered Florida scrub jay in the Ocala National Forest in Florida.
x Significant decreases in funding would be devastating for fish and other freshwater species. For
example, the South Fork Skokomish River on the Olympic National Forest in Washington is in a
watershed that has been extensively logged. Restoration efforts have begun and in 2010 alone,
the Forest Service was able to decommission almost 30 miles of road and restore 132 acres of
the watershed. These efforts created approximately 60 jobs and resulted in better habitat for
species like salmon and steelhead, bull trout, Hood Canal chum and the listed Puget Sound
Chinook. Additional restoration work is needed and in jeopardy if the Forest Service receives
significant funding cuts.
x Further cuts would also put at risk crucial nature education and recreation services to the public,
such as providing hunting, fishing and viewing opportunities, interpretive information, and work
ƚŽŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ĞǀĞƌǇǇĞĂƌ͕
one of the most popular programs is participation in International Migratory Bird Day, hosted
annually by over 38 National Forests. In 2011, National Forests hosted more than 520
presentations that were experienced by more than 20,000 people.
Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program
The Collaborative Forest Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP)6 encourages the collaborative
and science-based ecosystem restoration of priority forest landscapes while benefiting local
communities. CFLRP is unique among government programs in that it was established
specifically to promote job stability, reliable wood supply, and forest health, and to reduce
emergency wildfire costs and risks. The ultimate goal of CFLRP is to collaboratively achieve
improved forest benefits for people, water, and wildlife in a way that can be shared across the
&ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͛Ɛϭϵϯŵŝůlion acres, and beyond.
Cuts to this program will have drastic impacts to the 23 forest landscapes enrolled in the
program, which have cumulatively7:
x

Created and maintained an estimated 3,375 part and full time jobs during 2011 and
4,574 part- and full-time jobs during FY12
x Sold 94.1 million cubic feet of timber and produced 1,158,000 green tons of biomass.
x Provided an additional $45.4 million of partner and Forest Service investment to
leverage federal CFLR and matching dollars
x Generated nearly $320 million of labor income
x Removed fuel for destructive wildland fires on 383,000 acres near communities
x Reduced destructive wildland fires on an additional 229,000 acres
x Improved 537,000 acres of wildlife habitat
x Restored 394 miles of fish habitat
x Enhanced clean water supplies by remediating and decommissioning 6,000 miles of
eroding roads
These results could not have been achieved without the full funding of this program.
6
7

Established through the Forest Landscape Restoration Act or FLRA, title IV of Public Law 111-11
WĞŽƉůĞZĞƐƚŽƌŝŶŐŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ&ŽƌĞƐƚƐ͗ϮϬϭϮZĞƉŽƌƚŽŶƚŚĞŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞ&ŽƌĞƐƚ>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ĞĐĞŵďĞƌϮϬϭϮ
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Inadequate funding could result in fewer jobs created and maintained, less generated labor
income, and fewer cubic feet of timber produced.
x This program leverages matching dollars for these landscapes as a requirement for enrollment.
Less investment from the federal government has a greater than one-to-one impact on those
matching funds.
x As destructive wildland fires increase in number and intensity, communities that would have
benefited from the fuel reduction efforts of these projects will be placed at a higher risk from
these fires and recovery will be more costly.
dŚĞdŽŶŐĂƐƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂů&ŽƌĞƐƚ͗ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ^ĂůŵŽŶ&ŽƌĞƐƚ
ůĂƐŬĂ͛Ɛ dŽŶŐĂƐƐ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů &ŽƌĞƐƚ ĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐ Ă ůĂƌŐĞ ƉŽƌƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ůĂƐƚ ƌĞŵĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŽůĚgrowth temperate rainforest. With brown bear, wolves, mountain goats, Sitka black-tailed deer,
Bald Eagle, and other wildlife, the Tongass is a major visitor destination. Tourism and recreation
accounts for about 15% of regional employment. The salmon fisheries of southeast Alaska
provide an economic cornerstone for the region, contributing nearly $1 billion/year and
accounting for approximately 11% of employment. Many residents of Southeast Alaska depend
upon the fish and game provided by the Tongass to meet their annual subsistence harvest
needs.
By contrast, old-growth logging in the Tongass has had significant adverse impacts on fish and
wildlife habitat, damaged important salmon-producing watersheds, and cost taxpayers more
than $850 million dollars. The Tongass timber program continues to lose money, costing U.S.
taxpayers approximately $22 million/year while supporting only 107 jobs in the region. In 2010,
the KďĂŵĂ ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĞ ͞dŽŶŐĂƐƐ dƌĂŶƐŝƚŝŽŶ͟ ƚŽ ŵŽǀĞ ƌĂƉŝĚůǇ ĂǁĂǇ ĨƌŽŵ
unsustainable old-growth logging to sustainable second-growth harvest while protecting
roadless areas and investing in watershed restoration to rehabilitate riparian areas damaged by
past logging.
By reallocating funds within the Forest Service budget to invest in on-the-ground watershed
restoration projects and putting in place new targets for the Tongass to promote restoration
and sustainable young-growth management, the &ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĐĂŶŵŽǀĞƉĂƐƚ͞ďŽŽŵ-and-ďƵƐƚ͟
old-growth dependent logging. The USFS-published Tongass Investment Strategy reports that
ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶΨϭϬϬŵŝůůŝŽŶŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚĨŽƌǁĂƚĞƌƐŚĞĚƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƌŬƚŽĐŽƌƌĞĐƚ͞ŵĂũŽƌƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ
affecting wild salmon productiŽŶ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ dŽŶŐĂƐƐ͟ 8 along with investments to support and
expand the visitor services sector. Moving beyond Tongass old-growth logging will also help
avoid conflicts with other vital parts of the southeast Alaska economy: fishing, tourism,
recreation and, subsistence.

8

USDA Investment Strategy in Support of Rural Communities in Southeast Alaska 2011-2013 (November 2011). See:
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5339075.pdf
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Recommendations for the Tongass National Forest Budget:
x Watershed Restoration and Visitor Services: Funds within the Tongass timber program
should be reallocated to watershed restoration and visitor services. This will enable the
Forest Service to invest in the important initiatives it has identified to create quality jobs
and sustainable economic opportunity in Southeast Alaska.
x Maintain Conservation Funding: In addition to the reallocation of timber funds, the
Forest Service should maintain or increase funding in the existing budget lines for
restoration of forest lands, road removal, wildlife and fisheries habitat management,
and vegetation and watershed management.
x Refocus Timber Budget to Support Young-growth Management: The budget should
establish new timber targets and re-focus the remaining timber program budget to
emphasize projects that support sustainable young-growth management and
collaborative community forestry projects.
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CONSERVATION EDUCATION
Access to Local Foods and School Gardens
The Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act (PL 108-625, Title I, Section 122) authorizes a
grant program for schools to receive grants of up to $100,000 to cover start-up costs for a farm
to cafeteria project. These competitive, one-time grants will allow schools to purchase
adequate equipment to store and prepare fresh foods, develop vendor relationships with
nearby farmers, plan seasonal menus and promotional materials, start a school garden, and
develop hands-on nutrition education demonstrating the importance of nutrition and
agriculture. Use of local produce in school meals and educational activities provides a new direct
market for farmers in the area and mitigates environmental impacts of transporting food long
distances. At the same time, the program helps children understand where their food comes
from and how their food choices impact their bodies, the environment, and their communities
at large.
Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education
The Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) program (authorized in USC Title 7,
Chapter 88, Subchapter I) is the flagship research and education program for sustainable
ĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚĞƌĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ h͘^͘ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĞ͛Ɛ ;h^Ϳ ŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ^ƚĂƚĞ
Research, Education, and Extension Service. SARE is a competitive grant program providing
grants to researchers, agricultural educators, farmers, ranchers, and students in the United
States. Education grants range from $30,000 to $150,000 and fund projects that usually involve
scientistƐ͕ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐŝŶĂŶŝŶƚĞƌĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĂƌǇĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ͘^Z͛ƐƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶ
unique features of cost-effective and equitable regional administration, combined with strong
farmer participation, practical, outcome-oriented research results, and top-rated public
outreach.
^Z͛Ɛ WƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ ;WWͿ ŐƌĂŶƚƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŽŶ
sustainable systems to a wide array of USDA personnel, extension agents, and others who
provide technical assistance to farmers and ranchers. PDP provides sustainable agriculture
education and outreach strategies for Cooperative Extension agents, Natural Resources
Conservation Service staff, and other agricultural educators who work directly with farmers and
ranchers. PDP funds have been used for both state-specific planning and competitive grants for
learning opportunities

Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x If sequestration occurs the SARE program which exists within the Research and Activities
Education accounts could see a cut of ΨϱϴD͘dŚŝƐĐƵƚǁŽƵůĚĚƌĂƐƚŝĐĂůůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚ^Z͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽ
issue grants.
x The Access to Local Foods program which exists within WIC could be wiped out completely if
WIC receives a potential cut $543M under sequestration.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE
The Forest Service manages approximately 375,000 miles of system roads and 47,000 miles of
motorized trails, and it has an estimated 60,000 additional miles of illegally created
unauthorized routes (often created by off-road vehicle use). The official road system alone has
resulted in a maintenance backlog that the Forest Service estimates to be between $4-8 billion,
with annual costs exceeding budgets by about 400%, highlighting that the collective cost of this
motorized network far outstrips ƚŚĞ&ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͛ƐĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͘
Compounding this problem, roads are considered by ecologists to be one of the most significant
ƐƚƌĞƐƐŽƌƐŽŶǁĂƚĞƌƐŚĞĚƐĂŶĚĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘dŚĞ&ŽƌĞƐƚ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͛ƐŽǀĞƌƐŝǌĞĚƌŽĂĚƐǇƐƚĞŵĚĞŐƌĂĚĞƐ
water quality and delivers millions of tons of sediments into streams, degrading fisheries and
clogging municipal water supplies. In addition, the vast network of forest roads fragments
wildlife habitat and reduces the capacity for wildlife to migrate effectively, both on an annual
basis and in the context of climate change.
After over a decade of delay, the Forest Service has begun to take the necessary steps to
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵ͕ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƚŽ͞ƌŝŐŚƚƐŝǌĞ͟ƚŚĞƌŽĂĚƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĞƉŝƐƚŽ
create a blueprint for a sustainable system, in compliance with the travel management
regulations at 36 C.F.R. 212.5(b). These regulations require the Forest Service to identify the
͞ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ͟ƌŽĂĚƐǇƐƚĞŵĨŽƌĞĂĐŚŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĞƐƚ͕ĂůŽŶŐǁŝƚŚĂůŝƐƚŽĨƌŽĂĚƐƚŚĂƚƐŚŽƵůĚ
be decommissioned or converted to trails to protect land and water resources and reduce the
fiscal burden of road maintenance. The rightsizing analysis process is scheduled for completion
by the end of FY15. The second step in rightsizing the road system is to carry out on-the-ground
work to reclaim unneeded roads and repair needed roads. Implementation will continue for
many years. While no specific funding sources have been allocated for this work, several existing
budget line items can be used, including:
x
x
x
x
x
x

Integrated Resource Restoration (IRR) ʹ in Regions 1, 3 and 4
Roads
Deferred Maintenance & Infrastructure Improvement
Legacy Roads and Trails Remediation
Vegetation and Watershed Management
Fish and Wildlife

Legacy Roads & Trails
In 2007, Congress created the Legacy Roads and Trails Remediation program to provide funding
dedicated to decommissioning unneeded and environmentally problematic roads and trails and
repairing important high priority roads and trails. Legacy Roads and Trails is a critical part of
creating a responsible and sustainable Forest Service budget by reducing the untenable cost of
the current road system.
In FY11, Legacy Roads and Trails, which is within the Capital Improvement and Maintenance
section of the budget, took the biggest cut of any program in the Forest Service, dropping from
$90 million in FY10 to $45 million in FY11ʹa 50% cut. Despite this, in FY12 the Forest Service
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used Legacy Roads and Trails funding to decommission 960 miles of roads, maintain or improve
2,113 miles of roads and trails, and perform aquatic organism passage restorations at 75 sites.
We further note that in FY12, $13 million of the Legacy Roads and Trails funding was made
available to be transferred into the Integrated Resources Restoration (IRR) account in the three
test pilot regions (see above for more discussion in IRR). As one of the biggest threats to water
quality and habitat connectivity on the forests, road decommissioning and repair should be a
major part of any restoration effort. Accordingly, we highly recommend that any Legacy Roads
funds transferred into the IRR pilot be separately tracked and accounted within IRR in order to
ensure the critical roads work for which the fund was created is being carried out by the IRR
program.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Water quality degradation ʹ Legacy Roads and Trails is the singular Forest Service program set up
to specifically address water quality problems from roads and trails. If Legacy Roads and Trails is
cut further, water pollution from sediment runoff will increase degrading our rivers and streams
and destroying fish habitat on our National Forest.
x Road/trail closures and loss of access ʹ Since its inception, Legacy Roads and Trails has upgraded
or fixed 15,268 miles of road and trail helping to ensure consistent reliable access through our
National Forest. This critical maintenance work will discontinue or dramatically diminish if Legacy
Roads and Trails is cut further. Unmaintained roads and trails are unsafe and environmentally
damaging. The Forest Service will have no other choice but to close roads that access popular
recreational destinations if they pose safety risks.
x Loss of quality forest restoration jobs in rural America ʹ Legacy Roads and Trails creates or
retains between 810-1,296 high quality jobs in rural America each year. These restoration jobs
improve water quality, fish habitat, and access to popular recreational destinations in our
National Forests. For every $1 million cut from this program, rural America will lose between 1524 jobs.
Roads and Deferred Maintenance
The Roads and Deferred Maintenance budget line items within the Capital Improvement and
Maintenance budget pays for annual roads maintenance, decommissioning, improvement
(upgrading and construction of new roads), and backlogged maintenance.
We have noted above the tremendous fiscal strain the road system is placing on the Forest
^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ďƵĚŐĞƚ͘ /Ŷ &zϭϮ͕ ƚŚĞ ƌŽĂĚƐ ŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ;ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĂƌŐĞƌ ͞ƌŽĂĚƐ͟
budget line item and responsible for annual maintenance and upkeep) was cut by 7.4%, down to
$155.491 million. Even in FY11, which itself represented a significant cut from previous levels,
funding levels were insufficient to meet even basic needs. For example, according to the Forest
Service roads accomplishment reports, the agency maintained about 16% of their road system in
FY11; this is on par with recent years, all of which have hovered near 20%. Fifty-seven percent of
the passenger vehicle roads were maintained to standard, which, while better than the systemwide percentage, is still not sufficient.
While we believe the roads budget should be a priority for increase in the long-term, in the
context of current budget constraints, it is critical the FY13 roads and deferred maintenance
2 - 20

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

2 FOREST SERVICE

budgets remain level with FY12. Any additional cuts to this already drastically underfunded line
item would jeopardize ongoing critical roads maintenance needs, as well as undercut the roads
rightsizing process necessary to shrink long-term road maintenance costs.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Loss of access - Passenger car access has already been reduced from 82,000 miles in 2002 to
65,000 miles in 2009 largely due to lack of maintenance. If budget cuts continue, visitors who
drive standard passenger vehicles will continue to lose access to trailheads, campsites, and other
popular recreation sites on our national forests.
x Ecological impacts ʹ The failure to adequately maintain the road system leads to a cascade of
ecological impacts which only increase over time. These impacts are expensive, typically funded
with emergency appropriations to fix catastrophic problems. These problems, in many instances,
can be avoided if the agency has the funds and capacity to adequately maintain its road system.
Trails
There are 155,600 miles of trails in the National Forest System. These trails provide 50 million
visitor days of cross-country skiing, hiking, horseback riding, mountain biking, and off-road
vehicle use each year. The total mileage of trails has grown 56.9% since 1977 to accommodate
the 376% growth in annual visitor days on the trail system. However, the trails maintenance and
reconstruction budget line item has remained flat since 1980, increasing only 1.75% after
adjusting for inflation. As a result, by the beginning of FY13, the system had accumulated a
backlog in trail maintenance of $314 million, up from $289 million the previous year. In FY11,
the agency was only able to maintain a third of its trail miles to a minimum standard condition.
Despite these tremendous and growing needs, in FY12 the trails budget was cut 4%, to $81.982
million.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Unsafe trails ʹ When there are insufficient funds to maintain trails, trail conditions steadily
worsen and become hazardous for hiker, biker, and pack stock use.
x Ecological degradation ʹ Poorly maintained trails erode more quickly, dumping sediment into
nearby streams, reducing water quality and destroying habitat for fish. Sediment from
unmaintained trails and roads is a leading threat to water quality on the National Forests.
x Trail closures and loss of access ʹ When trail conditions worsen beyond a certain point, the trail
becomes unusable and may be closed by the Forest Service. Trail closures mean fewer
opportunities for Americans to get outside, be healthy and active, and contribute tourism dollars
to local economies.
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WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT
Federal Land Assistance Management and Enhancement Fund
The USDA Federal Land Assistance Management and Enhancement (FLAME) Act was anticipated
to bring about an important change in the funding mechanism for wildland fire suppression.
ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͛ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŶƉĂƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞ&>DĐƚŝŶKĐƚŽďĞƌϮϬϬϵǁĂƐƚŽĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚĞƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌ
monies from other Department of Interior (DOI) and US Forest Service (USFS) programs to meet
the escalating wildland fire suppression costs by creating a separate fund to be utilized when
suppression costs were greater than the 10-year average. The practice of transferring funds
from non-fire programs for suppression was especially undermining to the ability of the USFS to
implement other essential programs, especially those performed directly by the Forest Service
with its own workforce or through contracts and those programs that involved cooperation with
third parties, including States, Tribes, and NGOs.9 Such impacted programs include the
hazardous fuels reduction program to remove overgrown brush and trees that act as fuel for
future fires. Congress committed monies for the FLAME funds that would not come at the
expense of other agency programs. Congress should adequately fund emergency response and
not foster a trade-off between emergency actions and the care and stewardship that reduces
that risk and enhances the value of public lands.
However, in September of 2012, the USFS transferred $440 million from non-fire sources to the
fire suppression account, the very action FLAME was intended to halt. Thankfully, Congress
acted to replenish $400 million of this amount, but only after the work of the agency had been
͞ƉƵƚŽŶŚŽůĚ͟ƉĞŶĚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝŽŶďǇŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͘tith the challenging budget outlook, Congress may
not be able to take similar action in future years. Future fire forecasts suggest the continued
need for large amounts of emergency fire suppression funding--the mere threat of repeated fire
borrowing means that basic operations that care for and help restore forest conditions are put
on hold long before the actual wildfire sieges later in the year. Congress needs to step up and
provide FLAME account funding so we do not continue this situation of delaying or reducing the
very programs that can reduce the risk of costly and damaging wildfires. Transfers of non-fire
funds to cover emergency fire suppression will have real, negative impacts on a host of
important forestry and related activities that are vital to ĐĂƌĞĨŽƌŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŽƌĞƐƚůĂŶĚƐ͘dŚĞ
transfers provide a short-term solution that will reduce the ability of the Forest Service and
collaborators to treat forests and reduce wildfire dangers and risks in the future.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x FLAME and other programs of the USFS will be impacted, which can result in fewer acres treated
for hazardous fuel reduction and delays for projects that help restore forests and watersheds, an
important precautionary step in reducing the damage caused by extreme fires.
x With projections for continually increasing wildfire suppression in the coming years, in concert
with budget proposals only totaling the 10 year average, the potential for future transfers is all
but a guarantee.
x The numerous partners that perform work in cooperation with the Forest Service, including
^ƚĂƚĞƐ͕dƌŝďĞƐ͕hŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚŝĞƐ͕ĂŶĚE'K͛ƐǁŝůůŚĂǀĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƌĞĂƐŽŶƐƚŽĂǀŽŝĚĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ
agreements with the Agency due to the high probability that the agreed program of work will be
curtailed on significantly delayed due to fire transfers.
9

GAO-04-612 Wildfire Suppression: Funding Transfers Cause Project Cancellations and Delays, Strained Relationships, and
Management Disruptions, June 2004
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund

In 1964, Congress established the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to preserve
natural areas and wildlife and ensure that all Americans have access to quality outdoor
recreation. It is a simple idea and an elegant one: dedicate a small portion of revenues from
offshore oil and gas drilling to support the conservation of America's lands and waters. LWCF
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͛ďŝƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨƐĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚŝŶŐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ
and natural areas and providing outdoor recreation opportunities for all Americans.
Despite inadequate funding, LWCF remains the premier federal program to conserve our
ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐůĂŶĚ͕ǁĂƚĞƌ͕ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ͕ĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͘/ƚŝƐĂĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽŽůƚŽĂĐƋƵŝƌĞŝŶŚŽůĚŝŶŐƐ͕
expand public lands, and protect national parks, national wildlife refuges, national forests, wild
and scenic river corridors, national scenic and historic trails, the Bureau of Land Management
lands, and other federal areas. LWCF also funds two important state grant programs ʹ the
Forest Legacy Program and Cooperative Endangered Species (Section 6) programs ʹ that ensure
permanent conservation through fee and easement of important forest lands and threatened
ĂŶĚĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͛ŚĂďŝƚĂƚ͘
These are difficult economic times, which is why investing in LWCF is so important as a driver for
jobs and the revitalization of local communities. For instance:
x

x

x
x
x

Hunting and fishing are economic building blocks in our national economy, generating
more than 1.6 million jobs and more than $2 billion annually in business earnings and
wages
Active outdoor recreation provides a powerful building block in our national economy
that supports more than 6.1 million jobs (1 out of 20 jobs in the U.S.) and contributes
more than $646 billion annually, according to the Outdoor Industry Association
The Trust for Public Land has found that every $1 spent on LWCF returns $4 in economic
values, such as protecting water quality and supply
LWCF helps generate $88 billion in annual state and national tax revenue, along with
generating $289 billion annually in retail sales and services across the U.S.
In 2008 alone, lands managed by the Department of the Interior hosted 448 million
visitors. These visits greatly support the economy and jobs in nearby communities and
across the tourism and outdoor recreation sectors. In addition, about 174 million
recreation visits are annually made to national forests where tourists spend nearly $13
billion each year and these forests sustain over 224,000 full and part time jobs.
(statistics provided by DOI and USFS)

Funding for LWCF helps create this economic opportunity by increasing access to
recreational opportunities and providing new areas for people of all ages to enjoy the
outdoors.
The investments needed to achieve these diverse benefits simply cannot wait. Landowners who
have made their properties available for public acquisition cannot in fairness be asked to defer
their financial needs indefinitely. If public funding for key parcels is unavailable, private sale and
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development of their lands-- which often are surrounded by heavily-used public lands -- can
undermine longstanding investments in these areas. To meet the needs of local economies,
landowners, and irreplaceable public resources, LWCF funds are needed now.

Potential
Budget/Sequestration
Impacts:
Potential
Budget/Sequestration
Impacts:
Low
LWCF
funding
leve
x Low LWCF funding levels for forests could cover only administrative costs and small inholdings,
leaving little or no funding to meet priority projects with willing-seller contracts or to continue
projects already underway.
x Many key inholdings are available on a now-or-never basis. A sequestration-driven program cut
to LWCF would not just defer these projects, it would guarantee the permanent loss of
recreation access along with resource-damaging development in forests and other public lands
across the country.
x Further cuts to LWCF mean cuts to working forest grants to states, and cuts for acquisition of
properties to allow both conservation and water quality protection.
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INTRODUCTION
The Department of Energy has a decades-long track record of research, development and
demonstration of advanced clean energy technologies. The below are just a few of the many
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞƐŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚŝŶK͛ƐƌĞĐĞŶƚYƵĂĚƌĞŶŶŝĂůdĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐǇZĞǀŝĞǁƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ1:
ͻ Building and Appliance Energy Efficiency: Equipment standards, the $30M Golden Carrot
Award from the Super Efficiency Refrigerator Program, and the ENERGY STAR® program
together reduced energy consumption of residential refrigerators by 70% between 1974 and
2006, even as average retail price decreased 40% between 1980 and 2006 and average
refrigerator size increased 15%. Meanwhile, legislation and Standard rulemakings
completed between 1987 and 2010 reduced primary energy use by 3 Quads (about 3%) in
2010. It takes nearly 100 coal plants to produce 3 quads of energy.
ͻ Industrial Energy Efficiency: Beyond R&D, DOE provides tools, training, assessments, and
technical assistance to help industrial plants identify process improvement opportunities
with near-term payback. Since their inception in 1976, the Industrial Assessment Centers
have conducted over 15,000 assessments, resulting in over 100,000 recommendations with
an average payback time of about 1 year and implementation rate of about 50%
x Vehicle Efficiency: DOE supported R&D that improved the original catalytic converters and
provided tools and knowledge that helped engine manufacturers improve heavy-duty diesel
efficiency by 4ʹ5% since 2002 and helped enable heavy-duty engine manufacturers to meet
2007 regulations that required a 90% reduction in particulate matter emissions and a more
than 50% reduction in NOx emissions.
ͻ Electric Vehicles: Li-ion battery technology developed in part with DOE funding at Compact
Power Inc. (now named LG Chem Power) ŝƐďĞŝŶŐƵƐĞĚŝŶ'D͛ƐŚĞǀƌŽůĞƚsŽůƚ and has also
been selected for the upcoming Ford Focus AEV battery. A123 Systems, started with the
help of a DOE Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) grant, will supply Li-ion batteries
for the Fisker Karma EV. DOE-sponsored R&D created the nickel/metal-hydride battery
technology upon which the batteries used in the Toyota Prius and many other hybrid
electric vehicles are in part based upon.
ͻ Wind Energy: DOE developed and demonstrated some of the first multi-megawatt wind
turbines in the 1980s and through technology development programs (e.g. WindPact, Low
tŝŶĚ ^ƉĞĞĚ dƵƌďŝŶĞͿ͕ ĂŝĚĞĚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ larger
commercial wind turbines that could reach higher wind regimes and achieve greater energy
capture over the last two decades.
ͻ Solar Photovoltaics: Since 1975, investments made by DOE, along with direct DOE-industry
partnerships, have made significant contributions to the development of PV technology and
markets. DOE investments of cost sharing, technical expertise, and technology infrastructure
ŐƌĞĂƚůǇĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞĚƚŽĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶĐŽƐƚƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞƐĞŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͕ŵŽĚƵůĞĐŽƐƚ
per watt in 2008 (2008$) would have been slightly over $5 instead of the actual cost of
nearly $2. More than 160 different companies have participated in DOE PV partnerships.
ͻ Concentrating Solar Power: ZΘ ůĞĚ ďǇ K ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚĞ ϭϵϳϬ͛Ɛ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŵŝĚ ϭϵϴϬ͛Ɛ
improved solar trough technology to the point where it could be commercialized in the
1980s, leading to nine different parabolic trough plants in southern California. Solar power
tower development can also be traced to DOE-funded activities.
1

Department of Energy Quadrennial Technology Review Technology Assessments, prepublication copy.
http://energy.gov/sites/prod/files/QTR%20Tech%20Assessments%20062912.pdf
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ͻ

Geothermal Energy: DOE exploration efforts have helped the geothermal industry find new
geothermal resources while DOE-funded research has improved exploration techniques that
helped develop the best practices employed by industry today.

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
The Office of Environmental Management (EM) conducts the environmental remediation of
legacy and current weapons development sites. These sites have millions of gallons of liquid
radioactive waste, millions of cubic yards of spent nuclear fuel and other nuclear material, vast
quantities of contaminated soil and water, and other severe environmental challenges. To date,
EM has completed cleanup activities for 90 sites in 30 states, and continues work on a further 17
sites in 11 states. EM has successfully achieved a 66 percent reduction in the waste site
footprint, surpassing its FY 2011 goal of 40 percent. It currently is working towards a reduction
of 90 percent, to about 90 square miles, by 2015. Cleanup at the remaining sites is a multidecade challenge. EM is developing and applying novel technologies and advanced modeling
tools to accelerate the work as possible.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced funding would slow the essential work of restoration of 17 sites in 11 states
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY
Energy efficiency is the largest, lowest cost, cleanest and shortest lead-time energy resource in
America. Without the successful efficiency efforts of the last 40 years, we would need perhaps
80% more energy than we currently use to deliver the services we do today, at a great cost to
the economy, security, and the environment. While that is a great achievement, a vast amount
of efficiency available using existing and improving technology remains to be harnessed.
Consumers, utilities, and state and local efforts are vital to capturing the efficiency opportunity,
but the Federal government has an essential role to play, as well.
DOE's energy efficiency programs have proven themselves, and deliver value that far exceeds
their cost. The efforts are wide-ranging, and focus on a range of sectors. The Federal Energy
Management Program (FEMP) supports energy efficiency in federal facilities that to date has
reduced energy use by over 25% and saved about $1 billion annually. The Building Technologies
Program (BTP) spurs new highly efficient, cost-effective technologies into the market through a
combination of R&D, voluntary 'challenge' programs, ENERGY STAR information programs,
appliance standards, and building codes. Successful technology introductions include LED lights,
low-e windows, and high-efficiency refrigerators, water heaters and commercial building cooling
that use a fraction of the energy of their predecessors. The Advanced Manufacturing Office
focuses on commercializing new efficient techniques for energy-intensive manufacturing,
including the use of combined heat and power systems, and the development of new materials
and supply chain approaches for energy efficiency. The Weatherization Assistance Program
(WAP) saves low-income families energy and reduces energy bills by an average of over $400
per year, and does so cost-effectively. The Vehicles Technologies Program (VTP) supports
advanced battery and other electric vehicle technologies, and novel technologies to increase the
efficiency of conventional liquid-fueled vehicles such as advanced materials that are stronger
and lighter, and has previously delivered successful heavy-duty diesel engine technology that
has saved consumers a multiple of the program's total budget.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Overall, reducing DOE's efficiency budget would be, as the saying goes, 'penny wise, pound
foolish.' The EE programs return far more than they cost, in some cases by over 1000 times.
x Reduced FEMP funding would prolong costly energy waste in federal buildings, e.g., by slowing
the use of private sector financing for federal efficiency projects, and slowing the adoption of
new, improved operating, commissioning, design, and construction practices.
x Reduced BTP funding would slow the development of technologies that save far more than the
program's budget. As examples, just three of technologies from the R&D program, electronic
lamp ballasts, refrigerator compressors, and low-e glass for windows, have already delivered
consumer savings of $30 billion, or about 2500 times more than the $0.012 billion federal cost,
and appliance standards now in place will save consumers some $350 billion through 2030,
more than a thousand times the total BTP budget.
x Reduced WAP funding would reduce the number of low income households in which costeffective energy efficiency savings are achieved, as well as reduce the number of skilled
weatherization workers providing those services, in all fifty states.
x Reduced VTP funding would slow progress in reducing the nation's multi-hundred billion dollar
annual dependence on imported oil.
3-3

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

3 ENERGY EFFICIENCY & RENEWABLE ENERGY
The production of clean, renewable electricity continues to grow rapidly doubling over the last
four years as a percent of US energy generation. Technology to reduce dependence on foreign
oil using biofuels continues to emerge. Once-skeptical investors are increasingly finding
renewable energy opportunities that appear attractive, both in deployment and in technology
development. However, much, much more remains to be done before the full potential for
renewable energy to deliver energy, economic and environmental security is achieved.
Importantly, renewable energy technology is an intensely competitive international arena that
the United States must be successful in, as other nations recognize the fundamental role and
enormous markets that will continue to emerge for this industry over the coming decades.
DOE's renewable energy programs have been and continue to be essential in accelerating the
development and adoption of economic, secure, and clean technology. The track record has
been strong, for example in providing the foundation for much of the increase in renewable
electricity generation, and in charting an increasingly firm course to advanced solar, biomass,
geothermal, and hydro energy that is economically competitive with fossil fuels. DOE's
renewable energy efforts are wide-ranging, and focus on high-risk, transformational technology
innovations that would not otherwise be made, and are pursued in collaboration and
consultation with industry, national labs, Advance Research Projects Agency ʹ Energy (ARPA-E)
and other stakeholders. The programs, all of which have carefully developed multi-year plans
and continue to surpass their milestones, include the following: The Solar Energy Technologies
Program (SETP) supports central and distributed solar electricity technology to make it cost
competitive with fossil fuel before 2020. Notably, it has leveraged more than $1.3 billion in
private capital with a $60 million investment in cutting-edge start-up companies. The Wind
Power Program supports utility-scale off-shore wind technology, as well as small and midsize
turbines. The program has catalyzed over 50 GW of wind capacity since 2002, with over 100
DOE-funded documents cited by leading wind energy companies in their patent applications.
The Water Energy Program supports pilot and demonstration projects for marine and
hydrokinetic. The Geothermal Technology Program concentrates on opportunities for base
load electricity generation using enhanced systems and exploration technology. The Biomass
Energy Program focuses on converting non-food cellulosic material and algae into petroleum
substitutes at competitive prices.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Overall, reduced funding would slow the rapid recent progress to developing abundant, clean,
economic and secure renewable energy, and extend the nation's dependence on fossil fuels.
x Each of DOE's renewable energy programs has a carefully constructed plan developed in
consultation with industry, ARPA-E, national labs and other stakeholders to deliver costcompetitiveness with fossil fuels within a specified horizon. That objective, and the steps
toward it, would be delayed with reduced funding, extending the nation's dependence on
imported energy dirty fuels.
x Reduced funding would mean a smaller pipeline of successful technologies ready for private
sector investment and commercialization over the next few years, reducing the prospects for
American technology and industry leadership.
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ELECTRICITY DELIVERY AND ENERGY RELIABILITY
A reliable, economic, efficient, and secure electricity system is fundamental to society.
Electricity systems are also essential to the ability to transition to a sustainable energy future,
both through integration of renewable generation and grid-interactive appliances and consumer
equipment and through the displacement of oil through electrification of transportation. The
last few years have seen rapid advances in smart grid technology that promise to significantly
improve the performance of electricity systems.
DOE's Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability (OE) supports technologies and policies
ƚŚĂƚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ͕ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ͕ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ͕ ĂŶĚ ƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ
electricity delivery system. It has performed a central role in accelerating the deployment of
smart meters, advanced network monitoring and control and other smart grid technologies over
the last few years, and continues to do so. It continues to support rapidly advancing
technologies, and importantly, works with stakeholders to improve policy and regulatory
structures to make best use of smart grid capabilities, allowing greater use of renewable
generation and grid-interactive consumer equipment that will reduce the need for fossil
generation. OE's ongoing work includes supporting advanced storage and transmission
technologies, providing technical assistance to states and regional bodies to facilitate
development of suitable infrastructure and regulatory policies, coordinating transmission
permitting on Federal land, and authorizing cross-border transmission lines, and analyzing the
electricity system and the its ability to utilize advancing technology economically and reliably.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Overall, reduced funding would slow OE's well-thought out effort to continue the rapid recent
progress in transforming the electricity network to deliver greater security, reliability,
sustainability and economy using smart grid and other capabilities.
x Reduced funding would be a poor signal and a setback to advanced technology developers and
to the state and regional bodies working to improve regulatory policies for the electricity grid,
and reduce the prospects for American technology and industry leadership.
x Reduced funding would slow the rate at which the electricity grid can increasingly rely on gridinteractive consumer equipment and intermittent renewable electricity generation to displace
reliance on fossil generation.
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K͛ƐKĨĨŝĐĞŽĨ^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ;K^ͿŚĂƐĂďƌŽĂĚŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƚŽĂĚǀĂŶĐĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚĚĞůŝǀĞƌ
scientific tools that transform our understanding of nature, with an aim of advancing the energy,
economic and national security of the United States. While much of the work of OS is beyond
the direct focus of the environmental community, a large amount does directly contribute to
sound environmental understanding and outcomes. Notably, OS supports several cross-agency
climate-change research initiatives, biological research that will ultimately benefit the affordable
production of clean, renewable biofuels.
Beyond these direct benefits, much of the remainder of OS's work supports a broad, vital
ecosystem of innovation and education upon which more applied science and emerging
technologies draw. For example, OS provides 40 percent of the total funding for basic research
in the physical sciences, oversees our national laboratories (which represent one of the largest
scientific research systems in the world), and is widely involved in science education. This work
can have direct, practical and unpredicted results. For example, basic research done at DOE's
Advanced Photon Source helped lead to the breakthrough that enabled electric vehicle batteries
being manufactured today.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced funding in general would slow the ability for some science researchers across the
country in universities and national labs to apply their enormous technical expertise to a better
understanding of an array of physical science, including those useful for addressing practical
energy and the environmental issues.
x Reduced funding for the Biological and Environmental Research Program in particular would
harm the rapidly increasing understanding of climate change and of biology useful for the future
development of affordable, clean biofuels.
x Reduced funding of other OS programs would decrease the prospects for unanticipated
technology benefits that sometimes emerge from improved scientific understanding.
x Reduced funding for advanced technical education across the country would result in a
workforce of the future with less in-depth technical capability and expertise.
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ADVANCED RESEARCH PROJECTS AGENCY ʹ ENERGY
The Advanced Research Projects Agency - Energy (ARPA-E) is enormously important cog in the
U.S. energy innovation chain, supporting innovative, transformational energy technologies in
their earliest stages of development. Success of ARPA-E's mission will enhance the United
States' economic and energy security by helping bring to market new technologies that reduce
our dependence on energy imports, reduce energy-related emissions, improve our energy
efficiency, and ensure we maintain a lead in advanced technology. The agency also provides a
model for innovative DOE operations and processes. It coordinates closely with other DOE
programs, the private sector and academia to identify those well-suited technology
opportunities where others are not making investments. ARPA-E uses a comprehensive merit
review process to select projects based on their potential benefits and the strength of the
technical approaches and project teams. While not all ARPA-E-supported technologies will
successfully reach the marketplace, if even a fraction do as expected, they will transform the
way that energy is generated, stored and used.
ARPA- ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ŚŝŐŚůǇ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ƐŝŶĐĞ ŝƚƐ ůĂƵŶĐŚ ŝŶ ϮϬϬϵ͕ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐ ͞ĞůĞĐƚƌŽĨƵĞůƐ͟ ;ŶŽŶbiomass based next generation transportation fuels), vehicle batteries, innovative
thermodevices for building efficiency, alternatives to critical rare earth metals, advanced
materials for carbon capture, grid-scale energy storage, and natural gas technologies for
transportation systems. Several of the initial investments have already received large, privatesector follow-on funding, demonstrating that they are on a path towards commercialization.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced ARPA-E funding would reduce the depth and breadth of highly promising,
transformational energy technology development that could greatly increase America's energy
and economic security. ARPA-E has identified the need and opportunity to make additional
investments in critical areas that would be foregone without adequate funding.
x Reduced funding would stop researchers across the country in universities, large and small
businesses and national labs from bringing their promising early stage technologies towards
market. Notably, the last round of ARPA-E funding was awarded to 66 projects in 24 states.
x Reduced funding would mean a smaller pipeline of successful ARPA-E projects ready for private
sector investment and commercialization over the next few years, reducing the prospects for

3-7

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

3 ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION
ENERGY INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION
The Energy Information Administration (EIA) performs the vital role of providing impartial,
independent energy information. Their Annual Energy Outlook, International Energy Outlook,
monthly and annual electric power updates, wholesale power data, and power plant database,
among many other data sources, help make our work far more effective than it would otherwise
be. EIA's work is particularly crucial given the link between energy, the economic, the
environment, and national security.
EIA's reports are widely used by Congress, federal and state government, the private sector, the
media and other stakeholders in the policy-making process. Without the EIA's reports, our
ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ĚĂƚĂ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĨĂƌ ŵŽƌĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝĂů ĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞƐ ŚĞůĚ ďǇ Ɖƌŝvate
companies. Transparent data inputs are a prerequisite for open, democratic processes and the
public's ability to evaluate assumptions and claims.
In addition to informing the policymaking process, EIA's analyses support a wide range of
investment and operating decisions. One example is the impact of EIA's weekly natural gas
storage and petroleum product inventories reports on energy markets, with prices often moving
as new, accurate information becomes available. Another example is the Commercial Building
Energy Consumptions Survey (CBECS), which is used to benchmark building energy use,
facilitating efforts to increase energy efficiency in both the public and private sector.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced EIA funding would diminish the depth, breadth, timeliness of information that is vital
for policy-making, energy industry investment and operations, from natural gas production to
building energy management to development of electricity generation and transmission
facilities.
x Importantly, EIA is continuing to enhance not only its data collection and analyses, but also the
ease of access to that information by stakeholders. Reduced funding would impede these
valuable efforts.
x Among the many examples of how reduced EIA funding would harm critical activities, the most
recent CBECS data is badly out of date, from 2003. EIA is in the midst of a comprehensive
program to update that data to 2012. Notably, CBECS data is the core of the ENERGY STAR
building energy rating system, which is widely used across the country by managers of both
private and public buildings as they identify and prioritize opportunities for improving the

3-8

COUNCIL ON ENVIROMENTAL QUALITY
DEPARTMENT OF HOME LAND SECURITY
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
U.S AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT

Council on Enviromental Quality
Department of Home land Security
Department of State
U.S Agency for International
Development

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

4 COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

The National Environmental Policy Act & The Council On Environmental Quality
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was enacted by overwhelming bi-partisan
majorities and signed into law in 1970. NEPA requires federal agencies to fully assess the
environmental effects of their proposed actions. This assessment ensures that major federal
ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƌŝŐŽƌŽƵƐ ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ ĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŽƵƌ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ
made in a transparent manner, providing the public an opportunity to have a say in federal
ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞŝƌĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͕ƚŚĞŝƌĨĂŵŝůŝĞƐ͛ŚĞĂlth, and their quality of life.
NEPA originally applied to all major federal actions that may significantly affect the
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘ ZĞĐĞŶƚ ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂů ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŚĂǀĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ EW͛Ɛ ƌĞĂĐŚ͕ ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ĨŽƌ
transportation projects. To comply with NEPA, federal agencies assess and disclose the potential
environmental effects of their actions in an Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact
Statement. In preparing these documents, the agencies must summarize the environmental
impacts of their proposed action and alternatives, as well as the interrelated economic, health,
or social effects. This process provides citizens an opportunity to learn about the actions that
federal agencies are proposing and offers agencies an opportunity to receive valuable input
from the public, state and local governments, other agencies, and other stakeholders. NEPA
does not require agencies to choose the most environmentally-friendly option, but it does
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĂƚĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͞ůŽŽŬďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞǇůĞĂƉ͟ĂŶĚĞŶƐƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚĨĞĚĞƌal decisions are made in a
transparent and responsible manner.
NEPA also created the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which has the primary
responsibility of ensuring that agencies meet their obligations under NEPA. CEQ was established
to serve ĂƐ ƚŚĞ WƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ ďŽĚǇ͘  KŶĞ ŽĨ Y͛Ɛ ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ
responsibilities is to ensure that agencies meet their obligations under NEPA by providing
oversight on NEPA through the issuance and interpretation of NEPA regulations, as well as
reviewing and approving federal agency NEPA procedures.
Adequate funding and staff for CEQ and federal agencies to meet their NEPA obligations ensures
that as we confront the challenges of harmonizing our economic, environmental, and social
goals, we make transparent decisions based on the best available information.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Sequestration-driven budget cuts risk the ability of all federal agencies to meet their NEPA
obligations ʹ obligations which are critical to ensuring federal projects and permitting proceed
as cost-effectively, transparently, fully-informed, and expeditiously as possible. NEPA routinely
results in better projects by identifying environmental costs, unnecessary expenses, and
avoiding controversy by engaging all stakeholders ʹ including local governments, businesses,
and citizens ʹ who will be affected.
x Budget cuts to the already underfunded CEQ would threaten the critical leadership and
coordinating role CEQ plays in the development and execution of environmental policy within
ƚŚĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞƌĂŶĐŚ͘Y͛ƐƌŽůĞŝƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ͕ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĞƵƌŐĞŶĐǇĂŶĚĐƌŽƐƐcutting nature of global warming and other current environmental challenges. To enable CEQ
to serve effectively in its role as environmental advisor, policy-maker, coordinator, and overseer
of NEPA compliance, the staff and budget of CEQ should not be decreased.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Further cuts to CEQ would jeopardize key initiatives including: the Interagency Rapid Response
Team for Transmission which is working to build the needed transmission infrastructure for the
energy sector, and the Plan for Retrospective Review of Existing Regulations aimed at reducing
the cost and time of environmental reviews.
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INTRODUCTION

