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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
CHESAPEAKE BAY RESTORATION

The Chesapeake Bay is a national treasure. However, the ecological health of the largest estuary in the U.S., a
64,000 square-mile watershed that encompasses six states and the District of Columbia, continues to be poor —
dropping a point to 28 on a 100 point scale according to the Chesapeake Bay Foundation’s annual State of the Bay
report. Aggressive efforts undertaken over the past thirty years to limit pollution and restore the Bay’s incredible
biological productivity are not keeping pace with population and development trends. Water pollution — mainly
excess nitrogen and phosphorous — from sewage treatment plants, agriculture, and urban runoff, together with air
pollution from power plants, vehicles, and industry, threaten the Bay’s future. A major influx of funds for the
implementation of projects to control the flow of pollution to the Bay is vital to success of efforts to restore the
Chesapeake Bay.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Environmental Protection Agency

Chesapeake Bay Program- $32 million

An increase of $9 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $23 million with a $4 million increase to State
Implementation Grants and $4 million to Small Watershed Grants

Chesapeake Bay Targeted Watershed Grants- $12 million
An increase of $4 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $8 million

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
Agricultural Management Assistance Program- $10 million
An increase of $10 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $0

Army Corps of Engineers
Chesapeake Bay Oyster Restoration- $4 million
An increase of $2 million over FY 08 enacted level of $2 million

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Chesapeake Bay Studies- $3 million
An increase of $1.58 million over enacted FY 08 level of $1.42 million

Chesapeake Bay Oyster Restoration- $6 million
An increase of $4.13 million over enacted FY 08 level of $1.87 million

All other programs that support Chesapeake Bay Conservation should continue to be funded at their
current level.
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

The 18,000 square mile Everglades ecosystem of central and southern Florida is not only one of the world’s most
diverse and productive wetlands, but also one of the nation’s most imperiled natural wetland ecosystems. Since
1900, more than half of the ecosystem has been drained and lost to urban and agricultural development, and the
remaining marshes are crisscrossed by 1,400 miles of canals that alter natural water flows. Restoration of the
Everglades is at a critical juncture. Keeping Everglades Restoration on schedule and the Federal/Florida partnership
strong requires significant federal investment in 2009. The long anticipated Modified Waters and Kissimmee River
Restoration Projects will be completed by 2010, but only if fully funded over the next two years. Comprehensive
Everglades Restoration Plan, authorized 6 years ago, should finally be implemented.

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Program

The Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Program is aimed at reversing the decline of the Everglades and loss of
the many ecological and economic services it provides. The program will restore water flows throughout the
ecosystem, clean up polluted waters, purchase privately owned lands to create a buffer between natural and urban
areas, protect habitat, and enhance recreational opportunities.

Kissimmee River Restoration

Upon completion of the Kissimmee River restoration project in 2011, over 40 square miles of river and floodplain
ecosystem will be restored, including returning 43 miles of meandering river to its original course and re-creating
27,000 of the 35,000 acres of wetlands that were lost to past flood control efforts. The estimated $494.8 million
restoration project is being jointly implemented and equally cost-shared by the South Florida Water Management
District and the Army Corps of Engineers.
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

FY 09 Recommendation:

Army Corps of Engineers
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Program (CERP) Construction- $62 million
Indian River Lagoon- $16 million
Picayune Strand- $24 million
Site I Compound- $22 million
An increase of $62 million over the FY 08 enacted levels of $0

Central and Southern Florida- $98 million
An increase of $16.3 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $81.7 million

Kissimmee River Restoration- $69 million
An increase of $38 million over the FY 08 enacted level if $31 million

CERP Pilot Projects- $60 million
An increase of $60 million over FY 08 enacted level of $0

Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park- $25 million
An increase of $15 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $10 million

Department of the Interior
CERP-Fish & Wildlife Service and National Park Service- $10 million
An increase of $2.8 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $7.2 million

NPS-Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park- $25 million
An increase of $10.8 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $14.2 million

Critical Ecosystems Studies Initiative (CESI)- $6 million
An increase of $2.12 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $3.88 million

South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task Force- $1.3 million
Same as the FY 08 enacted level

USGS-Integrated Research, Planning, and Interagency Coordination- $8 million
An increase of $1.2 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $6.8 million

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
NMFS, NOS, and OAR Programs- $6 million
An increase of $2.12 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $3.88 million



CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
GREAT LAKES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECTS

The Great Lakes hold one fifth of the world’s fresh surface water supply. For the more than 30 million people that
live within the watershed, the Great Lakes hold the key to economic health, recreation, and irreplaceable family
experiences. They support the economy through agriculture, industrial manufacturing, steel production, commercial
and sport fisheries, and recreation and tourism. More than 150,000 Americans work in the Great Lakes' shipping
industry, which provides passage for approximately 180 million tons of cargo annually. The economic benefits in
the Great Lake states are more than $15 billion for hunting, fishing, and wildlife watching.

Despite their overwhelming greatness and their vast expanse, the Great Lakes are fragile and in peril. Raw sewage
contaminates beaches, invasive species threaten native fish, and toxic mercury makes fish unsafe to eat. These
problems have reached a critical tipping point. Scientists say that action must be taken now or the entire Great
Lakes’ ecosystem will be damaged beyond repair. Funding is needed to restore the health of the Great Lakes. The
problems continue to worsen and the solutions get more costly with each passing day.

In 2005, the Great Lakes Regional Collaboration (GLRC) produced a blueprint to protect and restore the Great
Lakes. The GLRC, which was made up of over 1,500 leaders from around the region, identified goals to restore this
fresh water resource. Some recommendations are outlined in other areas of this report, such as the Clean Water
State Revolving Fund and Farm Bill conservation programs. The programs listed below are specific to the Great
Lakes. They are supported by the region’s mayors, governors and families and need adequate funding to ensure the
simple solutions identified in the GLRC strategic plan can immediately be carried out.

9-4



CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
GREAT LAKES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION PROJECTS

FY 09 Recommendation:

Environmental Protection Agency
Great Lakes Legacy Act- $54.0 million
An increase of $19 million over the FY 08 level of $35 million

Great Lakes National Program Office- $25 million
An increase of $3.24 million over the FY 08 level of $21.76 million

Army Corps of Engineers
Great Lakes Fishery and Ecosystem Restoration- $10 million
An increase of $9 million over the FY 08 level of $0.94 million

Chicago Ship and Sanitary Canal dispersal barrier- $6.25 million
For operations and maintenance, an increase of $5.5 million over the FY 08 level of $0.738 million

Great Lakes Tributary Modeling Program- $1.5 million
An increase of $0.66 million over the FY 08 level of $0.84 million

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory- $16.5 million

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act- $16 million
An increase of $15.5 million over the FY 08 level of $0.5 million

Department of the Interior, U.S. Geological Survey
Great Lakes Science Center- $13.2 million

Department of State
Great Lakes Fishery Commission- $21.8 million
An increase of $5 million over the FY 08 level of $16.7 million

Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service
Great Lakes Basin Program for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control- $5 million
An increase of $4.6 million over the FY 08 level of $0.43 million
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
COASTAL LOUISIANA RESTORATION

Where the Mississippi River meets the Gulf of Mexico it forms a complex of ecosystems that are drastically unique
and vitally important to the economic, environmental, and the security-related concerns of the Gulf Region and its
citizens. The vast wetland complexes that previously covered acres of the Mississippi delta are disappearing at an
alarming rate because the River cannot deposit its vital sediments into the surrounding wetlands. The loss of 2000
square miles of wetlands through the years has led to a dramatic decrease in the natural protection afforded by
wetlands and barrier islands to coastal cities such as New Orleans. In the wake of Hurricane Katrina, it is
paramount to consider coastal restoration and conservation as an integral portion of the rebuilding of New Orleans
and the Gulf Coast and to appropriate funds accordingly.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Mississippi River Sediment and Freshwater Diversions- $1 billion
Louisiana Coastal Area Plan- $15 million

Myrtle Grove Restoration- $35 million

Science and Technology - $100 million
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION HYDROPOWER RELICENSING

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) issues 30 to 50 year operating licenses for non-federal
hydroelectric dams, setting the rules for how these dams may be operated. When issuing these licenses, FERC is
required by law to look beyond power production and give equal consideration to fish and wildlife, recreation,
environmental protection, and other public values. When these licenses expire, Americans get a once-in-a-lifetime
opportunity to protect and improve the health of the rivers that flow through their communities.