FEMA plays a critical role helping communities prepare for, respond to, and recover from
disasters. Increasing community resilience is critical when adapting to increased threats from
natural disasters. Communities that engage in mitigation before a storm, and have a plan ready
and in place to guide recovery after a storm, recover faster and are more resilient in the long
term. Proactive planning to engage in mitigation including the utilization of natural buffers like
floodplains, wetlands, and dunes will make communities rebuild wiser and stronger in the long
term.
The importance of increasing community resilience to climate change impacts has become more
apparent to communities following catastrophic natural disasters in recent years. In 2012
Hurricane Sandy ravaged the east coast, causing billions of dollars in damage. The previous year
catastrophic flooding events resulted in over $10 billion dollars in damages, 78 deaths, and 58
federal disaster declarations covering 33 states. Climate change impacts are being felt in the
form of more severe storms and sea level ƌŝƐĞ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ &D͛Ɛ ŚĂǌĂƌĚ ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĨůŽŽĚ
insurance programs more important than ever to help communities prepare for disasters in a
way that reduces their risk, the burden on the federal taxpayer, and protects the environment
by restoring floodplains to open space.
In 2012, Congress passed bipartisan reforms to the National Flood Insurance Program that will
improve floodplain mapping and hazard mitigation programs, and will reduce subsidies that
encourage development in the floodplain. Investing in implementation of these improvements
now will save taxpayers by reducing disaster assistance costs in the long run.
The Stafford Act, Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) provides grants to state, Indian tribes, and local
governments, or communities on behalf of individuals, after a presidential disaster declaration
in the wake of a significant disaster to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures. The
HMGP enables mitigation measures to reduce the loss of life and property due to natural
disasters and to enable mitigation measures to be implemented during the immediate recovery
from a disaster. Projects are required to provide long-term and cost-effective solutions to a
problem. Funding is provided at a 75% federal cost share. Funds under this program are a
primary source of financing for voluntary buy-outs of flood-prone propertiesͶparticularly
repetitive loss propertiesͶand relocations out of the floodplain to higher ground. To date, the
program has provided more than $1.1 billion in mitigation funding for projects including
acquisition and relocation of structures from hazard-prone areas, drainage improvement
projects, and elevation of flood-prone structures.
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Fund
Poorly planned floodplain development has put countless people in danger and eroded natural
flood protections. The Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM), run by FEMA and administered
by each state, helps communities dramatically reduce disruption and loss caused by floods and
other natural disasters. The goal of the program is to reduce risks to people and structures,
thereby minimizing reliance on federal relief in the event of a catastrophe. Under the program,
priority should be given to those projects that provide funding for relocation and acquisition of
ĨůŽŽĚƉƌŽŶĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐƚŽŵŽǀĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŽƵƚŽĨŚĂƌŵ͛ƐǁĂǇ͘ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂƉƉůǇŝŶŐĨŽƌWD
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funding for the purpose of flood damage mitigation must be participating members of the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
The National Flood Insurance Act, National Flood Mitigation Program
The Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 made significant improvements to
&D͛Ɛ ŵŝtigation programs funded through the National Flood Insurance Program. Three
programs that undertake very similar activities- Flood Mitigation Assistance, Repetitive Flood
Claims, and Severe Repetitive Loss Program- were simplified and combined into the National
Flood Mitigation Program. This reform will reduce administration costs and get funding out the
door to communities more efficiently. The new program will assist communities in the elevation,
acquisition, and relocation of NFIP-insured structures. These mitigation activities save lives by
ŵŽǀŝŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞŽƵƚŽĨŚĂƌŵ͛ƐǁĂǇ͕ƐĂǀĞƚĂǆƉĂǇĞƌŵŽŶĞǇďǇĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽƉĂǇĨŽƌĨůŽŽĚ
insurance claims to properties that flood repeatedly, and will protect the environment by deedrestricting vacated floodplain land for open space uses in perpetuity.
National Flood Mapping Program
Flood Map Modernization (Map Mod), Risk Mapping, Assessment, and Planning (Risk
MAP), Technical Mapping Advisory Council
Obsolete, almost antiquated maps pose one of the greatest challenges to safeguarding
communities from repeated flooding, protecting floodplains, and maintaining solvency of the
EĂƚŝŽŶĂů&ůŽŽĚ/ŶƐƵƌĂŶĐĞWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͘/ŶϮϬϭϮ͕ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĞĚĂŶĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ&D͛ƐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ
map improvement program as well as a Technical Mapping Advisory Council to recommend
improvements to flood maps including future conditions and sea level rise impacts. Through the
Map Modernization effort, FEMA is producing up-to-date and modernized flood maps in
cooperation with local, regional, or state agencies for areas at high risk of flooding. Estimated to
be used over 30 million times each year, these maps are critical as they are used to assign riskbased premiums for flood insurance rates, inform disaster response planning, and are widely
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞĚ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ĨůŽŽĚƉůĂŝŶ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƚŽŽů ĨŽƌ ŬĞĞƉŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞŽƵƚ ŽĨ ŚĂƌŵ͛Ɛ ǁĂǇ
and protecting floodplains. Also a collaborative effort with states and communities, Risk MAP is
improving the data and technology used in flood maps and increasing public awareness which
leads to mitigation actions that reduce risk to life and property.
Dam Safety and Security Act, National Dam Safety Program
There are more than 79,000 dams in the United States, many of which were built more than 50
years ago and are reaching the end of their expected lifespan. The National Dam Safety Program
ǁĂƐĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐĂĨĞƚǇĂŶĚƐĞĐƵƌŝƚǇĂƌŽƵŶĚĚĂŵƐ͘ďŽƵƚϵϱйŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĚĂŵƐ
are monitored and inspected by state dam safety officials, including more than 11,000 high
hazard dams (meaning that failure will likely result in loss of life) and more than 4,000 dams that
ĂƌĞĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ͞ƵŶƐĂĨĞ͘͟dŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĨƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŽƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŽƌƵŶƚŚĞŝƌƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ
program, research funding to enhance technical expertise, and training sessions for dam safety
inspectors. Often the costs of maintaining safe dams outweigh the benefits the dams provide
and communities will choose to remove their obsolete dams. Additionally, the National Dam
Safety Program is charged with educating the public, including dam owners, about their
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶƐĂĨĞĚĂŵƐĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞŬĞĞƉƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŽƵƚŽĨŚĂƌŵ͛ƐǁĂǇ͘
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low funding could undermine Federal EmergencǇ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŐĞŶĐǇ͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚ ƚŽ
incidents of terrorism and other catastrophic events. Sequestration will have significant impacts
ŽŶ&D͛ƐŝƐĂƐƚĞƌZĞůŝĞĨƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘
x DĂŶǇ ŽĨ &D͛Ɛ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ĨůŽŽĚ ŵĂƉƉŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚŝŽŶ ŐƌĂŶƚƐ͕ ŚĞůƉ ƚo increase
community resilience to natural disasters resulting in decreased costs to the federal taxpayer
over the long term. Without accurate flood maps communities will allow development in floodprone areas. Every dollar FEMA spends on mitigation saves four dollars in avoided future disaster
costs, five dollars in the case of flooding. Without investment in these programs now, the federal
taxpayers will spend more in disaster recovery in the long term.
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International Conservation Programs
dŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ƌƵŶŽƵƚŽĨƚŚĞƵƌĞĂƵŽĨKĐĞĂŶƐ
and International Environment and Scientific Affairs, supports cooperative approaches to
conservation challenges. Core financial contributions go to international organizations including
the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES),
the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, the World Conservation Union (IUCN), the International
Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO), and the UN Convention to Combat Desertification
(UNCCD).These contributions are especially important to curbing illegal wildlife trade, a major
source of finance for international crime syndicates and networks that have been linked to
terrorist organizations. Support from the U.S. to ASEAN countries in recent years has improved
their interdiction of trafficked wildlife products and increased the number of arrests. Other
programs have preserved globally significant wetlands, promoted conservation and sustainable
management of forests worldwide, and provided a forum for international debate on key
conservation topics.
For more information, go to: http://www.state.gov
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x In 2012 the State Department under Secretary of State Clinton made fighting wildlife trafficking a
priority, noting that the illegal industry had become more dangerous and widespread than ever
before. Curtailing funding would undermine programs that are just underway and hurt efforts to
dismantle criminal syndicates that have been linked to terrorist organizations.
Multilateral Funds to Combat Climate Change
In a world that is increasingly focused to adapt and mitigate the effects of climate change,
investing in international efforts to deploy clean energy, protect forest and reduce emissions for
deforestation and forest degradation (REDD), is a smart and strategic U.S. policy. International
investments to deal with the challenges of climate change and extreme weather variability are
essential to promote national security and minimize instability. Furthermore, it provides
economic opportunities for U.S. businesses and workers, and can provide major cost savings
through disaster prevention, protecting critical forest areas and biodiversity, and preserving
decades of U.S. investments in global development.
The Green Climate Fund (GFC) established in 2010 by the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) is vital to addressing global climate change in the
future. It is designed around building the capability of developing nations to increase resilience
to climate change impacts and undertake low-carbon development actions. The GFC governing
board became fully operational in August 2012 and is attempting to become the leading
international climate fund by complementing, and possibly replacing, many existing multilateral
climate change funds. By improving on problems identified by government and civil society in
existing climate funds, many envision the GCF as the primary vehicle for delivering the $100
billion per year that countries pledged to contribute by 2020 at the 2009 UNFCCC Conference of
the Parties in Copenhagen.
For more information, go to: http://gcfund.net/home.html
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Lower funding would eliminate opportunities to spur clean energy, address deforestation, and
adapt to climate change in developing countries. Specific projects in the pipeline would have to
be cut or curtailed as a result of cuts. In addition, lower funding for multilateral funds to combat
climate change could stall the transition of power to the Green Climate Fund and prevent the
disbursement of funds that are necessary to halt climate change.
Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF)
Emissions from deforestation and land-use changes account for 14-17% of annual emissions, an
amount equivalent to the annual emissions from the global transport sector. The REDD+ (reduce
emissions from deforestation and forest degradation) programs in developing countries work to
deliver emissions reductions while also protecting critical habitats, such as the rain forest. The
^ƚĂƚĞ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐ ƚŽ Zн ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ tŽƌůĚ ĂŶŬ͛Ɛ Forest Carbon
Partnership Facility (FCPF).
The FCPF is divided into two funds, the Readiness Fund, and the Carbon Fund. The Readiness
Fund rewards relatively small grants (roughly $4 million USD) to help finance development of
national REDD+ strategies and institutional frameworks. It currently supports 37 partner
countries in the early phases of REDD+ readiness. The Carbon Fund is currently piloting largeƐĐĂůĞ ͞ƉĂǇ ĨŽƌ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ͟ Zн ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ ƚŽ ƚĞƐƚ ĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌŬƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ
systems in approximately five countries. REDD+ policies and programs work towards protecting
the future of the forest system by promoting improved forest governance, protecting the rights
of indigenous and local communities, and building capacity for community-based forest
management. Support from the U.S. will demonstrate the commitment this nation has towards
the ideals of transparency, environmental integrity and the rights of indigenous peoples.
For more information, go to: http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cutting funding to the FCPF could have a direct impact on the amount of emissions released into
the atmosphere. As an institution committed to REDD, the FCPF plays an essential role in
stopping deforestation, the third leading cause in global emissions. Reducing these emissions is
essential to slowing climate change.
x REDD+ goals advance the rights of indigenous and local communities by building capacity for
community-based forest management. Budget cuts dictated by the sequester could impact
programs that develop the tools that allow local communities to practice sustainable forestry
instead of deforestation.
Adaptation Programs
Even with an increased effort to curb contributing sources of climate change, the effects of a
changed environment are already here. Extreme weather events are more frequent and severe
and further exacerbate issues of food security and water scarcity in regions that are already
struggling to develop. By helping the most vulnerable nations and communities adapt to
climate-inspired instability, the United States demonstrates its power as a global leader
dedicated to helping those in need.
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The U.S. Department of State contributes to two multilateral climate funds managed by the
Global Environment Facility under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. The Least
Developed Countries Fund (LDCF), established in 2001, targets the needs of least developed
countries though the preparation, financing and implementation of National Adaptation
WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐŽĨĐƚŝŽŶ;EWƐͿ͕ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƉůĂŶƐƚŚĂƚƉƌŝŽƌŝƚŝǌĞƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĂĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛ƐŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ
needs to adapt to climate change. Thus far, the LDCF has supported the preparation of 49
NAPAs, 47 of which have already been implemented.
The Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) is a second multinational fund with the objective of
supporting programs that are country-driven and integrated into national development and
poverty-reducing strategies. The fund finances long and short-term projects related to
adaptation and clean technology cooperation, including capacity building, economic
diversification, technology transfer, and management in a wide range of areas.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x State Department funding for adaptation programs target countries that are most in need and
prepare them to deal with a changing climate. The sequester threatens to derail investments and
progress that has already been made, leaving many countries vulnerable to disasters that could
hurt their development and cost lives.
x Studies show that up-front investments in disaster risk reduction have cost savings of $7 for
every $1 spent. Furthermore, investing in community-based adaptation can result in an increase
in per capita incomes of $2.10 a day, while failure to invest can decrease incomes to below
$1/day. Funding these programs now could save a significant amount of money in disaster relief
and development aid in the future.
International Agreements on Climate Change and Ozone Pollution
The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was initiated in
1990 by the United Nations and signed at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro by the heads
of 154 countries, including President George H.W. Bush. Since 1994, 192 countries have ratified
the Convention, acknowledging that increasing anthropogenic emissions of CO2 and other
greenhouse gases threatens to destabilize the global climate system and there is a need to set
an overall framework for intergovernmental efforts to tackle the challenges created by climate
change. The stated goal of the Convention is to stabilize the amount of greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere at a level that will allow ecosystems to adapt naturally, not compromise food
security, and avoid endangering sustainable social and economic development. The UNFCC has
played a role in establishing a number of other climate change institutions such as the Special
Climate Change Fund, the Least Developed Countries Fund, and, more recently, the Green
Climate Fund.
For more information, go to: http://unfccc.int/2860.php
The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) is the leading international body for the
assessment of climate change. This scientific body was established by the United Nations
Environment Program (UNEP) and the World Meteorological Organization (WMO) to provide the
world with a clear scientific view on the current state of knowledge in climate change and its
potential environmental and socio-ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘ dŚŽƵƐĂŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ /W͛Ɛ
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194 member countries contribute to its work on a voluntary basis. The IPCC is currently
preparing its 5th comprehensive assessment of the state of the science on global climate change,
to be released in final form in 2014.
For more information, go to: http://www.ipcc.ch/
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Decreasing funds to the UNFCCC and IPCC would be a mistake at a time when the U.S. has
pledged to become a leader on climate change. These institutions have been vital in securing a
global solution to climate change that is informed by science.
The Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer
The Montreal Protocol on Substances That Deplete the Ozone Layer is an international treaty
designed to protect the ozone layer by phasing out the production of numerous substances
believed to be responsible for ozone depletion. President Reagan signed the treaty in 1987, and
it was ratified by the U.S. Senate the following spring. All of the countries in the United Nations
have ratified the treaty, which has been called the single most successful international
agreement to date.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Sequestration cuts to programs sponsored by the Montreal Protocol would stall steps to address
ozone layer depletion and be a step backwards in the fight against climate change. It could also
be counter-productive to the idea of the United States as a global leader.
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Biodiversity Conservation Program
Most U.S. foreign assistance for on-the-ground conservation is delivered through USAID and its
robust portfolio of conservation and forestry programs. These help protect some of the largest,
most at-risk natural landscapes and the livelihoods of millions of people who directly depend on
natural resources for their survival and economic growth. By maintaining and restoring the
natural resources that supply fertile soil, clean water, food and medicine, these USAID programs
play an important role in long-term U.S. foreign policy objectives.
For more information, go to: http://www.usaid.gov/our_work/environment/biodiversity/
Potential budget/Sequestration impacts:
x USAID biodiversity promote competitiveness of U.S. businesses by ensuring the sustainability of
supply chains, strengthening trade relationships around the world and preventing illegal
products from flooding legitimate markets and undercutting American products.
x Biodiversity programs through USAID promote partnerships between the private sector, foreign
governments and local people. Through these programs, opportunities are created for American
businesses and jobs are created for local communities.
Sustainable Landscapes Program (SLP)
Global deforestation accounts for up to 14-17% of global greenhouse gas emissions, addressing
forest conversion to agriculture, and other land use changes are cost-effective and readily
available solutions to battle rising global emissions. Recognizing that forests, agricultural
systems, wetlands and grasslands store a significant portion of global carbon stocks, h^/͛Ɛ
Sustainable Landscapes (SLP) portfolio is guŝĚĞĚŝŶůĂƌŐĞƉĂƌƚďǇƚŚĞh͘^͘ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ƐZĞĚƵĐŝŶŐ
Emissions for Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) strategy, currently focused on
ensuring readiness in developing countries to implement REDD+.
h^/͛Ɛ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ>ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŚĂƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚƐŝǆƚĞĞŶƚĂƌŐĞƚĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐĂŶĚƐŝǆƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů
platforms to implement projects that seek to strengthen country capacity to develop systems
for forest carbon measurement and monitoring. In addition, these programs will conduct
greenhouse gas inventories and support the application of science and technology for improving
management and monitoring systems. These efforts look to integrate efficiency, transparency
and coherence into the forest carbon monitoring, reporting, and verifying processes. By
instituting these programs and targeting national frameworks as part of REDD+ readiness, SLP
will promote integrated land management outcomes in agroforestry and restoration of
degraded lands.
Potential budget/Sequestration impacts:
x According to the U.S. National Cancer Institute, 70 percent of plants identified as having anticancer characteristics are found only in tropical forests. Cuts to the Sustainable Landscapes
program will hurt efforts to protect those forests that are most in danger of disappearing, forests
that could help in the fight against cancer.
x Low funding for the SLP could affect programs that combat deforestation, the third largest
source of carbon emissions after coal and oil. With less funding, many initiatives will be forced to
scale-back efforts that prepare countries to adopt REDD+ strategies that are vital to slowing
down forest degradation.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Cuts to funding would come at a time when critical results are just beginning to be observed. In
2010, at least 930,000 people increased their incomes through sustainable natural resource
management and conservation activities.
Adaptation Program
Targeted and well-planned U.S. climate change investments in adaptation are helping
communities in developing countries build capacity to adapt to impacts such as severe weather
events, decreased water availability, and shifting seasons and disease vectors. The
consequences of a changing climate are already fast pushing communities, particularly the
poorest and most marginalized around the world, beyond their capacity to respond. The USAID
Adaptation Program uses science and analysis to support resilience efforts in partner countries
that address the dangers prompted by climate change. The program supports efforts in the
developing world to integrate climate resiliency strategies into development, national health,
and disaster risk reduction plans in order to mitigate threats and promote international
development and peace.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Sequestration and a lowering of funds to the adaptation program will come at a time when the
program is most needed. With the effects of climate change already manifesting in droughts,
food shortages, and more extreme weather, support for adaptation programs that help
vulnerable nations and communities should increase, rather than face budgetary cuts.
x USAID is currently working to develop resilience to climate change in areas that are most at risk
of food-shortages. With estimates that climate change could decrease crop yields in the tropics
and sub-tropics by 10-20%, now is the time to put measures in place to help communities survive
these types of food shortages.
x Studies show that up-front investments in disaster risk reduction have cost savings of $7 for
every $1 spent. Furthermore, investing in community-based adaptation can result in an increase
in per capita incomes of $2.10 a day, while failure to invest can decrease incomes to below
$1/day. Funding these programs now could save a significant amount of money in disaster relief
and development aid in the future.
Clean Energy Program (CEP)
With energy demand and CO2 emissions set to rise higher than previously expected according to
the 2012 IEA World Energy Outlook, fossil fuels remain the principal source of energy
worldwide, especially in the developing world. It is predicted that while the combined share of
oil, gas and coal will decrease, its global share of energy in 2035 will still be 75% with usage in
absolute terms expected to rise. Unless substantial changes are made to energy policy, fossil
fuels will continue to be a major contributing factor to emissions and climate change. The Clean
Energy Program (CEP) under USAID promotes the sustainable use of renewable energy
technologies, energy efficient end-use technologies, carbon sequestration, and carbon
accounting.
Guided by its 2012-ϮϬϭϲ ůŝŵĂƚĞ ŚĂŶŐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ^ƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͕ h^/͛Ɛ ĐůĞĂŶ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ
investments are targeted to those countries and regions that fit specific criteria, including 1)
4 - 11

US AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4 BILATERAL INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE FUNDING

existing major emitters, 2) countries projected to significantly increase greenhouse gas
emissions under business-as-usual scenarios, and 3) partners most able and ready to
demonstrate leadership in clean energy development. Under the flagship initiative, Capacity for
Low Emission Development Strategies (EC-LEDS) program, USAID provides technical assistance
ĂŶĚ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĐŽƵŶƚƌŝĞƐ͛ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ƚŽ ĚĞǀĞůŽƉ ĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ-wide, long-term low
emission development strategies with assistance from the Department of State, Department of
Energy, the Environmental Protection Agency, and others.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low levels of funding for the CEP could endanger efforts to promote sustainability and lowcarbon solutions for nations that could spur economic growth in the rapidly growing field of
clean energy.
x In India, a USAID investment of just $9 million leveraged an additional $200 million in private
sector investments and saved 26 million tons of C0 2 emissions. Sequester-driven budgetary cuts
could halt new investment and slow contributions from the private sector to co-finance new
projects.
Population Assistance Program
Since 1965, the U.S. government has provided family planning and reproductive health services
in the developing world as part of its foreign assistance program. There are an estimated 222
million women in the most impoverished parts of the world who want to delay or end
childbearing but do not have access to modern contraceptives. The lack of access to modern
contraception is a key driver of the 75 million annual unintended pregnancies worldwide and
the resulting yearly net increase in global population of 84 million people. At the end of 2011,
world population reached 7 billion, and the next billion people is expected to be added within
12 years. Population growth in the developing world remains a contributor to deforestation,
desertification, the degradation of oceans and waterways, and loss of biodiversity and
endangered species.
Moreover, family planning and reproductive health should be part of larger strategies for
climate change mitigation and adaptation. Alongside other necessary efforts to reduce
emissions, particularly in developed countries, slower population growth in developing
countries will contribute to slower growth of global GHG emissions and make overall reductions
easier to achieve while reducing the scale of human vulnerability to the effects of climate
ĐŚĂŶŐĞ͘ &ƵƌƚŚĞƌ͕ h^/͛Ɛ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ integrated population, health
and environment (PHE) activities, historically funded solely by family planning assistance, can be
applied to climate change adaptation and offer lessons on how effective community
engagement, country-level coordination and cross-sectoral project design can help increase
resilience of local communities to climate change, while also promoting sustainable natural
resource use.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
The United States government spent $610 million on overseas family planning and reproductive
health programs in FY 2012. According to a recent analysis, each decrease of $10 million in U.S.
funding would result in the following:
x 520,000 fewer women and couples would receive contraceptive services and supplies;
x 150,000 more unintended pregnancies, and 70,000 more unplanned births, would occur;
x 70,000 more abortions would take place;
x 400 more maternal deaths would occur;
x 2,000 more children would lose their mothers.
Family planning stands out as an opportunity to improve the health of women and children, while
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ͛Ɛ ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐĞ ƚŽ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐͶadditional cuts would risk lives and
undermine real progress towards a sustainable future.
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National Landscape Conservation System
dŚĞ ƵƌĞĂƵ ŽĨ >ĂŶĚ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ;>DͿ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů >ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ^ǇƐƚĞŵ ;EĂƚŝŽŶĂů
Conservation Lands) comprises 27 million acres of congressionally and presidentially designated
protected public lands and waters. The National Conservation Lands, which include National
Monuments, National Conservation Areas, Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, National Scenic
and Historic Trails, and Wild and Scenic Rivers and other designations, contain some of the last
places where one can experience the rich cultural history and scenic beauty of the American
West. The National Conservation Lands provide critical wildlife habitat, clean air and water,
innumerable recreational opportunities and open space near fast-growing cities. Furthermore,
they provide countless research opportunities due to their astounding cultural, historic, and
paleontological resources.
The National Conservation Lands contribute significantly to local economies across the West.
Though they represent only 1/10th of the lands administered by the BLM, the National
Conservation Lands consistently draw one third of all visitors to BLM lands. Furthermore, the
BLM states that recreation in the National Conservation Lands created approximately 20,000
jobs in 2010. The National Conservation Lands create jobs and drive economic development in
the mostly rural areas near the units managed as part of this system. Although the National
Conservation Lands provide significant economic and recreational benefits to the BLM and
ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ŝŶƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƐ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ƚŚĞ >D͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ
steward these magnificent landscapes.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Fewer resources for essential cultural and historic resource protection, including signing trails,
closing illegal and unnecessary routes, and inventorying and protecting sites, could lead to
vandalism, looting and destruction of our irreplaceable national heritage.
x Access to outdoor recreation opportunities such as hiking, camping, hunting, fishing, and selfdirected wilderness adventure could be severely restricted.
x Law enforcement and interpretive staff may be stretched even thinner, which would make it
more difficult to ensure visitor safety and provide visitor education.
x Fewer resources to monitor and inventory boundaries and roads could leave these lands
vulnerable to degradation from reckless off-road vehicle use.
Cultural Resources
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages 258 million acres of federal public lands, the
most of any federal agency, including 21 National Historical Landmarks, 5 World Heritage Sites,
ĂŶĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ Ϯϲϯ͕ϬϬϬ ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĞĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ >D͛Ɛ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů
Landscape Conservation System. BLM is responsible for diverse portfolio resources from iconic
lighthouses to cultural landscapes containing prehistoric hunting sites, ancient villages, kivas,
cliff dwellings, historic mining ghost towns, WWII Japanese Internment camps and lands of great
spiritual significance to Pueblos and Tribes. Under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
the BLM is directed to proactively identify, evaluate and nominate historic properties under its
care to the National Register of Historic Places, as well as manage and maintain historic
properties in a way that protects and preserves them.
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In order to protect your historic and cultural resources you must know what you own, but sadly
in the 34 years since the enactment of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA)
only 8.9% of the land managed by the BLM has been surveyed for cultural resources and the
resources on 91% of those lands remain unknown. Surveys are important because they inform
the agency of their resources and reduce conflicts between historic preservation and other land
uses by creating certainty for projects developed on those lands. This is of particular importance
when large areas of land are required for the development of industrial solar and wind projects.
Funding for increased cultural resources inventories on lands in demand for energy
development is an investment in the future of home-grown energy and American jobs.
Since 2003, the BLM Cultural Resources budget has not kept pace with inflation and lost ground
with a 15% decrease in full time staff. If the budget remained level with inflation it would be
funded at $20 million instead of the FY 12 recommendation of $16.8 million. The FY 12 budget
provides only 7 cents per acre to protect, preserve, manage and restore the largest and most
diverse collection of cultural resources managed by the federal government. Additionally, this
sub activity pays for the curation of artifacts in BLM museums and facilities and funds activities
related to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) which returns
human remains to affiliated tribes.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced funding will result in fewer patrols to monitor, protect and interpret cultural resources
potentially leading to increased theft or vandalism of these sites.
x Reductions to this bare bones budget will reduce the size of this withering staff creating
additional delays for the review of energy and other development projects.
x Reductions in funding would result in fewer staff to take ethnographies from Tribes with cultural
affiliations including sacred sites on BLM lands which would negatively impact the energy
development and transmission.
x Less repatriation of human remains will be completed under NAGPRA resulting in tribal human
remains sitting in repositories or museums indefinitely.
x Historic and prehistoric structures seeing increased visitation will not be adequately protected or
interpreted for thousands of visitors potentially leading to the destruction of those resources.
>D͛ƐKŝůĂŶĚ'ĂƐWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
The Administration has ƚĂŬĞŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐƚĞƉƐƚŽƌĞĨŽƌŵƚŚĞ>D͛ƐŽŶƐŚŽƌĞŽŝůĂŶĚŐĂƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕
in particular by issuing a new policy in May of 2010 that acknowledges that, though oil and gas
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ Ă ůĞŐŝƚŝŵĂƚĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ůĂŶĚƐ͕ ͞ŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ ĐĂƐĞƐ͕ leasing of oil and gas
resources may not be consistent with protection of other important resources and values. The
ŶĞǁ ƉŽůŝĐǇ ĂůƐŽ ĐůĂƌŝĨŝĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ͕ ͞hŶĚĞƌ ĂƉƉůŝĐĂďůĞ ůĂǁƐ ĂŶĚ ƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐ͕ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ƉƌĞƐƵŵĞĚ
preference for oil and gas development over otheƌƵƐĞƐ͘͟
/ŶĐĂƌƌǇŝŶŐŽƵƚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŶĞĞĚĞĚƌĞĨŽƌŵƐŝŶƚŚĞ>D͛ƐŽŝůĂŶĚŐĂƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ƚŚĞĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶŚĂƐ
asked Congress for additional authority to require the primary beneficiary of the program ʹ the
oil and gas industry ʹ to assume a greater share of the administrative costs of the program from
which they so richly benefit. For example, Congress authorized the BLM to charge oil and gas
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operators a $6,500 fee to help defray the costs of processing applications for drilling permits.
Congress should continue to authorize this fee.
Likewise, the BLM has asked Congress to provide it with the authority to charge operators an
ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ;/ΘͿĨĞĞŽĨƵƉƚŽΨϱ͕ϳϬϬĨŽƌĞĂĐŚůĞĂƐĞƚŽĚĞĨƌĂǇƚŚĞ>D͛ƐĐŽƐƚƐŽĨ
assuring that operators comply with their conditions of approval. The BLM estimates a savings
to taxpayers of $37,950,000 with this reform. Requiring operators to cover these costs will put
ƚŚĞ>D͛Ɛ/ΘƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŽŶĂƐŽůŝĚĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌĨƵƚƵƌĞǇĞĂƌƐ͕ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĂƐƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
beneficiaries of the program help defray its administrative costs, and avert the necessity of
͞ƌĂŝĚŝŶŐ͟ŽƚŚĞƌ>DƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐŽĨĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂƐƐƵƌĞĂŶĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŽŝůĂŶĚŐĂƐŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ
enforcement program.
The Administration also has proposed the imposition ŽĨĂΨϰ͘ϬϬƉĞƌĂĐƌĞ͞ŶŽŶ-producing lease
ĨĞĞ͘͟dŚĞĨĞĞǁŽƵůĚŚĞůƉĐƵƌďƚŚĞŚŽůĚŝŶŐŽĨĨĞĚĞƌĂůůĞĂƐĞƐĨŽƌƐƉĞĐƵůĂƚŝǀĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ͘dŚĞ>D
estimates that the imposition of such a fee would raise $330 million per year.
Finally, Congress should support the ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ƚŽ ƌĂŝƐĞ ƚŚĞ ŽŶƐŚŽƌĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů
royalty rate to at least the same level as offshore royalties (16.67 percent). As the Government
ĐĐŽƵŶƚĂďŝůŝƚǇKĨĨŝĐĞŚĂƐĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ͕͘͘͘͞ƚŚĞh͘^͘ĨĞĚĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞůŽǁĞƐƚ
government takes in the world. Collectively, the results of five studies presented in 2006 by
various private sector entities show that the United States receives a lower government take
from the production of oil in the Gulf of Mexico than do statesͶsuch as Colorado, Wyoming,
Texas, Oklahoma, California, and LouisianaͶĂŶĚ ŵĂŶǇ ĨŽƌĞŝŐŶ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ͘͟  ;'K-07-676R
Oil and Gas Royalties, Summary, p. 2, May 1, 2007) The GAO estimated that such a royalty rate
would increase revenue by $4.5 billion over 20 years. (Ibid., p. 3)
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Failure of Congress to provide authority for the BLM to assess sufficient fees on oil and gas
companies to cover administrative costs and to impose fees to cover I&E program costs,
combined with budget cuts, will result in fewer oil and gas drilling permits being issued, and
fewer inspections taking place to assure that operators are complying with the law.
x &ĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽƌĂŝƐĞƌŽǇĂůƚǇƌĂƚĞƐĂŶĚƚŽŝŵƉŽƐĞ͞ŶŽŶ-producing ůĞĂƐĞĨĞĞƐ͟ǁŝůůĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽĚĞƉƌŝǀĞ
American taxpayers of the fair market value of oil and gas produced from federal public lands
ĂŶĚĂŶŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇĨŽƌƚŚĞŽŝůĂŶĚŐĂƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƚŽŚĞůƉĐůŽƐĞƚŚĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ
budget gaps.
Wildlife and Fisheries and Threatened and Endangered Species Management
BLM manages 253 million acres, more land, and more wildlife and fish habitat than any other
federal agency, including half of the remaining habitat for the imperiled sage grouse and almost
15 million acres of prairie grasslands vital to many declining grassland dependent plants and
animals. The diverse habitat managed by BLM supports over 3,000 species of fish and wildlife,
nearly 300 plants and animals listed under the Endangered Species Act or candidates for
protection, and more than 800 rare plant species. BLM lands also play an important role in
providing outdoor recreation opportunities and for the businesses that support those activities.
Wildlife associated recreation is a significant factor in local economies, in 2010 generating $574
million from fishing, $800 million from hunting, and $2.8 billion from wildlife viewing on BLM
lands.
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The Wildlife and Fisheries Management and the Threatened and Endangered Species
Management programs fund inventory and monitoring, habitat restoration, recovery, and other
proactive conservation activities vital to maintaining healthy, functioning ecosystems and fish,
wildlife, and plant populations. Despite its extensive wildlife and habitat management
responsibilities, the total amount of funding received by the agency for these two programs
amounts to only about 35 cents per acre. In addition, annual BLM funding for recovery of
threatened and endangered species on BLM lands comes to only around ten percent of what is
required of BLM in endangered species recovery plans. Any further cuts to these already meager
programs would be devastating.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x A comprehensive effort to put in place protections for the greater sage-grouse. This majestic icon
of the West, estimated to have once numbered from 1.6 million to 16 million, has been in
decline for many decades, and the US FWS must decide if it needs protection under the
Endangered Species Act by 2015. Almost half of all sagebrush habitat has been destroyed, a loss
compounded by fragmentation of the remaining habitat. Between 1965 and 2007, population
decline was estimated at 3.1 percent each year͘ƵƚƐǁŝůůƐĞǀĞƌĞůǇŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽ
establish the conservation measures needed, such as effective planning, habitat restoration and
mapping, inventory, and assessment throughout ten western states.
x A greatly expanded effort to develop clean renewable energy on BLM lands while ensuring that
such development protects fish and wildlife populations and habitat. Of particular concern are
possible wind, and solar energy impacts on species such as golden eagles, desert tortoise, the
declining sage grouse and a variety of bat species. Cuts will hinder or prevent the inventory,
monitoring and mitigation efforts needed to avoid and minimize harmful impacts to these and
other wildlife species from siting and operations of energy projects.
x The need to address the effect of white-nose syndrome on bats on BLM lands. This fungus has
decimated up to 6.7 million bats in the U.S. and Canada in the last several years and continues to
spread. Cuts will hinder or prevent needed cave surveys to track the disease and assisting with
research to try and find a cure. The catastrophic losses of bat populations that will occur if a way
is not found to control the disease will have far reaching consequences ʹ bats play essential roles
in insect control, plant pollination, seed dissemination, and the maintenance of healthy cave
ecosystems. For example, a 2011 study found that bats provide more than $3.7 billion in pest
management services to the agriculture industry each year.
x Efforts to help listed species such as work to protect the highly endangered black-footed ferret
and its prey, the prairie dog from sylvatic plague and continued recolonization of both species in
the great plains; reintroduction and desert grassland habitat restoration to benefit the
endangered northern aplomado falcon, native to the southwest; riparian habitat restoration to
support the endangered southwestern willow flycatcher, that is found in six southwestern
states; and captive breeding and reintroduction of the threatened Chiricahua leopard frog that
lives in high elevations in the desert southwest.
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Plant Conservation
BLM lands are crucial to the conservation of more than 800 rare plant species. Providing native
seeds and seedlings for restoration projects after wildfires and other disturbances is vital to
preventing the colonization of invasive plant species that degrade habitat and ecosystem
functioning and ultimately cost more to control than preventive measures. Unfortunately, many
restoration projects currently use non-native seeds due to the unavailability of native seeds and
a failure on the part of the agency to require that natives be used. Plant Conservation is
working to resolve this by gathering information from the field regarding seed use and using
that information to develop a strategy to support restoration using native seeds. This is vitally
important work for species like sage grouse ʹ restoration efforts in sage grouse habitat are only
effective when sage brush seeds native to the ecoregion are used. Moreover, the ability to
collect and store native seed stock in the face of the looming climate change threat is more
important than ever before ʹ Plant Conservation provides a fundamental component of the
ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛ƐĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇ͘dŚŝƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĂůƐŽĚŽĞƐƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐǁŽƌŬŽĨŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ͕ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŶŐ͕
and protecting rare plants on public lands.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Cuts to this program will hinder or stop ongoing efforts such as:
x Seeds of Success, a unique partnership coordinated by BLM that includes the Royal Botanic
Gardens in England, Chicago Botanic Garden, Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower Center and others to
collect, conserve, and develop native plant materials for stabilizing, rehabilitating, and restoring
lands in the U.S. Currently its National Collection has over 14,000 native seed collections.
x Work to restore one of the largest contiguous areas of shrub-steppe habitat on the Columbia
Plateau of Washington State.
x Efforts to protect and manage plants on BLM lands necessary to the survival of pollinators such
as bees, bats, birds, and butterflies.
x The Great Basin Restoration Initiative that spans parts of Nevada, Utah, Idaho, Oregon, and
California that is working to stop the downward ecological spiral of Great Basin public lands that
has been caused by introduction of exotic grasses and noxious weeds over 150 years of
settlement and recent disastrous wildfires.
Resource Management Planning
Effective response to the land management challenges of the coming decades, including
adapting to the risks of climate change, stepping up to the challenge of responsible energy
production, and preventing further endangered species listings, hinges upon timely and
informed BLM Resource Management Plans. Keeping BLM plans relevant and up to date is
critical given the vast acreage managed by the agency and the many services provided by BLM
lands, including the provision of recreation opportunities and the conservation of wildlife,
wildlands, and water resources. Plans are the cornerstone of every on the ground action taken
by BLM, yet dozens of BLM resource management plans are under revision while many more
wait in line to be revised. This program already has been cut by nearly 25 percent since FY 10
and cannot sustain any further reductions without jeopardizing the health of BLM managed
lands and services.
Of utmost importance is funding to support sage grouse conservation planning through RMP
amendments and revisions. This planning effort, in which the costs of failure are so high, must
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be fully supported and funded, the revisions through this program and the amendments
through the Fish and Wildlife Management activity.
We are concerned that the BLM is failing to coordinate Western Oregon plan revisions with
other agencies and deviating from the framework of the Northwest Forest Plan. Indications are
ƚŚĂƚ >D͛Ɛ tĞƐƚĞƌŶ KƌĞŐŽŶ ƉůĂŶ ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ĂĚŽƉƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ
prohibited by the Northwest Forest Plan and fail to adequately address impacts to at-risk
species such as the Northern Spotted Owl and listed salmon stocks. Until the administration
articulates a comprehensive strategy to maintain high conservation standards for these forests,
we view the Western Oregon Plan Revision as premature and urge that it be delayed.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x  ĨƌĞĞǌĞ ŝŶ >D͛Ɛ ZDW ƌĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƐ ǁŝůů ĨŽƌĐĞ ƚŚĞ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ ĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐ ǁŝƚŚ
ǇĞƐƚĞƌĚĂǇ͛ƐƚŽŽůƐĂŶĚƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŬĞǇĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞƐĂŶĚƌŝƐŬƐƚŽƉƵďůŝĐ
values brought on by rapid and dramatic changes in land, habitat and watershed conditions.
BLM has identified at least 25 plans across 15 states in need of revision.
x Failure to support effective sage grouse conservation planning on BLM lands could have
disastrous consequences for both conservation and multiple-use management on Western lands.
x In many cases, outdated plans perpetuate rather than solve resource conflict problems
particularly energy development and conservation clashes. New plans, based on current
information and conditions, are better suited to deliver success across a range of goals and
objectives.
x Cuts will inhibit the BLM from successfully implementing the Solar Energy Program for Six
Western States. The BLM still must complete the rulemaking process for leasing; develop
regional mitigation plans for Solar Energy Zones (including associated data collection/survey to
support plan development); and engage in transmission planning efforts for the Solar Energy
Zones.
Landscape-level Conservation
BLM is pursuing a number of program activities at the landscape level in order to effectively
meet the complex land management challenges of the 21st century, including responding to fire
and climate change and other ecological changes as well as conducting comprehensive energy
and conservation planning. >D͛Ɛ ůŝŵĂƚĞ ŚĂŶŐĞ ĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ,ĞĂůƚŚǇ >ĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞƐ͕ ĂŶĚ
Assessment, Inventory and Monitoring (AIM) programs all contribute to landscape level
management. Planning and managing at a landscape level leads to cost and program
efficiencies within and across agency boundaries, and, to the degree possible, all federal land
management agencies should be encouraged to conduct cross-agency landscape level planning
and management in consultation with state and tribal land management agencies and other
stakeholders.
Cooperative Landscape Conservation
The Cooperative Landscape Conservation program supports the development and
implementation of strategies to conserve fish, wildlife, and habitat in the face of landscape-level
disturbances including climate change, land use change, invasive species, and energy
development. The BLM Cooperative Landscape Conservation program is closely linked to other
DOI Cooperative Landscape Conservation programs, including the Climate Science Centers

5-6

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

5 BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

(CSCs) and the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs). The funding in this program
includes the development of ground-breaking rapid ecoregional assessments (REAs) to examine
ecological conditions within large landscapes such as the Colorado Plateau or Mojave
Basin. REAs synthesize existing information on the condition of the land, for example, by
mapping important fish and wildlife habitat and integrate that information with four primary
change agents ʹ climate, wildfire, invasive species, and development, including large-scale
energy development. Ultimately, the REAs will provide BLM and other land managers with the
information they need to develop management strategies that respond to these landscape-level
challenges and proactively plan for sustainable development at appropriately large
scales. Continued funding of this program will ensure that initiated REAs are completed, new
assessments are launched in priority landscapes, and that information contained in the
assessments is transferred into useful management direction.
In addition, BLM is actively seeking collaboration with other federal, state, tribal, and private
partners to address the management issues that require cross-jurisdictional cooperation. The
funding in this program also includes on-the-ground management to implement the strategies
being developed.
This type of proactive, strategic, and forward looking initiative will be crucial to support the
agency in properly managing the unique sagebrush, grassland, and other ecosystems it
administers; conserving wide ranging species such as the sage grouse and lesser prairie chicken;
and preparing to meet the threat of global warming which already is a major cause in the spread
of noxious exotic weeds, catastrophic wildfires, severe drought, and desertification on BLM
lands.
Healthy Landscapes
As a result of drought, altered fire regimes, invasive plant and animal species, and changes in
land use associated with energy development and urban growth, BLM lands are experiencing a
period of unprecedented environmental change. The Healthy Landscapes program has become
an innovative and praiseworthy effort to address these landscape level management challenges
by targeting restoration and other conservation activities towards high priority projects at the
landscape scale. Healthy Landscapes projects will increasingly be tiered towards areas identified
in rapid ecological assessments as they are completed.
Assessments, Inventory and Monitoring
The Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) program, which integrates assessment and
monitoring activities across BLM offices, for example between Resource Management Planning
and the Wildlife and Fisheries programs, and among federal and non-federal partners, is critical
for creating efficiencies in the collection, analysis, and reporting of resource conditions on BLM
lands and beyond. Data sharing and integration lead to better, more efficient and effective
management actions. If done right, and provided with sufficient direction and resources, the
/D ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŚĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ Ă ͞ƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞ ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͟ ƚŚĂƚ͕
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĐĂŶ ͞ƉƌĞĐlude the need to list species under the Endangered
^ƉĞĐŝĞƐĐƚ͘͟dŚĞŵŽĚĞƐƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŝƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽůĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƚŚĞĚĂƚĂĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶŝŶ
other programs and will be tiered to the rapid ecological assessments as they are completed.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Cuts to this modestly funded program would:
x Prevent the BLM from completing a Rapid Ecological Assessment in the Arctic. The BLM intends
to provide access to a pipeline across the NPR-A in Alaska to carry oil from offshore drilling. The
Arctic REA is essential to properly plan for the best pipeline route to minimize impacts on
sensitive ecological resources and reduce conflicts and delays.
x Prevent the BLM from initiating a Rapid Ecological Assessment in the Southern Plains ecoregion
which includes parts of New Mexico, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, and Nebraska. The
BLM manages millions of acres of subsurface mineral rights in this sprawling area, which is home
to the lesser prairie chicken, a species currently being considered for listing under the
Endangered Species Act. The Southern Plains REA is critical to understanding the demands for
future energy development and the needs of the lesser prairie chicken to develop a landscape
approach to minimizing conflicts between the species, energy development and other users.
x Prevent BLM from initiating or completing several other REAs with similarly important
consequences.
x Slash on the ground ecological restoration projects.
x ƌŝƉƉůĞ>D͛ƐƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚ͕/ŶǀĞŶƚŽƌǇĂŶĚDŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ƌĞĚƵĐŝŶŐ>D͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĚĞƚĞĐƚ
and avoid species declines and resource conflicts.
Challenge Cost Share
dŚĞ>D͛ƐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞŽƐƚ^ŚĂƌĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĂůůŽǁƐŝƚƚŽƉĂƌƚŶĞƌǁŝƚŚƐƚĂƚĞĂŶĚůŽĐĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ͕
private individuals, companies and nongovernmental organizations to restore habitat, monitor
fish and wildlife, maintain archeological sites, repair trails, among other activities. The program,
which requires a dollar for dollar match, has been reported by the agency to average a two-toone match, and for some projects a three to one match or more, providing tremendous leverage
of federal funds. Crucial conservation work is being accomplished in field offices through
Challenge Cost Share partnerships. The Challenge Cost share program is a significant effort that
has provided important opportunities for tens of thousands of citizen volunteers to do
thousands of stewardship projects on public lands and trails in a way that cannot be duplicated
through other federal funding programs.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Even at previously higher funding levels the agency was turning away an average of $20 million
in projects that could be leveraged into $60 million or more for the total program. With further
funding cuts, more matching funds will be lost and fewer critical conservation projects will be
completed.

Energy and Minerals Management: Renewable Energy Subactivity
dŚĞƵƌĞĂƵŽĨ>ĂŶĚDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ;>DͿZĞŶĞǁĂďůĞŶĞƌŐǇWƌŽŐƌĂŵŝƐƚĂƐŬĞĚǁŝƚŚŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ
and permitting renewable energy development on our public lands while complying with the
ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛Ɛ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ-ƵƐĞ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƌŝĐŚĞƐƚ ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ĂŶĚ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů
areas. Achieving a clean energy future requires land managers to strike a balance between the
near-term impact of renewable energy development and related transmission facilities with the
long-term impacts of climate change on biological diversity and natural landscapes.
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The BLM has worked to modernize generation and transmission permitting on public lands to
better take into account the impacts of energy development early in the planning and
permitting process. Since 2009, working through the Renewable Energy Coordination Offices
(RECOs), the BLM has permitted 34 wind, solar and geothermal energy projects on public lands,
with many proposed projects in the pipeline. >D͛Ɛ ƌĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ǁŽƌŬ ǁĂƐ ĨƵŶĚĞĚ Ăƚ
$19.7 million for FY12. In 2012, the Department of the Interior exceeded the goal set by the
President of permitting 10,000 megawatts of renewable energy on public lands of which many
of those projects are currently under construction. Recently, the BLM announced that it has
focused its resources on permitting 23 renewable energy projects for 2013 and 2014 (14 solar, 6
wind, and 3 geothermal) representing about 5,300 megawatts of power. Five major transmission
ůŝŶĞƐƐƚƌĞƚĐŚŝŶŐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞǁĞƐƚĞƌŶƐƚĂƚĞƐĂƌĞĂůƐŽƉĞŶĚŝŶŐƌĞǀŝĞǁ͘ĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌ>D͛Ɛ
renewable energy program in FY14 is necessary to meet this demand and establish the U.S. as a
leader in both wind and solar technologies.
dŚĞ ZĞŶĞǁĂďůĞ ŶĞƌŐǇ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ ƉĂƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ /ŶƚĞƌŝŽƌ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ EĞǁ ŶĞƌŐǇ &ƌŽŶƚŝĞƌ
initiative, will support necessary permitting activities including early outreach to tribes, counties
and local governments. These funds also support required impact assessments for wildlife. Cuts
to these programs will handcuff developers, investors, environmentalists, and others working to
build projects in the right places, and put Americans to work on American lands.

5-9

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

5 BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project
dŚĞzĂŬŝŵĂZŝǀĞƌĂƐŝŶŝƐŚŽŵĞƚŽtĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͛ƐůĂƌŐĞƐƚEĂƚŝǀĞŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƚƌŝďĞĂŶĚĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐŽŶĞ
of the largest Bureau of Reclamation projects in the West. The various Reclamation projects in
the basin have depleted and polluted river flows, and water rights conflicts in this basin are
legendary. Partly as a result, Yakima River bull trout and steelhead are now listed under the
Endangered Species Act. Phase II of The Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project,
authorized by Congress in 1994, was designed to ameliorate these conditions for both fish and
farmers. It aims to restore the river and make better use of the existing water supplies. This
ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐĂĐŽŵƉƌŽŵŝƐĞĂŐƌĞĞĚƚŽďǇƚŚĞďĂƐŝŶ͛ƐĚŝƐƉĂƌĂƚĞƐƚĂŬĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐ͕ĂŶĚƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ
it created is a model for water conservation and water rights acquisition.
California-Federal Bay Delta Program
The California-Federal Bay Delta Program (CalFed) is a partnership between federal and
California agencies to provide a balanced, collaborative approach to the water resource
demands on the San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay watersheds. The Ecosystem Restoration
and Watershed program within CalFed works to restore and improve wildlife habitat throughout
the watershed, improve fish passage, integrate flood control and ecosystem restoration, and
implement specific watershed restoration projects in conjunction with watershed plans. The
Ecosystem Restoration program has funded more than 460 projects, restoring 100,000 acres of
fish habitat, screening 68 water intake points, and initiating 23 comprehensive watershed
programs. The Watersheds Program has awarded 116 grants totaling about $50 million to
community-based organizations for projects addressing watershed health, drinking water
quality, non-point sources of pollution, and watershed protection. In order to protect the fragile
ecosystem that an estimated 23 million Californians depend upon, CalFed must receive the
resources necessary to carry out its mission.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Failure to fund these and other regional water conservation and habitat restoration efforts could
result in the Bureau being unable to adequately cope with the demands placed on its facilities
and the ecosystems they impact in the face of a looming substantial drought in 2013. These
impacts will be felt by farmers, other water users, recreational and commercial fishing interests,
and the species that inhabit these areas.
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Cooperative Landscape Conservation and Adaptive Science
Threats to the conservation of wildlife and other natural resources are increasingly large-scale
and complex. Combined with decreasing resources among federal, state, tribal, and privatesector conservation partners, there is a need to work more effectively and efficiently across
jurisdictional boundaries. The Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the Department of the
Interior have established a nation-wide network of Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs)
to improve landscape-level coordination of conservation efforts, and to provide science and
ƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇƚŽƚĂĐŬůĞƚŽĚĂǇ͛ƐĐŽŵƉůĞǆĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ͘
Twenty two LCCs have been established covering every region of the country, including Alaska,
Hawaii and the island territories. As a relatively new program, the agencies have been building
the budgets of the LCCs and many lack funds to offer the science and technical capacity sorely
needed by partner agencies. Cuts to the program will send it backwards and will hinder crucial
projects such as the following:
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The North Pacific LCC, which includes parts of northern California, Oregon, Washington and
southern Alaska, is working on a project to identify Tribal and Native Alaskan information needs
related to conservation and management of natural and cultural resources potentially affected
by climate change, including subsistence resources.
x The Great Northern LCC, which includes parts of Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, Oregon, and
Washington, is working on a project to study the genetic connectivity (i.e. how much breeding
exchange there is between populations) of greater sage grouse. This project will be informative
to conservation managers by identifying areas of conservation importance across the range of
greater sage grouse, and by establishing an understanding of range-wide population structure.
This will provide more detailed spatial information for devising more focused and effective
conservation strategies to protect sage grouse, a candidate for listing under the Endangered
Species Act.
Endangered Species Program
The Endangered Species Act, one of the most visionary environmental laws ever passed, is
celebrating its 40th anniversary in 2013. For those 40 years, the Act has helped to prevent the
ĞǆƚŝŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞƚƌĞĂƐƵƌĞƐ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐďĞůŽǀĞĚƐǇŵďŽůƐŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞ
bald eagle, the Florida manatee, and the California condor. More than 99 percent of all species
protected under the Act have been rescued from extinction, an astonishing success rate. And
the Act has restored more than twenty species to the point where they no longer require its
protection, including the peregrine falcon, American alligator, and brown pelican. The Act also
benefits people by maintaining healthy natural systems that provide clean air and water, food,
medicines, and other products. For example, extracts from the Rosy Periwinkle plant are used
daily to cure Hodgkins and lymphocytic leukemia, while skin secretions from the endangered
Houston toad are being used to treat heart and nervous system disorders and provide pain
relief.
Because of human caused changes ʹ habitat destruction and fragmentation, climate change, air
and water pollution and more ʹ the Earth is suffering the worst period of species loss since the
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disappearance of dinosaurs 65 million years ago. Scientists estimate species are being lost at as
much as 10,000 times the natural rate of extinction. Extinction is so tragic because it is a
completely irreversible environmental calamity. With each plant and animal species that
disappears, a part of our world is erased forever, and with it a part of our natural system that
may have unknown benefits. We owe it to our children and grandchildren to be good stewards
of the environment and leave behind a legacy of protecting endangered species and their
homes.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is one of two federal agencies with primary
responsibility for implementing the Endangered Species Act, and it manages these operations
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĨŽƵƌĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ͗>ŝƐƚŝŶŐ͕ŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶ͕ZĞĐŽǀĞƌǇ͕ĂŶĚĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘dŚĞĐƚ͛Ɛ
outstanding successes have been achieved despite severe and chronic funding
shortfalls. Further cuts will cripple its ability to save plants and animals from extinction.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x To gain protection, a species must be formally listed under the Act. Further cuts in the listing
budget will hinder progress in listing approximately 180 candidates, many of which have awaited
protection for years, including the red knot, Pacific fisher, Pacific walrus, Yosemite toad, New
England cottontail rabbit, yellow-billed loon and other species desperately in need of protection.
x Each year, FWS evaluates tens of thousands of projects under the consultation program to
ensure outside projects can move forward while not significantly harming listed species, a
crushing workload for agency personnel. Cuts would hinder efforts such as working with the
Bureau of Land Management, renewable energy companies and others so that wind turbines,
solar arrays, and transmission lines can be sited and built while reducing harm to species like
bats, golden eagles, whooping cranes and desert tortoise.
x Funding already is inadequate to address the recovery needs of the more than 1,400 listed U.S.
species and cuts will further undermine crucial work such as restoring Florida panther habitat,
inventorying and monitoring of Canada lynx, installing wildlife crossings for species such as
ocelots, marking and maintaining boat speed zones for manatees, and captive breeding and
reintroduction of black-footed ferrets.
x From 1996 to 2011, the Service has worked with stakeholders and other agencies through
candidate conservation to avert the need to list 42 species such as the Sand Mountain blue
butterfly in Nevada, the McCloud River redband trout in California, the Ramsey Canyon leopard
frog in Arizona, and the swift fox that occurs in numerous states. Further decreases will seriously
impact steps to avert listings of candidate species.
National Wildlife Refuge System
The National Wildlife Refuge System is the largest land and water system in the world dedicated
to wildlife conservation. The Refuge System, with 560 refuges on approximately 150 million
acres across the country and several U.S. territories, is the key to ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ
and ensuring that there are lands where wildlife protection is a priority. Refuges are home to
more than 700 bird species, 220 kinds of mammals, 250 reptiles and amphibians, 1,000 species
of fish and nearly 300 threatened or endangered species. In addition, a number of refuges are
located along our coasts where they serve valuable functions in protecting communities from
ĨůŽŽĚƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚŽƌŵ ƐƵƌŐĞƐ͘ dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ƌĞĨƵŐĞ ŝŶ ĞǀĞƌǇ ƐƚĂƚĞ ĂŶĚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ĂŶ ŚŽƵƌ͛Ɛ ĚƌŝǀĞ ŽĨ ŵŽƐƚ
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major American cities. Visited by about 45 million people each year, our national wildlife refuges
are economic engines, generating more than $4.2 billion and nearly 35,000 private sector jobs in
regional economies according to a 2012 report, dŚĞ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ /ŶƚĞƌŝŽƌ͛Ɛ ĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ
Contributions.
ĞƐƉŝƚĞ ŝƚƐ ĐƌƵĐŝĂů ƌŽůĞ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĂŶĐŚŽƌ ĨŽƌ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ŽƵƚĚŽŽƌ ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ
opportunities and economic activity, the Refuge System has long been plagued by chronic and
severe funding shortfalls and is currently operating at only half of its capacity. Further cuts will
have devastating impacts on the System, its wildlife, and the communities it benefits. Even flat
funding would impact the System. Indeed, to simply maintain the management capability to
operate properly ʹ keep fuel in trucks and pay for rising utilities, building rent, and other costs
while not counting any cost of living increase for personnel ʹ the Refuge System needs an
annual increase of at least $8 million.
Moreover, the challenges the Refuge System faces are only growing. Since FY05, devastating
floods, tornadoes, an earthquake, a tsunami, tropical storms, and hurricanes, including most
recently Superstorm Sandy, left refuges in the direct path of these catastrophes with $761.3
million in estimated damages. While $321.8 million in supplemental funding has been provided
to respond to some of these damages, the Refuge System has absorbed $439.5 in
ƵŶĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚĞĚĚĂŵĂŐĞƐ͕ŶĞĂƌůǇƚŚĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨĂĨƵůůǇĞĂƌ͛ƐĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƚŚĞ^ǇƐƚĞŵ͕ĨŽƌĐŝŶŐŝƚƚŽ
divert resources from its operations and maintenance budget. This leaves even fewer dollars to
carry out the most basic functions and forcing important project and staffing needs onto the
^ǇƐƚĞŵ͛ƐĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŵĂŝŶƚĞŶĂŶĐĞďĂĐŬůŽŐŽĨŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶΨϯ͘ϭďŝůůŝŽŶ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
The Cooperative Alliance for Refuge Enhancement (CARE), a diverse coalition of 22 conservation,
sporting, recreation, and scientific organizations representing a constituency of more than 15 million
Americans have released a report describing the top 10 impacts sequestration or other deep cuts
would have on the Refuge System.
x Visitor centers and even entire refuges will be forced to close.
x Opportunities for hunting and fishing will be lost.
x Without staff to coordinate them or resources to do the work, volunteers will be turned
away.
x Local economies that rely on income from refuge visitors will lose revenue.
x
x
x
x
x
x

Without enough people to enforce laws protecting refuges, their wildlife and their visitors,
we will see an increase of poaching, vandalism and drug smuggling on refuges.
People who enjoy birding and watching wildlife will lose the opportunity to do so.
Without the staff or equipment needed to remove them, invasive species will spread.
Habitat restoration and fire management will be halted.
Responses to devastation caused by natural disasters will be delayed.
The newly-initiated inventory and monitoring program, which tracks the size and health of
wildlife populations and habitat, and can help alert refuge managers to potential problems,
could be terminated.
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Migratory Bird Management
Migratory birds are integral to healthy natural systems in many ways, including as predators,
prey, seed dispersers, and pollinators, and are actively appreciated and enjoyed by millions of
people across the country. The 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation, conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS 2012), reports
that nearly 47 million people observed birds, contributing much of the nearly $55 billion in
expenditures generated for the U.S. economy by wildlife-watching. In a particular example,
nature-based tourism in the Lower Rio Grande Valley in Texas, much of which is focused on
watching the nearly 500 bird species that have been recorded there, was found in a 2011 study
to generate $463 million per year in economic benefits for the four surrounding counties.
More than 1000 species of birds occupy an array of habitats across the U.S., with more than 250
listed under the Endangered Species Act or of conservation concern. The first State of the Birds
report in 2009 documented broad declines in U.S. bird populations that include nearly all native
Hawaiian birds which have plummeted to the verge of extinction, 39 percent of ocean birds,
half of coastal shorebirds, 30 percent of arid land birds, and 40 percent of grassland birds. The
2010 report focused on impacts to birds from climate change and found that birds in every
habitat will be affected by it, some to a greater degree than others. Ocean dependent and
Hawaiian Island birds are the most vulnerable but coastal birds also will suffer from sea level rise
and increased storms; alpine and arctic birds from increased temperatures; island birds from
rising sea levels, disease and decreased rainfall; wetland birds from temperature changes;
grassland and arid land birds from drought and high temperatures; and forest birds from
precipitation changes, fire, disease and pests.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Further cuts would impact critical work such as the following:
x Survey and monitoring for bald and golden eagles to prevent harm from energy projects and
other development and for seabirds which may be vulnerable to energy development.
x Strategic conservation efforts for 139 high-priority species such as the red knot (which has
declined by 75 percent in the last 20 years), Laysan albatross (which has declined by 32 percent
where most of its population is found), American woodcock, long-billed curlew, American and
black oystercatcher, tri-ĐŽůŽƌĞĚďůĂĐŬďŝƌĚ͕^ƉƌĂŐƵĞ͛ƐƉŝƉŝƚ͕ĐĞƌƵůĞĂŶǁĂƌďůĞƌ͕ƉĂŝŶƚĞĚďƵŶƚŝŶŐĂŶĚ
black-footed albatross.
x Urban Treaties that assist cities in conserving birds in urban and suburban areas through means
such as education, hazard reduction and habitat improvements in cities in Alabama, Arizona,
California, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Montana, Texas and Utah.
x Continued monitoring and response to avian diseases such as botulism, avian cholera and
influenza and West Nile virus to prevent harm to both wild bird populations and transfer of
disease to humans and livestock.
x Crucial collaborative work to conserve habitat by the 21 regional North American Waterfowl
Management/Joint Ventures nationwide, especially new partnerships that have been established
in Texas, West Virginia and Oklahoma.

5-14

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
International Affairs
ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƌƚŚ͛Ɛ ǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ĂŶĚ ŚĂďŝƚĂƚ ŝƐ Ă ŐůŽďĂů ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ ƵƌŐĞŶĐǇ͘
Extinction is among the most irreversible and tragic of all environmental calamities, and is
increasing at an unprecedented rate. An effective response to this challenge requires nations to
work together cooperatively Ͷ wildlife recognizes no political borders. The relative wealth of
our country in comparison to desperate situations around the globe means that modest
investments of U.S. conservation dollars can reap significant returns when invested in the
developing world, in recent years leveraging three dollars for every dollar invested by the U.S.
government.
The FWS is mandated to support U.S. environmental leadership around the globe through
numerous statutes and international treaties such as the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance and the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). International Affairs works to meet its responsibilities through
two programs: International Conservation, which supports the preservation of endangered and
migratory species and habitat by providing capacity building, education, and training; and
International Wildlife Trade which carries out the scientific and management requirements of
laws and treaties for the conservation of species subject to trade, issuing 15,000-20,000 permits
per year.
The International Wildlife Trade (IWT) program works to prevent illegal trade in wildlife and
wildlife products and to ensure that legal trade promotes the long-term survival of species.
INTERPOL estimates illegal wildlife trade to be worth $10 ʹ 20 billion dollars annually, rivaling
the illegal trades in drugs and weapons. This trade is strongly linked to organized crime and drug
trafficking, making it an issue of national security as well as conservation. Through the
implementation of numerous domestic laws and international treaties, IWT ensures that trade
in wildlife and wildlife products is legal and does not threaten the survival of species in the
wild. Working with governments, industry, and experts around the world, IWT strives to
establish conservation programs that include sustainable use, supporting industry while also
conserving species. In International Conservation, the Wildlife Without Borders (WWB)
programs recognize that most species are mobile. Many cross national boundaries, some even
span continents. Yet regardless of where species reside, their survival hinges on how human
being value their worth. Since people are the primary threat facing wildlife, it is essential they
be part of the solution. Consequently WWB focuses on people. It addresses grass-roots wildlife
conservation problems from a broad, landscape perspective seeking to build expertise and
strengthen institutions dedicated to conserving nature.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Further cuts to International Affairs will undermine work such as:
x Since 1989, WWB has supported international conservation through its species, regional and
global programs by developing locally-focused wildlife conservation programs. Partners include
non-governmental organizations, governments, the private sector and community leaders. The
WWB Regional and Global programs have supported more than 800 conservation projects, from
2007 to 2011, WWB Regional and Global programs awarded over $16 million and leveraged an
additional $26 million in matching funds across the globe that provide education, training and
outreach to conserve endangered wildůŝĨĞĂŶĚŶĂƚƵƌĞ͘tt͛Ɛ'ůŽďĂů program targets crosscutting, global threats to wildlife; support signature initiatives to maximize long-term impact; and
address declines of critically endangered species, such as amphibians 40 percent of which are
threatened with extinction.
x Initiatives through Wildlife Without Borders Mexico to train natural resource managers, decisionmakers and stakeholders that have resulted in successes such as the training of more than 2,000
famers in the protection of monarch butterfly wintering habitat.
x Training multi-disciplinary teams of wildlife professionals through Wildlife Without Borders
Africa to address threats such as the unsustainable bushmeat trade and timber harvest.
x Preventing unsustainable trade in native U.S. species such as freshwater turtles that are sought
for food, medicinal purposes and trade; sturgeon and paddlefish that are sought as caviar
substitutes; Hawaiian sandlewood that is used for oil; and agave cactus that is increasingly being
used for landscaping in European resorts.
x Regulating the currently unregulated snake trade in SE Asia ʹ not only is the U.S. a primary
consumer but the removal of snakes removes a control on mice, potentially negatively impacting
agriculture in that region and increasing import costs.
x Preventing poaching of endangered rhinoceros and illegal trade in their much sought-after
horns.
Office of Law Enforcement
As our world grows increasingly complex, wildlife faces escalating criminal threats, including
illicit trade, unlawful commercial exploitation, illegal destruction of habitat, and environmental
hazards. Illegal wildlife trade is also related to our national security. The link between wildlife
smuggling and both organized crime and drug trafficking is well documented. Wildlife trade
ranks third in monetary importance, just after the drug and arms trade. The U.S. supports one
of the largest markets after China for both legal and illegal wildlife and wildlife products.
Intercepted contraband includes tigers, caviar, coral, snakes, timber, elephant ivory, sea turtles,
live birds, and numerous species native to the U.S.
The Office of Law Enforcement (OLE) investigates wildlife crimes, enforces regulation of wildlife
trade, helps citizens comply with the law, and works with other international and U.S.
government entities to carry out its mission. The 143 wildlife inspectors are the front line of
defense in nearly 40 designated and non-designated ports of entry around the country including
in Alaska, California, Florida, Illinois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Montana, Tennessee, Texas
and Washington. In FY 11, they processed about 179,000 declared shipments of wildlife and
wildlife products worth more than $2.8 billion. The 219 special agents are expert investigators
that break up smuggling rings, stop commercial exploitation of protected U.S. species, and work
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with states to protect U.S. game species from poaching that steals both state income and
hunting and fishing opportunities. In FY 11, OLE special agents investigated more than 13,000
cases. And the Clark R. Bavin National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory in Ashland, Oregon
is unique ʹ it is the only one in the worůĚĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŽƐŽůǀŝŶŐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞĐƌŝŵĞƐ͕ĂƌĞĂůůŝĨĞ͞tŝůĚůŝĨĞ
^/͘͟  K> ŝƐ ƐĞǀĞƌĞůǇ ƵŶĚĞƌĨƵŶĚĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƚŚĞ ƌĂƉŝĚůǇ ƉƌŽůŝĨĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ͘   ŶǇ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
reductions will further hinder crucial law enforcement efforts.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Recent examples of the kinds of cases that could be impacted include:
x ͞KƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƌĂƐŚ͕͟ĂŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝĚĞ&ŝƐŚĂŶĚtŝůĚůŝĨĞ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĐƌĂĐŬĚŽǁŶŽŶƚŚŽƐĞŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ
black market trade of endangered rhino horns ʹ more than 450 rhinos were killed in 2012 alone.
x Successful conviction with prison sentence of a defendant for both wildlife trafficking and
possession of hard core child pornography ʹ the pornography was found during execution of a
search for illegal possession of eagle feathers which also found feathers of 15 different migratory
birds.
x The largest deer poaching case in Kansas history in an operation that led up to 60 clients to
illegally kill approximately 160 deer.
x Smuggling jaguar skins for sale in Florida, Texas, and elsewhere by e-commerce.
x Successful felony conviction of a man who collected and planned to sell more than 150 eggs of
threatened loggerhead sea turtles ʹ these eggs can sell for as much as $15 each on the black
market.
x Illegal trafficking of narwhal tusks and associated money laundering.
Environmental Contaminants
In our modern world, there are a myriad of harmful pollutants, many potentially lethal, that
adversely affect fish, wildlife, habitat and people. These include pesticides, endocrine
disruptors, heavy metals, prescription drugs, oil and other industrial chemicals, fertilizers, and
numerous other products that are released to the environment through spills, disposal, ongoing
use, or other means. For example, in recent studies of major rivers and streams, one or more
pesticides have been found more than 90 percent of the time, and in more than 80 percent of
fish sampled. This may be causing declines in pollinators such as bees and birds as well as
declines and deformities in frogs and other amphibians.
The FWS, through its Environmental Contaminants program, is the primary federal agency
responsible for protecting fish, wildlife, and habitat from damaging pollutants through
identifying and assessing their effects, working to prevent exposure, and restoring resources
damaged by them. One of the most important responsibilities of the program is its leadership in
Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration to recover fish, wildlife and habitat
injured from oil spills or the release of other hazardous substances. The Contaminants program
works to investigate the damage and determine responsibility if not known, negotiate with the
responsible parties for restitution, and then, using the funds provided, work with other
stakeholders to implement restoration projects for the affected resources. Since 1992, the
program has negotiated more than $785 million in settlements from responsible parties for
restoration of natural resources that are held in trust for the American people. This was prior to
the damage from the Deepwater Horizon oil disaster, for which damage assessments are
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currently underway, now widely recognized as the worst oil spill in American history with
damage to natural resources likely to total in the billions.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
The program already lacks the funding for current needs including the ability to maintain enough
expert contaminant biologists, and any further cuts will further undermine needed work to prevent
harm to vulnerable wildlife from dangerous pollutants, for example:
x New studies have shown that fish and wildlife populations are more seriously affected by
mercury than previously known, especially birds such as the American kestrel, American white
ibis, snowy egret and tri-colored heron, and other animals that consume fish and insects
contaminated by mercury. Investigations are needed to determine the extent of these impacts.
x The number of inland and riverine oil spills is expected to increase in coming years due to the
aging of the U.S. oil pipeline infrastructure, much of which is over 50 years old. As a result, there
will be a growing number of damaging spills such as those in the Kalamzoo River in Michigan in
2010 that spilled over 800,000 gallons of oil and harmed wildlife including wood ducks, swans,
great blue herons, muskrats, mink, turtles, snakes, frogs and toads and in the Yellowstone River
in Montana that spilled about 50,000 gallons of oil and harmed wetlands and wildlife including
the endangered pallid sturgeon, waterfowl, and wading birds, and a recent spill from a barge
collision on the Mississippi River near Vicksberg Miss. Proactive outreach with other agencies
before spills occur is absolutely crucial to ensure Contaminants will be called immediately both
to protect wildlife ŝŶƐƉŝůůĂƌĞĂƐĨƌŽŵŚĂƌŵĂŶĚƚŽĞŶƐƵƌĞƚŚĂƚĚĂŵĂŐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƉƵďůŝĐ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞĂƌĞ
properly quantified for restitution before evidence of the loss dissipates or washes away.
x The program will be unable to develop criteria to describe safe and unsafe levels of
contaminants for wildlife ʹ criteria currently do not exist for many known contaminants.
x Pre-incident planning and training will become more difficult.
National Fish Passage Program
The National Fish Passage Program is a voluntary, non-regulatory program that supports local
community efforts to conserve aquatic resources. The program is used to restore free flowing
rivers by removing or bypassing barriers that prevent the natural movement of aquatic species.
It is estimated that there are over six million barriers that impede aquatic species movement
nationwide. A large number of these barriers are obsolete and can be removed with public
support. The program aids stream connectivity, enhances water quality, improves public safety,
increases fishing opportunities, boosts boating access and facilitates wildlife viewing. The
program creates 20-54 jobs for each $1 million spent and leverages about $3 in partner funds
for every $1 in federal spending. To date, the program has improved connectivity on more than
11,000 miles of river and restored more than 80,000 acres of wetlands.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Cuts to the National Fish Passage Program will:
x Mean fewer shovel-ready projects done, resulting in fewer benefits to many imperiled fish,
mussels, amphibians and other aquatic species.
x Reduce the number of general and construction contractors, engineers, heavy equipment
operators, surveyors, laborers who would be employed in local communities.
x Prevent water quality and habitat improvements on rivers and streams where there is public
support and state and private match funds to do so.
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Coastal Program
The FWS Coastal Program is an effective partnership that brings together FWS scientists,
biologists, coastal communities, and other conservation partners to protect and restore habitat
in coastal regions and coastal rivers. Since its creation, the Coastal Program has protected over
2 million acres of coastal habitat, and it has restored 293,000 wetland acres, 123,000 upland
ĂĐƌĞƐ͕ĂŶĚϭ͕ϴϱϬƐƚƌĞĂŵŵŝůĞƐ͘dŚĞƐĞĞĨĨŽƌƚƐĂƌĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ
coasts and estuaries, which has declined drastically due to increasing levels of stress from
commercial and residential development, polluted runoff, shoreline modification, and overharvesting of resources. Coastal Program efforts are helping to provide vital habitat for fish and
wildlife, protect inland areas from erosion, and filter sediment and polluted runoff from
watersheds, while serving as a catalyst for economic investment by leveraging an average of $8
for every $1 in federal funds. In addition, these activities are improving economies in coastal
communities by supporting industries that contribute to restoration projects, as well as
recreation, tourism, and fishing industries that benefit from healthy coasts.
The Coastal Program is designed to support habitat conservation for Federal Trust Species in
coastal areas by forming diverse voluntary partnerships with Federal, state, regional, and local
agencies; nongovernmental organizations; and private landowners. This collaboration is critical
to recovering threatened and endangered species and preventing candidate species from
becoming listed.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Federal restoration funding is matched by state and private funding to jointly achieve
restoration goals. Cuts would leave matching funds on the table, having an exponentially
negative impact. At current leverage rates for every $1 million cut to federal Coastal program
funding, $8 million in leverage would be lost.
x Restoration projects contribute to recovery of migratory birds, threatened and endangered
species ʹ cuts would delay restoration projects, demanding more costly reactive measures in
future years to achieve recovery.
x Coastal Program projects engage diverse local stakeholders in voluntary partnerships for the
benefit of threatened and endangered species. Cuts threaten to erode coastal stakeholder
support and undermine voluntary recovery efforts.
State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program
The State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program (STWG) was created in 2001 to support proactive
planning and conservation of at-risk fish and wildlife by states, tribes and their partners. This
program complements the successful Sport Fish and Wildlife Restoration program that was
started over 75 years ago and has successfully brought iconic game species back from the brink
of extinction. The STWG program resulted in the historic development of State Wildlife Action
Plans in every state and territory and is a principal source of funding for their implementation
and revision. State Wildlife Action Plans are used by local, state and federal agencies and
private conservation organizations to efficiently guide conservation work on over 12,000 species
of at-risk fish and wildlife. Funding for tribal grants supports conservation of fish and wildlife on
tribal lands.
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STWG is championed for its flexibility, allowing states, tribes and their partners to address local
needs and priorities. The program supports thousands of jobs that range from private heavy
equipment operators who restore wetlands to biologists who provide technical assistance to
private citizens who voluntarily restore habitat. Each year, the program leverages tens of
millions of dollars in state, tribal, local and private funds through partnerships with universities,
private conservation organizations, businesses, farmers, ranchers and others. The program is
popular and is supported by the 6,300 member Teaming With Wildlife Coalition representing
tens of millions of birders, hunters, anglers, hikers and other outdoor enthusiasts.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Further cuts to the State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program will:
x Reduce priority survey and monitoring work and state/federal collaborations that reduce the
likelihood that federally petitioned and candidate species will be added to the endangered
species list.
x Slow or impede progress to control invasive species like the zebra mussel and Asian carp which
cause millions of dollars in economic impact each year.
x Reduce the ability of states to conduct timely environmental review of renewable energy and
other development projects.
x Mean fewer competitive tribal grants will be awarded to do priority conservation on tribal lands.
x Reduce the capacity for states to conduct surveillance on diseases such as white-nosed
syndrome in bats.
x Reduce the ability of states to raise imperiled fish and wildlife and reintroduce them back into
their native habitat.
x Result in the loss or reduction of private investments that are used as matching funds for on-theground conservation work in every state, territory and the District of Columbia.
x Slow progress by states to revise State Wildlife Action Plans so that they continue to be the best
source to guide proactive conservation of at-risk species.
Cooperative Endangered Species Fund
The Cooperative Endangered Species Fund provides grants to states for voluntary conservation
measures on non-federal lands for species listed as federally endangered and threatened and
for species that are candidates for listing. The program is authorized under Section 6 of the
Endangered Species Act. Activities funded by these grants include species status surveys,
research, habitat restoration, captive propagation, reintroduction, planning, and habitat
acquisition. Much of the work conducted by states is guided by their State Wildlife Action Plans
and species recovery plans. Requests for the Habitat Conservation Plan and Recovery Land
Acquisition programs generally total two to three times the available funding.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Cuts to the Cooperative Endangered Species Program will:
x Reduce the ability of states to assist the US Fish and Wildlife Service in doing legally required
assessments of candidate and petitioned species that could result in more animals and plants
being added to the endangered species list.
x Reduce the number of well-designed on-the-ground conservation projects that are identified as
priorities in State Wildlife Action Plans and endangered species recovery plans.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Reduce the number of projects with willing private landowners who want to be a partner in the
recovery of threatened and endangered species and a solution to increased regulation.
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program
The voluntary Partners for Fish and Wildlife program provides financial and technical assistance
to landowners interested in restoring habitat on private property. Projects are implemented for
a wide range of habitats with an emphasis on federal trust species, including those that are
listed as federally threatened and endangered. To date the program has reached 44,000
landowners and has restored or enhanced 9,200 miles of streams, 1.2 million acres of wetlands
and 3.2 million acres of wetlands. Projects funded through the program provide jobs to heavy
equipment operators, contractors and others who support local economies. Project selection is
guided by geographic and species priorities and uses a landowner friendly delivery process
where most decision-making occurs at the field level. Since its inception, the program has
worked with over 3,000 partnering organizations and leverages $4 for every $1 of federal
funding.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Result in fewer willing private landowners receiving technical and financial assistance to
conserve federal trust species.
x Result in fewer state and private funds being leveraged and fewer opportunities to work with
state and private partners to meet mutually agreed upon conservation goals.
x Reduce the number of private contractors such as heavy equipment operators who will be
employed, impacting local businesses.
Multinational Species Conservation Funds (MSCF)
The Multinational Species Conservation Fund (MSCF) program exemplifies U.S. leadership on
international wildlife conservation efforts, providing dedicated and effective resources for global
conservation of iconic species: African and Asian elephants, rhinos, tigers, great apes and marine
turtles. Since 1989, these programs have awarded over 2,200 grants, targeting key species and
ƌĞŐŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ ĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĐŚĂƌŝƐŵĂƚŝĐ
animals. The species-focused component of the Wildlife Without Borders (WWB) program, the
MSCF protects and restores at-risk wildlife populations, provides local people the capacity to
conserve wildlife and fosters on-the-ground partnerships in developing countries.
The five congressionally authorized Multinational Species Conservation Funds have consistently
commanded broad, bipartisan support and are addressing critical needs. More than 500 tigers
are killed each year, and experts estimate that as few as 3,200 tigers now remain in the wild. In
2012 alone more than 488 rhinos have been poached in South Africa, this slaughter is driven
largely by black-market ĚĞŵĂŶĚ ĨŽƌ ƌŚŝŶŽ ƉĂƌƚƐ ŝŶ ƐŝĂ͘ ĨƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŐƌĞĂƚ ĂƉĞƐ ĂƌĞ ǀŝĐƚŝŵƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
growing bushmeat trade and face threats from diseases, such as Ebola, which have wiped out up
to 90 percent of affected populations. MSCF programs protect these animals in their natural
habitat through a wide array of efforts that include anti-poaching and law enforcement
initiatives, habitat and conservation, mitigation of human-animal conflicts, wildlife based
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tourism, reducing consumer demand, and wildlife health programs. From 2007 to 2011, the
MSCF programs provided more than $68 million in conservation assistance and leveraged an
additional $101 million in partner contributions.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x dŚĞD^&͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚo support sustainable development, local livelihoods, and US foreign policy
goals through a project based approach. For example, small investments in the Great Apes
Conservation Fund in one project has helped gorilla-based ecotourism as an economic engine in
a number of African countries including providing jobs to over 100 field assistants, part-time
porters, U.S. veterinarians and biologists, part-time Congolese biologists, and educator
x The MSCF significant contribution to advancing US national security goals by encouraging
regional cooperation, promoting good environmental governance in conflict-prone regions,
training former militia soldiers as eco-guards, and enhancing law enforcement. Illegal wildlife
trade particularly of elephant ivory and rhino horn is worth billions of dollars annually. In Central
Africa and elsewhere, it is tied to other criminal activities, such as the arms trade, and helps fuel
armed conflicts and regional instability. Combating this global crisis is critical.
x dŚĞD^&͛ƐĐŽŶƚŝŶued ability to fight the transmission of infectious diseases, such as Ebola and
Monkey Pox that threaten human lives as much as they can wipe out entire great ape
populations
x ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞD^&͛ƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚŽĨΨϮϮ͘ϲŵŝůůŝŽŶƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶŐϮϬϳh.S. jobs such
as reported by the Department of the Interior in FY 11.
http://www.fws.gov/international/wildlife-without-borders/species-programs/
North American Wetlands Conservation Fund
The North American Wetlands Conservation Act was passed in 1989 by President George H.W.
Bush, and has had bipartisan support in Congress for the 24 years since. This competitive grant
program awards anywhere from several thousand dollars to one million dollars for wetland
restoration projects, and the 4,500 partners include landowners, non-profits, Boy Scouts, and
businesses of all sizes. All grants are required to attract at least a 1:1 match, but because of its
popularity, the average match over the life of the program is over 3:1, with an impact on over
26.5 million acres across the continent.
The NAWCA program is particularly important to hunters and anglers, who use these lands for
outdoor recreation and which support wildlife populations. Hunters and anglers in the United
^ƚĂƚĞƐ ƐƉĞŶƚ ŽǀĞƌ ΨϵϬ ďŝůůŝŽŶ ŝŶ ϮϬϭϭ ƉƵƌƐƵŝŶŐ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƉĂƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘ dŚĂƚ͛Ɛ ΨϮϰϲ ŵŝůůŝŽŶ ƉĞƌ ĚĂǇ
continuing an outdoor tradition that has been passed down through generations of Americans
since the founding of our country. Overall, hunting and fishing support more than 1.6 million
jobs and generate more than $25 billion a year in federal, state, and local taxes. For generations,
hunters and anglers have placed high priority on taking care of the land and water so that in
return they can support abundant fish and wildlife populations.
The United States has lost over half its wetlands, and some states, such as California, have lost
over 90%. With fewer wetlands, millions have been spent on erosion control, water treatment,
and flood protection that natural wetlands used to provide for free. Restoring and protecting
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wetlands is vital to conserving fish and wildlife species dependent upon such habitat and
maintaining healthy watersheds. These areas protect our safety and welfare without having to
invest in costly projects, and provide innumerable opportunities for outdoor recreation for
people across the nation.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low NAWCA funding levels will mean fewer grants given in areas needing restoration work. For
every federal dollar cut, the program will lose an additional $3 million in private partner match,
resulting in $4 million in total cuts. Should the sequestration cuts be implemented, $3 million in
federal funding cuts will result in an additional loss of $9 million in private partner match.
x The Fish & Wildlife Service has a backlog of landowners willing to do projects on their land.
Without federal funding as an incentive, private match dollars will not be used for restoration
purposes, and these lands will continue to be unavailable for quality habitat.
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund (NMBCA)
Since 2002, the NMBCA has functioned as a matching grant program to fund projects that
conserve neotropical migratory birds--those that breed in or migrate through the United States
and Canada and spend the non-breeding season in Latin America and the Caribbean. Migratory
birds make an important contribution to the US economy. Recreation associated with migratory
birds is big business in this country. The 2011 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and WildlifeAssociated Recreation, conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reports that out of nearly
47 million birdwatchers in the United States, 41.3 million of those are around-the-home
observers who spend over $4 billion on bird feed and $969 million on nest boxes, bird houses,
bird feeders, and bird baths annually.
Funding for NMBCA includes partnership programs to conserve birds in Latin America and the
Caribbean, where over 4 billion birds representing over 380 species spend their winters,
including some of the most endangered birds in North America. Conservation of these
migratory birds in Latin America and the Caribbean is critical to protect our investments and to
ensure the birds return to the US. All NMBCA grant requests must be matched with non-federal
funds at least 3 to 1.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The program has already been cut by nearly 25% since Fiscal Year 2010. With these cuts, the
program has reduced the number of projects. Additional reductions would be devastating to this
modest program, currently funded at $3.786M.
x Migratory birds are unique in that they migrate long distances and cross political boundaries.
Many species of birds that we see in our back yards are significantly affected by the habitat
conditions in their wintering grounds which are located outside of the U.S. Without the support
NMBCA grants provide for conservation actions on these wintering grounds, there is an
increased likelihood more migratory bird species will become endangered or threatened
resulting in the need for even more resources to be allocated. The Golden-winged warbler, a
species which the U.S. has invested significant funding into conserving, is an example of a
targeted species that the NMBCA focuses on to protect the investment we make at home.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x NMBCA also acts as mechanism for international cooperation and creates good will for the U.S.
among our Latin American and Caribbean neighbors. Helping communities throughout the
hemisphere sustainably use their natural resources and create new jobs and opportunities is one
of the most important steps we can take to foster security and good international relations.
Eliminating funding for NMBCA will significantly impact the relationships that have been created
and the ability of conservation partners in these countries to take action to protect wintering
habitat for U.S. migratory bird species.
x NMBCA has a proven track record of success over more than a decade. Since its inception, the
program has received more than $43 million to positively affect 3 million acres and partners have
leveraged federal funds with more than $166 million in non-federal contributions ʹ a more than
four-to-one match ratio.
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National Park Service Introduction
Areas of the National Park System are among the most beloved and visited public lands in the
country with nearly 300 million people visiting the parks every year to learn, recreate and
connect with the natural world and our historic and cultural heritage. Americans want to see
parks protected even in tight times: recent polling indicated 9 in 10 likely American votersͶ
Republican, Democrat, and IndependentͶdo not want to see national park funding cut further.
National parks create jobs and support local economies. Every $10 invested in the park service
returns $10 to the economy. National parks support more than $30 billion in spending annually
and more than a quarter million jobs.
Because of these many uniquely American values that national parks protect, their vast
popularity and many economic benefits, cutting their funding will have a highly detrimental
effect on the communities surrounding our nearly 400 parks that rely on these assets that draw
international visitors and ensure affordable vacations for American families.
DĂŶǇ ƉĂƌŬƐ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ ůĂĐŬ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ƚŽ ĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇ ŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ͛ ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͕
guide visitors, inventory and protect historic artifacts, combat invasive weeds, prevent the
deterioration of significant treasures and purchase inholdings to prevent incompatible
development. The National Park Service (NPS) suffers from a $500 to $600 million annual
operations shortfall, a deferred maintenance backlog in the billions, and a roughly $2 billion
ďĂĐŬůŽŐ ŝŶ ůĂŶĚ ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͘ /Ŷ ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ ĚŽůůĂƌƐ͕ ŽǀĞƌĂůů ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů WĂƌŬ
Service is 15% less than a decade ago. After a 6% cut in FY11 and FY12, is the park service
already struggling and cannot afford additional cuts.
Operation of the National Park System
The operations account (ONPS) occupies the vast majority of the annual funding for the National
Park Service and provides for critical staff and maintenance needs. Park rangers are needed to
protect resources and guide visitors, many of whom look to them to provide a quality parks
experience that will ensure return visits. Interpreters foster tourism by bringing history alive at
Civil War and other historic and natural sites, interpreting the many national significant
resources that so many people value. An annual operations shortfall of more than $500 million
already means insufficient staff to adequately care for parks and serve visitors, and additional
cuts would make matters even worse. Because of the many dedicated staff and facilities at
ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉĂƌŬƐ͕ ƚŚĞ ǀĂƐƚ ŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇ ŽĨ EW^ ƐƵƉĞƌŝŶƚĞŶĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ďƵĚŐĞƚƐ ĂƌĞ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ƚŽ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝĂů
fixed costs including staff cost-of-living adjustments and increases in rent and utilities costs.
Therefore, even a flat budget forces absorption of these costs, and thus cuts in some visitor
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘ /ƚ͛Ɛ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƚŚĂƚ Ăƚ Ă ďĂƌĞ ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ͕ ƉĂƌŬ ŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ
keep up with fixed costs to prevent the erosion of visitor services and resource protection.
Nine in ten likely American votersͶRepublican, Democrat and IndependentͶagree that
national parks funding should not be cut further. Maintaining funding for park operations can
ensure stewardship of these iconic American places, allow for affordable and inspiring family
vacations, and support local economies that rely on parks being open and funded to serve
visitors.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
As highlighted in a recent park service memo, impacts would include:
x Sharp reductions in ranger levels, impacting visitors and resource protection;
x Shortened seasons when parks are open, closed parks for some days of the week, closed
areas of parks, or even closed parks themselves;
x Reduced visitor services
Operation of the National Park System: Cultural Resource Stewardship
Nearly three quarters of areas in the National Park System were created to protect historic and
cultural resources but staff reductions are having a damaging impact on cultural resource
protection. Funding for cultural resource staff (in cultural resources, applied research and
cultural resources management accounts) declined by 27% between FY 1995 and FY 2008.
Funding for the cultural resources stewardship operations subaccount has remained stagnant
for over a decade, forcing additional reductions in cultural resources staff essential to the
preservation, museum curation and interpretation of our irreplaceable historic and cultural
resources like Ellis Island, Chaco Canyon and Gettysburg. Additional decreases would severely
ůŝŵŝƚ ďŽƚŚ ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐŬŝůůĞĚ ƐƚĂĨĨ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ
precious historic resources at a time when visitation to our National Battlefields and Historic
Sites are seeing increased visitation with the 100th Anniversary of the Civil War.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Sites would be closed or have limited days or hours of operation;
x Fewer visitor contacts and educational programs from rangers;
x Less essential maintenance like restroom cleaning and trash maintenance;
x Loss of revenue to the communities around these sites.
Deferred Maintenance Backlog
The deferred maintenance backlog is now more than $11 billion and growing, with more than a
$3 billion backlog for projects most critical to resource protection and the safety of staff and
visitors. Annual funding for maintenance and construction is about half of what is needed, which
left unchanged, will inevitably result in irreversible damage to historic buildings.
Of the more than $11 billion deferred maintenance needs, roughly $3 billion is for the 27,000
structures in National Parks listed on the National Register of Historic Places. According to the
FY2013 budget justification, less than 60% of NPS historic buildings and structures are in good
condition. From a 2012 GAO Report, park officials report that limited funding is the greatest
challenge in maintaining its historic buildings.
Every million dollars invested in park service construction ensures 14 to 16 jobs, yet the park
service Construction account has declined by more than 60% over the past decade. This has
meant the degradation of park resources, reduced maintenance that impacts the visiting
experience, and loss of local contracting jobs, as well as the secondary economic benefits in
local communities where workers spend their paychecks.
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Additionally, more than half of the maintenance backlog is related to roads. Critical to ensuring
funds to meet the maintenance and repair needs of NPS roads is reauthorization of a
transportation bill with continuing investments in the Park Roads and Parkways (PRP) and Paul.
S. Sarbanes Transit-in Parks programs.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Further increase in the deferred maintenance backlog, degrading the resources parks were
designated to protect and challenging maintenance important to the visitor experience;
x The loss of staff responsible for maintaining historic structures, similar to the five staff cut at Fort
McHenry National Monument and Hampton National Historic Site in Maryland, which has over
30 buildings and additional structures;
x Irreplaceable loss of historic buildings and structures set aside to interpret our shared American
heritage at a time when we should be celebrating the 100th Anniversary of a System with a
mission to preserve these resources;
x Closure or inaccessibility to the sites and buildings, preventing the public from experiencing our
shared history in its historic context.
* Park operations funding also affects the deferred maintenance backlog.
Within the Cultural Programs activity, NPS manages the National Register of Historic Places;
reviews applications and certifies applications for Federal Tax Credits for Historic Preservation;
conducts cultural resources management planning through the National Historic Landmarks
program, the Historic American Buildings Survey, the Historic American Engineering Record, and
the Historic American Landscapes Survey programs; coordinates the Federal archeology
programs, the American Battlefield Protection Program, the Japanese American Confinement
Site Grants program, and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Grants
program. The Cultural Programs activity of the National Recreation and Preservation (NR&P)
account supports the NPS mission by contributing to the goal of ensuring that natural and
cultural resources are conserved through formal partnership programs.
NRPP: National Register Programs
dŚĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů ZĞŐŝƐƚĞƌ WƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ĞŶĐŽŵƉĂƐƐ Ăůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ ƉůĂĐĞƐ ǁŽƌƚŚǇ ŽĨ
preservation including all historic areas of the National Park System, National Historic
Landmarks, and properties nominated by States, Federal agencies, and Tribes. It recognizes
buildings, structures, sites, objects, and districts that are significant in American history,
architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture at the national, state, and local levels. The
National Register has over 88,000 properties representing over 1.4 million individual resources,
and it grows in size as properties are inventoried and evaluated as eligible. The program
encourages citizens, public agencies, and private organizations to recognize, use, and learn from
historic places. National Register properties are eligible for NPS-administered federal
preservation tax credits that have leveraged more than $45 million in private investments to
create livable and viable communities.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to this program would result in the loss of tax credit projects, reducing the ability of
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐƚŽƌĞƐƚŽƌĞĂŶĚƌĞƵƐĞŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŵŽƐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ͖
x Less funding would also diminish the ability of the NPS to provide a wide range of technical
assistance for the documentation and protection of historic and archeological properties waiting
to be added to the National Register.
NRPP: Heritage Partnership Programs (National Heritage Areas)
National Heritage Areas (NHAs) are designated by Congress as places where natural, cultural,
historic, and scenic resources combine to form a cohesive, nationally-important landscape. They
encompass 49 areas, ranging from factory towns and city neighborhoods to farmlands and
battlefields. Though only established in 1984, the NHA approach has already been incredibly
successful in supporting heritage tourism and creating thousands of new conservation,
preservation, and historian jobs in communities across the country. Each year, more and more
regions seek recognition under this innovative public/private partnershipͶa testament to the
need of such a program. Funding for NHAs not only facilitates community participation in
preservation of rural areas, boosts tourism, and requires local participation and leadership, but
is a smart economic investment as well.
The National Heritage Area Program is an effective, high yield investment of federal funds.
National Heritage Areas on average leverage every federal dollar into $5.50 of additional public
and private investment. They also create jobs: it is estimated that NHAs have created 16,520
jobs in 32 states through the $171,163,484 in federal investment.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Twelve NHAs sunsetted in 2012 and are in need of reauthorization, and six more will sunset by
the end of 2015. Without sustained federal financial support and assistance, this good work will
not continue.
x A recent series of evaluations conducted by the National Park Service concluded that continued
NPS funding was essential seed money to make projects and programs happen. These
evaluations starkly document the significant drop in state funding commitments starting with the
recession in 2008.
x These evaluations also found that replacement of federal funds with private sector dollars or
other government funds is not a likely outcome. Without federal funds, the NHAs will either go
out of business or their work will grind to a slow halt.
NRPP: National Center for Preservation Technology and Training
The National Center for Preservation Technology and Training (NCPTT) is a research division of
ƚŚĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů WĂƌŬ ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ ;EW^Ϳ͕ ĂŶĚ ƉůĂǇƐ ĂŶ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ƌŽůĞ ŝŶ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ĐƵůƚƵƌĂů
heritage through research and technology. It is the only NPS program to offer applied research
and professional training, technology transfers, and grants in the fields of archeology,
architecture, landscape architecture and materials conservation. It is one of very few
preservation research entities in the United States. In recent years, NCPTT has been a leader
within the preservation community in taking a special interest in climate change mitigation and
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adaptation, for example funding research projects to test the energy impacts of new versus
existing windows, and providing affordable LEED training to preservation practitioners.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reductions in funding for this program would decrease research and training that are necessary
to prepare our historic coastal cities like New York, Charleston and Annapolis to mitigate and
ĂĚĂƉƚƐŽŵĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŵŽƐƚŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ--like Ellis Island and Statue of Liberty
National Monument--to withstand the impacts of climate change and sea level rise.
x Reductions in funding would lead to less training for professionals who can help transition
ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐƚƌĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŝŶƚŽŵŽƌĞĞŶĞƌŐǇĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚĂŶĚƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞďƵŝůĚŝŶŐƐ͘
x Continued reductions to the NHA budget would adversely affect the 37 other NHAs, severely
undercutting their entrepreneurial effectiveness and jeopardizing the overall NHA program.
NRPP: Japanese American Confinement Site Grants
In FY 2009, Congress appropriated funds for the first time to support a new grant program to
preserve Japanese American World War II confinement sites through partnerships with local
preservation groups. The preservation, restoration and interpretation of these camps promote
the healing process for the many internees forced to relocate to these camps. As many of the
internees are advancing in age, the long-term preservation of these sites will provide valuable
information for thousands of annual visitors and ensure that the public and future generations
ǁŝůů ďĞƚƚĞƌ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ƚĞƌƌŝďůĞ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŚŝƐƚŽƌǇ͘ In FY 11, NPS was able to
award 24 competitive matching grants from the $3 million appropriated for the program, and
has awarded 66 grants since the inception of the program.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to this highly successful and popular program would limit the ability of local preservationists
to leverage their matching funding to preserve, restore and interpret places like Minidoka
National Historic Site in ID; Heart Mountain in WY; Rohwer in AR; Tule Lake in CA; Amache in CO;
and Poston in AZ.
x Former internment sites in need of interpretation, preservation and restoration would
deteriorate or not be restorable, denying the public the chance to experience this sad chapter of
our history in its authentic context.
NRPP: American Battlefield Protection Program Assistance Grants
There are two components to this program, consisting of a grant program for lands outside of
the National Park System for battlefield planning and Civil War battlefield land acquisition grants
through the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
The American Battlefield Protection Program encourages and assists states and local
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀŝŶŐ͕ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐ͕ ŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚŝŶŐ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ďĂƚƚůĞĨŝĞůĚƐ ĂŶĚ
sites associated with armed conflict. This is done through site identification, documentation,
planning, interpretation and education. Lands managed by the NPS are not eligible for these
funds. Funds in FY12 were targeted for the Civil War 100th Anniversary. In FY11, $1.3 million was
distributed to 80 battlefields in 24 states and territories. ABPP Grants can help bring together
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local and state governments from multiple jurisdictions, multijurisdictional interests from states
and counties, developers and preservationists to identify and plan to save irreplaceable
resources while continuing with economic development and growth.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Decreased funding for this valuable and unique grant program would limit the ability of
communities that want to work together to protect their historic battlefield resources, putting
these resources at risk as commercial, road and residential development moves forward.
x As our economy rebounds, increased development--especially east of the MississippiͶwould put
pressure on these resources that may be destroyed before well-intentioned parties can identify,
plan and preserve our shared history.
Battlefield Land Acquisition Grants
The battlefield land acquisition grants were authorized as the American Battlefield Protection
Program in 2009, providing Land and Water Conservation Fund monies to help States and local
communities acquire and preserve threatened Civil War battlefield lands. These lands are
outside of established National Park-identified boundaries and were identified in a thorough
ZĞƉŽƌƚŽŶƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŝǀŝůtĂƌĂƚƚůĞĨŝĞůĚƐ͕ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞĚŝŶϭϵϵϯďǇƚŚĞŝǀŝůtĂƌ^ŝƚĞƐĚǀŝƐŽƌǇ
Commission. All grants require a 50 percent non-federal match. According to the FY2013
budget justifications, over $4 million is left in the grants that total up to $10 million a year and
are authorized through 2014.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x This is the last year of acquisition grants, so anything less than full authorized funding is a wasted
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ ŽƵƌ EĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ 150th Anniversary of the
bloodiest wars on American soil.
x Opportunities for non-federal matching grants would be lost without matching federal funds, a
lost opportunity to preserve hallowed ground critical to American history.
The 150th anniversary of the U.S. Civil War presents a unique opportunity to increase protection
for the more than 110 national park sites associated with the Civil War, about one-third of which
ĂƌĞďĂƚƚůĞĨŝĞůĚƐ͘ƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞǁĂƌ͛ƐϭϱϬƚŚĂŶŶŝǀĞƌƐĂƌǇ;ϮϬϭϭʹ 2015), the National Park Service is
working to broaden interpretation of the war. This important anniversary is the best time to
ensure that these programs meet their objectives.
In addition to these two programs, the Land and Water Conservation Fund should otherwise
ensure the National Park Service can protect thousands of acres within its boundaries vulnerable
to development. For example, Gettysburg National Military Park has almost 700 acres of private
land among the 6,000 acres inside its congressionally-established boundary, development of
which would undermine the integrity of the historic landscape. Many Civil War sites are
threatened with development due to the lack of funding to protect inholdings. Antietam, Cedar
Creek and Belle Grove, Fredericksburg and Spotsylvania, Gettysburg, Harpers Ferry, Petersburg,
Richmond and Vicksburg all have urgent needs, many of which are multi-year projects.
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Historic Preservation Fund
The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) is the principal source of funding to implement the ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ
historic preservation programs and is carried out through a matching grant program. The HPF is
authorized at $150 million annually, but subject to appropriations. Like the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, its revenues are generated by oil and gas development on the Outer
Continental Shelf. We were grateful for the increase in funding for Tribal Historic Preservation
Officers (THPOs) and State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs) with the enacted FY12 funding
of $56 million; however, we were disappointed with the loss of Save America's Treasures
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ƚŚĞŽŶůǇ͞ďƌŝĐŬƐĂŶĚŵŽƌƚĂƌ͟ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ͘
The National Park Service distributes HPF grants to SHPOs and THPOs that administer our
ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘ /ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ,W& ůŝŵŝƚƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ĨŽƌ
preservation activities such as planning, survey, inventory, public education, and project review
for the federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit (HTC), State and Tribal Historic Preservation
Plans, and the National Register of Historic Places. Notably, insufficient funding for project
reviews limits the capacity of the HTC, which is a job-creating and community revitalizing tax
credit. For example, in FY10 and FY11, the HTC created over 97,100 jobs and leveraged more
than $7.44 billion in private investment. A lack of HPF funds to SHPOs and THPOs limits or halts
job-producing activities like permitting power lines and energy development on public lands,
when increased funding for this work could allow increased staff dedicated to reviewing these
proposed projects.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Continuing reductions in funding would cause a loss of SHPO and THPO staff, resulting in a
reduction of support available to private sector developers who invest in historic rehabilitation
tax credit projects. It would also result in delays in reviewing very large projects such as those
associated with energy development.
x SHPOs would be unable to provide updated access to GIS systems and data needed for federal,
state, and local agency staff, consultants, and project developers. These government and private
sector individuals rely heavily on having quick access to this information to effectively and
efficiently complete project reviews.
x There would be a reduction of preservation technical assistance and/or counsel provided to
federal agencies such as the Department of Energy, Department of Defense, Army Corps of
Engineers, Bureau of Land Management, and Bureau of Indian Affairs.
x ĞƌƚŝĨŝĞĚ>ŽĐĂů'ŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƐ ;>'ƐͿ ǁŽƵůĚ ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞ ůĞƐƐ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘ ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ϭϬйŽĨ Ă ^ƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ,W&
funding must go to CLGs.
x The amount of HPF funds appropriated to the THPOs is not keeping pace with the increased
numbers of tribes operating THPO programs, with the result that more tribes are being asked to
do more with less and more tribal historic properties are lost forever.
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund
In 1964, Congress established the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to preserve
natural areas and wildlife and ensure that all Americans have access to quality outdoor
recreation. It is a simple idea and an elegant one: dedicate a small portion of revenues from
offshore oil and gas drilling to support the conservation of America's lands and waters. LWCF
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞƐŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͛ďŝƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨƐĂĨĞŐƵĂƌĚŝŶŐŽƉĞŶƐƉĂĐĞƐ
and natural areas and providing outdoor recreation opportunities for all Americans.
Despite inadequate funding, LWCF remains the premier federal program to conserve our
ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐůĂŶĚ͕ǁĂƚĞƌ͕ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐ͕ĂŶĚƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ͘/ƚŝƐĂĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƚŽŽůƚŽĂĐƋƵŝƌĞŝŶŚŽůĚŝŶŐƐ͕
expand public lands, and protect national parks, national wildlife refuges, national forests, wild
and scenic river corridors, national scenic and historic trails, the Bureau of Land Management
lands, and other federal areas. The companion LWCF state grants program provides crucial
support for state and local park acquisitions, recreational facilities, and trail corridors. The
^ƚĂƚĞƐŝĚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŝƐƚŚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ƐƉƌŝŵĂƌǇŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƚŽŽůĨŽƌĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶĂŶĚ
families have access to close-to-home recreation. The LWCF stateside program has funded over
41,000 projects including sports fields, outdoor recreation facilities, and trails touching all fifty
states. LWCF also funds two other important state grant programs ʹ the Forest Legacy Program
and Cooperative Endangered Species (Section 6) programs ʹ that ensure permanent
conservation through fee and easement of important forest lands and threatened and
ĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͛ŚĂďŝƚĂƚ͘
These are difficult economic times, which is why investing in LWCF is so important as a driver for
jobs and the revitalization of local communities. For instance:
x