Federal resource agencies play a very important role in FERC's hydropower licensing process. Congress has given
these agencies the authority to recommend license conditions that will minimize the harmful impacts that dam
operations have on public resources. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) gave these agencies significant new
obligations associated with protecting public assets affected by hydropower dams. In particular, agencies must now
hold costly “trial-type" administrative hearings for disputed license conditions. Federal resource agencies need
sufficient funding to allow them to uphold their congressionally authorized duties to protect public resources with
license conditions when appropriate. This includes holding hearings mandated by EPAct when the factual basis of
the conditions is being reviewed.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Energy Projects- $57.5 million

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration-
National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation:
$12.4 million and a direct line item for hydropower relicensing
$2.8 million for implementation of hydropower requirements under the EPAct of 2005

Department of the Interior-
Fish and Wildlife Service, Habitat Conservation, Project Planning:
$2.35 million for hydropower relicensing
$1.5 million for implementation of hydropower requirements under the EPAct of 2005

Bureau of Indian Affairs, FERC Activities, Trust Services- $2 million for hydropower relicensing
Bureau of Land Management, Land Resources/Wildlife and Fisheries:

$1.1 million for hydropower relicensing

$0.3 million for implementation of hydropower requirements under the EPAct of 2005

National Park Service, Hydropower Recreation Assistance:
$1.5 million for hydropower relicensing
$0.15 million for implementation of hydropower requirements under the EPAct of 2005

Department of Agriculture-
Forest Service, Lands Budget:
$11.6 million and a direct line item for hydropower relicensing
$0.75 million for implementation of hydropower requirements under the EPAct of 2005
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
LONG ISLAND SOUND

The Long Island Sound Restoration Act strives to protect and restore the environmentally and economically vital
resources of the Sound. In 1985, the Sound was one of the first estuaries recognized under the National Estuary
Program because it provides feeding, breeding, nesting and nursery areas for a diversity of plant and animal life,
and contributes an estimated $5.5 billion per year to the regional economy from commercial fishing, sport fishing,
and recreational activities. More than eight million people live in the Long Island Sound watershed, and the
resultant development has led to increasingly poor ecosystem health. Future funding will allow regional
conservation groups to continue their implementation of programs aimed at restoring the health of the Sound
through improvements in water quality, the control of invasive species, the restoration of and/or reclamation of
natural areas, and the bolstering of native species populations. In 2006, Congress passed the Long Island Sound
Stewardship Act which will build on the ongoing work of restoring the Sound.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Long Island Sound Restoration Act- $40 million
An increase of $35.2 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $4.8 million

Long Island Sound Stewardship Act- $25 Million
An increase of $25 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $0
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
OPEN RIVERS INITIATIVE

The U.S.’s rivers are plugged with millions of dams, most still functional and benefiting society. Many others are
either dilapidated, having outlived their 50-year life expectancy or are no longer providing the benefits for which
they were built. These dams are unnecessarily degrading the riverine ecosystem and holding up economic
development. The Open Rivers Initiative, a Presidential initiative announced by the Secretary of Commerce in
2005, will provide grants to communities and local dam owners to remove their dams that no longer make sense.
These restoration projects provide significant environmental improvements and offer noteworthy economic and
societal benefits. They create new opportunities for recreational fishing, river rafting, and kayaking; provide cost
savings by eliminating the need for dam repairs; and remove safety and liability risks associated with outdated
structures.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Open Rivers Initiative- $20 million
NOAA- Community Based Restoration Center- $10 million

An increase of $4 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $6 million

DOI-Fish & Wildlife Service Fish: Passage Program- $10 million
An increase of $4.1 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $5.9 million
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
PENOBSCOT RIVER RESTORATION

The Penobscot River Restoration Project is an unprecedented approach to river restoration that will reconfigure
hydropower facilities and maintain energy production while opening up more than 500 miles of habitat to 10 native
species of anadromous fish, improve water quality, boost wildlife and create new opportunities in communities
along New England’s second largest river. The two lowermost Penobscot dams, Veazie and Great Works, will be
removed and a state-of-the-art fish bypass will be installed at Howland Dam. The restoration project will
reestablish the River’s historic connection to the ocean, and help feed fisheries and wildlife in the river and the Gulf
of Maine. The project’s reconfiguration of dams will have a wide range of benefits to fish and wildlife populations,
water quality and communities along the river. The restoration of the Penobscot River is the best last chance for the
dwindling Atlantic Salmon populations in the country.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Penobscot River Restoration Project- $14 million for dam removal

NOAA- Habitat Restoration Center- $10 million
Same as the FY 08 enacted level

Department of the Interior- $2 million
An increase of $1.5 million over the FY 08 enacted level of $0.5 million

Department of Agriculture- $2 million
An increase of $2 million over the FY 08 enacted level
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
BORDERLANDS ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION

America’s border with Mexico includes national parks, forests, monuments, wildlife refuges, wilderness areas and
other environmentally sensitive areas. Nearly one-quarter of the 1,950 mile U.S.-Mexico border lies within public
lands running through such national treasures as Big Bend National Park, Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument,
and Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge. These protected lands provide essential habitat for
hundreds of imperiled species, including nearly 40 species listed or proposed for listing under the Endangered
Species Act in Arizona alone. Much of this country’s most spectacular wildlife, including jaguars, ocelots, and
hundreds of bird species, depend upon protected public lands along the border for migration corridors between
countries.

Illegal border crossings and enforcement activities along the border are placing a tremendous burden on federal
land management agencies and causing long-term damage to natural and cultural resources. In addition, border
natural and cultural resources lie directly in the path of large scale construction projects, including hundreds of
miles of proposed border wall construction authorized under the Secure Fence Act. Several wall segments have
already been constructed within protected federal lands in 2007, including the Barry M. Goldwater Range, Buenos
Aires National Wildlife Refuge, and the incomparable San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area. The
Department of Homeland Security is planning to begin additional construction in the near future that will impact
three national wildlife refuges in Texas. The effects of large scale border wall construction on wildlife, clean water,
clean air, and human health and safety could be serious and lasting, yet little baseline data even exists on the status
of wildlife and lands pre-construction so that impacts of the wall can be assessed and documented in the future.