x

x

x
x
x

Hunting and fishing are economic building blocks in our national economy, generating
more than 1.6 million jobs and more than $2 billion annually in business earnings and
wages
ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐƐƚĂƚĞƉĂƌŬƐǇƐƚĞŵĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐΨϮϬďŝůůŝŽŶƚŽůŽĐĂůĂŶĚƐƚĂƚĞĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ͕ĂŶĚ
for every $1 million invested in parks and recreation infrastructure, at least 20 jobs are
created
Active outdoor recreation provides a powerful building block in our national economy
that supports more than 6.1 million jobs (1 out of 20 jobs in the U.S.) and contributes
more than $646 billion annually, according to the Outdoor Industry Association
The Trust for Public Land has found that every $1 spent on LWCF returns $4 in economic
values, such as protecting water quality and supply
LWCF helps generate $88 billion in annual state and national tax revenue, along with
generating $289 billion annually in retail sales and services across the U.S.
In 2008 alone, lands managed by the Department of the Interior hosted 448 million
visitors. These visits greatly support the economy and jobs in nearby communities and
across the tourism and outdoor recreation sectors. In addition, about 174 million
recreation visits are annually made to national forests where tourists spend nearly $13
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billion each year and these forests sustain over 224,000 full and part time jobs.
(statistics provided by DOI and USFS)

Funding for LWCF helps create this economic opportunity by increasing access to
recreational opportunities and providing new areas for people of all ages to enjoy the
outdoors.
The investments needed to achieve these diverse benefits simply cannot wait. Landowners who
have made their properties available for public acquisition cannot in fairness be asked to defer
their financial needs indefinitely. If public funding for key parcels is unavailable, private sale and
development of their lands-- which often are surrounded by heavily-used public lands -- can
undermine longstanding investments in these areas. To meet the needs of local economies,
landowners, and irreplaceable public resources, LWCF funds are needed now.

Potential
Budget/Sequestration
Impacts:
Potential
Budget/Sequestration
Impacts:
Low
LWCF
funding
leve
x Low LWCF funding levels for our national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, and BLM areas could
cover only administrative costs and small inholdings, leaving little or no funding to meet priority
projects with willing-seller contracts or to continue projects already underway.
x Many key inholdings are available on a now-or-never basis. A sequestration-driven program cut
to LWCF would not just defer these projects, it would guarantee the permanent loss of
recreation access along with resource-damaging development in parks and other public lands
across the country.
x Further cuts to LWCF mean cuts to Civil War battlefields, state and local outdoor recreation
grants, working forest grants to states, and cuts to state grants for acquisition of properties to
allow both conservation and economic development in areas with threatened and endangered
species.
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National Climate Change and Wildlife Science Center
Established in FY 08, the overall mission of the National Climate Change and Wildlife Science
Center is to work with and provide natural resource managers and partners the tools and
information they need to develop and execute strategies for successfully responding to
increases in droughts, floods, fires, coastal inundation and other impacts of climate change and
extreme weather.
The National Climate Change and Wildlife Science Center and the regional Department of the
Interior Climate Science Centers are partnership driven, leverage resources, and avoid
duplication of government programs by housing applied natural resources and climate-related
research into one place. The eight regional Climate Science Centers are housed in partnerships
with universities which allow the centers to draw on the expertise and resources of the
academic community. As an example of the leveraging power of these partnerships, the $2
million invested from this program into the Southeast regional climate science center is
leveraging $130 million in climate-related research being performed by the university partners.
The National Climate Change and Wildlife Science Center and the regional Department of the
Interior Climate Science Centers have only recently been established, and do not currently have
enough funding to meet the demand for the information and science capacity they provide to
resource managers. Cuts in funding would curtail critical science endeavors.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Budget cuts would prevent completion of crucial scientific work similar to these recently completed
projects:
x Researching the effects of climate change, drought and land use changes on breeding bird
populations in the northern Great Plains and prairie pothole region of the upper mid-West. This
region is critical to maintaining waterfowl populations and is experiencing the drying of the
wetlands birds use during breeding season.
x Studying the effects of warming water temperatures, increased flooding, and increased wildfire
risk on Western trout populations. In Idaho alone, fishing generates almost $300 million in
economic activity, and the single most important game fish is trout. The research and
management tools developed through this project will be essential to fisheries managers in
conserving trout and providing recreational opportunities
Ecosystems
The Ecosystems activity includes research, development of analytical tools, and sharing of
information for a number of priority areas including fish and other aquatic organisms and their
habitat; terrestrial wildlife and plants including endangered species; factors that determine the
function, structure and condition of marine, terrestrial and freshwater communities; and
detection and methods to deal with invasive species. Demands to address declining or stressed
biological resources have increased dramatically over the last decade and the work done by
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ 'ƌĂĚĞ ^ĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƚŚĂŶ ĞǀĞƌ͕ ǇĞƚ ƚŚĞ ĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶ ĂŶ
adequate workforce of these scientists has eroded.
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The 40 Cooperative Research Units are included under the Ecosystems activity. Located at land
grant colleges and universities in 38 states including AK, CA, ID, MD, ME, MT, NY, and TN, they
are crucial to successfully addressing the natural resource management challenges posed by
global warming, energy development needs, imperiled species conservation, invasive species,
infectious diseases, wildfire, and increased demand for limited water resources. Cooperative
Units also will play a critical role in meeting the challenge natural resources management
agencies face in replacing the unprecedented number of scientists and other professionals who
will be retiring over the next 10 years. The program has established a record of educating new
natural resource professionals who are management-oriented, well-versed in science, grounded
in state and federal agency experience, and able to assist private landowners and other
members of the public. Because each of the Units is a true federal-state-university-private
partnership, this program is able to build on its partner contributions to leverage more than
three dollars for every dollar appropriated to the program by Congress.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Examples of the kinds of work that could be stopped or hindered by further cuts include:
x Work to assess impacts to wildlife from the development and placement of wind energy projects
and transmission from direct strikes, habitat fragmentation, and construction and maintenance
of infrastructure, such as tools to estimate fatalities of bats from wind turbines to better
evaluate local and cumulative effects of wind developments on bats, scientific modeling to
predict golden eagle occurrence to determine the best areas to locate projects to minimize
harm, and analyses of California condor use in areas being considered for wind facilities;
x Research into wildlife diseases such as global declines in amphibians from the chytrid fungus,
avian influenza in ducks and other birds, and chronic wasting disease in deer; and
x Tools to manage and restore functioning sagebrush ecosystems about which much still is not
known.
Contaminant Biology
In our modern world, there are a myriad of harmful pollutants, many potentially lethal, that
adversely affect fish, wildlife, habitat and people. These include pesticides, endocrine disruptors,
heavy metals, prescription drugs, oil and other industrial chemicals, fertilizers, and numerous
other products that are released to the environment through spills, disposal, ongoing use, or
other means. The Contaminant Biology program is in the Environmental Health activity. This
program is crucial in conducting research and providing information to stakeholders on the
effects of these pollutants on natural systems, human health, and especially the trust resources
of the Department of the Interior.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Examples of the kinds of work that could be impacted by cuts include:
x Investigations into the effects of reproduction altering endocrine disruptors around the country
on species such as the pallid sturgeon in the Missouri River and bass in the Potomac River;
x Research into the toxic effects of mercury on species such as ospreys along the Columbia River
and migratory birds in the San Francisco Bay Ecosystem;
x Research into impacts of contaminants on fish in the Lake Mead Recreation area; and
x A comprehensive survey of mercury and selenium contamination in waterbirds breeding at Bear
River National Wildlife Refuge and other wetland sites in the Great Salt Lake.
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Natural resource conservation is integral to American Indian and Alaska Native peoples,
communities, cultures, and economies. As the owners and managers of 95 million acres of land,
tribes can positively influence environmental and wildlife conservation efforts across a vast
array of natural resources as well as strengthen environmental protection on contiguous lands
and resources managed by other governments. Federal investments in tribal natural resources
management provide benefits that reach far beyond tribal lands and communities. Federal
investment supports tribal job creation, tribal community cohesion, resilient tribal and nontribal community relations, improved health, and the nourishment of the next generation of
tribal natural resource management professionals.
Funding for Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Trust Natural Resources programs has declined
incrementally over decades more precipitously than other Department of the Interior (DOI)
natural resource programs. BIA programs are often the only source of funding to protect tribal
lands. Most BIA Trust Natural Resources programs discussed below experienced significant cuts
over the past decade. Further reductions through sequestration pursuant to the Budget Control
Act of 2011 in FY 2014 would not only threaten the conservation of wildlife and natural
resources on tribal lands, but also cut jobs amongst a tribal population that already suffers from
unemployment rates as high as 50%, hamper direct and indirect economic activity, restrict
collaboration with other partners at a time when climate change and environmental threats
demands coordination and leveraging of resources, and limit the benefits that tribal
conservation efforts contribute to the national economy. Initial estimates suggest that BIA Trust
Natural Resources could experience cuts exceeding 20%.
BIA Water Management, Planning and Pre-Development Program
The BIA Water Management, Planning and Pre-Development program (Water Resources) assists
tribes in protecting and managing their water resources. From FY2003 to FY2012, funding for
Water Resources declined 30 percent.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x &ƵŶĚŝŶŐĂƚĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŽƌƌĞĚƵĐĞĚůĞǀĞůƐǁŝůůŝŶŚŝďŝƚƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĂŶĚŵĂŶĂŐĞƚŚĞŝƌǁĂƚĞƌ
resources, thereby diminishing the federal trust obligation and the honoring of treaty rights.
BIA Water Rights Negotiation/Litigation Program
The Water Rights Negotiation/Litigation program (Water Rights) funds the defense and
assertion of Indian water rights. From FY2003 to FY2012, funding for Water Rights declined 21
percent. The need to resolve water rights claims is particularly important for tribes, states, and
other stakeholders as population growth and climate change affect water resources supply and
demand.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding at existing or reduced levels will inhibit, and even prevent, water rights settlements, a
particularly important need given the threats of climate change to water quality and quantity.
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BIA Endangered Species Program
dŚĞ/͛ƐŶĚĂŶŐĞƌĞĚ^ƉĞĐŝĞƐWƌŽŐƌĂŵŝƐƚŚĞŽŶůǇƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƚŚĂƚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐƚƌŝďĞƐǁŝƚŚƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂů
and financial assistance to protect endangered species on Indian trust lands. From FY2002 to
FY2012, funding for this critical program declined 58 percent.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding at existing or reduced levels will inhibit, and even prevent, ƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ
habitat and endangered species.
BIA Fish and Wildlife Programs
Three key programs that empower tribes to manage reservation fish and wildlife resources
across the nation are Tribal Management/Development (TMD), Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and
Natural Resources. These programs help meet the growing national demand for outdoor
recreation and tourism, and provide aid to protect millions of acres of habitat necessary for the
conservation of fish, wildlife, and plant resources.
BIA Tribal Management and Development (TMD) Programs
From FY2002 to FY2010, funding for TMD programs declined 40 percent. Investments in
TMD substantially increase tribal conservation successes and meet the federal
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƚƌƵƐƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ͘ dŚe TMD also supports tribal conservation law
enforcement officers, recognizing the critical need that tribes have to enforce fish and
game laws on their lands.
BIA Fish, Wildlife and Parks Tribal Priority Allocations
The base Tribal Priority Allocations ;dWͿƚŚĂƚĨƵŶĚƐƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ ĨŝƐŚĂŶĚǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ
activities has remained flat for years. Cuts to TPA will inhibit the ability of tribal fish and
wildlife management departments to protect fish and wildlife, meet the needs of their
communities, and work with federal, state, and local partners.
The 88 tribal fish hatcheries across Indian Country provide essential jobs, food, and
revenue for tribes, as well as opportunities for tribal youth to pursue environmental
careers. Tribes set high standards for fisheries management because they are highly
dependent upon these operations for job creation, advancing economic self-sufficiency
and economic growth, and fostering partnerships with non-tribal fish and wildlife
managers.
BIA Natural Resources Tribal Priority Allocations
The Natural Resources Tribal Priority Allocations program fulfills the federal trust
obligation through the strategy of improved management, protection, and development
of Indian land and natural resource assets. Funding for this TPA has remained flat for
ǇĞĂƌƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ĂŶǇ ĚĞĐůŝŶĞ ŝŶ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ǁŝůů ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ŝŶŚŝďŝƚ ƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ ůĂŶĚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ
management capabilities.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Projected reduced funding levels due to sequestration or other budget cuts would result in at
least a 10% reduction in critical management jobs, as well as a loss of hundreds of resourceharvesting jobs and millions of dollars in economic in tourism and outdoor recreation benefits.
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BIA Rights Protection Implementation
The BIA Rights Protection Implementation program supports the exercise of off-reservation
hunting, fishing, and gathering rights for 49 tribes located in the Pacific Northwest and Great
Lakes regions and their five umbrella intertribal fish and wildlife organizations. These rights are
secured by treaties and specific legal adjudications. Rights Protection Implementation has been
historically underfunded compared to actual needs. Rights Protection Implementation helps to
fulfill the federal trust obligation to protect and ensure continued access to natural resources
that have economic, subsistence, cultural, and medicinal values for tribes.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced funding levels will not only threaten ĨĞĚĞƌĂůƚƌƵƐƚŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐďƵƚŝŵƉĂĐƚƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇ
to protect resources from the impacts of climate change (e.g., loss of fisheries habitat, invasive
species, etc.) and impede intertribal and intergovernmental coordination necessary to plan and
implement multi-jurisdictional natural resource adaptation strategies in respond to climate
change.
BIA Invasive Species Program
The Invasive Species Program provides critical funds to tribes to control noxious and invasive
species. Invasive species are particularly harmful to tribes because they affect plants, animals,
and other wildlife that are essential to tribal members for sustenance, medicines, ceremonies,
cultures, and economic health. On average, the Interior Department spends five times more on
non-Indian land than on Indian land for invasive species.
This is the only funding stream that provides invasive species protection to Indian trust land. It is
ĂĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞ/ŶƚĞƌŝŽƌĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ/ŶǀĂƐŝǀĞ^ƉĞĐŝĞƐƌŽƐƐĐƵƚ/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ͕ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĂƐ
tribal trust land is often contiguous to other federal lands. There has been a persistent inequity
in funding for tribal lands compared to non-Indian federal lands and, as a result,
disproportionate impacts from invasive species on Indian trust land and resources.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Given that the Interior Department spends four hundred times more to address invasive species
on non-Indian lands than on the BIA Invasive Species Program, any funding cuts will significantly
impede tribal efforts to reduce the $3 billion in damage invasive species cause on tribal trust
land.
BIA Forestry
Of the 56 million acres of federal Indian trust land, 18 million acres are forest lands, and of
which 5.7 million acres are designated for commercial forestry. Over the last two decades,
independent reports prepared for Congress on BIA Forestry found that tribal forests received
about one-third of the funding provided to forests managed by the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) on
a per-acre basis. A 2003 report found that BIA Forestry needed an additional $120 million a year,
for a total of $170 million annually, to achieve per-acre funding parity with USFS lands. Since
then, the funding disparities have widened.
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Between FY2004 and FY2009, comparing programs with roughly equivalent functions, the USFS
National Forest System Forest Products Program and the BLM Public Domain Forest
Management Program budgets increased more than 25 percent, while the funding for the BIA
Tribal Priority Allocations for Forestry and BIA Forestry Projects experienced a 3.8 percent
increase and 0.7 percent decrease respectively, adjusted for inflation. Yet tribal forests are
significantly more productive than USFS forests, generating on a per-acre basis about 250
percent of the harvest on USFS lands. These disparities must be addressed, particularly in light
ŽĨƚŚĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ƐƚƌƵƐƚƌĞƐƉŽŶsibility for tribal natural resources, the 2,100 miles of
common boundary that USFS and tribal forests share, and the fact that climate change affects all
landsͶit does not heed political/jurisdictional boundaries. Any cuts to tribal forestry will only
increase the historical funding inequities, and inhibit collaboration among federal and tribal
forest managers for co-management of forests.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Any reduction in funding levels to tribal forestry will only exacerbate the historical funding
inequities and inhibit collaboration among federal and tribal forest managers for the comanagement of forests.
Department of Interior Cooperative Landscape Conservation
Tribal members, natural resources, and infrastructure are disproportionately impacted by
climate change. Tribal governments experience unique challenges relative to other governments
in their access to federal resources to plan for and address climate impacts. Disparities in
funding and capacity complicate and extend existing tribal needs in relation to climate change.
While other DOI bureaus focus primarily upon lands and natural resources and have existing
personnel to implement climate programs, the BIA has a responsibility to include a focus on
people, tribal governments, and the necessary services to uphold the quality of life, including
health, tribal infrastructure, and economic development as part of any climate change initiative.
Though disproportionately impacted by climate change, many tribes do not have sufficient
personnel to effectively respond to the impacts. Since the inception of the Cooperative
Landscape Conservation initiative in 2009, the BIA, and thus tribes, has only received less that ½
of 1 percent of funding from the initiative and in some years received no funding. Tribes are
already significantly behind the state and federal governments in climate planning, with only a
ŚĂŶĚĨƵůŽĨƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐϱϲϲƚƌŝďĞƐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ĂĚĂƉƚĂƚŝŽŶƉůĂŶƐ͘ŶǇĐƵƚƐƚŽƚŚĞ
initiative will only increase that gap. The BIA must have the resources to build tribal capacity to
plan and implement programs to address climate change.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding at existing or reduced levels will inhibit, and even prevent, tribes from developing and
implementing climate change adaptation plans.
x Without sufficient funding, it will be extremely difficult, if not impossible, for tribes to work
across jurisdictions with other governments to adapt to climate change at a landscape level.
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Tribal members, natural resources, and infrastructure are disproportionately impacted by
climate change. Tribal governments experience unique challenges relative to other governments
in their access to federal resources to plan for and address climate impacts. Disparities in
funding and capacity complicate and extend existing tribal needs in relation to climate change.
While other DOI bureaus focus primarily upon lands and natural resources and have existing
personnel to implement climate programs, the BIA has a responsibility to include a focus on
people, tribal governments, and the necessary services to uphold the quality of life, including
health, tribal infrastructure, and economic development as part of any climate change initiative.
Though disproportionately impacted by climate change, many tribes do not have sufficient
personnel to effectively respond to the impacts. Since the inception of the Cooperative
Landscape Conservation initiative in 2009, the BIA, and thus tribes, has only received less that ½
of 1 percent of funding from the initiative and in some years received no funding. Tribes are
already significantly behind the state and federal governments in climate planning, with only a
ŚĂŶĚĨƵůŽĨƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐϱϲϲƚƌŝďĞƐ ŚĂǀŝŶŐĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚĐůŝŵĂƚĞ ĂĚĂptation plans. Any cuts to the
initiative will only increase that gap. The BIA must have the resources to build tribal capacity to
plan and implement programs to address climate change.
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Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
dŚĞƵƌĞĂƵŽĨKĐĞĂŶŶĞƌŐǇDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ;KDͿŵĂŶĂŐĞƐƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŽĨĨƐŚŽƌĞĞŶĞƌŐǇ
resources including wind, hydrokinetic as well as oil and natural gas development. Since 2010,
BOEM has acted to responsibly and rapidly lease offshore areas for offshore wind energy
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͘dŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞ͞^ŵĂƌƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ^ƚĂƌƚ͟ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞKDŚĂƐƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇĞŶŐĂŐĞĚƚŚĞ
private offshore wind industry, as well as the numerous federal, state and local stakeholders
involved in permitting offshore wind development.
As such, BOEM is actively achieving its goal of reducing duplicative and time-consuming
regulatory requirements while at the same time remaining protective of the marine
environment. Just this last year, BOEM began the initial leasing process for offshore wind energy
development through proposed sale notices, calls for information from private industry,
preparatory work for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, and hosted
numerous in-state Renewable Energy Task Force meetings in Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode
Island, New York, New Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Hawaii and Oregon.1
BOEM is also actively working on an environmental assessment and leasing requirements for a
marine hydrokinetic (ocean current) project off the coast of Florida. Proposed Wind Energy
Areas (areas that have been pre-selected through a rigorous spatial analysis for rapid
deployment with input from a large variety of stakeholders) identŝĨŝĞĚďǇKD͛Ɛ^ŵĂƌƚĨƌŽŵ
the Start initiative could theoretically support well over 40,000 megawatts of offshore wind
energy capacity. Even if just a fraction of this offshore area is developable, offshore wind energy
represents a multi-billion dollar opportunity for our coasts. With the offshore wind industry,
BOEM is actively laying the foundation for a new source of sustainable and considerable federal
revenue.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Any budgetary reduction to the BOEM renewable energy program is likely to delay offshore wind
permitting, licensing, leasing and ultimately revenue-generating private development.

1

%XUHDXRI2FHDQ(QHUJ\0DQDJHPHQW³6WDWH$FWLYLWLHV´http://boem.gov/Renewable-EnergyProgram/State-Activities/Index.aspx
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Transportation Investments Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER)
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) set aside $1.5 billion in
discretionary grants for transportation projects. These grants to states, local governments, and
transit agencies were awarded competitively for capital investments in transportation that will
have a significant impact on the nation, a metropolitan area, or a region. The program has been
wildly successful for four fiscal years, with applications far exceeding the total funding available.
This kind of merit-based, performance-driven program which relies on virtuous competition is
laudable and sadly unusual for a national transportation program that relies far too much on
simple formulas for distributing federal taxpayer dollars.
In addition to preserving and creating jobs and promoting economic recovery, these grants are
to be awarded based on criteria that include quality of life and sustainability improvements,
such as improving energy efficiency, reducing dependence on oil, reducing greenhouse gas
emissions, and benefitting the environment. The most recent round of applications for federal
investment ʹ the $500 million TIGER IV program ʹ attracted an overwhelming number of
applications, for which DOT awarded grants for 47 projects in 34 states and the District of
Columbia.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Congress has not yet renewed the TIGER program. Cuts in such merit-based, competitive
programs stifle innovation and encourage waste. Congress should be encouraging performancedriven programs not weakening our transportation infrastructure with unjustified cuts.
Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities
This is a joint effort between the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
promote affordable, environmentally sustainable communities with a high quality of life across
the nation. This means helping American families of all income levels gain access to better
housing options, more transportation choices, and lower transportation costs. High-level
interagency efforts to better coordinate federal transportation and housing investments and to
enhance transportation planning and investment strategies also help the three participating
agencies to operate more efficiently, making the best use of taxpayer dollars.
x

x

Congress reduced the effectiveness of the WĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉďǇǌĞƌŽŝŶŐŽƵƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌ,h͛Ɛ
Sustainable Communities Initiative, including grants for innovative and environmentally
beneficial projects and initiatives across the country. This program was funded for $100
million in FY 2011 and $150 million in FY 2012, and should be reinstated at a similar level
since it leverages federal taxpayer dollars, generating economic, social, and
environmental benefits and supporting good models for communities across America.
&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ͕ƚŚĞ͞ĞƌŽƚƌŽƉŽůŝƐ/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ͟ŝŶDĞŵƉŚŝƐŝƐƐƚŝŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚĂƌŽƵŶĚ
ƚŚĞĐŝƚǇ͛Ɛ/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůŝƌƉŽƌƚŝŶĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚ&ĞĚǆ͕ůǀŝƐWƌĞƐůĞǇ͛Ɛ'ƌĂĐĞůĂŶĚĂŶĚ
other employers which will create an estimated 3,000 jobs.
Zeroing out programs intended to help local communities make transportation more
efficient and less harmful to the environment should be encouraged, not cut.
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Federal Aviation Administration
The Continuous Lower Emissions, Energy, and Noise (CLEEN) Program helps aircraft
manufacturers accelerate the introduction of cleaner aviation technologies. This public private
partnership focuses on technologies that address 3 key aviation issues: noise, air quality, and
fuel burn. Between 2015 and 2018, projects should produce measures that capable of reducing
fuel burn by 33%, landing-takeoff NOx by 60% and noise by 32 decibels.

Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cutting the CLEEN Program makes little sense amid growing travel demand and high fuel prices.
Cuts could delay or even derail the introduction of technologies that improve local air quality,
lower noise pollution, reduced carbon pollution and minimize petroleum demand.
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National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration (NHTSA)
This Administration is responsible for developing and implementing, along with the
Environmental Protection Agency, the landmark national program of fuel efficiency and
greenhouse gas reduction standards for cars and trucks. Thanks in part to NHTSA, the standard
for new cars and trucks will reach 54.5 miles-per-gallon by 2025, savings 12 billion barrels of oil
and $1.7 trillion for consumers. This is the single biggest step yet by the federal government to
reduce our dangerous dependence on oil and tackle global warming. It is also tasked with
establishing other historic performance standards for heavy-duty vehicles, as well as tire and
fuel efficiency. And it must continue balancing this robust and environmentally important
workload with important vehicle and traffic safety mandates
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x ^ĞƋƵĞƐƚĞƌĐƵƚƐŝŶƚŚŝƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵǁŽƵůĚĐƌĞĂƚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƐŚŽƌƚĨĂůůƐŝŶƚŚĞŐĞŶĐǇ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĂƐƐŝƐƚ
companies in complying with the standards

6 -3

DEPARTMENT OF THE TRANSPORTATION

6 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION (FHWA)

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
The highly successful CMAQ program provides flexible funding to state and local governments
for transportation projects and programs that help them to meet the requirements of the Clean
Air
Act. Funding is available for areas that are out of compliance with National Ambient Air Quality
Standards, as well as areas that have recently re-attained compliance. The funding allocated
through this program is a potent complement to public-health-based Clean Air Act requirements
for transportation plans and projects and helps to ensure that millions of Americans enjoy
cleaner air and reduced risk of both respiratory and heart disease.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century or MAP-21 (P.L. 112-141, the 2012 reauthorization
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ ůĂǁ͕ ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ďǇ
eliminating the 100 percent match enacted by ARRA in 2009 and allowing as much as half of the
funding to by siphoned off for projects that could exacerbate air quality. Congress should
exercise oversight over CMAQ implementation to ensure that all of the funding goes to clean up
the air and reduce congestion.
x The changes in MAP-21 have decreased the likelihood that good projects that clean our air would
be funded. We are concerned that such changes will lead to abuse and and excuse to underfund
this important program
Transportation Alternatives (TA)
Transportation Alternatives is a critical green program; however, it is not subject to budget or
appropriation variability. This tiny sliver of federal transportation funds has created jobs and
economic development, saved lives (47,000 Americans died while walking or bicycling in the last
decade), and spurred a renaissance of active transportation and healthy recreation. In MAP-21,
ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ ǁƌŽŶŐŚĞĂĚĞĚůǇ ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶƐ ĂŶĚ ďŝĐǇĐůŝƐƚƐ ďǇ
cutting initial funding by 30 percent, shoehorning compliance activities into TA that detract from
its focus on improving the transportation system and allowing as much as half the funding to go
to unrelated projects.
The Recreational Trails Program (RTP), which was created in 1991 as part of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, plays an essential role in funding state trail programs and
projects all across the country and pursuant to MAP-21 is now included in the TA program. RTPfunded projects represent investments in vital infrastructure that promote healthy communities
and more importantly, healthy people. In addition, the economic impact of these projects is
magnified because they improve access to public lands and waters and support both local
tourism and recreation businesses, as well as healthy lifestyles.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Congress should authorize funding for an independent clearinghouse to monitor TA
implementation and ensure public accountability and transparency regarding where TA funding
goes.
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Safe Routes to School
In 2005, Congress established the Safe Routes to School program to make it safer for children to
walk and bicycle to and from school. The vast majority of funding is spent on infrastructure
improvements, such as sidewalks, bike paths and crosswalks, near schools. This program has
galvanized a new focus on prioritizing safety around schools, and is helping schools and
communities reduce safety risks to children, decrease traffic congestion, lower busing costs, and
increase physical activity. Despite demand for funding that far outstrips available dollars, thus
far, an estimated 11,000 schools and 4.8 million children have benefited from these funds.
In 2012, through the MAP-21 transportation reauthorization law, Congress combined Safe
Routes to School with other programs into the Transportation Alternatives program. Safe
Routes to School infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects are eligible to compete for
funding, along with other types of bicycling and walking projects.
Recreational Trails Program
The Recreational Trails Program (RTP), which was created in 1991 as part of the Intermodal
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act, plays an essential role in funding state trail programs and
projects all across the country. Funding for the RTP comes from the federal taxes paid on
gasoline used in non-highway recreation and is distributed to the states based on a formula that
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝǌĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͛Ɛ ƵƐĞƌ-pay/user-benefit character. RTP funds trail projects for all trail
activities ʹ in fact, equal shares are earmarked for trails used by motorized trail enthusiasts
(who pay the taxes) and non-motorized trail activities. Trail projects are selected at the state
level with active participation by required state trail advisory committees, and the funds are
leveraged dramatically by volunteerism and use of youth conservation corps. RTP-funded
projects represent investments in vital infrastructure that promote healthy communities and
more importantly, healthy people. In addition, the economic impact of these projects is
magnified because they improve access to public lands and waters and support both local
tourism and recreation businesses, as well as healthy lifestyles
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The Transportation Alternatives program is funded through the Highway Trust Fund. While the
bulk of Highway Trust Fund dollars are exempted from the sequestration, funds added to it
through general fund transfers are not.
x The Transportation Alternatives program has already been cut below the FY2012 level for the
consolidated programs. Further cuts will be detrimental to efforts to improve safety for children
on their trip to and from school. Many communities have had to cut school busing routes, and
are in desperate need of funds to put in basic infrastructure such as sidewalks and crosswalks to
protect children on their trip to school.
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State of Good Repair Grant Program
This program is intended to offer public transit agencies and governments that run public
transportation grants to help modernize or improve existing transit lines, both fixed guideway
such as commuter or light rail and high-intensity bus lines such as bus rapid transit or express
bus service. As amended in MAP-21, the program allocates resources more effectively than the
previous rail-ŽŶůǇ ŵŽĚĞƌŶŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ďǇ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŝŶŐ ͞ƐƚĂƚĞ ŽĨ ŐŽŽĚ ƌĞƉĂŝƌ ŐŽĂůƐ͟ ĂŶĚ
focusing resources based on the ages of systems, revenue vehicle miles and directional route
miles. The systems that this program helps fund are both some of the most used and oldest
transit systems in the country. Ensuring that they are both maintained and systematically
modernized is essential to keeping the metropolitan engines of our economy running.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reductions in funding through the sequester would likely lead to deferral of critical maintenance
that could create safety hazards, as well as service cuts and fare increases that could increase
ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐ͛ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶĐŽƐƚƐŽƌĞǀĞŶůĞĂǀĞƚŚĞŵǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶŽƉƚŝŽŶ͘
New Starts and Small Starts Programs
dŚĞ &ĞĚĞƌĂů EĞǁ ^ƚĂƌƚƐ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƉƌŝŵĂƌǇ ĨŝŶĂŶĐŝĂů ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ĨŽƌ
supporting capital investments in new local, fixed guideway transit systems, or substantial
expansion of existing systems. Eligible projects include heavy, light rail, commuter rail, and bus
rapid transit. The New Starts program has helped to make possible hundreds of new or
extended transit systems across the country. These rail and bus investments, in turn, have
improved the mobility of millions of Americans; have reduced greenhouse gas emissions and oil
consumption; have reduced transportation costs for working families; have helped to reduce
congestion and improve air quality in the areas they serve; and have fostered the development
of safer, more livable communities. New Starts is widely recognized as one of the few federal
transportation programs with both performance measurement and cost-benefit analysis,
making it one of the most cost-effective. Thankfully MAP-21 improved this program further by
eliminating duplicative steps in project development and simplifying evaluation criteria which
put transit on a more competitive footing with highway projects.
Small Starts projects require less capital investment (below $250 million total investment with a
$75 million federal share, anything above that is a New Start) and is a program that also benefits
from expedited project delivery procedures in MAP-21. Many Small Starts are bus rapid transit
lines, a cost-effective option that can reduce pollution and maximize use of existing highway
capacity. These popular, performance-driven programs should receive at least as much funding
as in FY 2013.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cutting these programs would stall the development of many important public transportation
projects nationwide, ones which have been screened for high-performance and costeffectiveness. In the past, these programs have played an invaluable role in the creation or
expansion of new transit lines in cities such as Charlotte, Dallas and Los Angeles. With soaring
ridership and demand for more service, including bus rapid transit lines, and unrelenting concern
ŽǀĞƌ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ Žŝů ĂĚĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ͕ ĐƵƚƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ĚĞǀĂƐƚĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ
nationwide.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x By 2050, the U.S. Census Bureau projects that an additional 100 million people will reside in the
United States. Highway and aviation congestion continues to rise, with an estimated economic
loss of $125 billion in 2010 in lost time, productivity and fuel. In many places with the worst
congestion, expanding airports and highways is difficult as land is limited and environmental
community impacts are significant. In addition, ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ƚƌĂǀĞů ŚĂďŝƚƐ ĂƌĞ ĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐ͘ ĞƚǁĞĞŶ
2001 and 2009, Americans ages 16 to 34 decreased their average number of vehicle-miles
traveled by 23 percent and increased their passenger miles traveled on trains and buses by 40
percent. Finally, 32 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions are now from the transportation
sector. Rail plays a critical role in meeting these challenges. Therefore the United States must
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽĂĚǀĂŶĐĞƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨƌĂŝůŝŶƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŝŶƚĞƌŵŽĚĂůƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶŶĞƚǁŽrk through
both Amtrak and High Speed Rail.
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Amtrak
Amtrak provides intercity passenger train service in the United States. Amtrak operates service
in forty-six states, and offers one of the most energy efficient forms of intercity travel. According
to the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Amtrak is almost 20 percent more efficient than domestic
airline travel and 28 percent more efficient than auto travel on a per-passenger-mile basis.
Despite a serious lack of investment, Amtrak carried a record 31.2-million passengers from
October 2011 to October 2012, with ridership up 3.5 percent and on-time performance up to its
highest level in 12 years (83 percent). As new trains come on line trip times and delays will
continue to decline and the system will attract even higher levels of ridership.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x ŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ ŵƚƌĂŬ͛Ɛ ĨŝƐĐĂů ǇĞĂƌ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ŝƐ Ψϭ͘ϰ ďŝůůŝŽŶ͕ Žƌ ϯϲ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ ŝƚƐ
requested funding.. The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Commission,
created by the 2005 transportation law, estimated annual investment needs for passenger rail of
$7.4-9.4 billion. Cuts have already jeopardized the need to address backlogs in safety and
infrastructure improvements. Additional cuts will weaken our transportation, increase riders
dissatisfaction and unnecessary increase intercity automobile gridlock.
x Under the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008, beginning in October 2012,
states will no longer receive federal support for the long haul passenger trains that serves all
regions of the country. To avoid losing intercity passenger rail service and augment operating
and investment costs, stable federal funding is necessary.
Federal Matching Grants for State Rail Corridor Investments and High Speed Rail
This program, created in the 2008 Amtrak reauthorization, was intended to encourage and assist
states seeking to develop passenger rail infrastructure by providing federal matching funds for
ĞůŝŐŝďůĞĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͘ZĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐƚŽWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚKďĂŵĂ͛ƐĨŽĐƵƐŽŶĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĂŚŝŐŚƐpeed
intercity passenger rail network in the U.S. through ARRA and other policies, Congress has
expanded this program to support state implementation of high speed rail networks. President
Obama has set a national goal of providing high speed rail service to 80 percent of the American
population in 25 years. As a down-payment toward that goal, between August 2009 and April
2011, the Federal Railroad Administration evaluated nearly 500 applications submitted by 39
states, the District of Columbia and Amtrak, requesting more than $75 billion. The almost $10
billion in project funding that has been awarded will be used to lay thousands of miles of track
and ties, build new stations and make existing facility more functional and accessible for all
passengers, install advanced signaling and communications systems and procure hundreds of
modern and more efficient locomotive and passenger cars.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x America is one of the only developed nations in the world without a modern high speed rail
network, and the budget hamstrings the nation further by zeroing out funding for it entirely, in
ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ WƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ ĂŶΨϴ͘Ϭϰϲ ďŝůůŝŽŶ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ͘ tĞ ĐĂŶŶŽƚ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ ƚŽ
delay needed infrastructure for any of our modes of transportation nor waste the already $10
billion invested already.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x In 17 states, appromiately $1.7billion in High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR)construction
projects are either underway or complete, and an additional $1.5 billion in construction projects
in two states and the District of Columbia will commence in the next six months, creating jobs
and supporting local economics and construction businesses, as well as domestic rail
manufacturers. Without additional funding the High Speed Rail coordidoors will not be
completed and these investments will be wasted.
x Across the United States there are nearly 2,700 rail supply facilities that employs 94,000 people.
Dozens of manufacturers and suppliers are reciving orders from the High Speed Rail projects
even those without projects in their states.
x An American Public Transportation Association (APTA) report from July 2012 shows that
continuing HSIPR investment will generate $26.4 billion in net econoimic benefits over the next
forty years.
x The public supports using federal funds to develop high-speed rail. A 2011 Harris Survey
revealed that nearly two-thirds of Americans (62 percent) support investing in High Speed Rail
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Global Environment Facility (GEF)
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is an independently operated, international financial
facility that unites 182 countries with international institutions, civil society, and the private
sector to address global environmental issues including biodiversity, land degradation, and
climate change. The GEF helps countries improve environmental governance and fight the
unsustainable depletion of natural resources, which can lead to population displacement,
declines in global food supply, water shortages and other causes of instability that make
communities vulnerable to conflict and radicalization. GEF support has been critical to reaching
ƚŚĞŐůŽďĂůŐŽĂůŽĨƐĞĐƵƌŝŶŐϭϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͛ƐƚĞƌƌĞƐƚƌŝĂůĂƌĞĂƐƵŶĚĞƌƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ͘
To date, the GEF has invested approximately $10.5 billion directly, attracting $51 billion in cofinancing, in over 2,700 projects in 165 countries. The United States has a strong influence on
GEF strategies and programming, which supports many U.S. priorities, and receives a very high
rate of return. Historically, for every U.S. dollar invested, about $36 has been leveraged in
additional co-financing from public and private partners, recently, that number has increased in
some projects to as much as $52 for every dollar contributed by the United States.
For more information, go to: http://www.thegef.org/gef/
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The GEF is an integral institution in forest conservation. Low levels of funding will cripple its
ability to obtain the co-financing it needs to enact many of its programs and may hurt efforts in
ƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͛ƐŶĞǁĞƐƚŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐ^ŽƵƚŚ^ƵĚĂŶ͕ǁŚĞƌĞĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚǁŝůĚůŝĨĞ
tourism can help build stability and sustainability.
x dŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞ'&͕ƚŚĞh͘^͘ŝƐǁŽƌŬŝŶŐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚKďĂŵĂ͛ƐƉůĞĚŐĞƚŽŵĂŬĞŵĞƌŝĐĂĂ
leader on issues of conservation and climate change. Reducing funding to the GEF will damage
conservation efforts worldwide and delegitimize the claim that the U.S. is seeking a leadership
role on environmental issues.

Tropical Forest Conservation Act (TFCA)
Enacted in 1998, the Tropical Forest Conservation Act (TFCA) gives developing eligible countries
the option to relieve official debt while simultaneously generating local currency to support
tropical forest conservation. The TFCA works to strengthen civil society by creating local
foundations to provide small grants ƚŽE'K͛ƐĂŶĚůŽĐĂůĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚ offers a unique
opportunity for public-private partnerships.
The TFCA has completed 18 debt-for-nature agreements in 14 countries, with around $300
million raised in long term commitments for conservation in tropical forests around the world. A
reauthorization of the TFCA has been proposed and introduced in previous Congresses that
would extend the TFCA model to include coral reef ecosystems. This would make the TFCA more
flexible and allow for a wider range of opportunities to support international conservation.
Should a Reauthorization Act be reintroduced, we urge congress to approve it.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Further cuts to the TFCA will discourage the negotiation of new agreements, thus removing a
powerful incentive for developing countries to invest in forest conservation. This could have farreaching effects in terms of species survival, climate change adaptation and forest management.
x By facilitating grassroots capacity building and providing jobs to local communities through
public-private partnerships, the TFCA is not only driving local efforts towards conservation, but
also creating opportunities for American companies. Sequestration-driven cuts will damage
programs that develop tools to empower local people, promote sustainable future, and create
business ventures that could benefit the American economy.
Climate Investment Funds (CIFs) at the World Bank
The Climate Investment Funds (CIFs) are a collective of multi-donor trust funds run through the
World Bank and designed to support the actions of developing countries to mitigate and adapt
to climate change. Established in 2008 by the Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) with the
support of the Bush administration and G8 partners, the CIFs are divided into two multi-donor
Trust Funds
Focusing on mitigation in middle income countries, the Clean Technology Fund (CTF), promotes
scaled-up financing for demonstration, deployment, and transfer of low-carbon technologies
that have significant potential for long-term greenhouse gas emission reductions. The CTF
currently finances programs in 15 countries and one region with country-specific CTF
Investment Plans (IPs) to develop large-scale renewable energy, energy efficiency, and transport
projects, centered on integration into existing national development project objectives.
The Strategic Climate Fund (SCF) is comprised of three distinct funds. The Forest Investment
Program (FIP), started in 2009, supports transformational changes in forest-related policies and
practices in eight pilot countries to target the underlying causes of deforestation in developing
countries. The FIP provides scaled-up finance to help forest countries advance institutional
capacity, forest governance and high leverage mitigation efforts. The Pilot Program for Climate
Resilience (PPCR) provides incentives to developing countries for scaled-up action to integrate
climate resilience into national development planning. The PPCR is the only adaptation-focused
fund housed at the World Bank, and provides investment funding for a wide range of activities
including improving food security, monitoring and analyzing weather data and conducting
studies on climate-resilient housing in coastal areas. The third fund comprising the SCF is the
Scaling-Up Renewable Energy Program in Low Income Countries (SREP). This initiative was
created to demonstrate the economic, social, and environmental visibility of low carbon energy
pathways for low-income countries. By partnering with the private sector, the SREP offers
developing countries the chance to free themselves from fossil fuel dependence while creating
jobs and stimulating economic growth.
Collectively, the CIFs are a strong component of the existing U.S. commitment to help
developing countries adapt to climate change and mitigate their future emissions.
For more information, go to: https://climateinvestmentfunds.org/cif/
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x A decrease in US funding levels will prevent the implementation of programs and projects
developed through the CIF process. Examples of projects include:
o Ŷ ^ZW ŝŶ EĞƉĂů ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƌŬƐ ƚŽ ƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ŐƌŝĚ ƚŽ ůŽǁ ĐĂƌďŽŶ
solutions and supply almost one million houses with electricity.
o A project by the Mexican government facilitated by the CTF to transform the Mexican
urban transport to a lower carbon growth path by improving its quality and
sustainability.
o A recently approved PPCR initiative in 12 rural coastal districts of Bangladesh that
focuses on improving the lives of woman and the poor by building capacity and
infrastructure for 274 rural markets and 25 cyclone shelters.
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TAX INCENTIVES FOR PRIVATE LAND CONSERVATION
Making the Enhanced Tax Deduction for Conservation Easement Donations Permanent
Due to expire December, 31, 2013, this tax incentive supports conservation of private forest,
farm and grasslands by encouraging farmers, ranchers and other modest income landowners to
retire the development rights on their land. By allowing conservation easement donors to
deduct a larger portion of their income over a longer period of time the enhanced incentive has
helped America͛ƐůĂŶĚƚƌƵƐƚƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞƉĂĐĞŽĨĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶďǇĂƚŚŝƌĚ͕ƚŽŽǀĞƌĂŵŝůůŝŽŶĂĐƌĞƐ
a year. Preserving viable farms and forests protects important wildlife habitats, provides local
access to diverse food products, reduces transportation costs and pollution, and provides a
natural buffer against sprawling development. A bill to make the incentive permanent in the
112th Congress (H.R. 1964) had 311 co-sponsors, including majorities of both parties..
Providing Incentives for Private Land Conservation in Reforms of the Estate Tax
DŽƌĞƚŚĂŶϳϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞŐĞƚƐĨŽŽĚĂŶĚƐŚĞůƚĞƌĨƌŽŵŽƵƌǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĨĂƌŵ͕ƌĂŶĐŚ
ĂŶĚĨŽƌĞƐƚůĂŶĚƐ͕ďƵƚǁĞ͛ƌĞůŽƐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞŚĂďŝƚĂƚƐƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĂƚĂŶĂůĂƌŵŝŶŐƌĂƚĞ͘dŚĞĞƐƚĂƚĞ
tax contributes to this trend by forcing farmers and ranchers to sell parts of their property to
pay the tax, dividing up large properties that are so important to watershed health and wildlife
conservation. Even where the land remains intact, estate tax bills can force fire sales of timber,
defĞĂƚŝŶŐƌĞĐĞŶƚŐĂŝŶƐǁĞ͛ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĨŽƌĞƐƚƌǇƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ͘dŚĞŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ
Family Farm and Ranchland Protection Act would increase the estate tax exemption for lands
protected by a conservation easement up to $5 million, ensuring that landowners who
generously commit their land to conservation will not be forced to sell.
Another proposal, the Family Farm Preservation and Conservation Estate Tax Act, provides an
indefinite deferral of estate taxes on family farm, ranch and forest land, with a recapture
provision if the land is sold. This deferral means that no one is forced to sell intact habitat for
development just to pay estate taxes.
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit
Since 1978, the Historic Tax Credit has played a pivotal role revitalizing communities and
spurring both short and long term job growth. Over the last three decades, this successful
program has created 2.2 million jobs, leveraged nearly $100 billion in private investment, and
rehabilitated more than 38,000 historic buildings of all shapes and sizes. These projects have
revived the main streets in communities and promoted the sustainable reuse of our existing
historic structures. Preservation of our historic resources, including the re-use of historic and
older buildings, greening of existing building stock, and reinvestment in older and historic
communities has proven time and again to be a fundamental tool to preserve open space and
prevent sprawl. Recycling old buildings reduces landfill waste and saves energy by reusing
existing materials rather than manufacturing new building components. Encouraging historic
preservation through the use of the credit not only fosters a unique connection to our past, but
also provides an invaluable opportunity to more wisely use existing resources and promote
sustainable communities.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Eliminating the Historic Tax Credit would not serve to balance the budget. The cumulative $19.2
billion cost of the Historic Tax Credit is more than offset by the $24.4 billion in federal taxes that
are collected before, during, and after an historic building is rehabilitated and put back into
service.
x Without the Historic Tax Credit, high-quality local jobs will be lost. Over three-quarters of the
economic benefits generated by rehabilitation remains in the local communities and states
where projects are located. This reflects the fact that labor and materials for historic
rehabilitation projects tend to be hired and purchased locally.
x ƐƚŚĞ,ŽƵƐĞĂŶĚ^ĞŶĂƚĞĐŽŶƚĞŵƉůĂƚĞĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞƌĞĨŽƌŵŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐƚĂǆĐŽĚĞ͕DĞŵďĞƌƐ
of Congress will have an opportunity not just to continue the Historic Tax Credit, but to
modernize it. Legislation is pending in both chambers that would make sensible improvements to
the Historic Tax Credit by incentivizing energy efficiency and generating more jobs and
investment on Main Street.
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INTRODUCTION
The Environmental Protection Agency͛Ɛawesome responsibility is to establish standards the will
protect Americans from harmful pollution in the air we breathe, the water we drink and the
food we eat. In addition, it has a major role in protecting our land and water resources for
multiple recreational uses. In many industrialized countries, environmental regulations are
ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ͞ƉƌĞĐĂƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ͘͟  dŚŝƐ ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ states if an action or policy has a
suspected risk of causing harm to the public or to the environment, in the absence of scientific
consensus that the action or policy is harmful, the burden of proof that it is not harmful falls on
those taking an act. In most of our laws, however, the burden is often on the Agency, through
expensive and robust research to prove some action is harmful, even though others, such as the
manufacturer of the product, have much more information on the risks their processes or
products pose on human health and environmental protection. In addition, the political climate
has given the regulated industries carte blanche to try to re-argue standards air, water and toxic
pollution standards, not in a robust scientific forum, but through slanted arguments given to
legislators. In 2011 and 2012, the House of Representatives voted over 317 times to rollback
EPA standards or gut environmental statutes to help one or another industry group. Virtually all
of these passed in the House but failed in the Senate.
Another way to hamstring the Agency is to gut the budget so EPA cannot do the science to back
up its standards, cannot enforce existing standards or support the states in their key
environmental role.
ŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐĞǆƉĞĐƚĂŶ͞ŵĞƌŝĐĂƚŚĞĞĂƵƚŝĨƵů͟ƚŚĂƚŝƐĂƐďŽƵŶƚŝĨƵůĨŽƌŽƵƌĐhildren as it was for
our forefathers. We do not have the right to exploit our resources or our environment to the
everlasting determent of future generations, to subject our citizens to harmful poisons that are
bi-products of modern society or ignore the risks of climate change. Further cuts at EPA will
slow down standard setting; bring to a crawl the clean-up of hazardous waste sites; hamstring
local communities in providing clean water and adequate sewer systems and give recalcitrant
companies a leg-up on responsible competitors.
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State Revolving Funds
With the passage of the CWA 40 years ago, Congress made a financial commitment to protect
and improve water quality across the countryͶinitially through a grant program and later, in
ϭϵϴϳ͕ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ͞ƐƚĂƚĞ ƌĞǀŽůǀŝŶŐ ůŽĂŶ ĨƵŶĚ͟ ;^Z&Ϳ͕ ŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ŐƌĂŶƚƐ ĂŶĚ
low-interest revolving loans to municipalities to for wastewater treatment, stormwater control,
non-point source pollution control, and watershed and estuary management. In 1996, the Safe
Drinking Water Act created another state revolving fund for drinking water treatment and
protection of surface water and groundwater supply areas. In addition, two percent of each SRF
is set aside for Indian tribes to conduct the same types of activities accorded to states.
Local needs for municipal water infrastructure investment, to protect the health and wellbeing
of families and communities nationwide, far outstrip the recent levels of funding for the SRFs.
Recent studies have shown that communities will need an estimated $300 billion to $1 trillion
over the next 20 years just to repair, replace, or upgrade aging drinking water and wastewater
facilities to modern standards. Meanwhile, EPA projects that there will be a $535 billion shortfall
in financing these projects over that period which will lead to increased sewer failures,
interruptions in dependable water supply and increased health risks. Further, a study by the
National Association of Clean Water Agencies and the Association of Metropolitan Water
Agencies estimates that water and wastewater utilities will need an additional $448-944 billion
to adapt to the impacts of climate change.
Recently, a critical component of both the Clean Water SRF and Drinking Water SRF programs
has been the Green Project Reserve (GPR), which puts a dedicated percentage of funding
towards green infrastructure, water efficiency, and environmentally innovative water
infrastructure projects. These green solutions to water pollution and water scarcity reduce nonpoint source pollution, protect estuaries, prevent contamination of drinking source waters,
reduce polluted runoff by protecting natural areas, and are often more cost-effective than
traditional pipe and cement options. . These efficiencies mean lower long-term costs and other
economic advantages to water utilities and their customers. In a challenging fiscal climate, the
Green Project Reserve provides critical resources for communities to invest in cost-effective and
sustainable approaches to meet their water infrastructure needs.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to the SRFs mean cuts to vital drinking water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure
projects in local communities across all 50 states, the District of Columbia, U.S. Territories, and
Tribes.
x A 5.1% reduction would cut $119 million from water infrastructure projects nationwide,
including, for example, $9.4 million in California, $1.7 million in Louisiana, and nearly $1 million
each in Rhode Island and Alaska.
x Every $1 billion in water infrastructure spending has been estimated to create 20,000 to 26,700
jobs, or at least one full-time job per $50,000 in spending. A 5.1% cut to the SRFs would mean a
lost opportunity to support 2,380 full-time jobs.
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ĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĐĂů'ƌĂŶƚƐƚŽKƉĞƌĂƚĞ^ƚĂƚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůWƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ
KƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ůĂǁƐ ĂƌĞ ŵĂŝŶůǇ ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͕ ŶŽƚ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ͘  ^ƚĂƚĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ŶĞĂƌůǇ Ăůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
ĐŽƌĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ůĂǁƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƉƵďůŝĐ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ ŽƵƌ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘ ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ
ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŽƵŶĐŝů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ^ƚĂƚĞƐ ;K^Ϳ͕ ďǇ ϭϵϵϮ͕ W ŚĂĚ ĚĞůĞŐĂƚĞĚ ϰϬй ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞƐ͕ďƵƚďǇϮϬϬϳ͕ϵϲйŽĨƚŚĞƐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐŚĂĚďĞĞŶĚĞůĞŐĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞƐ͘
ĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĐĂůŐƌĂŶƚƐƚŽƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞƐĂƌĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŝŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƚŚŝƐĚĞůĞŐĂƚŝŽŶƉŽƐƐŝďůĞ͘^ƚĂƚĞŵĂƚĐŚ
ŝƐƵƐƵĂůůǇƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƐĞƐƚĂƚƵƚĞƐ͕ĂŶĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂŚĂůĨƚŽƚǁŽ-ƚŚŝƌĚƐŽĨƚŚĞ
ĨƵŶĚƐŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞ&ĞĚĞƌĂůƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͘^ƚĂƚĞƐĂůƐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƚŚĂƚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐ
^ƚĂƚĞ-ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ŶĞĞĚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ƐƚƌŽŶŐĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ͘  &Žƌ ŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ͕ ^ŽƵƚŚ
ĂƌŽůŝŶĂƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐŽŶƚǁŝĐĞĂƐŵĂŶǇƚŽǆŝĐĂŝƌƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĨĞĚĞƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͘
/ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ůĂǁ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚŝŶŐ͕ ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ͕
ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ͕ ƐŝƚĞ ĐůĞĂŶƵƉ ĂŶĚ ŵŽƌĞ͘ K^ ĚĂƚĂ ƐŚŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ^ƚĂƚĞƐ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ ϵϳй ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
ŝŶƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶƐĂƚƌĞŐƵůĂƚĞĚĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ͖ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞϵϰйŽĨƚŚĞĚĂƚĂŝŶW͛ƐƐŝǆŵĂũŽƌĚĂƚĂďĂƐĞƐ͖ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ
ŽǀĞƌ ϵϬй ŽĨ Ăůů ĞŶĨŽƌĐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ͖ ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞƌƐ Ăƚ ƐƉŝůůƐ͕ ĐůĞĂŶƵƉƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ŶĂƚƵƌĂů
ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Many changes at industrial facilities need environmental permits from the State. Permit reviews
will be delayed even longer with additional budget cuts hurting economic growth
x Without funds for adequate state enforcement of our environmental laws, laws can be ignored
and businesses that flout those laws will have a competitive advantage over those who are
responsible.
x Communities are threatened and health compromised if states are unable to adequately inspect
pollution sources.
Regulatory Programs
Congress intended for EPA to be primarily a regulatory agency to establish the standards critical
to implementing the laws that Congress enacts. The scientific, economic, and engineering
analyses needed for many of these standard-setting process, requires a team of science and
technical experts who can make judgments free from political interference, but under a system
of checks and balances including a robust public notice and comment period. Although Congress
requires regulations to be published or updated regularly, Executive Orders have added nonstatutory requirements that further delay rules and add substantial costs to the process.
EPA currently has a backlog of regulations requiring implementation. The Office of Solid Waste
and Emergency Response (OSWER) has been unable to set standards for coal ash, now 4 years
after catastrophe in Kingston, Tennessee. The Office of Air and Radiation (OAR) needs to
prepare for implementing the endangerment finding that carbon dioxide is a pollutant under the
Clean Air Act.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Further cuts will delay life-saving standards and make our communities more at risk of climaterelated impacts.
x Congress has demanded more robust cost-benefit analyses of rules. With cuts in the budget
these costly reviews cannot be completed in a time necessary for life saving regulations.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x EPA must confirm that automobile manufacturers are complying with all vehicle emission
standards in a timely manner or those makes cannot be sold. Cuts in EPA staff could therefore
affect vehicle sales and jobs.
Enforcement Program
The Environmental Protection Agency's ability to enforce environmental laws is critical to
protecting and enhancing the nation's public health and natural resources. Lack of enforcement
ĐƌŝƉƉůĞƐƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŵĞĞƚŝƚƐĞŶǀŝƌonmental goals and gives unfair advantages in the
marketplace to companies that cut corners and put our health and environment at risk. For
instance, the Clean Air Act's New Source Review Program requires installation of modern
pollution control technology when industrial facilities undergo changes that increase air
pollution by significant amounts. The EPA has uncovered widespread violations of this
requirement that has resulted in illegal air pollution releases totaling millions of tons of
conventional pollutants from coal-fired power plants, oil refineries and other industrial sectors.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Additional cuts in enforcement will hamper the ability of EPA to assist the states who carry out
much of the on-the-ground environmental enforcement activities.
x With states having their own budget problems, additional cuts in enforcement will make it
almost impossible for EPA to step in if a state decides not to assume delegated authority.
x For state enforcement to be effectivĞ͕W͛ƐŽǀĞƌƐŝŐŚƚĨĞĚĞƌĂůďĂĐŬƐƚŽƉŶĞĞĚƐƚŽďĞĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐƚŽ
assist the states in carrying out their duties at the levels required by federal law. More cuts in
federal enforcement will jeopardize this critical piece of environmental federalism.
x Further courts would eliminate or significantly reduce essential air quality data systems.
Americans with respiratory and cardiac health issues rely on this information to determine when
to take action to avoid health impacts from air pollution.
Superfund
The Superfund program was created in 1980 to locate, investigate, and clean up the worst
hazardous and toxic sites nationwide. As a mature program, most remaining sites are now in the
construction phase of cleanup where steady and adequate funding is necessary. The EPA
Inspector General (IG) and others have documented a significant and growing funding shortfall
over the past several years. This shortfall is exacerbated by the bankruptcy of the Superfund
Trust Fund. In 2003, the Superfund Trust ran out of polluter-contributed funds because Congress
had refused to renew the polluter pays tax on the oil and chemical industries that formerly
funded cleanups. American taxpayers should not shoulder the costs of all Superfund-led
cleanup.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x It can take 4-7 years for a site to be evaluated and ready for construction. In 2012, 22 sites were
ready to start, but funding limitations made it impossible to start those sites. Additional cuts will
do something Superfund never had to do before ʹ stop work on projects already where there are
͞ƐŚŽǀĞůƐŽŶƚŚĞŐƌŽƵŶĚ͘͟dŚŝƐǁŝůůĚŝƐƌƵƉƚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƵƉƐĞƚĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚƵĂů
agreements that may cost more to cancel than continue.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Stop and go funding and a possible sequester, has already slowed down clean up at communities
throughout the country who reasonably expected their site to already be completed.
EŽŶ-WŽŝŶƚ^ŽƵƌĐĞDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕ůĞĂŶtĂƚĞƌĐƚ;tͿ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶϯϭϵ
Non-point source pollution ʹ ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞĂĐŚĞƐǁĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƉĂƐƐŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ͞ƉŽŝŶƚƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͟
such as sewer systems, industrial plants, or other conveyances -- is the leading cause of water
quality impairment in the United States, causing degradation of wildlife habitat and aquatic life,
contamination of drinking water, lost recreational opportunities, and many other
environmental, economical, and human health problems. The 1987 amendments to the Clean
Water Act established the Section 319 Nonpoint Source Management Program to help states,
territories, and tribes combat the effects of non-point source pollution. From the Anacostia
River, which received $200,000 for wetland restoration, tŽ DŝƐƐŽƵƌŝ͛Ɛ sĂŶĚĂůŝĂ >ĂŬĞ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ
received $187,000 to reduce atrazine levels, 427 water bodies have been partially or fully
restored since 1998.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Section 319 grants are instrumental in restoring impaired waters by supporting a wide variety of
activities including technical assistance, financial assistance, education, training, technology
transfer, demonstration projects and monitoring at the state and local level.
x From FY1999 through FY2010, Congress annually appropriated at least $200 million in section
ϯϭϵĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͕ĚŝǀŝĚĞĚďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂ͞ďĂƐĞ͟ƐĞƚŽĨƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŶŽŶ-point source programs and focused
watershed-based restoration efforts. In recent years, this funding has been cut significantly
(FY2012 was $36.4 million lower than FY2010); meaning that fewer water bodies could be
targeted for restoration. Further cuts would mean even fewer restored streams and lakes.
x ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽW͛Ɛ Clean Watersheds Needs Survey 2008 Report to Congress, non-point source
funding needs a total of $22.8 billion over 20 years or $1.14 billion annually on average. Thus,
even current levels of section 319 funding are inadequate for remediating polluted water bodies
and for protecting clean water from future impairment. Additional cuts would worsen this
funding gap.
x Non-ƉŽŝŶƚƐŽƵƌĐĞƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĞƉƌŝŵĂƌǇĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƉŽŽƌǁĂƚĞƌƋƵĂůŝƚǇŝŶƚǁŽŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŵŽƐƚ
significantly impaired water bodiesͶthe Gulf of Mexico and Chesapeake Bay. If funding for
projects to reduce excess nitrogen and phosphorus is cut, this pollution will threaten local
communities, economies, and natural habitats even more.
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Human Health and Ecosystem Research
,ĞĂůƚŚǇ ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŬĞǇ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ Ăƌŵ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ĨŽƌ W͛Ɛ ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ
activities. The Science Advisory Board recently said that this area is critical because it
͙͞ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ ĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŶĐǇ͛Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ƉƵďůŝĐ
ŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘͟ Scientists and medical experts from Mt Sinai School of Medicine
published a series of studies that calculated the annual cost of preventable environmental
disease in US children to be approximately $76.6 billion per year, making up 3.5% of total health
care costs. This includes: lead poisoning ($50.9 billion), autism ($7.9 billion), intellectual
disability ($5.4 billion), exposure to mercury pollution ($5.1 billion), ADHD ($5 billion), asthma
($2.2 billion), and childhood cancer ($95 million).
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2011/05/110504183411.htm
This scientific research for standard setting purposes is largely funded by government and not
private entities or scientific institutions which preference funding for either basic or diseasetargeted research, rather than research for risk assessments or policy. However, risk and policy
research is critical for regulatory decision makers to assure that standards proposed are
appropriate and not unnecessarily burdensome.
x

The cuts in funding since 2010 has handicapped critical needs for advance research to
provide the data necessary for risk assessment and risk management. There is a need
for research to understand key issues, identify knowledge gaps, and answer complex
technical questions in order to develop an appropriate regulatory framework that is fully
protective of human health and the environment. The cuts would be tripled under the
sequester.

EPA Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention (OCSPP)
The OCSPP supports intramural (within EPA) and external research through innovative
partnerships and collaborations to regulate pesticides, conduct risk assessment for industrial
chemicals to reduce pollution, and coordinate science and science policy including new and
emerging technologies. Without the important work of this Office, there would be critical gaps
in policy-relevant research needs that will not be filled by other agencies, industry, or academia.
For example:
x The Children's Environmental Health and Disease Prevention Research Centers
("Children's Centers"), is a key government partnership between the EPA and NIEHS that
helps experts to understand and reduce the severity and/or incidence of diseases and
disabilities. Research projects include studying the environmental contributions to
childhood obesity, asthma, and autism. The success of this program requires sustained
public investment in research on childhood exposures to environmental toxicants.
x The Design for the Environment (DfE) program is a popular EPA partnership program to
inform small businesses, industries, and consumers about selecting ingredients and
products that are cost-effective and less harmful to the environment.
x EPA must address dozens of new nanotechnologies used in consumer products,
pesticides, and industrial processes. The research coordinated and conducted by OCSPP
to develop a framework for conducting safety assessments and regulating these new
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ĐŚĞŵŝĐĂůƐ ŝƐ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŽ ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ W͛Ɛ ůĂǁƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂƚƵĞƐ ĂƌĞ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ƚŽ ŶĞǁ
technologies.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x With this important research EPA can support regulatory and policy decisions to inform and
protect the public, and support its programs when they are reviewed by the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), which favors
measurable program impacts and demonstrable efficiency and efficacy.
x Without the DfE program EPA would not be able to provide an accredited scientific assessment
of the potential health harms associated with the use of Bisphenol A, a potent hormonedisrupting chemical, in thermal paper and 19 chemical alternatives that may substitute for BPA..
Cashiers ʹ often women of reproductive age- and other workers that handle receipts routinely
may be at increased risk of BPA exposure from this application. Without this report, consumers,
manufacturers, retails, and regulators may unwittingly replace one toxic chemical with another
possibly even more deadly one.
x Without EPA research programs EPA and other federal agencies could not assess new emerging
technologies including nanomaterials for their potential impacts on human health and the
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘ W͛Ɛ ĚƌĂĨƚ ƉƵďůŝĐ ƌĞƉŽƌƚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ĐĂƌďŽŶ ŶĂŶŽƚƵďĞƐ ʹ shown to be highly
toxic in animal studies - as a flame-retardant coating for upholstery textiles provides critical
information to the public, manufacturers, and retailers about the ecological and human impacts
from this use. This information is being used to identify and prioritize research gaps and inform
risk management decisions. Without this report, consumers, manufacturers, retailers, and
regulators may unwittingly replace one toxic chemical with another possibly even more deadly
Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS)
dŚĞ /ŶƚĞŐƌĂƚĞĚ ZŝƐŬ /ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ^ǇƐƚĞŵ ;/Z/^Ϳ ŝƐ ĂŶ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂů ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ ŽĨ W͛Ɛ ƌĞŐƵůĂƚŽƌǇ
system. IRIS chemical assessments are intended to provide the scientific foundation for state,
regional, and national standards for hundreds of toxic pollutants. The human toll of illnesses,
birth defects, and deaths that result from the lack of health-protective regulations and pollution
prevention strategies are too often preventable. The comprehensive scientific, peer-reviewed
IRIS assessments provide credible public information for federal, state, and local regulators to
set effective health-protective exposure and clean-up standards.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Without this important program, would be further limited in its ability to provide timely and
scientifically defensible estimate of risk from common chemical pollutants and industrial
chemicals, to support health-protective exposure limits. The recent IRIS assessment of
trichloroethylene (TCE) ʹ a widespread cancer-causing water contaminant - has already lead to
more health-protective exposure limits in many states, ultimately preventing deadly cancers.
National Toxicology Program (NTP), NIEHS
The National Institute of Environmental Health Science (NIEHS) is the only institute of 27 NIH
Institutes and Centers whose mission focuses on primary prevention of diseases linked to
environmental and/or occupational exposures, rather than post-illness detection and treatment.
The NIEHS and its National Toxicology Program (NTP) support sound and reliable research
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programs that provide scientific data needed to support disease prevention strategies
implemented by regulatory agencies including EPA, OSHA, and FDA. Critical research areas
supported by this program include the potential health and environmental risks associated with
synthetic industrial chemicals, pesticides, various pharmaceuticals, metals, and food additives.
NIEHS and NTP supported research advances our understanding of the cellular and molecular
bases of disease induction and progression, supports hazard identification and characterization
assessments, and underpins primary prevention strategies such as reduced exposure standards.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Without these critical research programs, the NIEHS will be significantly hampered in its ability to
provide credible scientific information regarding the potential hazards for human health and
wildlife from common chemical pollutants and industrial chemicals. The NIEHS has launched an
ambitious research program coordinating 39 projects to develop a comprehensive diseasespecific assessment of possible human health effects associated with Bisphenol A (BPA). This
NIEHS-coordinated research program is the largest of its kind and will provide definite scientific
information on BPA, a potent hormone-disrupting chemical found in the bodies of over 95% of
Americans, including infants. BPA is linked in animal studies to infertility, weight gain, diabetes,
and prostate and mammary gland cancer. This research will provide critical information to
inform regulators, manufacturers, and retailers about how to prevent unsafe exposures to BPA,
thereby preventing human diseases.
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WaterSense
In 2006 the Bush Administration launched a voluntary water efficient product certification and
labeling program called "WaterSense." It is modeled after the widely recognized and highly
successful Energy Star program. Through 2011, WaterSense has helped consumers save a
cumulative 287 billion gallons of water and over $4.7 billion in water and energy bills. But as the
drought of 2012 demonstrated once again, maintaining our water supply infrastructure is a
major cost across the United States, and improving our water efficiency can lessen the stress
and extend the lifespan of both drinking water treatment and wastewater treatment
systems. Water efficiency is the most cost-effective way for communities to manage existing
water supplies and prepare for future needs.
The EPA has only a handful of staff to support the WaterSense program; they are working with
local water utilities, product manufacturers, and retailers to encourage the use of waterefficient products and practices by individuals, professional installers, homebuilders, and
commercial developers.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Additional cuts through sequestration will inhibit development of new specifications that will
limit the additional categories of products to qualify for the WaterSense label, costing consumers
water and Cuts will hurt manufacturers, distributors, retailers and local utilities all who have
benefited from the use of WaterSense products and materials in their marketing and incentive
programs.
,Đƚ'ƌĂŶƚWƌŽŐƌĂŵ
Our nation's public beaches are popular destination spots for recreation. The local economies of
many coastal communities depend largely on clean and healthy beaches for use by residents
and tourists alike. Unfortunately, many of our nation's public beach waters are polluted with
bacteria and viruses that can make swimmers ill. Polluted urban stormwater, sewage spills, and
combined sewer overflows are the major sources of beach water pollution. The number of
beach closing and advisory days in 2011 totaled 23,481 day.
The Beaches Environmental Assessment and Coastal Health (BEACH) Act established a grant
program for beach water testing and public notification programs. States use these funds to
help pay to monitor water quality ʹ specifically, whether there are bacteria in the water
indicating the presence of pathogens that can make people sick ʹ and to make decisions and
notify the public about closing beaches or warning people about the dangers of swimming.
Regular information about beach water quality protects the health of beach-goers and,
consequently, the vitality of coastal, tourism-based economies.
Unfortunately, perennial underfunding has prevented full state and tribal implementation and
has left public health vulnerable. ǀĞŶ ǁŽƌƐĞ͕ WƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ KďĂŵĂ͛Ɛ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂů ĨŽƌ &zϭϯ
sought to eliminate this funding altogether.
Historically, Congress has appropriated a small sum, between $9.75 and $10 million to fund
beach programs, and it should at least continue this level of funding to support our valuable
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coastal tourism-based economies and to protect beachgoers from getting sick from exposure to
polluted water.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reducing ʹ or, worse, eliminating ʹ BEACH Act support to states will harm beach programs
nationwide. Without key funds, it is likely that states will reduce the number of monitoring
locations or the frequency of monitoring and eliminate off-season water testing programs.
x Reduced monitoring could compromise not only public health protection but also the ability to
track chronically polluted beaches
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative
The Great Lakes supply drinking water to more than 30 million people in the eight-state region
of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York. And
millions more in the United States and Canada depend on the lakes for their jobs, health, and
way of life. Yet despite their size and significance, the Great Lakes suffer from sewage overflows,
a legacy of toxic pollution, the introduction and spread of invasive species, and the loss and
degradation of habitat. These factors, among others, are placing tremendous stress on the Great
Lakes and are threatening the economy, livelihoods, environment, and outdoor heritage for
millions of people who depend on them.
The economic benefits of the Great Lakes are well documented. The Brookings Institution
reported that Great Lakes restoration creates jobs in the short-term while laying the foundation
for long-term prosperityͶproviding $2 in economic benefit for every $1 investment in
restoration. More than 1.5 million U.S. jobs are directly connected to the Great Lakes,
generating $62 billion in wages annually, according to an analysis by Michigan Sea Grant at the
University of Michigan.
In 2009, President Obama announced his Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI), which seeks
to 1) implement the recommendations of the GLRC and restore and protect the Great Lakes, 2)
coordinate actions among federal agencies, or federal agencies and nonfederal partners, and 3)
ensure accountability that ensures results. The Great Lakes Restoration Initiative is producing
results by supporting more than 900 local projects in the eight Great Lakes states.
Both the President and Congress have demonstrated ongoing, bi-partisan support for the GLRI
and other Great Lakes restoration programs. In Fiscal Year 2012, Congress appropriated $300
million to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for the GLRI, part of which the EPA passed
through to other federal agencies in order to attack the most urgent threats facing the lakes
according to the Great Lakes restoration plan: invasive species like Asian carp; toxic pollution
contaminating rivers and bays; habitat and wetland loss; and urban and farm runoff that leads
to algal blooms and degraded water quality.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x LowHealth
GLRI funding
levels would
stall continued efforts to clean up toxic pollution, restore wildlife
Human
and Ecosystem
Research
habitat, stop invasive species and reduce polluted run-off from farms and cities, imperiling the
drinking water and livelihoods for millions of Americans.
x Local governments would suffer from an inability to leverage matching federal funding dollars.
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National Environmental Education Act Programs
dŚĞ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů WƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŐĞŶĐǇ͛Ɛ ;WͿ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƐ
highly-leveraged, successful nationwide environmental education programs authorized by the
National Environmental Education Act (NEEA - PL 101-ϲϭϵͿ͕ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨŝƌƐƚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
education legislation that is still the only federal law devoted solely to environmental education.
Environmental education is increasingly critical as our nation moves towards a clean energy
economy and addresses the challenges of global climate change.
NEEA supports life-long education and environmental stewardship, helping to ensure that our
citizens are environmentally literate and competitive in increasingly important environmental
fields. dŚĞ W͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ŚŝŐŚůǇ-leveraged, but
under-resourced programs including the Environmental Education and Training Partnership, the
National Environmental Education Foundation, an environmental education grant program, the
Weather and the Environment program, the Health and the Environment program, National
Public Lands Day, the Business and Environment program, Project Learning Tree, the National
Audubon ^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ͛ƐĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ͕ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘ These programs and environmental
education more broadly has overwhelming public support. Fully 95 percent of American adults
and 96 percent of parents support environmental education being taught in the schools
according to an environment survey conducted by Roper Starch Worldwide. EPA's
environmental education programs meet the highest standards for educational rigor and
scientific accuracy.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x /Ŷ &zϭϮ ƚŚĞ W͛s office of Environmental Education was all but eliminated from the budget.
Further cuts to the EPA would result in the systematic shutdown of the only federally mandated
Office of Environmental Education.
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Tribal Air Quality Management
Section 301(d) of the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act (CAA) authorized EPA to treat
/ŶĚŝĂŶƚƌŝďĞƐ͞ĂƐ^ƚĂƚĞƐ͘͟WƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŝƚƐƚƌŝďĂůĂŝƌŐƌĂŶƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĂƚĂƚŝŵĞǁŚĞŶ
few Indian tribes were engaged in air-related activities. In 1998, EPA finalized the Tribal
Authority Rule (TAR) which provides that tribes may be treated in a manner similar to states for
virtually all provisions of the CAA. Tribes are not only eligible for section 103 grant funding to
conduct air quality monitoring, emissions inventories, and other studies and assessments, but
they may also obtain section 105 grant funding to implement CAA regulatory programs.
After implementation of the TAR, EPA tribal air funding ranged between $10.7 million and $12.1
million annually. During this same time, the number of tribes seeking 103 and 105 grant funding
grew substantially to the point that any former funding carryovers from previous years were
now being exhausted. Further, EPA regional offices were being forced to turn away a number of
tribes for funding requests. However, tribes were being forced to address the same air-related
issues that neighboring state and local jurisdictions were facing in an environment of increasing
regulations. While the Obama Administration increased tribal air funding in FY2009 to $13.3
million, where it has remained annually since, tribes continue to be underfunded in addressing
their respective air issues.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding at existing or reduced levels will inhibit, and even prevent, Indian tribes from complying
with a number of federal regulatory requirements such as the Tribal Minor New Source Review
Rule.
x Without sufficient funding, Indian tribes will be unable to engage in core air quality management
program development and operations important to them (e.g., national ambient air quality
standards, toxics and indoor air quality) and the ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ W͛Ɛ ŶĞǁĞƐƚ ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ
related to climate change, renewable energy, energy efficiency, diesel retrofits, woodstove
changeouts, carbon sequestration, human and ecosystem health-based research, and monitoring
for critical loads.