The federal land management agencies are in dire need of resources to mitigate the effects of illegal immigration
and law enforcement activities on public lands; moreover, a cross-cutting budget initiative that also includes the
Departments of Homeland Security and Defense, both of which either manage land or have border enforcement
responsibilities, could alleviate some of the pressure on federal land managers. The need is extensive, for example,
half of the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge’s already meager $1.5 million annual budget is siphoned away
from other pressing needs to deal with border issues; however, the entire amount needed by the land management
and other agencies to address the impacts has not been quantified. Substantial increases are needed for:

o Staff and infrastructure improvements, including funding to increase land management agency law enforcement
staff; provide training of Border Patrol and other non-land management agency law enforcement personnel to
minimize harm to sensitive natural and cultural resources; maintain, repair, and acquire facilities and vehicles;
and improve visitor outreach and safety.

o Research, restoration, and monitoring programs, including funding for monitoring and understanding impacts
on endangered species and habitat; restoration of fragile desert habitat; and special endangered species
management needs in the border region.

e Resource protection, including funding for removal of tons of trash and hundreds of abandoned vehicles;
cleaning and protecting fouled desert water sources; physically closing hundreds of miles of illegal roads; use
of surveillance and deterrence technology; firefighting and fire fighter safety dealing with wildfires
inadvertently set from cooking and signal fires used by border crossers; and protection and restoration of
important historic, cultural, and anthropological structures and artifacts.
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
NATIONAL STRATEGY To ADDRESS IMPACTS oF
GLOBAL WARMING & OCEAN ACIDIFICATION

Global warming poses one of the most serious threats to wildlife and wildlife habitats in the U.S. and around the
world. Cutting greenhouse gas emissions is essential to stave off mass extinctions and major disruptions of
ecosystems, but cutting emissions alone is not sufficient. Global warming is already happening and substantial
additional warming is inevitable due to pollution already released into the atmosphere. Scientists project that this
warming will lead to increased sea level rise, intensified storms, floods and droughts, disappearing mountain
snowpack and altered stream flows, evaporating lakes and wetlands, and numerous other disruptions.

Planning for how to best assist wildlife and ecosystems in becoming more resilient and adapting to the impacts of
climate change and ocean acidification is needed by all federal land management agencies. A report by the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) underscores natural resource managers’ need for national policy
direction on this issue. In Climate Change: Agencies Should Develop Guidance for Addressing the Effects on
Federal Land and Water Resources, the GAO found that federal land and wildlife management agencies lack the
guidance and capacity to respond effectively to the impacts of global warming on our federal lands and wildlife.

The FY 09 budget should provide funding to develop a comprehensive national strategy for assisting fish and
wildlife and ecosystems in becoming more resilient and adapting to the impacts of climate change and ocean
acidification. This cross-cutting initiative should be coordinated by the President to ensure all government
jurisdictions are effectively addressed. Future federal climate change legislation is likely to direct significant
funding to wildlife adaptation measures, and the U.S. needs to start planning now to ensure that federal funds are
prudently committed and positive results are achieved. Funding is requested for the President, acting through the
Council on Environmental Quality to:

o develop a comprehensive national strategy in close consultation with relevant federal agencies, including the
Interior, Commerce, Agriculture, and Defense Departments and the Environmental Protection Agency, states,
territories, Indian tribes, and other stakeholders, with input from the public, including:

O Prioritize goals and measures, and a schedule for implementation to identify, monitor and conserve
natural resources threatened by climate change and ocean acidification;

o Coordination with other relevant conservation plans, including the state comprehensive wildlife
conservation plans, the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, the national fish habitat action
plans, coastal zone management plans and reports of the Pew Oceans Commission and the U.S.
Commission on Ocean Policy.

e establish a Science Advisory Board comprised of 10 to 20 scientists recommended by the National Academy of
Sciences and appointed by the President. The Board would ensure the scientific integrity of the national
strategy and advise the President and federal agencies on the best available science regarding the impacts of
climate change and ocean acidification on wildlife and ecosystems, adaptation responses, and research needs.
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
NATIONAL STRATEGY To ADDRESS IMPACTS OF
GLOBAL WARMING & OCEAN ACIDIFICATION

FY 09 Recommendation:

National Strategy for Addressing Global Warming & Ocean Acidification Impacts on Wildlife and Habitat-
$15 million

Council on Environmental Quality- $4 million for 3 Full Time Employees and Science Advisory Board
Department of the Interior- $5 million

Forest Service/Natural Resources Conservation Service- $2 million

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration- $2 million

Environmental Protection Agency- $1 million

Army Corps of Engineers- $1 million

A new initiative for FY 09
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

National Environmental Policy Act

For more than 35 years, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) has been an essential tool that allows
citizens an opportunity to participate in federal decisions that impact the environment, their family’s health, and
their quality of life. NEPA, enacted by Congress in 1969, proclaims a national policy for environmental protection,
requires federal agencies to analyze how their actions might affect the environment, and creates opportunities for
the public to be involved in these decisions. Without a strong NEPA, the nation could lose an indispensable tool
that guides how policy decisions, which directly impact our environment and communities, are made.

Despite the importance of NEPA, federal agencies over the last decade have not been allocated adequate resources
to implement their NEPA requirements. The decrease in available resources, coupled with the increase in the
number of projects requiring NEPA analyses, leaves federal agencies stretching their limited NEPA resources.
Complaints about project delays due to NEPA analysis are in part attributable to decreased funding.

The need for additional NEPA resources is pronounced. The Council on Environmental Quality and the
Environmental Protection Agency should undertake a study of resource needs at the federal agencies and develop
proposals for additional funding in future years.

Council on Environmental Quality

As part of the enacting NEPA legislation, Congress established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
within the Executive Office of the President in 1969, and tasked CEQ with the hefty responsibility of ensuring that
federal agencies meet their NEPA obligations. Specifically, CEQ provides oversight on NEPA, and issues
regulations and guidance to federal agencies on NEPA implementation. In addition, CEQ develops training for
agency personnel. Federal agencies can also bring to CEQ interagency disagreements concerning proposed major
federal actions. Currently, CEQ only has one full time employee devoted to NEPA related-activities. Increased
funding is needed in order to return CEQ to the staffing levels of 1990 and to offer much needed support for CEQ’s
NEPA responsibilities.

Department of Agriculture/ Forest Service

The Forest Service (FS) must comply with NEPA when undertaking resource, research, and cooperative forestry
programs. The FS, similar to many other federal agencies, faces tight budget constraints while the amount of
NEPA reviews required are remaining constant or are increasing. Due to lack of adequate funding, the FS cannot
always fully staff NEPA interdisciplinary teams. In addition, people assigned to NEPA-related activities are often
reassigned to other issues during ongoing NEPA reviews, causing delays. The FS performs valuable NEPA
analyses and continues to meet its NEPA requirements.

One area that particularity needs increased funding is the review of grazing allotments. The FS has more than two
thousand grazing permits that have not gone through proper NEPA analysis, but are renewed without the FS taking
a hard look at the environmental effects of these permits. In order for the FS to review these grazing allotments
properly, increased funding is needed.

Department of the Interior/ Bureau of Land Management

Due to the increased emphasis on resource extraction during the last several years, the number of environmental
assessments and environmental impact statements has increased. Although there has been an increase in NEPA
responsibilities, no additional resources have been provided to meet this need. Before mining and drilling projects
begin, it is essential that the environmental damage be evaluated and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has
the proper resources to meet its NEPA requirements. In addition, a backlog of over fifteen hundred grazing permits
that have never had proper environmental reviews under NEPA are outstanding. This backlog has allowed harmful
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CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT

grazing practices to continue unabated. In order to prevent further destruction and degradation of public resources,
increased funding is needed.

Environmental Protection Agency

The Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Office of Federal Activities is responsible for reviewing all federal
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) prepared by other federal agencies; maintaining a national EIS filing
system; and assuring that EPA is complying with NEPA in its own actions. On average, the EPA reviews
approximately 500 to 600 EISs and hundreds of Environmental Assessments annually. Also, an increasingly major
focus of effort within the EPA is its role in helping agencies develop EISs, including scoping and following up with
agencies as concerns arise over proposed projects.