Tribal General Assistance Program
Federal support for tribal environmental protection began over twenty years after the
commencement of federal and state environmental protection programs that were initiated by
the enactment of the Clean Water Act and Clean Air Act in the early 1970s. Tribes are still trying
to catch up, and a significant gap remains.
The Indian General Assistance Program (IGAP) authorizes the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) to provide grants to Indian tribes to assist them in planning, developing and
establishing environmental protection programs. These grants are especially critical to Alaska
Native villages which often lack access to other sources of funding to address their basic
environmental needs.
While IGAP has helped Indian tribes establish an environmĞŶƚĂů ͞ƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞ͕͟ ŵĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚŽƐĞ
involved with tribal programs have expressed a desire to be able to implement programs. The
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goal of IGAP (e.g., ďƵŝůĚƚƌŝďĂůĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͕ĚĞĨŝŶĞĂƚƌŝďĞ͛ƐŶĞĞĚƐĂŶĚŵŽǀĞŽŶƚŽŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƚŽ
create overall sustainable environmental programs) has not been met, either due to limited
funding or other institutional barriers. As IGAP is the only environmental funding available to
many tribes, it is time to allow them to use the funding to engage in program implementation.
Mindful of the cost of running tribal environmental programs, particularly based on the national
economic situation and the desire of Indian tribes to utilize IGAP funds for purposes beyond
capacity building that include program implementation, and cuts to IGAP would significantly
ŚĂŵƉĞƌƚƌŝďĞƐ͛ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Existing or reduced funding levels will further prevent Indian tribes from being able to implement
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶǀŽůǀĞ ďƵŝůĚŝŶŐ ƚƌŝďĂů ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐ Ă ƚƌŝďĞ͛Ɛ ŶĞĞĚƐ ƚŽ
move onto other programs to create overall sustainable environmental programs.

Multimedia Tribal Implementation Grants Program
dŚĞ KďĂŵĂ ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ &zϮϬϭϮ ďƵĚŐĞƚ ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ W ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ Ă ŶĞǁ DƵůƚŝŵĞĚŝĂ
Tribal Implementation Grants program to support on-the-ground implementation of
environmental protection on tribal lands and to adequately address their most pressing
environmental needs. Despite the potential of cuts to federal non-defense discretionary
spending, because this program has not been funded, tribes already face huge obstacles for onthe-ground implementation of environmental protection.
Direct Implementation Tribal Cooperative Agreements
A means to help offset the limited dollars available to Indian tribes under the IGAP is the use of
Direct Implementation Tribal Cooperative Agreements (DITCAs). DITCAs allow tribes and
intertribal consortia to help EPA implement federal environmental programs for tribes. DITCAs
were initially authorized in the FY 2001 Appropriations Act and must be approved annually by
Congress. Because they are under federal authority, DITCAs do not trigger jurisdictional
entanglements between tribes and other governmental bodies that might otherwise occur if
tribes attempted to assert regulatory jurisdiction for their own programs. Further, DITCAs
provide environmental results and meet strategic targets valued by both tribes and EPA.
Thus far, EPA has awarded more than 20 DITCAs to Indian tribes to undertake such activities as
CAA Title V permitting, development of smoke management plans, National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System stormwater permitting compliance, water quality monitoring, public water
system supervision, and the hiring of a tribal pesticide circuit rider. While there is a strong
interest among tribes to enter into more DITCAs, EPA is constrained by the availability of
resources to do so. Discretionary monies from the Environmental Program and Management
account, and STAG have been the primary vehicle for DITCAs which must also compete with a
myriad of other EPA priorities.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced funding will prevent EPA from providing Indian tribes with the resources necessary to
help EPA implement federal environmental programs for tribes.
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION
INTRODUCTION
KƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŽĐĞĂŶƐ͕ĐŽĂƐƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ 'ƌĞĂƚ >ĂŬĞƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ŝŵŵĞŶƐĞ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ͕ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů͕ ĂŶĚ
recreational benefits. The National Ocean Economics Program has estimated that the U.S. ocean
ĂŶĚĐŽĂƐƚĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵǇĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶΨϮϱϴďŝůůŝŽŶĂŶŶƵĂůůǇƚŽƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ'WƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
fisheries and seafood production, tourism, recreation, transportation, and construction.
Additionally, over 2.7 million jobs in the U.S. depend on the oceans and coasts, 1.9 million of
which come from tourism and recreation. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
;EKͿŝƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌŵĂŶĂŐŝŶŐŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐůŝǀŝŶŐŵĂƌŝŶĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŶŐŵĂƌŝŶĞĂŶĚ
coastal habitats, and monitoring and forecasting climate and weather. Adequately funding
EK ŝƐ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŽĐĞĂŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĐŽĂƐƚƐ͕ ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ
economies and communities that depend on them.
Two NOAA priority areas demonstrate best ŚŽǁĐƵƚƐƚŽƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇ͛ƐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐǁŽƵůĚŚĂƌŵŽƵƌ
oceans and our coastal communities: restoring fisheries to sustainable levels and protecting and
restoring the resilience of our coasts.
Managing fisheries in a sustainable manner is vital to ensure the health of our coastal
ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐĂŶĚĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘EK͛ƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂůDĂƌŝŶĞ&ŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ;ED&^ͿŚĂƐŵĂĚĞ ŐƌĞĂƚ
strides toward ending overfishing as mandated by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act. This is in large part due to the new requirements to end overfishing by
establishing annual catch limits (ACLs) and accountability measures in all US fisheries that are
aimed at ending overfishing. Information provided by core data collection, catch monitoring and
stock assessment programs within the NMFS is critical to the success of this endeavor.
Maintaining adequate investments in these interrelated activities is not only essential for
informed decision-ŵĂŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƐƚĞǁĂƌĚƐŚŝƉŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕ďƵƚĨŽƌƌĞĂůŝǌŝŶŐ
the full ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐŝŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽƐƵƐƚĂŝŶďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘ƵƚƐ
to programs that focus on fisheries restoration and sustainability will harm an industry that
employs nearly 60,000 Americans in coastal counties and contributes $6 billion to the GDP.
We learned from Superstorm Sandy how important the resilience of our coastal ecosystems is to
the safety and prosperity of our coastal communities. ƌĞĂƐĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƐƚŽƌŵ͛ƐǁŝŶĚƐĂŶĚ
surge took the hardest hits, but others, protected by natural or enhanced buffers of sandy
beach, dunes, beach grasses, or coastal wetlands, emerged from the storm with less damage
and lower disaster recovery costs. Ocean, coastal, and Great Lakes ecosystems continue to face
significant challenges, including development, resource exploitation, and habitat destruction.
These threats are being exacerbated by impacts of increased ocean acidity, warmer
temperatures, and sea level rise. NOAA is the lead agency in addressing these problems and
management challenges. Additional funding cuts to the programs that carry out this important
ǁŽƌŬǁŽƵůĚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŚĂƌŵŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĞƐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͕ǁĞƚůĂŶĚƐ͕ĐŽƌĂůƌĞĞĨƐ͕ĂŶĚŽĐĞĂŶĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͕
including in regions like the Gulf of Mexico, the Chesapeake Bay, and the Arctic.
In the wake of disasters like the Deepwater Horizon oil spill and Superstorm Sandy, new and
improved tools and protocols are necessary to improve our response, recovery and restoration
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ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘  EK͛Ɛ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĞŽĐĞĂŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽĂƐƚĂů ĞĐŽƐystems and enhance
our coastal resilience are critical to this important mission.
/Ŷ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚǁŽ ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ĂƌĞĂƐ͕ EK͛Ɛ ƐĂƚĞůůŝƚĞ ĂŶĚ ǁĞĂƚŚĞƌ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ĂƌĞ ǀŝƚĂů ƚŽ
alerting citizens to oncoming tornadoes, hurricanes, floods, and other weather events. These
programs also face dire consequences if funding cuts are made, however, these programs
ƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĨƵŶĚĞĚĂƚƚŚĞĞǆƉĞŶƐĞŽĨEK͛ƐŽĐĞĂŶĂŶĚĐŽĂƐƚĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘ĚĞƋƵĂƚĞůǇĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ
ďŽƚŚ ŽĨ EK͛Ɛ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŝƐ ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐĂĨĞƚǇ Žf our citizens, the health of our
oceans, and the viability of our economy. All of these programs deserve robust funding.
Finally, it is critical that misplaced attacks on the National Ocean Policy come to an end. The
National Ocean Policy improves the way we manage our oceans, reducing duplicative efforts
and conflicting government actions, and focusing attention on the most serious issues
jeopardizing ocean health. The National Ocean Policy does not replace or override existing
statutes, or alter the jurisdiction of any agency. Rather, with oversight and coordination from
the National Ocean Council, the policy brings order to the chaos that has resulted from ocean,
coastal, and Great Lakes resources being governed by more than 140 laws and 20 different
ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͘ƐƚŚĞĂŐĞŶĐǇƉƌŝŶĐŝƉĂůůǇƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƐƚĞǁĂƌĚƐŚŝƉŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĐŽĂƐƚĂůĂŶĚ
marine environment, NOAA is a key player in the execution of this policy. Attempts to defund
ƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůKĐĞĂŶWŽůŝĐǇǁŝůůŽŶůǇũĞŽƉĂƌĚŝǌĞEK͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƉĞrform other critical activities.
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The Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS)
In 2009, Congress established the Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS) as the ocean
ĂŶĂůŽŐŽĨƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶĂůtĞĂƚŚĞƌ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƚŽĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŽďƐĞƌǀĞŽƵƌŽĐĞĂŶƐ͕
coasts and Great Lakes. Routine observations of ocean currents, waves, water temperatures,
salinity, nutrients, phytoplankton and much more are made available in real-time and used in
models to develop forecasts and predictions. Search and rescue personnel, emergency
managers, fishermen and fisheries managers, shellfish growers, maritime shippers, public health
ŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉƵďůŝĐŚĂǀĞĐŽŵĞƚŽƌĞůǇŽŶƚŚĞƐĞŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘/KK^ĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƐEK͛Ɛ
core mission by providing baseline data on critical ocean parameters that are not being made by
other programs. As an example, ŽǀĞƌ ϱϬй ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĂƚĂ ĐŽŵŝŶŐ ƚŽ EK͛Ɛ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƵŽǇ ĂƚĂ
Center is now from non-federal partners through the IOOS system.
With only small amounts of funding, IOOS has maintained critical infrastructure, providing
information both above and below the water. A hallmark of IOOS is the national network of 11
regional systems. This network ensures IOOS is responsive to regional user needs, provides
products that are tailored to diverse regional conditions, and builds on the expertise and
knowledge of regional researchers, governmental experts, non-profits, industry and users. An
example is the National Surface Current Monitoring Network, created by IOOS and administered
through the regional network, which provides real-time information on the strength and
direction of surface currents. With this information, the US Coast Guard can reduce their search
area by more than 60%, saving lives, property and millions of dollars. IOOS is the only
operational program that routinely provides subsurface monitoring either through
oceanographic buoys or gliders. These are used to inform shellfish growers of harmful
upwellings of acidic waters, track the transmission of harmful algae blooms along ocean
currents, monitor changes in bottom temperatures and its effect on fisheries and provide notice
ƚŽƉƵďůŝĐŚĞĂůƚŚŽĨĨŝĐŝĂůƐŽĨƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĞǀĞŶƚƐĂůŽŶŐƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐďĞĂĐŚĞƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduced IOOS funding levels would impact the National Surface Current Monitoring program.
Radar units would come offline, putting mariners at risks should an accident occur, and reducing
ƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƌĞƐƉŽŶĚƚŽŽŝůƐƉŝůůƐĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶĞǀents.
x Subsurface monitoring capabilities would be lost due to the decommissioning of buoys and
gliders, rendering us blind underwater. These assets were critical both during Hurricane Sandy
and in Deepwater Horizon. With reduced IOOS funding, the Northeast would lose over 75
percent of its subsurface monitoring capabilities.
x Regional systems that are highly leveraged would lose capacity to make regional data accessible
on a routine basis, including during extreme weather events when such information is most
ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů͘dŚĞůŽƐƐŽĨĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇĂƚƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůůĞǀĞůǁŽƵůĚŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽůŝŶŬĂŶĚ
leverage with other programs to make observations in the most cost-effective manner.
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Coastal Services Center
The Coastal Services Center supports projects in states and territories to address specific and
national coastal management issues, including initiatives such as coastal hazard and climate
resilient communities, regional governance efforts, coastal storms, and the Digital Coast.
Through the Digital Coast, the Coastal Services Center provides a simplified way to access data
relevant to the coast as well as tools and training to turn this data into useful information,
increasing user efficiency and effectiveness. The translation of data and information collected by
federal agencies into useable tools, as well as training opportunities for these tools is critical to
integrating data into resource management, supporting better decision-making and leading to
better economic and environmental outcomes for sustainable communities and economies.
Those whose analyses and decisions will shape the future state of our coasts are also able to do
their jobs at a lower cost because of the data, tools, training, case studies, and other products
and services provided by the Coastal Services Center. Additionally, as NOAA consolidates the
Coastal Services Center and the Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management, funding for
both offices is critical to ensure a thoughtful and smooth transition while addressing coastal
management support.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The Coastal Services Center ʹ through programs like the Digital Coast ʹ improves the
effectiveness of those managing the resources of the coasts, oceans, and Great Lakes (resulting
in better future conditions of coastal ecosystems). Budget cuts would result in the reduction of
training opportunities and the availability of the data and tools critical to sustaining vibrant and
coastal economies and communities.
x The Coastal Services Center was able to respond quickly to provide geospatial resources to aid in
ƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽ^ƵƉĞƌƐƚŽƌŵ^ĂŶĚǇ͘ƵĚŐĞƚƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƐǁŽƵůĚůŝŵŝƚƚŚĞŽĂƐƚĂů^ĞƌǀŝĐĞƐĞŶƚĞƌ͛Ɛ
ability to quickly respond to on-the-ground needs and provide critical information resources post
extreme weather events.
x Budget cuts would negatively impact the collection of needed coastal data, including coastal
lidar, emergency response imagery, and bathymetric data. Accurate and up-to-date data is
critical for the effective management of coastal areas against present and future hazards.

Coral Reef Conservation Program
dƌŽƉŝĐĂůĐŽƌĂůƌĞĞĨƐĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶĐĂůůĞĚƚŚĞ͞ƌĂŝŶĨŽƌĞƐƚƐŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĂ͟ŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƉŽƐƐĞƐƐϮϱйŽĨ
the biodiversity found ŝŶƚŚĞŽĐĞĂŶƐ͘ŽƌĂůƌĞĞĨƐĂƌĞĂŵŽŶŐĂƌƚŚ͛ƐŽůĚĞƐƚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐĂŶĚƚĂŬĞ
thousands of years to grow into magnificent habitats. Coral reefs provide essential habitat for
other marine animals, providing food and shelter and allowing the spawning and development
of many marine species. This function of coral reef ecosystems is critical for many reef fish
fisheries. Coral reefs also play important roles in the protection of coastlines from storms as well
as supporting coastal economies through recreation and tourism. Coral reefs are estimated to
provide $375 billion in environmental and economic services.1 As corals continue to face a
multitude of threats including climate change impacts, destructive fishing practices, and landbased pollution (key threats prioritized by the program), it becomes even more critical to
adequately fund this conservation program.
1

ŽƐƚĂŶǌĂ͕Z͕͘ĞƚĂů͘dŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387, 253-260 (1997).
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EK͛ƐŽƌĂůZĞĞĨŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵ;ZWͿ͕ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞh͘^͘ŽƌĂůZĞĞĨdĂƐŬ&ŽƌĐĞ͕ĨŽĐƵƐĞƐŽŶ
improving the understanding of tropical coral reef ecosystems and minimizing the threats to
their health and viability. The CRCP program works to conserve coral reef ecosystems, among
the most important and most threatened on the planetͶvulnerable to overexploitation, ocean
acidification and climate change. The U.S. National Action Plan to Conserve Coral Reefs calls for
federal collaboration to protect international coral reefs and human communities that depend
on them. In support, NOAA provides training, technical support, small grants and large-scale
cooperative agreements in four regions with strong interconnections to U.S. reefs and interests:
the Caribbean, Micronesia, Southwest Pacific/Samoa and the Coral Triangle.
Non budget cost opportunities for the program include establishing a Cooperative Institute
(with no administrative allocation) which is a competitive award for a group of institutions who
work with NOAA. The existing Coral Reef Institutes (CRIs), individually and collectively, yield a
proven and respectable track record for bridging outstanding science, research with practical
management of coral reefs, and leveraged funding within U.S. waters. The CRIs have yet to be
recognized through a Cooperative Institute agreement. The applied research conducted by the
four CRIs (the National Coral Reef Institute, the Caribbean Coral Reef Institute, the Western
Pacific Coral Reef Institute, and the Hawaii Coral Reef Initiative) is essential to local management
needs, and shared for application in the tropical/subtropical environment.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x With reduced funding, specific impacts to the program would likely include a loss of key efforts
and opportunities, including coral research and monitoring in low-income areas (an effort by the
program to encourage local tourism and livelihoods); short-term project contractors; efforts to
ďƌŝĚŐĞǁĞƐƚĞƌŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞǁŝƚŚƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐƚĞƌƌŝƚŽƌŝĞƐ͖ĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ
opportunities at the jurisdiction level through the Coral Reef Institutes; and fellowship
opportunities across the seven coral reef jurisdictions.
x EK͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐƚĞĐŚŶŝĐĂůƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĂŶĚƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐĂƐƉĂƌƚŽĨh^/͛Ɛ
partnership in the Coral Triangle Initiative, which has included supporting climate adaptation
strategies for the millions of vulnerable inhabitants of the region, particularly those living on lowlying islands and relying on fisheries and coral reefs for livelihoods and subsistence.
Response and Restoration
EK͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ĂŶĚ ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ;KZΘZͿ ŝƐ Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů component of our ability to
respond to oil spills and releases of other hazardous substances. OR&R not only provides
scientific and technical expertise guidance during an oil spill response effort, they are also a lead
trustee in assessing and recovering natural resources damages, as well as designing and
implementing restoration efforts. Funding for OR&R provides support for the up-front
environmental assessment process and short-term restoration needs while NOAA works to
settle each case. The BP Deepwater Horizon disaster highlighted the important services NOAA
provides and the potential impact of oil spills on coastal fisheries, economies, and communities.
Without robust funding for these activities, our coastal communities will have less means to
respond to and recover from hazardous spills and releases.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to Response and Restoration funding would severely threaten the ability of our coastal
communities to adequately respond to hazardous spills and releases, recover natural resource
damages, and restore affected areas.
x Funding cuts would jeopardize the ability of these already-vulnerable communities to better
prepare for future disasters.
x ZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞĂŶĚZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĐƵƚƐǁŽƵůĚŚŝŶĚĞƌƚŚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛability to quickly assess
and recover natural resource damages from a hazardous spill or release, postponing relief for
those affected.
Estuary Restoration Program
Authorized through the Water Resources Development Act of 2000 and reauthorized by
Congress in 2007, the Estuary Restoration Act (ERA) established a comprehensive interagency
ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĞƐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͘  dŚĞ Z͛Ɛ ƐƚƵĂƌǇ ,ĂďŝƚĂƚ ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ
Council, comprised of the five primary federal restoration agencies (USACE, NOAA, EPA, USFWS,
and USDA-NRCS) is leading a coordinated approach to maximize benefits from restoration and
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞƐĨĂĐŝŶŐŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĞƐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͘tŝƚŚĚĞĐůŝŶŝŶŐĨĞĚĞƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕ƚŚŝƐůĞǀĞů
of coordination has never been more important. As current Council Chair, NOAA is leading
efforts through the Estuary Restoration Program, while also maintaining an interagency ERA
project database that serves as a useful and cost-effective clearinghouse for all agency
restoration information.
In November 2012, the Estuary Habitat Restoration Council approved the 2012 Estuary Habitat
Restoration Strategy and five-year action plan. The action plan identifies outcomes and
milestones to ensure that restoration efforts are coordinated, evaluated, and tracked across
agencies with the goal of ensuring efforts are effective and efficient.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Further cuts to the Estuary Restoration Program will continue to jeopardize collaboration among
agencies and will risk increasing costs to every agency responsible for restoration efforts. This
program helps limit duplication of efforts across agencies and cuts threaten these savings,
leading to inefficiency and greater long-term costs.
x Restoration projects contribute to recovery of migratory birds, threatened and endangered
species, cuts would delay restoration projects, demanding more costly reactive measures in
future years.
x Federal investments in restoration create between 17 and 33 jobs per $1 million invested. These
investments not only generate immediate economic and job benefits, but also promote longterm ecologic and economic benefits.
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Marine Debris
DĂƌŝŶĞ ĚĞďƌŝƐ ŚĂƐ ďĞĐŽŵĞ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ƉĞƌǀĂƐŝǀĞ ƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ĨĂĐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ
oceans, coasts and waterways. In its various forms marine debris includes derelict fishing gear,
plastics and trash. Marine debris causes wildlife entanglement, ghost fishing, destruction of
habitat, navigational hazards, vessel damage and pollutes coastal areas. Research has
demonstrated that persistent debris has serious effects on the marine environment, wildlife and
the economy. The problem of marine debris has been growing over the past several decades
and natural disasters such as the March 2011 Japanese tsunami tragedy exacerbated an already
challenging issue. Trash travels and tsunami debris is impacting the West Coast now. Boats, a
dock and various other forms of debris have washed onshore creating removal challenges and
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ŽǀĞƌ ŝŶǀĂƐŝǀĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͘ dŚĞ DĂƌŝŶĞ ĞďƌŝƐ ůŝŶĞ ĨƵŶĚƐ EK͛Ɛ DĂƌŝŶĞ ĞďƌŝƐ WƌŽŐƌĂŵ͕
which was established and mandated by the Marine Debris Research, Prevention and Reduction
Act of 2006 aŶĚƌĞĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĞĚŝŶϮϬϭϮ͘EK͛ƐDĂƌŝŶĞĞďƌŝƐWƌŽŐƌĂŵǁŽƌŬƐƚŽŵĂƉ͕ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇ͕
assess, remove and prohibit marine debris.
tŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĂŶƚŝƚǇ ŽĨ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ĚĞďƌŝƐ ŝŶ ŽƵƌ ŽĐĞĂŶ ŚĂƐ ŐƌĞĂƚůǇ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚ͕ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ EK͛Ɛ
Marine Debris Program has remained well below the authorized level of $10 million. Additional
resources are needed to ensure that NOAA has the capacity to monitor and respond to the
impacts of debris from the tsunami and other sources.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding cuts to this program would likely include a reduction of marine debris removal in the
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands where marine debris poses a significant threat to marine wildlife
and coral reefs.
x Recent natural disasters such as the 2011 Tsunami and the more recent Superstorm Sandy have
shown how marine debris impacts coastal communities and environments. Without sufficient
funding NOAA may lack the ability to conduct basic research efforts to understand what types of
marine debris are causing the greatest damage both to the ocean and human health.

Coastal Zone Management Grants
For forty years, the Coastal Zone Management Program has helped states to manage the
ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĐŽĂƐƚƐ͕ŝƐůĂŶĚƐ͕ĂŶĚ'ƌĞĂƚ>ĂŬĞƐ͘dŚŝƐŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉĞŶĂďůĞƐĨĞĚĞƌĂůĂŶĚƐtate
managers to address important national coastal objectives. It has resulted in the establishment
of state and territorial coastal management programs, which have reduced environmental
impacts of coastal developments, resolved significant conflicts between competing coastal uses,
and provided critical assistance to local governments in coastal planning. States are empowered
by the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) to implement their federally approved coastal
programs and manage all federal activities iŵƉĂĐƚŝŶŐ Ă ƐƚĂƚĞ͛Ɛ ĐŽĂƐƚĂů ǌŽŶĞ ƐƵĐŚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ
comply with the state plan. The CZMA is a true financial partnership between federal and state
governments, with each federal dollar matched by a state dollar and often leveraged for
additional funds from local and private investment. The success of the Coastal Zone
Management Program is a direct result of the ability of states to work with communities to
design coastal management programs that address specific issues and priorities affecting local
areas.
8-7

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

8 NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE

Projects and activities include: reducing underground pollution leaking into coastal waters by
improving septic tank maintenance; providing hands-on training to a local community to safely
evacuate citizens prior to a coastal storm; monitoring and increasing the distance homes are
built from the shoreline to enhance the protection of person and property; dunes and seagrass
and the preservation of beaches; investing in computer models to help local communities plan
for future storm events, shoreline change, and identifying and conserving waterfront property
for storm protection, water-filtering benefits, fish nurseries, or recreation; assisting local
governments to address salt water intrusion that threatens drinking water supplies;
participating in research to ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƵƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚƌĞŶĚƐ͖ ƌĞǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ Ă ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ͛Ɛ
application for an offshore energy facility to be consistent with state policy; assisting in the
removal and relocation of homes on retreating beaches due to sand erosion or sea-level rise;
and working with local citizens and community leaders to preserve waterfront property for
businessesͶseafood harvesters and processors, freight and fuel companies, boat builders,
ferries, cruise boats, kayak outfitters, and marinasͶdependent upon access to the water to
flourish.
CZMA serves as a proactive tool to link land-based activities with coastal and ocean planning
efforts and to coordinate with existing state policies and activities. The state coastal programs
are also at the forefront of interpreting data and forecasts from federal agencies and
implementing them into decision-making tools and policies effecting coastal ecosystems,
communities and economies. For the past decade, funding for state CZMA grants has been
funded at the mid-$60 million level and was funded at $67.5 million in FY10. This stagnant
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ŝƐ ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ůŝŵŝƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽŵĂǆŝŵŝǌĞ ƚŚŝƐ ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ͕ ĂŶĚ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ
ĐƵƚƐǁŝůůĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶƚƵƌŶƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶƐĐŽĂƐƚĂůĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ
and communities. Maintaining capacity for coastal management is critically important to
maintaining coastal communities and economies and cannot be done with funding cuts. While
more than $91 million is needed to return the program to 2001 level funding (accounting for
inflation), sustaining the $66-68 million funding will see these programs through difficult fiscal
times without endangering current and future sustainable, coastal economic development.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Decreased funding to our coastal zone programs inhibits the ability to plan for resilient
recoveries in the face of increasing extreme weather events, potentially crippling the coastal
economic engine.
x ^ƚĂƚĞƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƚŚŽƵŐŚƚĨƵůůǇƉůĂŶĨŽƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐĂnd resource users in coastal areas
is threatened by insufficient funds to state coastal zone program grants.
x Further cuts to coastal zone management grants reduce opportunities for states to maintain and
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƉƵďůŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐƉŽŝŶƚƐƚŽŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĐŽĂƐƚƐ.
Coastal Zone Management and Stewardship
The CZM and Stewardship funds allow for the administration of national programs that manage
and conserve ocean and coastal resources, including the Coastal Zone Management Program.
dŚĞƐĞ ĨƵŶĚƐ ĂůůŽǁ EK͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ KĐĞĂŶ ĂŶĚ ŽĂƐƚĂů ZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ ƚŚĞ
necessary and invaluable administrative, planning and technical support to the states and
territories. Historically funded between $6.7 and $8.5 million, the CZM and Stewardship Fund is
Ă ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂů ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ ŽĨ EK͛Ɛ ͞ďŽŽƚƐ-on-the-ŐƌŽƵŶĚ͟ ĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶĐǇ
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through state and federal activities. Maintaining current funding levels will ensure the federalstate partnership programs continue successful efforts to ensure safe and sustainable coastal
communities and economies.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reductions to the CZM and Stewardship account will limit the federal interaction in the federalstate partnership that is the basis for the National Coastal Zone Management Program, which
seeks to ensure the long-term sustainability of our coastal areas.
Regional Ocean Partnership Grants
The Regional Ocean Partnership grants program provides competitively awarded funds to
projects that support regional action on national priorities for ocean and coastal management
and science. As identified by the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy, regional approaches
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŽďĞƚŚĞŵŽƐƚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚǁĂǇƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŽĐĞĂŶŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
challenges. States have voluntarily established Regional Ocean Partnerships (ROPs), which use a
place-based focus and serve as regional forums to develop shared priorities. ROPs also work to
enhance the ecological and economic health of the regions, and ultimately the nation, on the
belief that multi-sector, multistate management decisions will result in an improved ocean
environment and ocean-related economy. While each partnership is unique and tailored to the
needs and concerns of one region, priorities are similar across regions, including habitat
conservation and restoration, planning and recovery from dangerous storms, climate change
adaptation, water quality improvement, support of critical research and monitoring programs,
environmental education and planning for new ocean uses and conservation.
Through these partnerships, states link their activities with federal programs to meet not only
regional, but also national goals. In some regions the focus will be developing baseline science
and ocean assessments, while in others it may be looking at planning scenarios for renewable
energy development. Cuts in ROP funding will lead to some regions and regional entities
receiving either no grant funding or only very limited grant funding. As stated in the Joint Ocean
ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ͛ƐϮϬϭϮh͘^͘KĐĞĂŶWŽůŝĐǇZĞƉŽƌƚĂƌĚ͕͞dŚĞůĞĂĚĞƌƐŚŝƉĂŶĚinnovation of
these multi-ƐƚĂƚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŽĐĞĂŶƉĂƌƚŶĞƌƐŚŝƉƐŝƐŝŶǀĂůƵĂďůĞ͘͟
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x ^ƚĂƚĞƐ͛ĂŶĚƌĞŐŝŽŶƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŵŽǀĞĨŽƌǁĂƌĚĂĚĚƌĞƐƐŝŶŐƉƌĞƐƐŝŶŐŝƐƐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞƌĞĂůĂŶĚƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ
to those regions will be significantly diminished.
x Regions will lose significant capacity to foster robust participation and buy-in from state and
regional partners.
x ĂĐŚ ZKW͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ ĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶĐǇ ŽĨ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚŝŶŐ ŽĐĞĂŶ ƵƐĞƐ͕ ĨƌŽŵ
recreation to renewable energy, while maintaining ocean health will suffer.
x States and regions will lose the ability to perform critical work to enhance coastal resilience and
better prepare communities for disasters like Superstorm Sandy.
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National Estuarine Research Reserve System
The National Estuarine Research Reserve System (NERRS) is comprised of 28 places of land and
water where long term research, education, training, and stewardship occur. Through an
effective partnership between NOAA and coastal states, the NERRS plays a critical role in
sustaining resilient coasts and coastal communities. The program grew in 2010 to 28 reserves,
many of which are in small towns along the coasts of 22 states and Puerto Rico. The 28 reserves
and the public's use of these places have significant local, regional, and national economic and
societal benefits because the lands are publicly owned and function as living laboratories and
classrooms that are used by scientists, decision makers, educators, and people of all ages. A 29 th
Hawaii Reserve is working to be designated and receiving funding; thus, level funding necessary
for the program to support the addition of a new reserve, as well as respond to the steep rising
state costs associated with maintaining these coastal areas for hazard protection, clean water,
and practical help to the public and coastal communities. The reserves are critical front line
defenders of extreme weather impacts, like those of Superstorm Sandy, and of catastrophic
events like the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. In addition, funding NERRS Procurement,
Acquisition, and Construction (PAC) activities is critical to further coastal community protection
because the funds are used with other monies to acquire critical lands for conservation and
toconstruct and upgrade site facilities. NERRS was created by Congress, and is a NOAA program
in the communities that delivers services locally.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x
Program cuts put at risk the over $26 billion of economic output contributed by NERRS coastal
counties in 2010, as well as the more than more than 468,000 jobs in ocean-dependent
industries supported in these communities.
Insufficient funding places over 1.3 million acres of protected coastal and estuarine land worth
x
more than $6.5 billion at risk, including estuaries that serve as nurseries for more than 75% of
the commercial seafood catch and provide numerous benefits to communities such as improved
water quality, increased flood control and buffers from storms.
State and local economies would be impacted by more than $20 million in direct benefit from
x
reduced operations of visitor centers, trails, and recreational amenities that bring tourists to
reserve areas; tourism economies would be further impacted by the reduced water quality data
available from NERRS to inform beach users of water safety; and local response to disasters
would be at risk due to a reduced ability to provide timely local and regional data.
The 28 coastal communities surrounding reserves would suffer dramatic reductions to the over
x
2,000 K-12 education programs that offset more than $4.9 million in education programs that
introduce more than 83,000 students to estuaries.
States and local communities will lose the direct benefit of a coastal training program that offsets
x
more than $13.4 million in training for more than 66,000 people.
x
Funding cuts to the NERRS will reduce leveraged science opportunities and reduce the amount of
information provided to coastal communities and the public.
Elimination of NERRS program for Graduate Research Fellowships, providing advance degree
x
educational opportunities for up to 56 university marine science related students per year.
Elimination of NERRS PAC funds will result in the loss of hundreds of local jobs.
x
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National Marine Sanctuary Program
EĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĂŶĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ ĞŵďŽĚǇ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ ƚŚĞ ďĞƐƚ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ
ŽĐĞĂŶ ĨŽƌ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐ͘ DĂŶĂŐĞĚ ďǇ EK͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů DĂƌŝŶĞ ^ĂŶĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ
(ONMS), sanctuaries support economic vitality and thousands of coastal businesses in sanctuary
communities, preserve vibrant underwater and maritime treasures for our children and
grandchildren to enjoy, and provide critical public access for ocean recreation, research, and
education. Through stakeholder-driven planning processes designed to accommodate multiple
uses of the ocean and validated repeatedly over the 40-year history of the sanctuary program,
KED^ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůůǇ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƐ ϭϯ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĂŶĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ WĂƉĂŚĈŶĂƵŵŽŬƵĈŬĞĂ
Marine National Monument ʹ places that define the American ocean.
Sanctuaries are a unique and successful ocean conservation tool. Numerous external reviews
have concluded that sanctuaries are fundamentally well-conceived, cover gaps in other federal
laws, and are making progress towards long-term protection of marine ecosystems. Unlike most
other ocean resource laws, which focus on controlling specific activities or managing specific
species, the National Marine Sanctuaries Act protects nationally significant places, along with
the natural, historical, and cultural riches that make them worth preserving for future
generations. Experience shows that this approach is vital to maintaining the healthy seasscapes
that underpin our incredibly productive coastal economies ʹ and that the return on our
investment in sanctuaries is simply too valuable to ignore. Consider that ONMS cares for
sanctuaries at less than $500 per square mile, while management of National Park Service
properties costs over $16,000 per square mile.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Continued underfunding will result in reduced visitor center operations, inactive vessels, and
layoffs. In addition, lack of funds will force ONMS to cut treasured public access and recreation
opportunities, cancel collaborative efforts with museums and universities that leverage private
funds for taxpayer benefits, and dismantle successful education initiatives that save taxpayers
money by focusing on low-cost prevention instead of expensive restoration or remediation.
x Without sufficient funding, our National Marine Sanctuary System cannot successfully safeguard
the best of the American ocean for ourselves and future generations. Closing visitor centers,
eliminating research programs, diminishing enforcement capacities, and dismantling education
initiatives will prevent ONMS from implementing sanctuary management plans ʹ authored and
supported by local communities and constituents ʹ for yet another year.
Pacific Marine National Monuments (Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument, Rose
Atoll Marine National Monument, and Marianas Trench Marine National Monument)
Three marine national monuments (Pacific Remote Islands Marine National Monument, Rose
Atoll Marine National Monument, and Marianas Trench Marine National Monument) were
established in ϮϬϬϵďǇWƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚ'ĞŽƌŐĞt͘ƵƐŚ͘dŽŐĞƚŚĞƌǁŝƚŚWĂƉĂŚĈŶĂƵŵŽŬƵĈŬĞĂDĂƌŝŶĞ
National Monument (established in 2006), they protect approximately 331,797 square miles of
marine habitat. Compared to other marine ecosystems, the marine monuments ecosystems are
relatively intact and rich in biodiversity. These areas include some of the most pristine tropical
islands and coral reef ecosystems in the world and contain vast amounts of shallow-water reefbuilding coral species, hundreds of fish species, and dozens of species of seabirds. Migrating
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fish, turtles, birds and marine mammals frequent the islands, including endangered and
threatened green and hawksbill sea turtles and whales. Mostly uninhabited, the marine
monuments waters are relatively free from problems of most other marine ecosystems: overexploitation, disturbance, and pollution. From these remarkably intact tropical ecosystems we
can develop historical baselines of healthy and productive ecosystems which aid in
understanding negative impacts to other mĂƌŝŶĞ ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘ DĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚƐ͛
islands are also important to Polynesian and Micronesian, military and aviation history.
With the establishment of the monuments came the responsibility of developing and
implementing appropriate management measures to adequately protect these biologically and
ŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĐĂůůǇ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ĂƌĞĂƐ͘ WĂƉĂŚĈŶĂƵŵŽŬƵĈŬĞĂ DĂƌŝŶĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ
collectively by NOAA, the US Fish and Wildlife Service, and the State of Hawaii. The Secretary of
Commerce, through NOAA, has primary management responsibility for fishery-related activities
found within the newest monuments.
Without adequate and sustained resources for NOAA, the primary objective of protecting these
ĂƌĞĂƐ ǁŝůů ŶŽƚ ďĞ ĨƵůĨŝůůĞĚ͘ &ƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ WĂƉĂŚĈŶĂƵŵŽŬƵĈŬĞĂ DĂƌŝŶĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů DŽŶƵŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ
directed to the National Marine Sanctuaries Program, while the funds for the central Pacific
ŵŽŶƵŵĞŶƚƐĂƌĞĂůůŽĐĂƚĞĚƚŽEK͛ƐEĂƚŝŽŶĂůDĂƌŝŶĞ&ŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduce critical research and outreach grants to university scientists and non-government
organizations.
x Reduce opportunities for Pacific Island students to enroll for a term in ocean science or
conservation courses with renowned marine institutions (e.g. Scripps Institute of Oceanography)
with the goal of recruiting and fostering careers in conservation in island communities.
x Lessen ability for the U.S. to share information and ideas with other Pacific island nations about
monitoring climate change, conserving endangered and threatened species, and developing
remote surveillance capabilities.
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Hawaiian Monk Seal
Hawaiian monk seals are one of the most endangered marine mammals and the only truly
tropical seal in the world. Additionally, the Hawaiian monk seal is the only marine mammal
whose entire distribution range lies within the jurisdiction of the United States. Over the last 50
years, the Hawaiian monk seal population has declined by more than 60 percent and is now at
its lowest level in recorded history, with around 1,100 individuals remaining. While most of the
population suffers from steep declines in the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands, a small population
of seals in the main Hawaiian Islands is increasing, which is promising for the future of the
species.
Human and environmental factors contributing to the overall decline include habitat loss, shark
predation, entanglement in marine debris, and human disturbance. Adequate and sustained
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŝƐ ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ƚŽ ŵŝƚŝŐĂƚĞ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ĂƐ ŽƵƚůŝŶĞĚ ŝŶ EK͛Ɛ ,ĂǁĂŝŝĂŶ DŽŶŬ ^ĞĂů
Recovery Plan (2007). Increased funding to the program in FY09 and FY10 to levels more closely
ŝŶ ůŝŶĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ZĞĐŽǀĞƌǇ WůĂŶ͛Ɛ ƌĞĐŽŵŵĞŶĚĂƚŝŽŶ ĂůůŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵ ƚŽ ĞǆĞĐƵƚĞ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ
recovery activities, including annual Northwestern Hawaiian Islands field camps essential for
population assessments and seal protection, research on monk seal foraging behavior and
nutritional needs, and translocation of seal pups within the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands from
a high mortality area to low mortality areas. In previous years, additional funding also allowed
the program to hire a Hawaiian monk seal recovery coordinator, hire a cultural liaison to explore
and explain the importance of the monk seal in Native Hawaiian culture, deploy specialists to
the Northwestern Hawaiian Islands to remove predatory sharks, and conduct necessary
research on fisheries and other human-seal interactions. A recent report by NOAA indicates that
30 percent of the seals alive today are due to NOAA and partner recovery interventions.
Unfortunately, the program took severe cuts in FY11 and FY12, undercutting all progress made
in FY09 and FY10. Minimally, reinstating funding at the FY10 level is needed for NOAA to
ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĞƐƐƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƚŽŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞƐĞĂůƐ͛ĐŚĂŶĐĞƐĨŽƌƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Continued reduction or elimination of field camps essential for population monitoring and seal
protection (disentanglement, shark predation mitigation, and translocation within Northwestern
Hawaiian Islands).
x Continued decrease in essential research programs to develop mitigation measures for fisheries
interactions and other human-seal interactions.
x Continued reduction or elimination of outreach with local fishers and community members
about the importance of the Hawaiian monk seal to the Hawaiian ecosystem and to cease
additional intentional killings of Hawaiian monk seals.
x Reduce public education and community engagement projects in response to the naturally
growing population of seals on the main Hawaiian Islands.
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Expand Annual Stock Assessments
Funding for Expand Annual Stock Assessments provides critically needed resources to assess
priority fish stocks as fishery managers implement the requirement for annual catch limits
(ACLs). The survey and monitoring and stock assessment activities funded under stock
assessments give fishery managers greater confidence that their catch limits will avoid
overfishing while providing optimal fishing opportunities. In 2012, NOAA turned the corner on
ending overfishing and achieved a landmark for federal fisheries management in the U.S.
through the implementation of ACLs for all federally managed fish stocks. In addition, better
catch data contribute to more robust stock assessments, increasing the accuracy of fish
population size estimates and allowing for better identification of catch targets and thresholds
that prevent overfishing. However, while science based ACLs are a critical tool to end overfishing
ĂŶĚĞŶƐƵƌĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĨŝƐŚŝŶŐŽŶŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŝƐŚƐƚŽĐŬƐ͖ƚŚĞƌĞŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƐ
to roll back the key provision in MSA. Congress has cited the lack of adequate stock assessments
as the rationale to exempt some stocks from the requirement altogether. We need to ensure
that NOAA has the resources to fully implement MSA. Because the information provided by
stock assessments is so vital to the MSA's implementation of ACLs and long-term goals for
sustainable management of U.S. fisheries, increased funding for stock assessments should
remain among the highest priorities in FY 14 and beyond.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x  ĚĞĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ƐƚŽĐŬ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ ĐŽƵůĚ ůŝŵŝƚ ĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ͛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŵĂǆŝŵŝǌĞ
catch levels and economic benefits in U.S. fisheries. Without current stock assessments,
managers must increase uncertainty buffers, which can result in a decrease in catch levels.
x Stock assessments enable fishery managers to monitor Annual Catch Limits with a greater
degree of precision and accuracy to ensure overfishing is ended and management goals are met.
A decrease in stock assessment funding could threaten the progress that has been made to end
overfishing and start rebuilding U.S. fisheries.
Pacific Coastal Salmon Recovery Fund
Congress established the Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Fund (PCSRF) in 2000 to protect and
restore habitat for the West ŽĂƐƚ͛Ɛ ŝŵƉĞƌŝůĞĚ ʹ and invaluable ʹ salmon and steelhead
populations. This program provides much-needed assistance to state, local, and Tribal
governments working to recover 28 threatened and endangered salmon species in Washington,
Alaska, Oregon, California, Idaho and Nevada. PCSRF funds are matched dollar-for-dollar at the
state and local level, and are used for habitat restoration, preservation, and acquisition, as well
as for monitoring the health of salmon populations and watersheds.
Over the past 12 years, PCSRF-funded projects have restored, protected, or reconnected salmon
to nearly 880,000 acres of habitat. Further, more than 5,300 miles of stream have been opened
up to fish passage by PCSRF projects, and 240 million salmon and steelhead have been tagged or
marked to help gather data for improved stock identification, more accurate abundance
estimates, and better management of selective fisheries. To date, PCSRF has funded more than
10,000 projects that help prevent extinction and improve the status of threatened and
endangered salmon; many of these projects also support and protect healthy salmon
populations ʹ an investment that keeps currently-robust stocks from becoming imperiled.
8 - 14
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Citizens, watershed groups, Native American tribes, and federal and state agencies from across
the Pacific salmon states rely on and leverage PCSRF support to bring salmon back from the
brink of extinction and set them on the road to recovery. Despite sharp declines in funding over
the past decade (cuts that have been further magnified by the addition of two eligible states and
a significant increase in need), PCSRF continues to play a crucial role in ensuring the protection
ŽĨƚŚĞtĞƐƚŽĂƐƚ͛ƐŝƌƌĞƉůĂĐĞĂďůĞƐĂůŵŽŶƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͕ǁŚŝůĞĂůƐŽŚĂǀŝŶŐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŽŶůŽĐĂů
economies and job-creation.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low PCSRF funding levels could jeopardize existing restoration efforts while leaving dozens of
new and pending salmon recovery plans in a state of full or partial limbo, thereby adding to
already-considerable recovery planning backlogs and further harming Endangered Species Actlisted species as well as local communities.
x Many PCSRF projects are multi-year efforts that are designed to reverse decades of damage to
both watersheds and salmon; further cuts to the program would undermine existing progress
and the proven success of work done to date on these longer-term projects, while also risking
the investment in restoration shared by federal, state, local, and Tribal partners.
x Not only do PCSRF funds help restore salmon and their habitat, but they also help state and local
municipalities to cost-effectively meet their obligations to protect endangered species;
sequestration-driven reductions to the program will constrain the ability of strapped local and
Tribal governments to make real progress toward the shared goal of restoring healthy, abundant
salmon populations to the Pacific salmon states. And because PCSRF-funded restoration is a
proven job-creator, further cuts to the program could also harm local economies that have
successfully leveraged PCSRF dollars to protect watersheds while also generating good jobs.
Fisheries Statistics: Marine Recreational Fisheries Monitoring
Despite their often sizeable economic and biological impacts, much less data are collected from
recreational saltwater fisheries than commercial fisheries due to the sheer number of
participants and limited sampling of anglers' catches. The low level of data collection and lack of
timely reporting of data in these fisheries is a large source of uncertainty and has become a
flashpoint for controversy in regions where catch restrictions have been adopted to rebuild
overfished stocks, particularly in the Southeast. By all accounts, improved sampling and timelier
reporting of catch data are needed for successful management of marine recreational fisheries.
Significant additional funding is needed to provide more frequent and timely data for effective
in season management of recreational fishery annual catch limits.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x The current method for collecting recreational fisheries data oftentimes results in massive
overages, which in turn lead to more restrictive recreational fishing opportunities in the future
and compromise the ability to achieve management goals. A decrease in funding for fishery
ƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐƐĐŽƵůĚůŝŵŝƚŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĨƵůůǇŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞŶĞǁƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŝƐŚĞƌǇŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐ
system. The most effective way to avoid this spiral of further restrictions is to implement a data
collection system that makes the timely collection and analysis of recreational catch data a
priority so that managers are able to take action before quotas are exceeded.