With increased funds, the EPA could meet several important NEPA objectives. First, the EPA could increase
collaboration efforts between itself and other federal agencies. Second, the EPA could offer increase NEPA
training for their employees. Finally, the EPA could also increase NEPA outreach work.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

The Office of Protected Resources (OPR), a program office of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
(NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service, is tasked with the responsibility of protecting marine mammals and
endangered marine life. Included in OPR’s responsibilities is the implementation of policies and regulations for
issuance of permits and authorizations under the Marine Mammal Protection Act and the Endangered Species Act-
decisions that are subject to NEPA. Over the last few years, OPR has received an increase in demand for permits.
To ensure that OPR can continue to provide quality NEPA review and offer the public an opportunity to comment
on the permits in a timely manner, OPR must receive adequate funding.

FY 09 Recommendations:

Council on Environmental Quality
$0.7 million for an additional 4 Full Time Employees

Department of Agriculture/Forest Service
$2.0 million for 12 FTEs (2 in Headquarters and 10 in Regional Offices)

Department of the Interior/Bureau of Land Management
$1.6 million for 10 FTEs; (2 in Headquarters and 8 in Regional Offices)

Environmental Protection Agency/Office of Federal Activities
$2.6 million for 25 FTEs (5 in the Office of Federal Activities and 20 in Regional Offices)

National Oceanic and Atmaospheric Administration/Office of Protected Resources
$9.5 million for additional support in the Office of Protected Resources (including an additional 5 FTEs)

(NEPA resources are combined with resources for the programs that they affect so it is not possible to disaggregate
baseline numbers)
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OFFSETS
DEPARTMENT oF AGRICULTURE

Farm Bill Subsides

The federal government spends billions of dollars each year on agricultural programs that were established during
the Great Depression. These programs were originally intended to support domestic crop production by stabilizing
farm income, propping up agricultural prices at levels above world market rates, and controlling the production of
designated crops. Over time, however, the original goals of these programs have been distorted. Now, instead of
supporting the livelihood of the small family farmer, these programs benefit large corporate farms, and place
massive and unnecessary costs on the American taxpayer.

In 2005, the federal government spent approximately $24 billion to subsidize the production of 15 agricultural
crops. These crops include cotton, sugar, corn, wheat, and soy beans, which are being subsidized at a time of
record prices. Many of these crops such as cotton, sugar, and corn have significant environmental impacts when
produced. For instance, sugar production in Florida is partially responsible for the decay of the Everglades. The
monocropping of corn in the Midwest, with intense pesticide and fertilizer inputs, is contributing to dead zones in
the Gulf of Mexico. These crops and the other beneficiaries of farm subsidies are also being overproduced
throughout the United States.

FY 09 Recommendation
Shift wasteful subsidies to cost-effective programs like conservation, nutrition and organics and deficit reduction.
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OFFSETS
DEPARTMENT oF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service Commercial Timber Sales

The U.S. Forest Service's (FS) "commodity” timber sales program funds subsidized logging on our National
Forests. Many of these sales result in irreparable ecological damage, loss of vital habitat, increased fire risk, and
millions of dollars in squandered taxpayer resources. According to Government Accountability Office (GAQO) and
Congressional Budget Office reports, the FS loses between $150 and $300 million annually on the commodity
timber program. Eliminating unnecessary and harmful logging projects would yield significant environmental and
community benefits.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Reduce the commaodity timber sale programs in National Forests by $150 million

Forest Service Timber Roads Program

The FS timber program pays to construct logging roads that assist timber companies in cutting and removing timber
from our national forests. Over the history of the program, the agency has paid for the construction of hundreds of
thousands of miles of timber roads. Construction of these forest roads exploits tax dollars to pay the timber
industry's business costs and leads to the degradation of wildlife habitat, soil, and streams.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Cut all funding for construction, planning and design of logging roads for new timber sale contracts.

Forest Service Salvage Fund

The FS Salvage Fund was created to expedite the removal of insect-infested, dead, damaged or down timber.
Salvage sale revenues are deposited in the Salvage Fund. The FS can spend the monies in the Salvage Fund without
an annual appropriations request. Lacking this congressional oversight, the Salvage Fund is currently financing
approximately one-third of the logging in the national forests, with many sales failing to fully cover their costs.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Abolish the FS Salvage Fund and return the unspent balance to the Treasury. The current amount programmed for
the fund in FY 06 is approximately $78 million.
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OFFSETS
DEPARTMENT oF ENERGY

National Nuclear Security Administration

Congress established the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) in 1999 to consolidate and manage the
nuclear weapons complex. One of the goals of the NNSA in this administration has been the resumption of pit
production-the primary stage of the plutonium warhead. The justification for this reanimation of the nuclear
weapons manufacturing complex was the concern that existing plutonium warheads would be unreliable because of
deterioration or contamination. However, recent analyses show that these pits and the nuclear arsenal in general,
have much longer life times and show very little deterioration (JASON report transmitted to the Congress,
November 28, 2006).

Each year, the Department of Energy (DOE) budget for the NNSA exceeds $6 billion, with a significant portion of
these funds spent on new warhead research and production. Fortunately, the next step in production and
manufacturing has not taken place, and there is an opportunity to scale back this work while ensuring America's
defense security remains reliable for decades to come. Existing plutonium pits in surplus will provide the necessary
"stockpile™ to support U.S. security policies established in the Nuclear Posture Review.

Those operations that are specific to new nuclear warhead production should be halted. Congress should provide no
funding for the reliable replacement warhead or pit manufacturing, as these operations are unnecessary and scale up
nuclear warhead production. Indeed, the U.S. should be reducing its nuclear arsenal in order to comply with the
goals of the Moscow Treaty, which requires the U.S. and the former Soviet Union to reduce their nuclear arsenals
to less than 2,200 warheads by 2012,

Continued stockpile maintenance, surveillance and readiness are necessary. Spending on other new research
programs, including fusion ignition, high yield, and advanced simulation, should be scaled back as the NNSA
focuses on existing surplus management and certification. Reducing the NNSA budget will not endanger national
security but will allow the DOE to address other priorities, such as renewable energy research and development.

FY 09 Recommendations:
Making cuts to the following programs would save approximately $9.35 billion

Specified NNSA budget reductions, FY 08 (all figures in millions)

FY 08 FY 09 Cut

Enacted Levels
Directed Stockpile Work $1,413 $200
Science Campaigns $290 $145
Engineering Campaigns $171 $20
Fusion Ignition & High Yield $474 $74
Advanced Simulation $579.7 $200
Pit Manufacturing $215.7 $60
Readiness in Technical Base and Facilities $287.6 $189
Congressionally Directed Weapons Activities Projects $47.9 $47.9
Total $3,479 $935.9

10-3



OFFSETS
DEPARTMENT oOF THE INTERIOR

Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service Public Lands Grazing

The public land grazing program administered by the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management is highly
subsidized and benefited only two percent of the nation’s livestock operators. According to the Government
Accountability Office, the grazing programs cost taxpayers roughly $136 million to operate, but only earned $21
million. Below-cost grazing fees encourage overgrazing and, along with other problematic features of the existing
federal program, have resulted in extensive and severe environmental damage to public lands and riparian areas,
resulting in reduced ecologic resiliency and ability to adapt to a warming western climate. In FY 07, the fee
dropped to a ludicrous low of $1.35, the lowest allowable amount by law. To put that in perspective, the first
uniform federal grazing fee that was established in 1934 was set at $1.23.

FY 09 Recommendation:

Charge a grazing fee on federal lands that covers management costs, and eliminate program expenditures that
neither protect nor restore resources.

A savings of $105.5 million compared to FY 08 levels

Bureau of Land Management Western Oregon Plan Revisions

The Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR) affects 2.5 million acres of federal forests in southern Oregon
managed by the Bureau of Land Management, and as drafted, will have significant negative impacts on both
Spotted Owl and Marbled Murrelet habitat. A final plan is expected to be completed by the end of 2008. The plan’s
preferred alternative would reduce the owl’s old growth reserves by 36 percent and triple logging in old growth
forests over 200 years old. The Environmental Protection Agency commented that the plan would harm water
quality. The plan proposes to build over 1,000 miles of new logging roads and reduce stream buffers by 57 percent.
WOPR is also based on and tiered to the prescriptions of the draft Spotted Owl Recovery Plan, a scientifically-
flawed document that has yet to be finalized. The plan came about as a result of the administration’s sue-and-settle
strategy. The timber industry filed a lawsuit demanding more logging in Oregon, and the administration promptly
settled before arguments were heard, promising a relaxation of environmental safeguards and a significant boost in
old growth logging.

FY 09 Recommendation:
WOPR- $0
Approximately $16 million has been appropriated to BLM in Oregon for WOPR from FY 05 to FY 08

Bureau of Land Management Oil and Gas Program

Funding for the BLM’s oil and gas program has grown spectacularly over the past seven years, while
most other BLM programs have remained stagnant or have lost funding. Between FY 00 and FY 08, the
BLM’s oil and gas budget has grown from approximately $55 million to approximately $115 million — a
doubling of the budget for the oil and gas program. In recognition of the increasing costs of this
program, and the vast profits going to the oil and gas industry from this program, Congress imposed a
“cost recovery fee” of $4,000 per drilling permit application to defray the BLM’s administrative costs in
the FY 08 omnibus appropriations bill.

FY 09 Recommendation:
BLM Application for Permits to Drill (APD)- Continue the $4,000 cost recovery fee
A savings of $40 million based on yearly average APD of 10,000
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Bureau of Land Management Hardrock Mining Reforms

Under the 1872 Mining Law, mining companies extract minerals from publicly owned lands without paying
royalties to the federal government. This policy differs from federal policy toward the coal, oil and gas industries,
all of which must pay royalties for extracting minerals from public lands. The estimated value of hardrock minerals
extracted from federal lands is about $1 billion annually, without any royalty payment to taxpayers. Adding insult
to injury, the 135-year-old law also allows mining companies to patent, or buy, mineral-rich public land for $5 an
acre or less, paying 1872 prices for land worth billions of dollars. The archaic 1872 Mining Law not only distorts
the minerals market, it promotes environmental destruction of public lands because it includes no provisions for
environmental protection and elevates mining as the best use of the land, regardless of other potential uses. The law
has allowed the mining industry to scar Western landscapes with an estimated half a million abandoned mines,
which could cost taxpayers as much as $50 billion dollars to clean up.

In addition to the 1872 Mining Law, the hardrock industry is further subsidized by the U.S. tax code. After taking
valuable minerals from public lands for free, a mining company is then allowed to compensate for the reduced
value of a mine as it is exhausted. This tax break, called the percentage depletion allowance, was established in
1912 and allows the mining industry a deduction of anywhere from 5 to 22 percent, depending on the mineral.

FY 09 Recommendation:
1) Require fair market returns to taxpayers for extraction of publicly owned minerals. A gross royalty of eight
percent could raise $80 million annually, based on Congressional Budget Office mineral estimates.

2) Double the fee mining companies pay to maintain their unpatented claims on public lands, from $125 to $250
per claim annually, to better reflect the value of these claims. Moreover, the fee should be doubled again to $500 if
no mining occurs within five years of filing a mining claim. A doubled fee would return an estimated $40 million or
more per year to taxpayers.

3) In addition to an 8 percent gross royalty, a sliding scale fee should be levied on all mining occurring on lands
claimed or patented under the 1872 Mining Law. This fee would create an abandoned hardrock reclamation fund
worth $45 million per year. A conservation alternative (though it would raise no revenue) would be to instead
permanently end the sale, or “patenting” of public lands for $2.50 or $5 an acre. Although there has been a
moratorium on this practice since 1994, mining companies have purchased public lands the size of Connecticut
under this outdated law.

4) Remove the double subsidy given by the “percentage depletion allowance.” The “percentage depletion
allowance” is a concept created nearly a century ago to spur exploration and extraction of natural resources. As a
result of this concept, mining companies are given what is tantamount to a double subsidy on public lands: first,
they are allowed to mine on federal lands for free and then, under the percentage depletion allowance, they are
allowed to take tax deductions beyond the value of investments they have made. Based on the most recent estimates
of the Joint Committee on Taxation, the elimination of this subsidy would save taxpayers an estimated $100 million
a year.

A total savings of at least $ 265 million compared to FY 08 levels
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Mineral Management Services Royalty Relief

Companies drilling for oil and natural gas in publicly-owned waters and on publicly-owned lands typically pay
royalties, or a percentage of the revenue they generate, to the government. These royalties provide needed resources
to the Land and Water Conservation Fund, Historic Preservation Trust Fund, the oil-producing states and the
federal treasury. Schemes that relieve oil companies of their obligation to pay these royalties will cost taxpayers at
least $9.5 billion over the next five years. Losses to taxpayers could balloon significantly higher if the oil industry
wins a recent lawsuit.

Royalty Relief: 1995 Deep Water Royalty Relief Act

Between 1996 and 2000, the Interior Department awarded offshore drilling leases to companies drilling for oil and
natural gas in the Gulf of Mexico. Leases awarded in 1998 and 1999 failed to include “price thresholds,” a critical
safety valve that ensures royalty relief will end when prices rise above a certain amount. The Minerals Management
Service, which manages royalties at the Interior Department, estimates that over the next five years oil and gas
companies in drilling in the Gulf of Mexico will receive approximately $9.5 billion in royalty relief.” A draft report
from the Government Accountability Office® further estimated that taxpayers could lose out on at an additional $60
billion if the oil industry is successful in a recent lawsuit challenging the Interior Department’s authority to set price
thresholds under the 1995 Deepwater Royalty Relief Act. Unfortunately, the federal courts have ruled in favor of
the oil industry and the Bush administration is considering an appeal.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Amend the 1998 and 1999 Gulf of Mexico leases that do not contain “price thresholds.”
A savings of approximately $9.5 billion over the next five years

Royalty Relief: Energy Policy Act of 2005

Despite massive losses to taxpayers expected as a result of royalty relief included in past offshore drilling leases,
Congress enacted additional royalty relief provisions in the recent energy bill. The following provisions will allow
oil and gas companies to negotiate new leases with the federal government that allow them to drill without paying
royalties. An estimate of the future benefits the oil industry will gain as a result of these provisions does not
currently exist:

Royalty-in-Kind Payments- Section 342 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 codifies the royalty-in-kind payment
scheme sought by oil and gas producers in which the federal government is paid in oil and gas instead of cash.

Relief for marginal producers- Section 343 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 provides royalty relief for
“marginal property” oil and gas production that produce lease than 15 barrels a day when prices fall below $15
a barrel.

Relief for deep wells in shallow waters of the Outer Continental Shelf- Section 344 of the Energy Policy Act of
2005 provides royalty relief for natural gas production from deep wells (greater than 15,000 feet) in shallow

" Gulf of Mexico royalty information provided on page 169 in the Mineral Management Services’ Fiscal Year 2007 Budget Justifications and
Performance Information. http://www.mms.gov/PDFs/2007Budget/FY 07BudgetJustification.pdf
8 Draft GAO Briefing, March 27, 2006, found on http://www.nytimes.com/packages/pdf/business/29lease.pdf
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waters (less than 400 meters) of the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) in the Gulf of Mexico. The provision grants
royalty relief for leases of no less than 35 billion cubic feet, subject to price thresholds.