8 - 15

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

8 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Survey and Monitoring Projects
The Survey and Monitoring budget supports the collection of vital fishery-independent survey
information required for the development and updating of stock assessments in some of the
nation's most important fisheries, including red snapper, bluefin tuna, bluefish, striped bass, and
Alaska pollock. These resource monitoring programs are designed to provide estimates of
population size for a variety of species over a geographic range. Over time they provide the
most reliable index of stock abundance trends and other critical data for stock assessments and
the catch-setting process. Assessments utilizing survey data in addition to fishery-dependent
data generally yield more robust results with lower uncertainty, giving scientists more
confidence to reduce uncertainty buffers when making catch limit recommendations for the
catch-setting process. In FY08 and FY09, cuts in funding to several components of the Survey
and Monitoring budget line forced NMFS to use increases in funding from the stock assessment
budget to cover the shortfall in order to maintain critical data streams for use in assessments.
Maintaining adequate funding for this critical component of data collection is essential to the
goal of expanding stock assessment capabilities.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Regional scientific advisors have recommended for years that the quality of assessments can be
ŐƌĞĂƚůǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚďǇĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŶŐĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ͞ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ͟ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ͕ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚĐŽŵĞƐĨƌŽŵ
survey and monitorinŐ͘ĞĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌƐƵƌǀĞǇƐĂŶĚŵŽŶŝƚŽƌŝŶŐǁŝůůůŝŵŝƚEK͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇ
ƚŽĂĐĐƵƌĂƚĞůǇĂƐƐĞƐƐƐƚŽĐŬĂďƵŶĚĂŶĐĞ͕ĂŶĚĐŽƵůĚůŝŵŝƚĨŝƐŚĞƌǇŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƐĞƚĐĂƚĐŚůŝŵŝƚƐ
that maximize fishing opportunities while protecting the resource for future generations.
x Funding for fishery-independent surveys, monitoring, and research will improve estimates of
ecosystem change, a critical need as we see increasing changes in the marine environment in
from habitat loss and other ecosystem factors. Recent fishery disasters declared in New England
and Alaska demonstrate the need to improve understanding of the relationships between
healthy and resilient ecosystems and healthy and sustainable fisheries.
Essential Fish Habitat
The Magnuson-Stevens Act of 1996 gave fishery managers a clear mandate to identify and
protect Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). Fish require healthy surroundings to survive and reproduce.
This program allows NOAA Fisheries to work with the regional fishery management councils to
identify the essential habitat for every life stage of each federally managed species using the
best available scientific information. Essential fish habitat has been described for approximately
1,000 managed species to date. Funding is needed to identify and conserve vulnerable EFH.
Habitat improvements are an underutilized, non-regulatory tool for fisheries management.
Habitat improvements must be made in concert with actions to end overfishing because we
cannot fully recover and sustain fish populations by ending overfishing alone.
For instance, a recently published Habitat Assessment Improvement Plan (HAIP) concludes that
full implementation of the plan will require a 250 percent increase in staff and substantial
increases in funding for program operations, tools, technology, and infrastructure.2 Healthy fish
2

NMFS, Marine Fisheries Habitat Assessment Improvement Plan, A Report of the National Marine Fisheries Service
Habitat Assessment Improvement Plan Team, U.S. Dep. Commer., NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-F/SPO-108, May
2010. 115 pp.
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habitat is an essential precondition for rebuilding overfished stocks and sustaining fisheries over
the long-term, and, therefore, program funding should reflect that importance. Congress should
ǁŽƌŬƚŽǁĂƌĚƐŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ,/WĂŶĚĂĐŚŝĞǀĞƚŚĞD^͛ƐŵĂŶĚĂƚĞĨŽƌƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨ&,͘
Councils need basic information to understand the usage of various habitats by each managed
species and reduced funding will stop the identification of the habitat types essential to each life
stage of the managed species.
.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reducing funding to identify and conserve Essential Fish Habitat will slow habitat improvements
for managed species and potentially require greater regulatory action through reduced catchshares.
x Delaying restoration will slow or limit the recovery of threatened and endangered species and
the longer we wait, the more costly it will be to achieve fish recovery.
Reducing Bycatch
Bycatch, the incidental catch of non-target fish and other marine life, is a continuing problem
that threatens marine ecosystems and jeopardizes the future sustainability of our fisheries.
Destructive fishing practices like the use of driftnets, longlines, and bottom trawls ruin ocean
ecosystems by indiscriminately killing fish and other wildlife, including seabirds, sea turtles, and
marine mammals. Each year, more than 16 billion pounds of bycatch are thrown overboard due
to wasteful fishing techniques. This wasteful fishing not only harms our oceans, but it puts
fishermen and fishing communities at risk when bycatch limits are reached and fisheries are
forced to close. Finding ways to fish more discriminately and minimize the impact on our oceans
ŝƐŝŶĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ͛Ɛ interest.
Reducing Bycatch funds help develop and test important bycatch reduction technologies,
support cooperative research activities with fishermen, and collect and process reliable bycatch
information for use in stock assessments and management decisionmaking. Under the MSA,
fishery managers are required to work toward reducing bycatch. The Bycatch Reduction
Initiative, and other activities addressing fisheries bycatch, needs robust funding to protect our
oceans and ensure the future sustainabiliƚǇŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to bycatch reduction funding would mean less reliable scientific information about the
ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐͶinformation that is essential for setting and
enforcing annual catch limits.
x Bycatch Reduction funds have helped develop new technologies that enable fisheries managers
to better monitor fishing mortality and set scientifically-robust catch limits, understand and
minimize interactions with protected species, and avoid economically-damaging closures.
x Cuts to bycatch reduction funding would reduce cooperative research, a critical tool for building
partnerships with stakeholders in fisheries management. Cooperative research has been
tremendously successful at sharing best practices, developing innovations, and working toward
the shared goal of healthy, sustainable fisheries.
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Fisheries Enforcement
Adequate fisheries enforcement is essential to meeting the requirements under the 2006
reauthorization of the MSA to combat illegal fishing on the high seas and end overfishing in U.S.
waters, as well as to protect vulnerable species under the Marine Mammal Protection Act and
the Endangered Species Act. Punishing those who break the law protects our oceans and
benefits honest fishermen by ensuring a level playing field. U.S. fishermen already have to abide
by strict regulations about what they can catch, where and when they can catch it, and what
kind of gear they can use. As many fishing communities struggle to survive and with stiff
competition from cheaper seafood imports, U.S. fishermen deserve to know that those who
break the rules will not go unpunished.
Despite the clear legal and policy objectives of the MSA, fisheries enforcement has been
consistently underfunded in recent years. Since 2010, the program has been funded at $65.6
million. In 2011, the Administration achieved its goal of implementing annual catch limits in all
federally-managed fisheries. Yet in the wake of this significant achievement, there has been no
increase in funding to enforce compliance with those catch limits. Nor has the funding level
reflected the need to expand more cost-effective technologies such as vessel monitoring
systems (VMS) or other electronic means of enforcing catch limits and other management
regulations. These types of technologies will be critical in the long run as we seek ways to
minimize costs while still enforcing the law.
Having sustained years of underfunding, this critical program cannot endure additional cuts. We
must be able to maintain our current level of compliance with fisheries laws in order to address
the growing problem of illegal fishing on the high seas and to ensure compliance with our own
management objectives in U.S. waters.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low enforcement funding means less capacity to combat illegal fishing on the high seasͶa
ƉƌŽďůĞŵƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶŚĂƐƐĂŝĚŝƐ͞ĂŐƌŽǁŝŶŐƚŚƌĞĂƚ͟ƚŽŚŽŶĞƐƚh͘^͘ĨŝƐŚĞƌŵĞŶĂŶĚƚŚĞ
health of our oceans.
x Further cuts to fisheries enforcement funding means less capacity for government enforcers
(NOAA, Coast Guard) to ensure compliance with annual catch limits and other management
regulations (e.g., time/area closures) that are required under the MSA. Without adequate
enforcement of domestic management measures, the sustainability of already vulnerable marine
species could be jeopardized.
Fishery Observers and Training
Fishery observers are critical tools that are helping to end overfishing in U.S. waters. Catch
monitoring is essential to provide managers and scientists with reliable estimates of fishing
mortality as well as basic information on composition of the catch and biological data used in
ƐƚŽĐŬ ĂƐƐĞƐƐŵĞŶƚƐ͘ dŚĞ D^͛Ɛ ŵĂŶĚĂƚĞƐ ĨŽƌ ĂŶŶƵĂů ĐĂƚĐŚ ůŝŵŝƚƐ ĂŶĚ ďǇĐĂƚĐŚ ŵŝŶŝŵŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ĂƐ
well as the growing use of quota-ďĂƐĞĚ ͞ĐĂƚĐŚ ƐŚĂƌĞ͟ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ͕ ƉůĂĐĞ Ă ƉƌĞŵŝƵŵ ŽŶ ƌĞůŝĂďůĞ
catch accounting and monitoring information. Trained at-sea observers provide the most
reliable means of quantifying bycatch and at-sea discards (including endangered, threatened,
and protected species) and verifying self-reported logbook data. Additionally, innovative
electronic and video camera technologies under development by the NMFS may be cost8 - 18
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effective alternatives (sometimes the only options) in some fisheries. Expanding at-sea
monitoring of fishing trips is of among the highest priorities for reducing scientific and
management uncertainty in many U.S. fisheries.
Recent NMFS fishery observer program funding has supported at-sea observer programs in
more than 40 broadly defined fisheries nationwide,3 ďƵƚĂƐŵĂŶǇĂƐŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŽĐĞĂŶ
fisheries have negligible levels of observer coverage or none at all.4 One notable exception is the
Hawaii-based shallow-set pelagic longline fishery, which has a hard annual cap on the number of
sea turtle interactions. Because the fishery requires 100 percent observer coverage, they are
able to closely and accurately monitor their turtle interactions and have been able to avoid
closing the fishery every year since 2006.5 Sea turtles in this fishery are not only threatened or
endangered; they are also of great importance to the Hawaii tourism industry. Observer
coverage helps both the fishery avoid closures and the tourism industry retain an important
source of income, all while protecting a vulnerable species. These kinds of successes must be
duplicated elsewhere.
At the very least, it is critical that we maintain current funding for this important program.
Further cuts will threaten the scientific integrity of our fisheries management regime that the
MSA requires and that fisheries managers have worked hard to uphold.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Cuts to observer and monitoring funding would mean less reliable scientific information about
the health and cŽŵƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐͶinformation that is essential for setting and
enforcing annual catch limits.
x Observer coverage varies widely from fishery to fishery, and additional funding cuts would mean
even less coverage in some already under-covered fisheries. Fisheries that have strong observer
coverage are better able to monitor their catch and set scientifically robust catch limits,
understand interactions with protected species and minimize bycatch, and avoid economicallydamaging closures.
Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program
Corals are usually associated with shallow tropical waters, however coral ecosystems are also
found on the deep sea floor. Unfortunately, these ecosystems are only beginning to be
understood and are vulnerable to many threats, including destructive fishing practices such as
bottom trawling. Deep sea corals provide havens for economically and ecologically important
fish species as well as a wide variety of other marine life. Additionally, scientists have begun to
discover that deep water coral communities may contain valuable components, from which
medicines treating cancers and HIV may be developed.
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006
(MSA) directed NOAA to establish a Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program. This
program was established to locate and map deep sea coral habitats, help scientists understand
3

NOAA/NMFS, National Observer Program FY 2008 Annual Report (2009). 30 pp.
Marine Fish Conservation Network (MFCN), Meeting the Information Demands of 21st Century Fisheries: A Needs Assessment for
Fisheries Observer Programs (MFCN 2010).
5
NOAA/NMFS, Pacific Islands Regional Office, Sea Turtle Interactions in the Hawaii-based Shallow-set Longline Fishery (2012):
http://www.fpir.noaa.gov/SFD/SFD_turtleint.html.
4
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deep sea coral biology and ecology, and inform managers of habitats worthy of protection. The
Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program works in collaboration with other NOAA
programs and centers (National Marine Sanctuaries Program, Ocean Exploration and Research
Program, Fisheries Science Centers, and Fishery Management Councils), other federal agencies,
international partners, academic scientists, and non-government organizations.
As demonstrated by the BP Deepwater Horizon ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌ͕ ďĂƐĞůŝŶĞ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŽĐĞĂŶ͛Ɛ
resources, such as deep sea corals, is needed to understand the impacts of activities and
ĚŝƐĂƐƚĞƌƐŽŶŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘ƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇ͕ĚĞĞƉƐĞĂĐŽƌĂůƌĞŐŝŽŶĂůŵĂƉƉŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
cruises funded by the program occur over three consecutive years per region. The Deep Sea
Coral Research and Technology Program has completed research and mapping cruises in the SE
Atlantic and along the West Coast, nearly completed cruises in Alaskan waters, and plans to
expand efforts into the Northeast Atlantic region and Pacific Islands. The Program also provides
managers with scientific analyses to inform conservation activities. For instance, information
gathered during mapping and research cruises are advising the Pacific Fishery Management
Council as they review the designation of groundfish essential fish habitats and the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council as they consider setting aside conservation areas for deep
sea coral habitat. Additionally, the Deep Sea Coral Research and Technology Program provides
ĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐƵƉƉŽƌƚŝŶĂĐŚŝĞǀŝŶŐEK͛ƐŐŽĂůŽĨĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵ-based management as regions
develop regional marine spatial plans.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Delay essential MSA-mandated deep sea coral research and mapping cruises that locate
important deep sea coral habitats.
x Reduce opportunities for scientific analyses on coral habitats for Regional Fishery Management
Councils determining areas worthy of protection for the sustainability of essential fish
communities.
Fisheries Habitat Restoration (Community-based Restoration Program)
EK͛Ɛ &ŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ ,ĂďŝƚĂƚ ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ͕ ůĂƌŐĞůǇ ĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ-based Restoration
Program (CBRP), accomplishes on-the-ŐƌŽƵŶĚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ƚŽ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĐŽĂƐƚĂů͕ ŵĂƌŝŶĞ͕
ĂŶĚ ŵŝŐƌĂƚŽƌǇ ĨŝƐŚ ŚĂďŝƚĂƚ͘ ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĚĞgraded coastal and
riverine habitats while creating jobs and benefiting local economies. NOAA data shows that
restoration projects create between 17-33 jobs per $1 million invested. And, unlike other
sectors, ƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶũŽďƐĐĂŶ͛ƚďĞŽƵƚƐŽƵƌĐĞĚ͘First there are the immediate local jobs, followed
by the significant long-term ecologic and economic benefits. Habitat restoration is critical to
sustaining and rebuilding the fish populations needed to support sport fishing opportunities and
the commercial fishing industry in the coming years. The resulting healthier habitats strengthen
ĂŶĚ ƌĞǀŝƚĂůŝǌĞ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ďǇ ďƵĨĨĞƌŝŶŐ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƐƚŽƌŵƐ͕ ƉƌĞǀĞŶƚŝŶŐ ĞƌŽƐŝŽŶ͕
protecting vital infrastructure, eliminating public safety hazards, and providing new recreational
opportunities.
The Community-based Restoration Program provides scientific expertise, funding, and technical
support to national and regional partners and local conservation organizations in order to
restore coastal and marine habitat. This non-regulatory tool has helped build collaborations
with more than 1,500 organizations, from industry to nonprofits and local government, and
8 - 20

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

8 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

helped to fund more than 2,000 projects to restore over 69,000 coastal acres. The program has
involved more than 180,000 project volunteers and generated nearly $150 million in cash and
in-kind contributions by using only $65 million in NOAA funds.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low fisheries habitat restoration funding levels will severely limit the availability of funding for
on-the-ground restoration projects. NOAA would likely retain federal staff while providing little
to no project funding.
x Federal restoration funding is matched by state and private funding to jointly achieve restoration
goals. Cuts would leave matching funds on the table, having an exponentially negative impact.
x Restoration projects contribute to recovery of threatened and endangered species, delaying
restoration means more costly reactive measures, later to achieve fish recovery.
x Community-based projects educate and engage diverse local stakeholders in the restoration
process. Cuts threaten to erode coastal stakeholder support and undermine education efforts.
Cooperative Research
Cooperative research creates regionally-based competitive grants program that funds
partnerships between fishermen and scientists in order to advance the science and
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨŝƐŚĞƌŝĞƐ͘ 'ƌĂŶƚƐ ĂǁĂƌĚĞĚ ƚŽ ƋƵĂůŝĨǇŝŶŐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ ůĞǀĞƌĂŐĞ ƚŚĞ
expertise of fishermen to support the acquisition of fishery data, improve our understanding of
fish populations, and test innovative fishing gear designs and other technologies which can
increase fishery performance, reduce operational costs, enhance safety at sea, and save fishing
jobs in coastal communities.6 Cooperative research partnerships can increase the confidence of
fishermen in data used in decision-making and create employment opportunities in fishing
communities.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Decrease in cooperative research funding could lead to reduction in data collected and to further
declines in relationships between fishermen and NOAA. Cooperative research provides much
needed data and increases fishing industry confidence in the science being used to make
management decisions. Lack of buy-in from the fishermen on fishery science creates additional
challenges in implementing fishery conservation and improving economic opportunities.

6

For program details, go to: http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/st4/NationalCooperativeResearchCoordination.html.
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National Sea Grant College Program
Coastal and Great Lakes communities in the United States are home to more than 50 percent of
ƚŚĞh͘^͘ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶϱϬƉĞƌĐĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ GDP, but also face truly
daunting environmental challenges. These include anticipated and unprecedented climaterelated environmental changes such as sea level rise, continuing degradation of shoreline and
fishery resources, stresses on shoreline area infrastructure, and emerging coastal energy
opportunities and concerns. Sea Grant is poised to continue and enhance the role it has long
played in meeting national challenges such as these through university-based research and
outreach programs. Through Sea GƌĂŶƚ͛ƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂŶĚŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͕ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞůůĞĐƚƵĂůƉŽǁĞƌ
of more than 300 universities and thousands of scientists and extension specialists are brought
to bear. This integrated system allows Sea Grant to quickly deploy and focus a vast universitybased network of professionals, and helps citizens and localities become better stewards of
shoreline resources, thus creating more resilient and environmentally responsible coastal
communities.
According to the National Sea Grant College Program Office within NOAA, in 2012, the National
Sea Grant program delivered nearly $170 million in economic benefits to the nation, which
represents better than a 2.5 to 1 return on the federal investment; 630 new businesses were
created or retained, and over 3,800 jobs were created or retained due to Sea Grant efforts; over
900 communities across the nation have adopted more sustainable economic or environmental
development practices and policies; over 150 communities adopted hazard resiliency practices
with Sea Grant assistance to be better prepared to cope with or respond to hazardous coastal
events; over 1,500 individuals or businesses received new certifications in hazard analysis and
critical control point (HACCP) handling of seafood products, improving the safety of seafood
consumption by Americans across the country; over 670,000 acres of degraded ecosystems
were restored as a result of Sea Grant activities; and almost 1,000 undergraduate and over 950
graduate students were supported.
The National Sea Grant College Program joins with the community in urging strong
Congressional support of ocean and coastal communities by adequately funding NOAA as a
whole and the programs within, like Sea Grant.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Reduction in funding for aquaculture research.
x Reduction in funding for climate adaptation and invasive species activities.
x Decline in ability to conduct regional collaborations and partnerships with respect to common
ocean and coastal resource challenges.
Integrated Ocean Acidification (OA) Program
ďŽƵƚ Ă ƋƵĂƌƚĞƌ ŽĨ Ăůů ĐĂƌďŽŶ ĚŝŽǆŝĚĞ ĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ĂďƐŽƌďĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ ĞĂƌƚŚ͛Ɛ ŽĐĞĂŶƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ
impact of this is just beginning to be understood. Over the last decade, scientists have
discovered that this excess carbon dioxide is actually changing the chemistry of the sea and
proving harmful to many forms of marine life. This process is known as ocean acidification. A
more acidic ocean could wipe out species, disrupt the food web, and impact fishing, tourism and
other human activities that depend on the oceans.
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The change is happening fast. Over the last 250 years, oceans have absorbed 530 billion tons of
carbon dioxide, triggering a 30 percent increase in ocean acidity. This rapid rate of change is
triggering profound changes within our oceans, but the science on ocean acidification is still in
its infancy. The Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring (FOARAM) Act, passed in
ĞĂƌůǇϮϬϬϵ͕ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚŽŶŐƌĞƐƐ͛ŝŶƚĞŶƚƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚŝƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐĂŶĚĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůƚŚƌĞĂƚ͕
and to accelerate the study and understanding of the effects of ocean acidification. Under
FOARAM, Congress instructed NOAA to establish an ocean acidification program to coordinate
research, establish a monitoring program, identify and develop adaptation strategies and
techniques, improve public education outreach, and provide critical research project grants to
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƚŚĞƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨŽĐĞĂŶĂĐŝĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂŶĚƐŽĐŝŽĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x NOAA may not be able to meet its obligations under the Federal Ocean Acidification Research
and Monitoring (FOARAM) Act, passed in early 2009, requiring NOAA to establish a coordinated
OA monitoring program, identify and develop adaptation strategies for industries impacted by
OA, and develop research projects to improve the ecological and socioeconomic impacts of OA.
x There will be an immediate halt to establishing monitoring systems along the east coast such as
the Chesapeake Bay (next in line).
x Scoping efforts directed at the U.S. shellfish industry to provide data products to protect their
resources and to increase food productivity will cease.
x Current mooring sites will not be equipped with additional pH instruments needed in estuaries,
areas that are not currently being monitored for OA but are vital to shellfish industries. This
monitoring helps support industries such as Pacific Northwest oyster hatcheries, an $84 million,
and over 3,000 job industry, which depends on acidification forecasting in order to avoid
collapse.
x NOAA will be unable to develop response research and monitoring efforts for an early warning
system for vulnerable fisheries, or fund assessments of the impacts of acidification on
commercial and recreational fish stock.
Forecasting the Impacts of Climate Change
The ocean is influential in the climate system as it absorbs, retains, and transports vast amounts
ŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƚŚ͛ƐŚĞĂƚ͕ǁĂƚĞƌ͕ĂŶĚĐĂƌďŽŶĚŝŽǆŝĚĞĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞŐůŽďĞ͘/ŶĨĂĐƚ͕ũƵƐƚƚŚĞƚŽƉƚĞŶĨĞĞƚŽĨ
the ocean holds as much heat as the entire atmosphere. Beyond driving the climate system, the
ocean itself is being affected by a rapidly changing environment. Ocean waters are warming and
becoming more acidic, ocean currents are shifting, and sea levels are rising, all of which have
significant implications for our economy, the health of our oceans, and human society. While we
know the climate and our oceans are changing, we have very limited capacity to accurately
forecast the size, scope, and time scales for these alterations. It is critical to both reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and assist with coastal adaptation as long-term solutions.
Increased research is needed to better understand climate impacts and to more accurately
forecast and model the climate system. Furthermore, the nation needs climate services and
products to help prepare for the effects of climate change. This includes coastal adaptation work
being spearheaded by the National Ocean Services where communities are given technical
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assistance to deal with the changing coasts. Climate programs in NOAA are vital to these efforts.
Since ocean and climate systems are interlinked, NOAA is tackling the issue of a changing
climate all across the agency. Most line offices have incorporated climate initiatives to
understand the impacts on its current programs and regulatory processes.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Low Climate program funding for NOAA will mean reduced funding for key climate programs and
research needs, including:
o Regional Climate Assessments
o NOAA Climate Service Initiative
o Global Ocean Observing System
o Integrated Ocean Observing System
o NOS Coastal Adaptation
o Climate Research, including Arctic Watch, Earth System Modeling, and Carbon Observing
and Analysis System
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NOAA Education Program
dŚĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů KĐĞĂŶŝĐ ĂŶĚ ƚŵŽƐƉŚĞƌŝĐ ĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ;EKͿ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ ĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽǀĞƌƐĞĞƐ
several Environmental Education Initiatives, the largest being the Environmental Literacy Grants
(ELG) program which helps to establish new partnerships that deliver educational materials to
thousands of teachers and students. The ELG program enables NOAA to partner with the top
science centers, aquaria, and educators in the country to educate the public about vital issues
related to our changing planet. The program also allows NOAA to leverage a vast array of
climate science findings to improve the quality of education in critical areas and raise public
awareness. These funds are awarded on a competitive basis and are increasingly used to build
educational capacity at the national and regional levels.
Administered by NOAA since 2003, the Bay Watershed Education and Training (B-WET) program
offers competitive grants to leverage existing environmental education programs, fosters the
growth of new programs, and encourages development of partnerships amongst environmental
education programs within watershed systems. In April 2010, this country witnessed the worse
environmental disaster in history with the massive oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico that spewed
millions of gallons of oil for more than 4 months into our waters. This spill highlighted the
fragility of our food web and the importance of the fishing industry to the stability of our
economy. The Gulf Coast B-WET program responded to this "teachable moment" by issuing a
request for FY 2011 proposals related to the Deepwater Horizon oil spill. The B-WET program is
vital to our understanding of watersheds and our ability to manage our watershed resources
sustainably. The Deepwater Horizon oil spill illustrated the need for increased environmental
education and training to ensure the stability of our natural resource based economy.
NOAA implements B-WET by region, allowing the unique environmental and social
characteristics of the region to drive the design of targeted activities to improve community
understanding, promote teacher competency, and enhance student interest and achievement in
science. A fundamental goal of the program is to demonstrate how the quality of the watershed
affects the lives and welfare of the people who live in it. B-WET supports programs for students
and professional development for teachers, while sustaining regional education and
environmental priorities. B-WET awards have provided environmental education opportunities
to more than 100,000 students and 10,000 teachers. Through an increase in funding in FY08, BWET expanded from the Chesapeake Bay, California, and Hawaii to also include the Pacific
Northwest, the northern Gulf of Mexico, and New England.
Funding for these two programs has been cut almost in half since FY10. In light of the low
priority placed by the Administration on NOAA education, sequestration may mean that these
two important programs ʹ two of the only three federal grant-making programs for
environmental education and the only remaining grant program that includes climate education
ʹ are zeroed out.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x 1,125 K-12 teachers each year who receive professional development in STEM concepts related
to environmental literacy.
x 360,000 students who benefit from more highly qualified teachers in STEM fields as a result of
ELG-funded education programs.
x 533 jobs at 41 institutions that are fully or partially supported by these grants.
x BWET cuts would mean the loss of similar8services
- 25 to 45,000 students and 1,500 teachers.
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Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program
Nowhere in the nation is the threat of sprawl, habitat loss, and the disconnected lands and
ǁĂƚĞƌŵŽƌĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƚŚĂŶĂůŽŶŐŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĐŽĂƐƚƐ͘dŚĞǇĂƌĞƵŶĚĞƌĞŶŽƌŵŽƵƐƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞƐĨƌŽŵ
unplanned and unmitigated development. From Maine to Alaska, increasing numbers of people
are flocking to the coast to build first and second homes, to play, and to work. An estimated
59,000 acres of coastal wetlands in the eastern U.S. alone are being converted to developed
areas every year. Our attraction to these areas is warranted, but this affinity is consuming
coastal land at a rapid rate, before we can plan for or understand the long-term consequences.
According to NOAA, coastal counties constitute only 17 percent of the nation's land area, but
account for 53 percent of its population. This longstanding trend has led to intense development
pressure along our once-pristine coastlines. In response, Congress created the Coastal and
Estuarine Land Conservation Program (CELCP) in 2002 to provide state and local governments
with matching funds to protect significant coastal and estuarine areas. Since the program's
inception, CELCP has proven to be an integral coastal conservation tool. To date, Congress has
appropriated over $255 million for CELCP. This funding has allowed for the completion of more
than 150 conservation projects in 28 of the nation's 35 coastal states and territories and has
preserved upwards of 50,000 acres of threatened coastal habitat. The CELCP program is
leveraged by at least an equal amount of non-federal funds, which demonstrates the program's
broad appeal and effective application by state and local governments. For the FY12
competitive, the CELCP program received 36 project proposals totaling more than $58 million.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Many important coastal land parcels are available only within a small window of opportunity.
Reductions to or removal of this proŐƌĂŵ ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽŽůďŽǆ
ǁŽƵůĚŶ͛ƚũƵƐƚƉƌŽůŽŶŐŽƌĚĞůĂǇƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ͕ďƵƚǁŽƵůĚĂůƐŽŐƵĂƌĂŶƚĞĞƚŚĞůŽƐƐŽĨŶĂƚƵƌĂůďĂƌƌŝĞƌ
protection from coastal hazards, recreation access, and critical habitat for sensitive species.
x With at least a 1 to 1 non-federal funding match and multiple economic, public safety and
environmental benefits for coastal communities and ecosystems, CELCP helps federal
conservation dollars go further. By reducing to or removing this program, the federal
government would lose a cost-effective and successful acquisition program that has multiple
proven benefits for coastal communities. Successful past CELCP projects often accomplish
multiple goals including protecting wetlands and other significant coastal habitats, reducing
coastal water pollution, and providing the public access to the coast.

Marine Sanctuaries Construction Base
EK͛Ɛ KĨĨŝĐĞ ŽĨ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů DĂƌŝŶĞ ^ĂŶĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͛ ;KED^Ϳ WƌŽĐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ͕ ĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ
Construction (PAC) account funds the purchase, overhaul, and restoration of assets, including
ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǀĞƐƐĞůƐ͕ Ăƚ ϭϯ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŵĂƌŝŶĞ ƐĂŶĐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ WĂƉĂŚĈŶĂƵŵŽŬƵĈŬĞĂ DĂƌŝŶĞ
National Monument. These outlays sustain local economies and help create jobs directly
through the construction and operation of vessels and visitor centers. Sanctuary facilities anchor
ůŽĐĂů ƚŽƵƌŝƐŵ ĂŶĚ ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶ ĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ͕ ƐĞƌǀĞ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ ĨĂĐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ ŽĐĞĂŶ
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management enterprise, and are a vital link between sanctuaries and the millions of Americans
who visit the coast each year.
Appropriate funding for sanctuaries construction will enable ONMS to complete current
projects, including optimizing the use of underutilized federal properties and deploying green
technologies. In addition, procurement funding supports the ongoing use of the ONMS fleet of
small boats, which provides an inexpensive and accessible alternative to the use of NOAA ships
and enables sanctuaries to meet their enforcement, research, and public education mandates.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Recent proposals to terminate sanctuary PAC funding would jeopardize job creation and
economic growth in coastal communities by eliminating funding for vessel acquisition and visitor
center construction. A lack of funds will likely result in multiple, unfinished construction projects
and prevent ONMS from acquiring the vessels necessary to complete core research, education,
and law enforcement missions that cannot be accomplished from land alone. Simply put, just as
authorities on land need cars or trucks, managers at sea need boats.
x Without construction and acquisition funding, our National Marine Sanctuary System cannot
successfully safeguard the best of the American ocean for ourselves and future generations.
Cancelling the construction of visitor centers and interpretive signage, eliminating collaborative
partnerships that provide cost-effective means of reaching the American public, and diminishing
on-water enforcement capacities that protect legal fishermen by guarding against illegal fishing
will prevent ONMS from implementing sanctuary management plans ʹ authored and supported
by local communities and constituents ʹ for yet another year.

OMAO Operations and Maintenance
NOAA's Office of Marine and Aviation Operations (OMAO) supports a fleet of 10 Fishery
Research Vessels (FSVs) whose primary mission is to provide critical baseline information on the
health of US fishery populations that is critical to the development and regular updating of
fishery stock assessments for the catch-setting process. More than 80 percent of stock
assessments rely on data from fishery-independent surveys. In recent years, however, rising
operating costs (largely attributable to rising fuel costs) and budget constraints have sharply
reduced the base-funded days at sea (DAS) for NOAA's fleet of survey vessels. The number of
OMAO funded DAS for NOAA vessels declined by 40 percent between 2006 and 2011 forcing
other offices in NOAA to spend funds to ensure OMAO could maintain its regularly scheduled
surveys.7