Relief for deep water wells in the Gulf of Mexico- Section 345 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 continues the
federal government’s commitment to provide oil and gas companies royalty relief when they drill in waters in
the Gulf of Mexico deeper than 400 meters.

Relief for offshore production in Alaska- Section 346 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 expands the Outer
Continental Lands Act to in offshore oil and gas development in Alaska. The expansion will allow Alaska
drillers to receive royalty relief for oil and gas production.

Relief for methane gas hydrates in the Outer Continental Shelf and Alaska- Section 353 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005 provides oil and gas companies seeking energy from methane gas hydrates. Methane gas hydrates
are essentially methane trapped in ice, and can be found in the outer continental shelf and in cold regions such
as Alaska. The provisions provides royalty relief for up to 30 billion cubic feet of natural gas per a lease, and is
offered in addition to current royalty relief on leases not receiving specific methane gas hydrate relief.

Relief for enhanced oil and natural gas production- Section 354 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 offers royalty
relief to oil and gas companies operating wells on-shore and the outer continental shelf to inject carbon dioxide
into older less productive wells. The provision provides royalty relief for up to five million barrels of oil per a
lease. The royalty relief in this provision is in addition to the enhanced oil recovery tax credit which provides
companies with a 15 percent credit for the cost of enhanced oil recovery.

FY 09 Recommendation:
Repeal all oil royalty relief provisions authorized under the Energy Policy Act of 2005.
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Oil and Gas Tax Breaks

The federal tax code contains more than $17 billion in tax breaks for the oil and gas industry. This total represents
the creation of seven new tax breaks in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 in addition to a host of incentives that existed
prior to passage of the energy bill. Unless otherwise noted, the cost of the tax breaks come from the Joint
Committee on Taxation’s Estimates of Federal Tax Expenditures for FY 07 to FY 11. The tax code contains the
following oil and gas tax breaks.

Oil and gas percentage depletion allowance- Created in 1916, this incentive allows independent oil to deduct 15
percent of their sales revenue to reflect the declining value of their investment. This flat deduction bears little
resemblance to the actual loss in value over time and companies often end up deducting more than the value of
their initial investment. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 modified the percentage depletion, expanding the
credit by allowing refiners whose average daily production remains less than 75,000 barrels, instead of 50,000
barrels, to claim it. This tax break will cost $5.9 billion over five years.

Intangible drilling costs- Integrated oil companies such as ExxonMobil are allowed to immediately deduct 70
percent of “intangible drilling costs” such as the cost of wages, supplies, and site preparation, rather than
capitalizing them. Smaller, independent oil and gas producers are allowed to immediately deduct all of their
intangible drilling costs. This tax break will cost $3.5 billion over five years.

Manufacturing tax deduction for oil and gas companies- H.R. 4520, the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004,
contained provisions that reclassified oil and gas production as a manufactured good. According to a Joint
Committee of Taxation estimate requested by Sen. John Kerry (D-MA) and Rep. Jim McDermott (D-WA.), oil
and gas companies would gain $3.5 billion over the next five years under this deduction.’

Expensing for refining equipment- This tax break was created in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and allows
companies to deduct 50 percent of the cost of certain equipment used at oil refineries to refine liquid fuels.
This tax break will cost $2.1 billion over five years.

Geological and geophysical expenditures- This tax break was created in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and
allows companies to deduct the costs associated with searching for oil, amortizing the costs over a two-year
period. Companies would still be eligible for this deduction even if they discover oil and gas. The credit, which
the Joint Committee on Taxation scored at $800 million over five years, was modified in H.R. 4297, the Tax
Increase Prevention and Reconciliation Act of 2005. The modification increased the time that integrated oil
companies could deduct geological and geophysical expenditures from two years to five years.> Given the
changes, the tax break is now expected to cost $1.1 billion over the next five years.

Natural gas distribution lines- This tax break was created in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and accelerates the
rate at which companies can deduct the cost of natural gas distribution pipelines, reducing the depreciation time
from 20 years to 15 years. This tax break will cost $386 million over five years.*

! Some tax credits that currently do not have a cost, such as the Marginal Wells Tax Credits, are not described in this document.

2 http://www.house.gov/mcdermott/pr060515.shtml. The press release states that the Joint Committee on Taxation estimates the
manufacturing tax deduction costs approximately $700 million annually.

3 http:/www.house.gov/jct/x-18-06.pdf

* The cost for this credit was taken from http://www.house.gov/jct/x-59-05.pdf, the Joint Committee on Taxation’s Estimated Budget Effects
of the Conference Agreement for Title XIIl of H.R.6. This estimate was used because the Joint Committee on Taxation has merged the
estimates with this credit with the broader “Depreciation of equipment in excess of the alternative depreciation system.”
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Deductions for foreign tax- The tax code allows oil and gas companies to deduct payments such as taxes and
royalty payments made to foreign countries. The Senate Finance Committee included a provision in S. 2020,
the Tax Relief Act of 2005, that would have created new restrictions on the ability of major oil companies to
claim these deductions. Unfortunately, this provision failed to make it into the final tax reconciliation package
signed into law. According to estimates from the Joint Committee on Taxation, modifying the deduction would
have raised $325 million over the next five years.’

Enhanced Oil Recovery -This tax break provides oil and gas companies with a 15 percent income tax credit to
increase the production oil and gas production from older wells. To qualify for the credit, companies can force
water, steam, carbon dioxide or other chemicals into the reservoir to force the harder to obtain oil and gas out of
the well. This tax break will cost $300 million over five years.

Passive Loss- This tax break allows owners and investors in oil and gas properties to use loses from the oil and
gas business to shelter other income. This tax break will cost $200 million over five years.®

Small Refiners Deduction- Originally created in H.R. 4520, the American Jobs Creation Act of 2004, and later
modified by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, this tax break allows small refiners to deduct 75 percent of their
capital costs to comply with new Environmental Protection Agency sulfur rules, and also provides a .05-cent
credit for each gallon of low sulfur diesel fuel produced. The deduction was expanded in the energy bill to
allow the tax benefits to be passed through to members of a cooperative. This tax break will cost $100 million
over five years.

Natural gas gathering lines- This tax break was created in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and accelerates the
rate at which companies can deduct the cost of natural gas gathering lines, establishing a seven-year
depreciation recovery period. This tax break will cost $10 million over five years.’

Exemption from bond arbitrage rules- The provision was created in Energy Policy Act of 2005 and exempts
prepayments for natural gas from tax-exempt bond arbitrage rules. This tax break will cost $14 million over
five years.?

FY 09 Recommendation:
A savings of $17.44 million over five years.

® http://www.house.gov/jct/x-82-05r.pdf

® The cost for this credit was taken from the fiscal year 2007 Analytical Perspectives, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
2007.

" The cost for this credit was taken from http://www.house.gov/jct/x-59-05.pdf, the Joint Committee on Taxation’s Estimated Budget Effects
of the Conference Agreement for Title XIIl of H.R.6. This estimate was used because the Joint Committee on Taxation has merger the
estimated for this credit with the broader “Depreciation of equipment in excess of the alternative depreciation system.”

8 The cost for this credit was taken from http://www.house.gov/jct/x-59-05.pdf, the Joint Committee on Taxation’s Estimated Budget Effects
of the Conference Agreement for Title XIIl of H.R.6. This estimate was used because the Joint Committee on Taxation has merged the
estimates of this credit with the broader “Exclusion of interest on public purpose State and local government bonds.”
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APPENDIX A

FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE
(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended

ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 1-1

Project Modification for Improvement of the Environment 29.5 25.0
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration 29.5 25.0
Flood Hazard Mitigation and Riverine Restoration (Challenge 21) 0 0.5
Navigation and Ecosystem Sustainability Program NP 44.7
Upper Mississippi Environmental Management Program 16.8 335
Lower Mississippi River Resource Assessment 0.25 15
Missouri River Fish and Wildlife Recovery Project 50.0 85.0
Lower Columbia River Ecosystem Restoration: OR & WA 1.7 1.7
Matilija Dam Removal 0.8 1.0
Rindge Dam Removal 0.16 0.6
Total, Selected Army Corps of Engineers Programs 129 218

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 2-1

Farm Bill Conservation Programs - Natural Resource Conservation Service

Agriculture Management Assistance Program NS 20
Conservation Reserve Program NS 2,271
Conservation Security Program NS 450
Environmental Quality Incentive Program NS 1,300
Farm and Ranchland Protection Program NS 97
Grasslands Reserve Program NS 50
Ground and Surface Water Conservation Program NS 60
Wetlands Reserve Program NS 400
Wildlife Habitat Incentive Program NS 85
Total, NRCS Farm Bill Programs 4,733
Forest Service
Forest Inventory and Analysis Program 64.9 79.9
Forest Legacy Program 52.2 125
Community Forest and Open Space Program NP 75
Office of International Programs 7.5 12
Recreation, Heritage & Wilderness Program 263 409
Wildlife and Fisheries Habitat Management Program 132 177
Roads Maintenance Program 131 325
Defered Maintenance 8.9 25
Legacy Roads and Trials Remediation Program 39.4 75
Accounting Program NP NS
State Fire Assistance 80.6 144
State and Local Fire Assistance 215 288
implement new
Wildfire Suppression Funding NS budget structure
Wildland Fire Use NS 10
Total, Selected Forest Service Programs 995 1,744

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-1
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FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE
(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 3-1
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy
Vehicle Technologies Program 212 220
Building Technologies Program 108 138
Industrial Technologies Program 64 66.6
Gateway Deployment Programs 0 28
Federal Energy Management Program 19.7 25
Weatherization Assistance Program 221 300
State Energy Program 43.8 50
Wind Energy Program 49.2 55
Solar Energy Technologies Program 167 174
Biomass and Biorefinery System R&D Program 197 205
Geothermal Technology Program 19.7 28
Hydropower Program 9.8 10.2
Hydrogen Technology Program 210 120
Uranium Enrichment Decontamination and Decommissioning Fund 618 643
Defense Environmental Cleanup 5,300 5,900
Non-Defense Environmental Cleanup 181 364
Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve 12.3 12.8
Loan Guarantee Authority
Nuclear Power Facilities and "Front-End Activities" 20,000 0
Coal-Based Power Generation & Industrial Gasification Activities 6,000 0
Advanced Coal Gasification 2,000 0
Renewables and Efficiency 10,000 20,000
Total, Selected Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Programs 45,432 28,338
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY 4-1
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Flood Mitigation Assistance Program 34 35
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 99 125
National Dam Safety Program 5.9 11.7
Repetitive Flood Claims NS 10
Severe Repetitive Loss Program NS 40
National Pre-Disaster Mitigation Fund 114 150
Flood Hazard Identification Map Modernization 220 220
Total, Selected Federal Emergency Management Agency Programs 473 592
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 4-3
International Organizations and Programs (I10&P)
International Conservation Programs 6.6 12
Global Safe Drinking Water and Sanitation 300 500
Total, Selected International Organizations and Programs 307 512
U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (USAID) 4-4
Biodiversity Conservation Programs 195 250

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-2



APPENDIX A

FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE
(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 5-1

Bureau of Land Management

National Landscape Conservation System 55.3 70
Wildlife, Fisheries & Threatened and Endangered Species Management 66.6 95.3
Challenge Cost Share 9.3 19.3
Plant Conservation 4.6 15.8
Landscape Scale Habitat Conservation 5 30
Total, Selected Bureau of Land Management Programs 141 230

Bureau of Reclamation

Savage Rapids Dam Removal and Pump Replacement 14.8 15
Yakima River Basin Enhancement Project 8.3 10
Deschutes Resources Conservancy 0.4 0.7
California-Federal Bay Delta Program 40 40
Total, Selected Bureau of Reclamation Programs 63.5 65.7

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Endangered Species Program 150.5 185.2
National Wildlife Refuge System 434.1 514
Migratory Bird Management 40.4 53
International Affairs 11.6 20.4
Law Enforcement 59.6 69.5
National Fish Passage Program 10.8 12
Coastal Program 14 15
National Fish Habitat Initiative 5 5
State and Tribal Wildlife Grants Program 73.8 100
Cooperative Endangered Species Fund 73.8 96.2
Landowner Incentive Grants and Private Stewardship Grants 0 31
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program 50 50
Multinational Species Conservation Fund 7.9 12
North American Wetland Conservation Fund 42 50
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Fund 4.4 6
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation 7.5 75
Spotted Owl Recovery Program NS 0.4
Total, Selected Fish and Wildlife Service Programs 278 373
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)

LWCF Federal Program 278
LWCF Stateside Program 125
Total, LWCF 154 403

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-3



APPENDIX A

FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE

(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended
National Park Service
Operations of the National Park Service (ONPS) 1970 2120
International Park Affairs Program 1.6 2
Dam Safety Program 2.5 3
Elwha River Restoration 19.7 20
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance 8.5 10
Total, Selected NPS Programs 2002 2155
U.S. Geological Survey
Water Resources Investigations
National Water Quality Assessment Program 63.9 70
Toxic Substances Hydrology Program 135 15
National Streamflow Information Program 20 21
Biological Information Management and Delivery 22.4 24
Biological Research and Monitoring 141 152
Cooperative Research Units 16.2 19.4
National Global Warming and Wildlife Science Center 2.5 10
High Priority Global Climate Change Research 4.9 10
Total, Selected USGS Programs 285 321
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 6-1
Federal Highway Administration
Surface Transportation Program 6,350 6,600
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 1,721 1,780
Safe Routes to School 147 183
Total, Selected Federal Highway Administration Programs 8,218 8,563
Federal Railway Administration
Amtrak 1,325 2,301
Federal Matching Grants for State Rail Corridor Investments 30 311
Total, Selected Federal Railway Administration Programs 1,355 2,612
Federal Transit Administration
Fixed Guideway Modernization 1,570 1,670
New Starts 1,570 1,810
Bus and Bus Facility Program 823 984
Clean Fuels Grants Programs 49 52
Total, Selected Federal Transit Administration Programs 4,012 4,516
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY 6-4
Global Environment Facility see page 6-4
Tropical Forest Conservation Act 20 20

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-4
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FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE
(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended
ENSIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Selected Science and Technology
Human Health and Ecosystem Research 125 197
Integrated Risk Information System Database 18.9 18.9
Global Change and Sustainability Research 20 27
STAR Fellowship Program 10 15.6
Total, Selected Science and Technology 174 259
Hazardous Substance Superfund
Enforcement 194 500
Clean Water Act Permits 0 4
Energy Star 49 52
WaterSense 2 5
National Estuary Program 26.8 26.8
Environmental Justice 6.5 6.5
Superfund 1,300 1,500
Total, Selected Hazardous Substance Superfund 1,579 2,094
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Program
105.8 110.0
State and Tribal Assistance Grants
State Revolving Funds
Clean Water State Revolving Fund 689 1,100
Drinking Water State Revolving Fund 829 866
Brownfields 935 168
Non-Point Source Management Program, Clean Water Act Section 319 201 220
Total Maximum Daily Loads 218 220
BEACH Act Grant Program 9.8 40
Targeted Watershed Grants 9.8 25
Diesel Emissions Reduction Program 49.2 55
Total, Selected EPA Programs 2,099 2,694
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 8-1
Overall NOAA Funding Level 3,920 4,500
National Marine Fisheries Service
Fishery Observer Program 315 56
Marine Mammal Protection 40.5 82
Sea Turtle Conservation 13.7 26.4
Deep Water Corals NP 7
Fisheries Habitat Restoration Program 315 315
Enforcement 53.4 57.1
Expand Annual Stock Assessments 31.6 40
Marine Recreational Information Program 3.5 45
Cooperative Research in the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Fishery NS 5
Total, Selected National Marine Fisheries Service Programs 206 310