7

NMFS unpublished data. The difference between OMAO's base-funded days at sea for FSVs and the actual number required to
conduct fishery-independent surveys has amounted to as much as $5 million/year in Program Funded Days (PFDs) that NMFS has
been forced to expend to cover OMAO's budget shortfalls in recent years.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Comprehensive and effective fisheries research and management requires coordination and
sufficient funding across several line items. Cuts in one line item can have rippling effects across
line items. The services provided by the OMAO supports almost all other aspects of fishery
research needs. Without the independent surveys conducted by these vessels managers must
increase the uncertainty when setting catch limits which can decrease fishing opportunities.
x NOAA Ship time and the fishery independent surveys that are conducted from their decks are a
critical part of Stock Assessments. A decrease in ship time could lead to a decrease in the number
of stock assessment NOAA can conduct in a year. This decrease has both economic and
ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ͘ ĞĐƌĞĂƐĞ ŝŶ ƐŚŝƉ ƚŝŵĞ ĐŽƵůĚ ůŝŵŝƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞƌ͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ĨŝƐŚŝŶŐ
opportunities in response to new information that the stock is doing well. It also threatens the
ability to detect when stocks are not rebuilding and that could lead to more drastic cuts in quota
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DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Green Jobs Innovation Fund (formerly the Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Worker
Training Program)
The Green Jobs Act (GJA), Title X of the Energy Independence and Security Act, authorizes
$125.0 million per year in grants for an Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Worker Training
Program. This program was renamed the Green Jobs Innovation Fund in FY 11. The GJIF
identifies needed skills, develops training programs, and trains workers for jobs in a range of
ŐƌĞĞŶŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĞƐ͕ďƵƚŚĂƐĂƐƉĞĐŝĂůĨŽĐƵƐŽŶĐƌĞĂƚŝŶŐ͞ŐƌĞĞŶƉĂƚŚǁĂǇƐŽƵƚŽĨƉŽǀĞƌƚǇ͘͟dŚĞ'ƌĞĞŶ
Jobs Innovation Fund is administered by the Department of Labor in consultation with the
Department of Energy. The program responds to already existing skill shortages. The National
Renewable Energy Lab has identified a shortage of skills and training as a leading barrier to
renewable energy and energy efficiency growth. This labor shortage is only likely to get more
severe as baby-boomers skilled in current energy technologies retire; in the power sector, for
example, nearly one-quarter of the current workforce will be eligible for retirement in the next
five to seven years.
The program received $500.0 million for FY 09 and FY 10 through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act, a critical, first-time investment to help prepare worker for jobs in the clean
energy economy targeted towards the industries as defined in the Green Jobs Act.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x If the sequester occurs, the Department of Labor will have to choose where to make cuts to
their budget, and innovative programs like the Green Jobs Innovation Fund maybe first on the
list. Congress has continually underfunded this vital and innovative workforce development
program; this program may not survive any more cuts.
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Clean Energy Service Corps
As directed by the Serve America Act (Public Law 111-13), the Corporation for National and
Community Service has designated Environmental Stewardship as one of five "focus areas" for
national service programming in its Five Year Strategic Plan. To fulfill the environmental
stewardship goals associated with the plan, the Corporation should fund Clean Energy Service
Corps - built on the legacy of the depression-era Civilian Conservation Corps and modeled after
ƚŽĚĂǇ͛Ɛ^ĞƌǀŝĐĞĂŶĚŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽn Corps - ƚŽĂĚĚƌĞƐƐƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĞŶĞƌŐǇĂŶĚ infrastructure
needs while providing work and service opportunities for disadvantaged youth. In a manner
similar to the Civilian Conservation Corps of the 1930s, disconnected young people can be
mobilized to protect, improve, and conserve our nation's natural resources.
Public Lands Corps Program
Since its authorization in 1993, the Public Lands Corps program has enabled thousands of youth
to work and do environmental service on Department of the Interior and USDA Forest Service
lands. tŚŝůĞŵĂŬŝŶŐŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŽŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐƉƵďůŝĐůĂŶĚƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐƚƌĂŝůĂŶĚ
campground building and maintenance, habitat and watershed restoration, invasive species
removal, tree and native species planting, hazardous fuel removal, and wildfire mitigation,
Public Lands Corps members receive an education, acquire job and life skills, and gain an
ĂƉƉƌĞĐŝĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŶĂƚƵƌĂůƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͘ Many of these young people go on to pursue
further education and careers in land and resource management. An increased investment in
this important program would allow agency partners, including youth programs like Service and
Conservation Corps, to engage more young people, complete many more backlog maintenance
projects, and develop the next generation of land managers and public lands stewards.
dŚĞĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐƌĞƉŽƌƚ͕͞ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ'ƌĞĂƚKƵƚĚŽŽƌƐ͕͟ĐĂůůƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂϮϭ st Century
Conservation Service Corps to engage young Americans in public lands and water and a Federal
Advisory Committee has just been named to provide recommendations to the Administration
regarding the establishment of the 21st CCSC. In addition, legislation has been introduced in
both the House and Senate to improve and expand the Public Lands Corps Program. Finally, a
recent study by the National Park Service indicates that work done with Service
and Conservation Corps costs 44 percent less than work done in-house or by
contract, enabling NPS to accomplish more work at a fraction of the cost
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x dŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ'ƌĞĂƚKƵƚĚŽŽƌƐŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƚŚĞĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŐŶĂůĞĚƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨ
service to our public lands. Sequestration would force these programs to cut capacity and
As directed
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Servepeople
America
(Public
Law cases
111-13),
thethe
Corporation
National and
outreach
young
andAct
in an
extreme
close
programs for
altogether.
x Work done by service corps members has reduced costs by substantial amounts sequestration
would essentially hinder these cost effective programs during tough fiscal times.
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INTRODUCTION
Hurricane Sandy elevated awareness of the need to invest in community resilience to climate
change impacts, with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers playing a lead role. This need to invest in
resilient infrastructure occurs at a time when Congress and the Administration are identifying
areas of potential financial savings and offsets. There is much potential within the Army Corps to
reduce current spending and to identify areas where utilizing modern approaches to building
resiliency could produce increased benefits while costing far less. For decades the nation has
suffered ever-upwardly spiraling costs of damages and federal disaster assistance due to
flooding. Much of this damage, however, is the result of development and redevelopment in
high risk floodpůĂŝŶƐĂŶĚĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ͛ƐŚĂǀŝŶŐƐƉĞŶƚŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐŽĨďŝůůŝŽŶƐŽŶ͞ĨůŽŽĚ
ĐŽŶƚƌŽů͟ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ;ǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞŶůƵƌĞĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞ͞Ăƚ-ƌŝƐŬ͟ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŽĨůŽŽĚƉůĂŝŶƐͿ͘EƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ
ŶĞǁ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĞƐ ƚŽ ǁĂƚĞƌ ƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĂƌĞ ĂŝŵĞĚ Ăƚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐ ͞ĨůŽŽĚƉůĂŝŶ
manĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͟ ƚŽ ďŽƚŚ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ ĨůŽŽĚ ůŽƐƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ͘ dŚĞƐĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐ
often cost far less than traditional, structural Corps flood control projects. Greater investments
should be made in such approaches, which will save lives and federal tax dollars both now and
in the future.
ŽƌƉƐ ŽĨ ŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͛ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ ŚĂǀĞ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ďĞĞŶ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů ŽŵŵŝƐƐŝŽŶ ŽŶ
Fiscal Responsibility and Reform and the Bipartisan Policy Center Debt Reduction Task Force as
having substantial potential for such savings. Reductions are easily identified by eliminating
spending for many environmentally destructive, low value projects and for projects that are
ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƚŚĞďĂƐŝĐŽƌƉƐ͛ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶĂƌĞĂƐ͕ƐƵĐŚĂƐƌĞũĞĐƚŝŶŐŵĂƐƐŝǀĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚƐĨŽƌŝƌƌŝŐĂƚŝŶŐĂůƌĞĂĚǇ
wet areas in the Eastern U.S. for agriculture, building wastewater and drinking water treatment
systems that directly compete with loan programs for the same purposes run by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and building beach sand-pumping projects for mostly local
recreational and minimal flood control benefits, which should generally be treated as nonfederal responsibilities.
Additional substantial savings could be obtained by shifting an appropriate percentage of costs
for operating and maintaining federal inland waterway system to inland waterway users. These
costs are now borne entirely by U.S. taxpayers. The total current taxpayer subsidy level for
inland waterway barge transportation (including new construction and rehabilitation) is now
annually averaging approximately 90 percent, a far greater percentage than any other form of
transportation, including airways, rail or roadways.
Project Modification for Improvement of the Environment
The Project Modification for Improvement of the Environment program (Section 1135) allows
The Corps to restore the health and productivity of river systems degraded by existing Corps
projects. Under Section 1135, the Corps can modify and improve existing dams and flood
control projects to increase habitat for fish and wildlife and restore areas and natural functions,
increasing the overall benefits of projects to the public. Non-federal interests must provide for
Ϯϱ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĐŽƐƚƐ͕ ĂŶĚ ŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŵƵƐƚ ŶŽƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĨĞƌĞ ǁŝƚŚ Ă ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͛Ɛ ŽƌŝŐŝŶĂů
purƉŽƐĞ͘dŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌĨƵŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƐƵĐŚŵŽĚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŽƌƉƐ͛ŽŶƚŝŶƵŝŶŐƵƚŚŽƌŝƚŝĞƐ
program has escalated in recent years with many new projects being identified and authorized
without commensurate funding for implementation. WRDA 2007 authorized the program at $40
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million, due to the significant increase in both subscriptions to this Continuing Authorities
Program (CAP) as well as projects that have received specific authorization.
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration
Established in 1996, Section 206, the Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration program, allows the Corps
to undertake small-scale projects to restore aquatic habitat, even in areas not directly harmed
by past Corps projects. Projects carried out under this program must improve the quality of the
environment, be in the public interest, and be cost-effective. Individual projects may not exceed
$5 million, and non-federal interests must contribute 35 percent of project costs. Many of these
projects contribute to key strategies for improving water quality and managing stormwater
runoff, reducing risk of flooding, restoring critical natural functions of floodplains and
watersheds, and enhancing fish and wildlife, often reducing the need for costly structural flood
control projects. Many such projects are already planned and awaiting funding allocations to
help the communities. WRDA 2007 authorized an additional 43 projects above the already
backlogged account and increased the annual programmatic ceiling to $50 million.
Estuary Restoration Program
The ArŵǇŽƌƉƐŽĨŶŐŝŶĞĞƌƐ͛ƐƚƵĂƌǇZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶWƌŽŐƌĂŵŝƐĂĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵĨŽƌƚŚĞ
restoration ŽĨ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĞƐƚƵĂƌŝĞƐ͕ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĞĚ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ƐƚƵĂƌǇ ZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ Đƚ͘ ŵŽŶŐ
the most productive ecosystems on earth, estuaries provide vital habitat to fish and wildlife
species, and important environmental, cultural, and recreational benefits to human populations.
The Act encourages coordination among all levels of government, and engages the unique
strengths of the public, non-profit, and private sectors. The Act ensures a strong federal
commitment and resources to restore estuary habitat by authorizing $25 million for the Army
Corps to implement on-the-ground restoration projects.
Floodplain Management Services and Planning Assistance to States
Two increasingly important Corps of Engineers continuing authorities programs, Flood Plain
Management Services (FPMS) and Planning Assistance to State (PAS), have been especially
ǀĂůƵĂďůĞŝŶŚĞůƉŝŶŐƚŽƌĞĚƵĐĞƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐĨůŽŽĚƌŝƐŬƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŶŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĂůĨůŽŽĚĚĂŵĂŐĞ
reduction solutions, while at the same time often promoting protection and restoration of the
environment. Both these programs have been underfunded and highly subscribed, but can
provide critically needed assistance sought by communities and states to address flood-related
problems through floodplain management and land use planning, development of open space
and greenways, building elevations, and flood proofing. This can often be accomplished at far
less cost than traditional and environmentally-damaging structural methods such as dams,
levees, stream channelization, jetties and sea-walls. These programs can significantly stretch
and substantially leverage limited federal dollars for a wide range of flood damage reduction
and environmental benefits as well as reduced future federal disaster relief and assistance costs.
Flood Hazard Mitigation and Riverine Restoration
Escalating flood losses are and continue to be a growing national concern. Over the past 25
years, the federal government has spent more than $140 billion for traditional structural flood
control projects and flood damage recovery. Flooded communities are increasingly seeking and
implementing nonstructural solutions to reduce these increasing costs and to help meet many
other goals, including improving water quality, expanding opportunities for recreation, and
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improving and restoring wildlife habitat. This flood damage reduction program was authorized
in WRDA 1999 and reauthorized in WRDA 2007. It was designed to allow the Corps of Engineers
to carry out non-structural flood control approaches, restore floodplain wetlands, increase
opportunities for riverside recreation, and improve quality of life in riverside communities. It
authorizes the Corps to work with other federal agencies to help local governments reduce
flood damages and conserve, restore, and manage riverine and floodplain resources, with local
communities providing 35 percent of project costs. The program is authorized to receive up to
$20 million.
Upper Mississippi Environmental Management Program: IL, IA, MN, MO & WI (Upper
Mississippi River Restoration)
DŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞĨŝƐŚĂŶĚǁŝůĚůŝĨĞŚĂďŝƚĂƚĐƌĞĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞDŝƐƐŝƐƐŝƉƉŝZŝǀĞƌ͛ƐďĂĐŬǁĂƚĞƌƐĂŶĚ
side-channels could be lost by 2035 if the management of the river does not improve. This
ǁŽƵůĚůĞĂĚƚŽĂĐĂƚĂƐƚƌŽƉŚŝĐĐŽůůĂƉƐĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐŵŽƐƚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĚŝǀĞƌƐĞŝŶůĂŶĚĨŝƐŚĞƌǇ͘
Loss of river habitat also threatens a $1.2 billion river-recreation industry, which supports
18,000 jobs. Since 1986, the Upper Mississippi River Environmental Management Program
(EMP) has been the primary habitat restoration and monitoring program on the Upper
DŝƐƐŝƐƐŝƉƉŝ ƌŝǀĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĂŵŽŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨŝƌƐƚ ŵĂũŽƌŚĂďŝƚĂƚ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ͘ ,ĂďŝƚĂƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
Upper Mississippi River is critical for major migratory waterfowl populations that utilize and
depend on the Mississippi River flyway. Support for this program is essential to continue
progress to stem and reverse decline of this vital U.S. natural system. Failure to fund the
program at its authoƌŝǌĞĚ ůĞǀĞů ǁŝůů ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ŝŶŚŝďŝƚ ƚŚĞ ŽƌƉƐ͛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƉĞƌĨŽƌŵ ƚŚŝƐ
necessary restoration work.
Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Recovery Project: IA, NE, KS & MO and MRAPS
The Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Recovery Project is the primary habitat restoration program
for the lower Missouri River between Sioux City and St. Louis. Congress established the program
primarily to help reverse the long-term impacts and deterioration of fish and wildlife habitat due
to the federally sponsored channelization and stabilization projects of the Pick-Sloan era.
Supporting the Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Recovery Project at $73 million will continue to
implement river management plans and help to reverse the decline of river wildlife by restoring
historic chutes, side channels, wetlands, backwaters, and other habitat that Missouri River fish
and wildlife require for survival.
Congress should also provide funding to allow the Missouri River Authorized Purposes Study
(MRAPS) to move forward. MRAPS is a study authorized in WRDA 2007 but subsequently
ŚĂůƚĞĚďǇŽŶŐƌĞƐƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞůǇƐƚƵĚǇƚŚĞƌŝǀĞƌ͛ƐŶŝŶĞŽĨƚĞŶĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚŝŶŐ
ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝǌĞĚƉƵƌƉŽƐĞƐ͕ůĂƐƚƵƉĚĂƚĞĚŝŶƚŚĞϭϵϰϬ͛Ɛ͕ǁŝƚŚĂŐŽĂůŽĨŝŵƉƌŽǀŝŶŐĨůŽŽĚcontrol and
ecosystems.
Lower Columbia River Ecosystem Restoration OR & WA
Coastal estuaries in the Pacific Northwest play a vital role in supporting healthy stocks of wild
salmon and steelhead trout and other species while improving the quality of life of countless
communities. They provide critical habitat for other fish and wildlife, offer abundant
ƌĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶĂůŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƚŚĞĐƵůƚƵƌĂůĂŶĚƐƵďƐŝƐƚĞŶĐĞƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ͛Ɛ/ŶĚŝĂŶ
tribes, and improve water quality by filtering out toxic contaminants, sediments, and other
pollutants. The Northwest Coastal Estuary Program, run by the Corps, is a stakeholder driven
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program that offers a great opportunity to enhance fish and wildlife habitat on the Lower
Columbia River and Tillamook Bay. The program is designed to restore more than 16,000 acres
of critical fish and wildlife habitat, augment existing monitoring efforts, and help citizens protect
and manage resources by bringing together local governments, states, Indian tribes and federal
agencies, environmental groups, ports, and citizens.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x >ŽǁŽƌƉƐĨƵŶĚŝŶŐĐŽƵůĚĂĨĨĞĐƚƚŚĞŽƌƉƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŵŽǀĞĨŽƌǁĂƌĚǁŝƚŚĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ
ecosystem restoration projects and important flood damage reduction projects. Limited funding
should be prioritized to the most ecologically and scientifically sound Corps projects, but there is
no guarantee that it will be.
x For many years communities have put their faith in concrete structures like levees and dams to
protect them from flood damages. There is now a clear recognition that utilizing natural systems
and buffers can often provide more effective and safer protections while providing a host of
additional environmental benefits. Low Corps funding would likely prevent the Corps from
planning projects that utilize such natural approaches, and could prevent or delay repair of
critical, but aging, structural projects.
x dŚĞƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐǁĂƚĞƌǁĂǇƐŚĂƐŚĂĚĂŵĂũŽƌŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶŽƵƌŶĂƚƵƌĂů
resources. Ecosystem restoration is now a priority for the Corps in order to repair the damage of
tŚĞƉĂƐƚ͘/ŶĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞĨƵŶĚŝŶŐǁŝůůŝŵƉĂĐƚƚŚĞŽƌƉƐ͛ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĨƵůĨŝůůŝƚƐŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĂŶĚ
restore the environment through the programs listed above.
x The Corps of Engineers plays an important role in helping communities study and plan projects
that can increase their resilience to the impacts of climate change. Without adequate funding to
gather the necessary information, communities will be less equipped to adapt to future floods
and droughts.
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11 BORDERLANDS ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION
Borderlands Environment Protection
ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŶĞĂƌůǇ Ϯ͕ϬϬϬ ŵŝůĞ ůŽŶŐ ďŽƌĚĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ DĞǆŝĐŽ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ŵĂŶǇ ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ƉĂƌŬƐ͕ ĨŽƌĞƐƚƐ͕
wildlife refuges, wilderness areas, tribal reservations, and other environmentally important
areas of federal, state, tribal, and private lands and waters. Several nationally significant federal
protected areas are found here, including Big Bend National Park, Organ Pipe Cactus National
Monument, and Santa Ana and Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuges (NWR). These lands
provide essential habitat for hundreds of impeƌŝůĞĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĞƐ͘  DƵĐŚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ
spectacular wildlife, including jaguar, ocelot, pronghorn, and hundreds of bird and butterfly
species, and the substantial economic benefit these species provide to local communities,
depend upon maintaining connected and intact habitat on borderlands - public and private.
Illegal border crossings and enforcement activities - both infrastructure, such as barriers and
roads, and ongoing operations - place a tremendous burden on federal land management
agencies and cause serious long-term damage to natural and cultural resources. In addition,
natural and cultural resources on private property, and tribal and state lands have all been
adversely impacted by large-scale construction projects, including more than 650 miles of
border barriers and roads. Barriers have been constructed on protected federal lands, including
at Buenos Aires NWR and San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area in Arizona, and on the
Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR in Texas. The effects of large-scale border security infrastructure
across sensitive areas have adverse effects on people and wildlife, such as erosion and
sedimentation that impairs water quality and stream habitat, elevated risk to wildlife and
human safety from increased floods, untamed wildfires, and the many devastating effects of
fragmenting wildlife populations in previously unbroken and vast habitat, and redirecting
disturbance caused by illegal traffic and law enforcement interdiction into more remote and
ecologically sensitive areas.
These construction projects and operations were conducted under a waiver authority granted to
the DHS under the REAL ID Act with no environmental analysis that would have, at the very
least, included careful steps to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for any adverse impacts on sensitive
natural and cultural resources. Instead, attempts must be made after the fact to minimize or
offset the impacts from infrastructure and security operations previously taken or ongoing in
these sensitive borderland areas, such as: damage from barrier and road construction in the
Otay Mountain Wilderness in California; fragmentation of habitat for jaguars, black bear, desert
tortoise and many other species and blockage of desert washes from infrastructure construction
resulting in exacerbated seasonal flooding and natural resource damage in protected areas of
ƐŽƵƚŚĞƌŶƌŝǌŽŶĂ͖ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞEĂƚƵƌĞŽŶƐĞƌǀĂŶĐǇ͛Ɛ^ŽƵƚŚŵŽƐƚWƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ
in Texas that divide ocelot and jaguarundi habitat; and construction-induced siltation in the
Tijuana River Estuary in California.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
Further cuts will prevent or hinder needed environmental mitigation efforts. In addition cuts will
prevent numerous additional needed efforts such as:
x Adding staff for law enforcement, environmental review of border-related projects, and
interagency coordination to facilitate the dual missions of border protection and the
conservation of sensitive resources on public lands along the border.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x Appropriate infrastructure improvements for resource agencies such as security improvements
to buildings; environmental and cultural sensitivity training for Border Patrol and other non-land
management agency law enforcement agents; needed facilities and vehicles; and improving
visitor services.
x Biological research, habitat restoration, and monitoring programs, including funding for
understanding and mitigating impacts on endangered species, other wildlife and habitat; and
restoration of degraded habitats.
x Resource protection, including cleaning and protecting fouled water sources; blocking thousands
of unauthorized roads; the removal of trash and abandoned vehicles; using surveillance and
deterrence technology; fighting fires associated with border crossers; monitoring hydrological
impacts (e.g. erosion, sedimentation, debris and water conveyance) and restoring impaired
hydrological function across the border; and protection and restoration of important historic,
cultural, and anthropological structures and artifacts.
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Clean Energy and Conservation
Since 2009, the Department of the Interior has approved a total of 31 new utility-scale
renewable energy projects ʹmore than in the past two decades combined. These projects alone
are expected to generate enough renewable energy to power 2.3 million American homes. In
addition, DOI approved Wind Energy Areas (WEAs) off of 6 states ʹ lower conflict, high interest
areas on the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf for offshore wind energy development ʹ while
ŝƐƐƵŝŶŐ ŽƵƌ ŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƚǁŽ ŽĨĨƐŚŽƌĞ ǁŝŶĚ ůĞĂƐĞƐ͘  ,ĂƌŶĞƐƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ŽĨfshore wind resource
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŶĞƌŐǇ͛Ɛ ǁŝŶĚ ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ŐŽĂů ĨŽƌ ϮϬϯϬ ĐŽƵůĚ ƉŽǁĞƌ ĂďŽƵƚ ϭϰ
million U.S. homes. These projects, when responsibly sited, benefit local economies, support
energy independence, reduce the impacts of climate change and respect our natural heritage.
To successfully develop and implement a strategy for renewable energy project siting and
ƉĞƌŵŝƚƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŝƐƚƌƵůǇ͞ƐŵĂƌƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚ͟ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐƚŚĞĐŽŽƌĚŝŶĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĐŽůůĂďŽƌĂƚŝǀĞĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ
of a number of federal departments and agencies, along with the assistance of the Council on
Environmental Quality and full cooperation with a number of state agencies, private sector
developers, investors, conservation organizations, and other interested parties.
This also means that federal agencies must have the resources to undertake their
responsibilities in a timely and effective manner. These activities include permitting, leasing,
planning activities, as well as environmental studies and consultations to help ensure projects
avoid and minimize conflicts with other important uses, including recreation and conservation.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Delay in construction and operations of renewable energy resources: For example, BLM is
responsible for over 253 million surface acres of land, of which approximately 285,000 acres
have been identifies as priority areas for commercial-scale solar development and another 19
million acres identified as potentially available for solar projects. BLM also BLM has identified
another 20 million acres available for wind development. BLM has made significant progress in
the number of renewable energy projects approved on public lands in the past four years, totally
more than 10,400 megawatts of energy permitted. In addition, BLM leases public lands, including
National Forest lands, for geothermal energy development that amounts to over one-third of the
EĂƚŝŽŶ͛Ɛ ŐĞŽƚŚĞƌŵĂů ĞŶĞƌŐǇ ĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ͘  ZĞĚƵĐĞĚ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ůĞǀĞůƐ ĞƋƵĂƚĞ ƚŽ ĚĞůĂǇƐ ŝŶ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ
affecting permits and other essential reviews necessary for developing on public lands.
x Risk to critical efforts to protect important species: Reduced funding or sequestration puts at
risk important Fish and Wildlife Service initiatives attempting to address energy and wildlife
issues. For example, efforts to evaluate and protect the sage grouse, lesser prairie chickens,
whooping cranes and Indiana bats would all be at risk. These efforts cover thousands of square
miles and are important efforts to assess impacts and efforts to develop wildlife friendly energy
resources. There are approximately fifteen offshore wind projects at various stages of
development in Federal and state waters in the U.S. and sequestration will delay the launch of
the U.S. offshore wind industry and efforts to protect important marine resources and wildlife.
dŚĞƵƌĞĂƵŽĨKĐĞĂŶŶĞƌŐǇDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ͛Ɛ;KDͿ͚^ŵĂƌƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ^ƚĂƌƚ͛ŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞŚĂƐůĞĚƚŽ
the formal identification of 2,000 square miles of WEAs already with 3 more likely to be formally
established by the end of the year. Reduced funding levels equate to delays in ocean-user
conflict resolution and identification of best practices for conservation of sensitive species like
the North Atlantic Right Whale, and ultimately could delay offshore wind energy leasing and
necessary permits.
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Challenge Cost Share Crosscutting Account
The Challenge Cost Share (CCS) funding program provides funding to the Bureau of Land
Management, Fish and Wildlife Service and National Park Service to leverage private funding
and program support from grouƉƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŚĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĂŐĞŶĐŝĞƐ͛ ŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞ ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ĂŶĚ
cultural resources. Under the CCS Program, the bureaus select projects for funding from project
proposals submitted by the various field offices and park units.
CCS grants allow citizen volunteers, universities and researchers to do thousands of stewardship
projects on public lands and national trails. For example, CCS funds have enabled volunteers to
help rehabilitate historic ranch buildings for educational and recreational use and they have
allowed visually impaired youth to experience history by walking portions of the Lewis & Clark
National Historic Trail.
The CCS has provided important opportunities for tens of thousands of citizen volunteers to do
thousands of stewardship projects on public lands and trails by leveraging these federal funds in
a way that cannot be duplicated through other federal funding programs. CCS is a value to the
taxpayer and leverages taxpayer dollars by at least doubling the value in these investments. The
CCS would be impossible to duplicate through existing programs because the program leverages
labor costs donated by the tens of thousands of volunteers that document a rock art site,
restore habitat, interpret an historic trail, or remove fence from a new wilderness area.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x If funding is cut to this tremendously valuable program, partners and agencies will not attempt
or complete many projects at parks, conservation areas, historic sites and trails across the
country nor completed because volunteer labor and sweat equity that are matched in these
projects cannot be duplicated.
x Trail stabilization, maintenance and clearing will not happen on hundreds of miles of trails every
year.
x DĂŶǇ ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐŝƚŝĞƐ ǁŽŶ͛ƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŚĞ ĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚ
archaeological excavations or stabilization of ancient structures.
x Volunteer projects that are the backbone of progress for our sites, already stressed due to
reduced funding, will have a diminished ability to manage or provide support for volunteers
assisting with on-going maintenance needs and one-time projects, which is a loss to the
taxpayer, the site and the resources cherished by Americans.
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ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ'ƌĞĂƚtĂƚĞƌƐ
dŚĞ ŚĞĂůƚŚ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐŝůŝĞŶĐǇ ŽĨ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŐƌĞĂƚ ǁĂƚĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ǁĂƚĞƌƐŚĞĚƐ ĚĞƉĞŶĚ ŽŶ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ
support and resources provided through myriad federal environmental and conservation
programs. Some waters, like the Chesapeake Bay or Everglades, have Congressionally
authorized programs through which critical funding is provided annually. Others, like the Ohio
River Basin or the New York-New Jersey Harbor rely solely on a suite of programs to provide the
resources necessary to achieve meaningful watershed restoration. This section will explore in
detail those watersheds with dedicated fundingͶbut will also highlight the needs of those that
assemble a conglomeration of programs in an effort to reach the same goal.
Those waters without a federal program to call their own find themselves particularly vulnerable
to continued funding cuts. The programs they utilize are often national in scale, very
competitive and struggle even to meet current demands. State and local governments, NGOs,
farmers, landowners and other conservationists are finding an increasing backlog of restoration
work and fewer resources to meet their many needs. Cutting all these programs simultaneously
limits positive and consistent impact on the ground and hamstrings comprehensive restoration
progressͶboth within individual watersheds and across the country.
For example, the waters of the Ohio River Basin are grappling with nutrient and sediment
impairment, frequent municipal sewage overflows and habitat loss. The Basin does not have an
authorized federal program, and depends on funding provided through EPA grant programs,
Clean Water State Revolving Fund and farm bill conservation programs (namely EQIP) to
advance restoration throughout the multi-ƐƚĂƚĞ ǁĂƚĞƌƐŚĞĚ͘  ^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ͕ ƚŚĞ ^ƚ͘ :ŽŚŶ͛Ɛ ZŝǀĞƌ ŝŶ
Florida faces impairments from agriculture, urban and suburban and development and invasive
speciesͶhowever, it has been unable to compete for and secure consistent federal support,
hindering much-needed progress.
Despite a steady decline in available funding tools, rules and regulations requiring cleanup of
watersheds continue to be enforced and require measurable progress. Perhaps the most
common theme among watersheds with respect to funding cuts is the concern that states and
municipalities face legal or regulatory requirements to restore their waters, but are left with
increasingly fewer options for funding or financing that work. This challenge is often at the
ĐĞŶƚĞƌŽĨǁŚĂƚďƵĚŐĞƚĐƵƚƐǁŝůůŵĞĂŶĨŽƌŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŐƌĞĂƚǁĂƚĞƌƐ͘
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Everglades Ecosystem Restoration
Recognized as a World Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Reserve, and a Wetland of
/ŶƚĞƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů /ŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ͕ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ǀĞƌŐůĂĚĞƐ ŝƐ ŽŶĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ ĚŝǀĞƌƐĞ ĂŶĚ
productive wetlands and is a tremendous economic generator for Florida. A recent report by
Mather Economics found that every $1 investment in Everglades restoration generates $4 in
return in ecosystem benefits such as drinking water supply, tourism, park visitation, recreation,
and wildlife habitat. The Mather study estimates that more than 442,000 jobs will be created by
Everglades restoration over the next 50 years. Over the last three years, Everglades restoration
projects have generated 10,500 jobs. According to the National Park Service, in 2010 alone,
Everglades National Park created more than 2,000 jobs and generated more than $136 million in
visitor spending. Sustained funding to keep these projects on schedule is critical to avoiding
collapse of the ecosystem, economy, and drinking water supply for 7.5 million South Floridians.
While the Everglades are an ecological treasure and economic engine, it is one of the most
ŝŵƉĞƌŝůĞĚ ŶĂƚƵƌĂů ǁĞƚůĂŶĚ ĞĐŽƐǇƐƚĞŵƐ͘ dŚĞ ͞ZŝǀĞƌ ŽĨ 'ƌĂƐƐ͟ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĚƌĂŝŶĞĚ ĂŶĚ ĚŝǀĞƌƚĞĚ
through canals and no longer supports the web of life that depends upon it. Development,
agriculture, and a massive water engineering and drainage project reduced this irreplaceable
subtropical wilderness to half its former size. Wading bird populations in Everglades National
Park have declined by over 90 percent and 68 species of Everglades plants and animals are
threatened or endangered. In 2010, the United Nations put Everglades National Park back on its
List of the World Heritage in Danger.
The Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) is an unprecedented undertaking aimed
at protecting and preserving the water resources of central and southern Florida and bringing
the Everglades back to life. CERP is a federal-state partnership designed to improve natural
water flow and water quality by removing levees, filling in canals, and reducing agricultural and
urban runoff. The Mather report found that CERP is projected to produce more than $46 billion
in benefits to South Florida over 50 years.
Restoration of the Everglades is at a critical juncture with major restoration projects under
construction, such as the Picayune Strand, Indian River Lagoon-South C-44 Intake Canal, and the
one-mile bridge on Tamiami Trail. Keeping Everglades restoration on schedule requires
significant federal investment. Without sustained funding, delays will occur and problems will
get worse, making restoration more expensive in the future. Looming budget and sequestration
impacts may hinder the Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of the Interior from
constructing shovel-ready projects and ultimately fulfilling their federal commitment to
ƌĞƐƚŽƌŝŶŐŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐǀĞƌŐůĂĚĞƐ͘
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Restoration projects that are currently under construction may be affected by
budget/sequestration impacts, which included, but are not limited to, the Picayune Strand
projects and the Indian River Lagoon-South C-44 Intake Canal.
x Future, shovel-ready restoration projects could be hampered by budget/sequestration cuts.
These include:
o Additional bridging of Tamiami Trail, which is vital for moving water south to Everglades
National Park and Florida Bay and reestablishing seasonal water depths and flooding
durations critical to the survival of numerous species.
o Next set of CERP projects, which will improve the quality, quantity, timing, and distribution
of water delivered to the Everglades ecosystem. They include the C-43 Reservoir, C-111
Spreader Canal, Biscayne Bay Coastal Wetlands, and Broward County Water Preserve Area.
o Central Everglades Planning Process, which utilizes innovative Army Corps of Engineers
reform by bundling interdependent CERP projects to combat delay and deliver new sources
of clean water to the central Everglades in a timely manner.
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Great Lakes Restoration
dŚĞ'ƌĞĂƚ>ĂŬĞƐ͕ŽŶĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ'ƌĞĂƚtĂƚĞƌƐ͕ĂƌĞĂǁŽŶĚĞƌŽĨƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ͘dŚĞǇŚŽůĚŽŶĞĨŝĨƚŚ
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ĨƌĞƐŚ ƐƵƌĨĂĐĞ-water supply. More than 30 million people rely on the lakes for
their drinking water and millions more from the commerce and businesses they support in
agriculture, industrial manufacturing, steel production, commercial and sport fisheries,
recreation and tourism. Great Lakes restoration efforts are improving the lives of millions of
people and work is underway on nearly 1,000 restoration projects throughout the region in
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and New York that will
measurably restore the Great Lakes and address the most urgent problems facing them. The
projects, funded through the innovative Great Lakes Restoration Initiative, are cleaning up
drinking water flowing to millions of homes and thousands of industries and improving
infrastructure important for future economic growth in the eight-state region. These
investments in restoration are creating short-term jobs and leading to long-term economic
benefits for the Great Lakes states and the country. A Brookings Institution report shows that
every $1 invested in Great Lakes restoration generates $2 in return, making Great Lakes
restoration one of the best investments with the federal dollar in the budget. Other research
from Grand Valley State University suggests that the return for certain projects may be closer to
6-to-1. The University of Michigan has also demonstrated that over 1.5 million jobs are
dependent on clean and healthy Great Lakes, accounting for more than $60 billion in wages
annually.
Yet, even with this progress, there is still much work that needs to be done. Aging sewers dump
billions of gallons of sewage into the lakes, closing beaches and threatening our health. Invasive
species such as zebra mussels and sea lamprey are harming the food web and commercial and
sport fisheries, while new threats like the Asian carp continue to appear. There is a backlog of
projects that are shovel-ready. If we wait and allow Great Lakes restoration funding to be cut,
projects will only become more difficult and more expensive.
Polls find that voters want to see a continued federal investment to restore the lakes. Support
for Great Lakes restoration funding remains strong even when voters are asked if it should take
a budget cut like everything else to reduce the deficit. More voters reject such an idea than
support it. In 2011, Belden, Russonello & Stewart surveyed more than 1,500 residents in all
eight Great Lakes states on public attitudes towards Great Lakes restoration. The poll found
that 75 percent of the public supports continued funding for Great Lakes restoration efforts,
without cuts, even at a time of budget deficits, to improve the condition of the Great Lakes by
cleaning up toxic waste and bacteria, protecting and rebuilding wetlands, and preventing and
managing invasive species such as Asian carp. This support cuts across political lines.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
People across the Great Lakes region are working to heal the lakes. Through federal efforts like the
GLRI, nonprofit organizations, government agencies, private businesses, and property owners are
working together in public-private partnerships to clean up toxic hot spots, restore fish and wildlife
habitat, and protect against invasive species. The results of working together like those below will
end without sustained investment:
x

x

x

x

At the Ashtabula River in Ohio, a sediment cleanup and habitat restoration project have restored
the lower two miles of the river and advanced efforts to get it de-listed as a Great Lakes Area of
Concern. The cleanup removed 630,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment that contained
more than 25,000 pounds of hazardous polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and other toxic
compounds. The project improved water quality and deepened the river channel, making the
lower Ashtabula suitable again for maritime commerce, fishing, and recreational boating.
Muskegon Lake in Michigan is closer to being removed from a bi-national list of Areas of Concern
with the completion of a project that removed 43,000 cubic yards of sediment contaminated
with mercury and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) at the Division Street Outfall to
Muskegon Lake. The contamination contributed to limits on eating fish caught in the lake and
posed public health risks, which may contribute to cancer; liver, nerve, and skin damage;
cognitive impairment; and kidney and respiratory failure.
At MilwĂƵŬĞĞ͛ƐLincoln Creek and the Milwaukee River channel, the dredging of 140,000 cubic
yards of contaminated sediment removed the largest source of toxic PCBs in the river, which will
reduce contaminant concentrations in fish. The first phase of the cleanup, completed in January
2012, removed nearly 10,000 dump trucks of contaminated material that contained 5,000
pounds of PCBs and 4,000 pounds of PAHs. Crews also restored native fish and wildlife habitat
where the cleanup took place, stabilized stream banks and re-shaped the bottom of the river
channels. More dredging could take place after scientists complete a study characterizing the
extent of contaminated sediments remaining in the river and creek.
The Grand Calumet River, which flows through a heavily industrialized area south of Chicago,
ǁĂƐ ĨŽƌ ǇĞĂƌƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ ƉŽůůƵƚĞĚ ƌŝǀĞƌ͘ dŚĂŶŬƐ ƚŽ Ă ŵĂũŽƌ ĐůĞĂŶƵƉ͕ Ă ůĂƌŐĞ
wetland was restored and more than 575,000 cubic yards of toxic mud were removed from the
Lake Michigan tributary. This restoration project removed contaminated sediments in and
around the Roxana Marsh that led to fish consumption advisories, destroyed wildlife habitat, and
caused an array of other environmental problems.

11-9

CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS

11 CHESAPEAKE BAY RESTORATION

Chesapeake Bay Restoration
CBP. The Chesapeake Bay Program is authorized under Section 117 of the Clean Water Act.
Funding for the Bay Program provides the base budget to coordinate all watershed restoration
and protection efforts across the 64,000 square mile basin. Much of the funding is passed
through to states and local communities for on-the-ground restoration work through programs
such as the Small Watershed Grants (SWG), State Implementation Grants, Innovative Nutrient
and Sediment Reduction Grants (INSR) and the Chesapeake Bay Regulatory and Accountability
Program grants. These funds are used to help implement programs and projects critical to
meeting the pollution limits contained in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL and the blueprints outlined
ŝŶƚŚĞƐƚĂƚĞƐ͛tĂƚĞƌƐŚĞĚ/ŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶWlans. The Bay Program also provides critical scientific
and technical support to the states with their computer models, monitoring and data
management programs.
EQIP. The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) provides a formula-based allocation
to farmers by state and is used for various conservation practices, such as nutrient
management, cover crops, conservation tillage, exclusion fencing and restoring vegetative
buffers along streams that are critical to protecting and restoring water quality throughout the
Chesapeake Bay region. EQIP, along with the more targeted Chesapeake Bay Watershed
/ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞ;t/ͿŚĂƐĂƐƐŝƐƚĞĚƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ͛ƐĂŐƌŝĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐŝŶŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƉŽůůƵƚŝŽŶůŝŵŝƚƐĂŶĚ
water quality goals.
CBWI. Created in the 2008 Farm Bill, the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Initiative (PL 110-234 sect.
2605) supplements existing conservation programs by providing assistance to agricultural
producers to address substantial nutrient and sediment reduction for water quality in the Bay
region. Currently in its fifth year, the CBWI is has been an unqualified success in enhancing
existing, cost-effective conservation programs in all six Chesapeake Bay watershed statesͶas
agriculture is, by far, the largest source of nutrient and sediment pollution in the region. This
program reduces the backlog of applications for conservation programs in an area where both
need and demand are high.
SRF. The Clean Water State Revolving Fund is the primary federal funding source to help local
governments implement clean up actions required by the Clean Water Act. Despite rhetoric to
the contrary, this is one of the primary federal funding mechanisms to help the 1,779 local
governments to upgrade their outdated water infrastructure in order to meet pollution limits
required under the Chesapeake Bay TMDL and the state blueprints.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Without consistent funding pass-throughs and grant programs provided by EPA, as well as the
technical assistance provided to the states, it will be difficult to keep Chesapeake watershed
restoration on track to meet the nutrient and sediment pollution reductions necessary for clean
water under the Bay TMDL.
x ŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚY/WĂŶĚt/ŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞŐŝŽŶ͛s agricultural producers to be
able to adopt conservation practices critical to meeting state and federal pollution limits for local
water quality. Since the CBWI was created, the Chesapeake Bay TMDL has been established and
states are asking producers to do much more to meet their nutrient and sediment targets.
Simultaneously, the pool of existing federal assistance for agricultural producers has shrunk.
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Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts (cont.):
x CBWI provides financial assistance to many small and economically tenuous agricultural
producers and its elimination will likely mean the loss of small family farms throughout the
Chesapeake region.
x Severe reductions to the CWSRF create a self-fulfilling prophesy for those who charge the
ChesaƉĞĂŬĞĂǇdD>ŝƐ͞ĂŶƵŶĨƵŶĚĞĚĨĞĚĞƌĂůŵĂŶĚĂƚĞ͘͟dŚĞt^Z&ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ
assistance to municipalities under increasing pressure to meet pollution limits in the Bay
watershed. Reductions to CW SRF will mean a direct shift of the financial burden in the
Chesapeake Bay watershed to local ratepayers and taxpayers.
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Long Island Sound Restoration
Long Island Sound is a globally significant ecosystem providing critical habitat for an
extraordinary array of birds, fish and other wildlife, while also contributing annually more than
$8.9 billion per year to the regional economy from commercial and recreational fishing,
ecotourism and other water dependent businesses. Its water quality and marine environment
impact more Americans than any other estuary in the United States, as more than 28 million
people, a full 10 percent of the U.S. population, live within 50 miles of its shores. However, the
Sound has undergone unprecedented pollution, habitat loss and ecosystem disruption. Nitrogen
loading from runoff and aging and failing sewage treatment plants combined with a 90% loss of
coastal habitat from development threaten important fisheries, jeopardize recreational
opportunities and undermine the economic vitality of the region.
Due to its significant and unique ecological and economic value, Long Island Sound was one of
the first three estuaries recognized in 1985 under the National Estuary Program. This
designation led to the creation of the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(CCMP), developed by the Long Island Sound Study, to guide restoration and management
efforts. Congress has also recognized the importance of the Sound with two important
authorizations. The Long Island Sound Restoration Act, created as part of the Estuaries and
Clean Waters Act of 2000 and reauthorized in 2005, authorizes up to $40 million per year to
improve water quality to meet the nitrogen reduction goals of the CCMP. The Long Island
Sound Stewardship Act enacted in 2006 authorizes up to $25 million per year to establish a
public/private effort to identify, protect, and enhance the habitats throughout the Sound with
significant biological, scientific, or recreational value, with a major goal of increasing public
access to this amazing estuary.
With federal leadership from the Environmental Protection Agency, a strong partnership has
been forged among federal, state, and local agencies as well as regional and local stakeholders
to coordinate the natural resource and watershed management activities around Long Island
Sound. However, these restoration and improvement efforts have been chronically
underfunded by the Federal Government, while the states of Connecticut and New York have
ŝŶǀĞƐƚĞĚ ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐ ŽĨ ŵŝůůŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĚŽůůĂƌƐ ƚŽ ƌĞƐƚŽƌĞ ƚŚĞ ^ŽƵŶĚ͛Ɛ ǁĂƚĞƌ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ŝƚƐ
coastal resources. Sustained federal support for the Sound is important to ensure that this
partnership continues its successful efforts to improve the health if the estuary and sustain the
economy and jobs that depends upon it.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Funding requests for restoration projects already outpace available funding by more than 2-1
and any further reduction in funding puts at risk the viability of this program. In the last two
years, funding for the Long Island Sound Stewardship and Restoration Acts has been cut by
nearly 60%, and an additional sequestration cut would handicap the regions ability to keep the
sound on the road to recovery, and would eliminate funding for new, innovative water quality
improvement projects, delay needed habitat restoration projects made even more necessary in
the wake of Superstorm Sandy, and delay reaching the nitrogen reduction goals of the CCMP.
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National Strategy to Address White-Nose Syndrome
White-nose Syndrome (WNS) poses the gravest threat ever faced by North American bats.
Biologists describe the WNS die-ŽĨĨĂƐEŽƌƚŚŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛ƐŵŽƐƚƉƌĞĐŝƉŝƚŽƵƐǁŝůĚůŝĨĞĚĞĐůŝŶĞŽĨƚŚĞ
past century. Since its discovery in 2006, this disease has killed at least 5.7 million bats in the
United States and CanadĂ͘DŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŚĂůĨŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ͛ƐϰϳďĂƚƐƉĞĐŝĞƐĐŽƵůĚďĞĂƚƌŝƐŬ͘dŚĞ
disease or the fungus that causes it currently affects nine species, including the endangered
Indiana and gray bats. Losses are so drastic that researchers are predicting regional extinctions
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůŝƚƚůĞ ďƌŽǁŶ ďĂƚ͕ ŽŶĐĞ ĂŵŽŶŐ EŽƌƚŚ ŵĞƌŝĐĂ͛Ɛ ŵŽƐƚ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ŵĂŵŵĂůƐ͕ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
northeastern United States within 14 years. In response to these declines, the Fish and Wildlife
Service is conducting a status review of the little brown bat, as well as listing reviews for two
other bat species.
The loss of bats would have serious ecological and economic consequences. As primary
predators of night-flying insects, bats are critical to maintaining the balance of nature. They eat
vast numbers of insects, including expensive pests that damage such crops as corn, cotton, and
potatoes. A study published in Science estimates that bats save U.S. farmers at least $3.7 billion
per year by preventing crop damage and limiting the need for pesticides. Without bats, farmers
would face new financial strains, consumers would likely see higher food prices, and more
chemicals would be released into our environment.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Lower funding levels would reduce grants FWS awards scientists to conduct WNS research. As a
result, more time will elapse before we find solutions to this devastating disease.
x State wildlife agencies carry out on-the-ground monitoring and surveillance to track WNS status
and spread. FWS grants to states largely support these activities, and in many cases are their sole
source of funding. Cuts would preclude states from collecting data necessary for management
decisions, and deprive the WNS community of essential knowledge on how this newly discovered
disease operates.
x In response to directive language in the FY2012 budget, FS scientists have developed a WNS
science strategy focused on bat conservation and recovery. Decreased funding would impair the
&^͛ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ͕ƚŚĞƌĞďǇƐĞƚƚŝŶŐďack efforts to protect bat populations.
x &ƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĐƵƚƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ŝŵƉĂŝƌ ƚŚĞ EW^͛Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƐĐƌĞĞŶ ǀŝƐŝƚŽƌƐ ƚŽ ǁĞƐƚĞƌŶ EĂƚŝŽŶĂů WĂƌŬƐ ĨŽƌ
exposure to the WNS-causing fungus, increasing the possibility of WNS spread to the western
half of the country.
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Lacey Act Amendment
Illegal logging plays a central role in driving tropical deforestation and degradation in the
developing world. It also undermines businesses in the U.S. by approximately $1 billion annually
due to underselling by cheaper, illegal timber supplies. In recognition of these threats, Congress
amended the Lacey Act in 2008 to expand its protections to a broader range of plants and plant
products. In September 2011, this amendment was recognized internationally, receiving the
tŽƌůĚ&ƵƚƵƌĞŽƵŶĐŝů͛ƐƐŝůǀĞƌŵĞĚĂůĂƐŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞƚŚƌĞĞŵŽƐƚŝŶƐƉŝƌŝŶŐĂŶĚŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞƉŝĞĐĞƐŽĨ
ŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů ůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƉƌŽƚĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ͛Ɛ ĨŽƌĞƐƚƐ͘ dŚĞ ƵƌŽƉĞĂŶ hŶŝŽŶ͕ ƵƐƚƌĂůŝĂ͕ ĂŶĚ Žther
countries are closely following the U.S. lead.
In order for the law to continue delivering, it is essential that $13.5 million be dedicated to
support Lacey Act implementation in FY14, channeled through several agencies. This includes
$5.5 million for the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services
(APHIS), $4 for USAID and State, and $4 for the USFWS' Office of Law Enforcement.
Potential Budget/Sequestration Impacts:
x Early indicators have shown a 25% decline in global illegal logging as a result of unprecedented
policies like the Lacey Act, yet recent evidence from Interpol and the United Nations
Environment Program reminds us of the need to remain vigilant as illegal logging involves ever
more sophisticated international criminal networks. A recent World Bank study revealed that
criminal syndicates continue to reap massive profits from illegal logging, estimated at between
$10 and $15 billion a year. Any cuts to Lacey implementation would undermine current
momentum in combating illegal logging, ultimately benefiting criminal syndicates that profit
from illegal logging activities.
x Sequestration would prevent progress by the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Services (APHIS) to build an electronic declarations database and to add
internal capacity to perform data analysis for monitoring and enforcement.
x USAID and the State Department are undertaking international outreach to explain the
implications of the expanded Lacey Act to producer countries. Declines in funding for these
efforts would undermine these educational efforts, inhibiting the
x positive changes currently underway to industry practices around the world.
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OFFSETS
Friends of the Earth
Ben Schreiber
bschreiber@foe.org
202-222-0752
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FARM BILL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
Environmental Defense Fund
Sarah Hopper
shopper@edf.org
202-572-3379

National Wildlife Federation
Aviva Glaser
glasera@nwf.org
202-797-6616
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
Bridget Collins
bcollins@fishwildlife.org
202-624-5968
FOREST SERVICE

Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231

American Forests
Rebecca Turner
rturner@americanforests.org
202-737-1944, ext. 221
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Natural Resources Defense Council
Cai Steger
csteger@nrdc.org
212-727-2700
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
The Partnership Project
Stephen Schima
Stephen@saveourenvironment.org
202-429-2642
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
American Rivers
Jim Bradley
jbradley@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
World Wildlife Fund
Vanessa Dick
vanessa.dick@wwfus.org
202- 465-4501

World Wildlife Fund
Will Gartshore
will.gartshore@wwfus.org
202-495-4344

U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (USAID)
World Wildlife Fund
Vanessa Dick
vanessa.dick@wwfus.org
202- 465-4501

World Wildlife Fund
Will Gartshore
will.gartshore@wwfus.org
202-495-4344
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231

The Wilderness Society
Cameron Witten
cwitten@tws.org
202-429-8458
The National Trust for Historic Preservation
Rebecca Knuffke
rknuffke@savingplaces.org
202-588-6347
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
American Rivers
Jim Bradley
jbradley@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550
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FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231

National Wildlife Refuge Association
Desiree Sorenson-Groves
dgroves@refugeassociation.org
202-290-5593

Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies
Mark Humpert
mhumpert@fishwildlife.org
202-624-3637
LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND
Trust for Public Land
Kathy DeCoster
kathy.decoster@tpl.org
202-543-7552 ext. 13

The Wilderness Society
Alan Rowsome
alan_rowsome@tws.org
202-429-2643
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

National Trust for Historic Preservation
Denise Ryan
dryan@savingplaces.org
202-588-6347

National Parks Conservation Association
John Garder
jgarder@npca.org
202-454-3395
U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

American Rivers
Jim Bradley
jbradley@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
National Wildlife Federation
Garrit Voggesser
voggesser@nwf.org
303-441-5161

In Consultation with National Wildlife Federation
Robert Gruenig
rgruenig@aol.com
505-980-6852

BUREAU OF OCEAN ENERGY MANAGEMENT
The Southern Alliance for Clean Energy
Simon Mahan
simon@cleanenergy.org
202-375-9771
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Natural Resources Defense Council
Deron Lovaas
dlovaas@nrdc.org
202-289-6868
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
World Wildlife Fund
Will Gartshore

World Wildlife Fund
Vanessa Dick
vanessa.dick@wwfus.org
202- 465-4501

will.gartshore@wwfus.org
202-495-4344
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Natural Resources Defense Council
Scott Slesinger
sslesinger@nrdc.org
202-289-2402

In Consultation with National Wildlife Federation
Bob Gruenig
rgruenig@aol.com
505-980-6852

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION
Ocean Conservancy
Addie Haughey
ahaughey@oceanconservancy.org
202-429-5609

Marine Conservation Institute
Emily Douce
emily.douce@marine-conservation.org
202-546-5346

5HVWRUH$PHULFD¶V(VWXDULHV
K. Diane Hoskins
dhoskins@estuaries.org
703-524-0248
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR/ CNCS
National Wildlife Federation
Danielle A. Moodie-Mills
moodied@nwf.org
202-797-6634
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ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
American Rivers
Jim Bradley
jbradley@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550
CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
Bat Conservation International
Jocelyn Ziemian
jziemian@batcon.org
202-466-3439

National Wildlife Federation
Josh Saks
saksj@nwf.org
202-797-6631

Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231

World Wildlife Fund
Vanessa Dick
vanessa.dick@wwfus.org
202-465-4501

Audubon
Brian Moore
bmoore@audubon.org
202-861-2242

National Parks Conservation Association
Chad Lord
clord@npca.org
202-454-3385

Defenders of Wildlife
Julie Falkner
jfalkner@defenders.org
202-772-0293

The Wilderness Society
Liese Dart
ldart@tws.org
202-429-2694

National Parks Conservation Association
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