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-5
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FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE
(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended

National Ocean Service

National Marine Sanctuary Program 60 75
Marine Protected Areas Center 14 5

Coastal and Estuarine Land Conservation Program 8 80
Tropical Coral Conservation 29.2 35
Total, Selected National Ocean Service Programs 98.6 195

Office of Research

Ocean Acidification Research NP 30
National Undersea Research Program 10 19.5
Pacific Costal Salmon Recovery Fund 67 120
Office of Ocean Exploration 19.5 25
National Undersea Research Program and Office of Ocean Exploration NP 44.5
Total, Selected Office of Research Programs 97 239

CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS 9-1

Chesapeake Bay

Environmental Protection Agency 23 32
Chesapeake Bay Targeted Watershed Grants 8 12
Department of Agriculture (NRCS) 0 10
Army Corps of Engineers 2 4
Department of Commerce (NOAA) 1.4 3
Chesapeake Bay Oyster Restoration 1.9 6
Total, Chesapeake Bay Restoration 36 67

Everglades Ecosystem Restoration

Army Corps of Engineers 123 314
Department of the Interior (FWS, NPS) 321 50.3
Department of Commerce (NOAA) 3.9 6

Total, Everglades Ecosystem Restoration 159 370

Great Lakes Ecosystem Restoration Projects

Environmental Protection Agency 56.8 79
Army Corps of Engineers 2.5 17.8
Department of Commerce (NOAA) NS 16.5
Department of the Interior (FWS) 0.5 16
Department of the Interior (USGS) NS 13.2
Department of State 16.7 21.8
Department of Agriculture (NRCS) 0.4 5
Total, Great Lakes Restoration 76.9 169

Coastal Louisiana Restoration

NS 1150

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-6



APPENDIX A

FUNDING SUMMARY TABLE

(dollars in millions)

2008 2009
Enacted Recommended
Federal Energy Requlatory Commission Hydropower Relicensing
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Energy Projects NS 57.5
Department of Commerce (NOAA/NMFS) NS 15.2
Department of the Interior (FWS, BIA, BLM, NPS) NS 3.9
Bureau of Indian Affairs NS 2
Bureau of Land Management NS 1.4
National Park Service NS 1.7
Department of Agriculture (USFS) NS 12.4
Total, FERC Hydropower Relicensing 94
Long Island Sound Restoration
Long Island Sound Restoration Act 4.8 40
Long Island Sound Stewardship Act 0 25
Total, Long Island Sound Restoration 4.8 65
Open Rivers Initiative
Department of Commerce (NOAA) 6 10
Department of the Interior (FWS) 5.9 10
Total, Open Rivers Initiative 11.9 20
Penobscot River Restoration
Department of Commerce (NOAA) 10 10
Department of the Interior 0.5 2
Department of Agriculture 0 2
Total, Penobscot River Restoration 10.5 14
National Strateqy To Address Impacts of Climate Change and Ocean Acidification
Council on Environmental Quality NP 4
Department of the Interior NP 5
Forest Service/NRCS NP 2
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration NP 2
Environmental Protection Agency NP 1
Army Corps of Engineers NP 1
Total, National Strategy to Address Climate Change and Ocean Acidification 15
National Environmental Policy Act
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NS 0.7
Department of Agriculture (Forest Service) NS 2
Department of the Interior (BLM) NS 1.6
Environmental Protection Agency NS 2.6
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration NS 9.5
Total, NEPA Funding 16.4

NP = new program
NS = dollar value not specified for FY 08 A-7
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PROGRAM CONTACTS

ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FARM BiLL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

Audubon

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

FOREST SERVICE

The Wilderness Society:
Cecilia Clavet
cecilia_clavet@tws.org
202-429-2663

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

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environment America

Kate Johnson
katej@environmentamerica.org
202-683-1250

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

Audubon

April Gromnicki
agromnicki@audubon.org
202-861-2242

Defenders of Wildlife
Sarah Chieffo
schieffo@defenders.org
202-772-0270

The Wilderness Society
Jaelith Hall-Rivera
jaelith_rivera@tws.org
202-429-2676

Natural Resources Defense Council
Heather Taylor

htaylor@nrdc.org

202-513-6241

Natural Resources Defense Council
Heather Taylor

htaylor@nrdc.org

202-513-6241
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Audubon

Kathleen Mogelgaard
kmogelgaard@audubon.org
202-861-2242

DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

The Wilderness Society
John Garder
202-429-2641
john_garder@tws.org

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

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

World Wildlife Fund
John Gervers
latir@aol.com
202-236-3940

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The Wilderness Society
Maribeth Oakes
maribeth_oakes@tws.org
202-429-2674

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
National Parks Conservation Association
Blake Selzer

bselzer@npca.org
202-223-6722 ext. 25
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Defenders of Wildlife
Mary Beth Beetham
mbeetham@defenders.org
202-772-0231

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

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

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550
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U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Friends of the Earth
Collin Peppard
cpeppard@foe.org
877-843-8687

DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY

World Wildlife Fund
Jason Patlis
jason.patlis@wwrfus.org
202-778-9647

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

American Rivers

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

Natural Resources Defense Council
Heather Taylor

htaylor@nrdc.org

202-513-6241

Audubon

Kathleen Mogelgaard
kmogelgaard@audubon.org
202-861-2242

Environment America

Christy Leavitt
christyl@environmentamerica.org
202-683-1250

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

American Rivers Oceana

Peter Raabe Beth Lowell
blowell@oceana.org
202-833-3900

praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

Environment America

Michael Gravitz
mikeg@environmentamerica.org
202-683-1250

Ocean Conservancy

Dana Wolfe
dwolfe@oceanconservancy.org
202-429-5609

Marine Conservation Biology Institute
Steven Lutz

steven.lutz@mchi.org

202-306-4950
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U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (USAID)

Audubon

Kathleen Mogelgaard
kmogelgaard@audubon.org
202-861-2242

CROSS-CUTTING PROGRAMS

National Wildlife Federation
Cory Westbrook
westbrook@nwf.org
202-797-6800

Audubon

April Gromnicki
agromnicki@audubon.org
202-861-2242

SaveOurEnvironment.org
Stephanie Young
stephanie@saveourenvironment.org
202-429-3947

OFFSETS
Friends of the Earth
Erich Pica

epica@foe.org
202-222-0739
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National Wildlife Federation American Rivers

Malia Hale
hale@nwf.org
202-797-6800

Peter Raabe
praabe@americanrivers.org
202-347-7550

National Parks Conservation Association
Chad W. Lord

clord@npca.org

202-454-3385

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



Alaska Wilderness League
American Lands Alliance
American Rivers
Audubon
Clean Water Action
Center for Native Ecosystems
Defenders of Wildlife
Endangered Species Coalition
Environment America
Friends of the Earth
League of Conservation Voters
Marine Conservation Biology Institute
National Parks Conservation Association
Natural Resources Defense Council
National Wildlife Federation
Oceana
Ocean Conservancy
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
The Wilderness Society
The Xerces Society for Invertebrate Conservation

World Wildlife Fund





