Advocate Summary

Issue:  Providing Mandatory and Permanent Funding for Conservation Programs through the Conservation and Reinvestment Act and Related Legislation
Advocate:  Defenders of Wildlife

Date of Interview: Friday, June 30, 2000
Basic Background

· There are a number of legislative proposals in play to provide permanent and mandatory funding for a set conservation programs.  The core program of this type is the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF).  The Fund was established in 1964 to provide funding for federal and state acquisition of land for recreational uses.  It was the intent of Congress to permanently fund these programs.  However, they’ve been subject to the appropriations process each year.  Oil and gas drilling dollars are supposed to be set aside to provide about three to five billion dollars of this funding.  We have tried and failed in the past to make this a permanent appropriation.  In the last year or so land and water conservation advocates have rejuvenated their efforts.

· Members of Congress from offshore oil producing states have sought coastal impact assistance.  This assistance represents a portion of the revenues that also fund the LWCF.  These funds mitigate the costs of offshore oil development including the public service impact (the costs of increasing the number of people in an area and those related to infrastructure development to bring oil in) as well as damage to the coastal zone.

· There are a number of proposals in Congress that would require that a proportion of land and water receipts be used to provide coastal impact assistance and to fund other conservation programs.  These proposals also would give private developers an incentive to protect the areas they develop, they would support a historic preservation fund, and they would make permanent conservation funding.  There are a lot of proposals out there, which is good.  The problem is that there are flaws in most of them.

· A large portion of the environmental community believes that these proposals have flaws.  The first flaw is related to the coastal impact assistance areas.  Coastal impact funds that should mitigate damage would allow funding for damage to coastal zones.  We want it used to mitigate damage, not to support environmentally damaging activities.  Moreover, the ways the funds are distributed, there’s an incentive to do more drilling.  We want the bills structured to protect non-drilling areas like national parks and wildlife refuges.  But the bills provide incentives to drill, especially in Alaska.  The second flaw pertains to the LWCF.  The federal portion of the LWCF is still subject to action by Congress (we have to depend on appropriations and we want the funding to be mandatory), and there are new bureaucratic hoops to spending the funds.  The reason is property rights concerns.  Third, there is no guidance given to the state fish and wildlife agencies about how the funds should be spent.  We want it spent on species declining.
· One fix to the House bill substantially reduced the problems with incentives.  Now the Senate has to act.  They’re supposed to be marking up the bill in July.  What’s in play in the Senate is the House bill, a similar version without the fix that’s sponsored by Mary Landrieu, and an earlier version that was worse than the unfixed House bill.  All have the same name – Conservation and Reinvestment Act (CARA).
Prior Activity on the Issue 

None mentioned.

Advocacy Activities Undertaken

· On the Hill we have engaged in direct lobbying of key staff and members.  We explain what we want and what the problems are with existing proposals/bills.

· We also talked to the administration – the Park Service, the Forest Service, the Interior Department (the under-Secretary and Secretary levels), OMB, and the Council for Environmental Quality.  We give them information and try to make them understand our concerns and the problems we see.
· We talk to the media.  We try to get media attention and editorials.  In the Tuesday New York Times there’s an editorial on this.

· In doing everything we do, we work with other groups, in a coalition of environmental groups.  We decide what to do, we divide up tasks, and we make appointments.

· We also work to alert the grassroots to have them give input when it’s needed.  We count on them for meetings with MCs at home, calls, faxes, and Email.

Future Advocacy Activities Planned

None mentioned.

Key Congressional Contact(s)/Champions

· Support in the House comes from Don Young (R-AK), the chair of Resources.  He’s usually an enemy.  The reason he supports this is that it provides money for new building, drilling, and ports in Alaska.  He’s ready to end his term as chair.  

· [Rep.]Billy Tauzin (R-LA) is a senior member of [Resources?].  Louisiana gets the bulk of the money under coastal impact assistance.  

· [Rep.]George Miller (D-CA) worked with Young on a compromise measure.  They got the bill through the House about one month ago [Note: H.R. 701 passed the House on May 11, 2000 by a vote of 315 to 102.]  It got to committee last fall.

· The Energy and Natural Resources Committee is key in the Senate.  
· Frank Murkowski (R-AK) has the same Alaska-related interests.  He’s been interested in getting the state side of this funded.  
· Mary Landreiu (D-LA) has been a fire engine on this.  She made a promise to her constituents to get this.  Again, coastal impact assistance is key for Louisiana.

· Jeff Bingaman (D-NM) is the ranking member on the committee of jurisdiction.  He introduced a bill one month ago that had what we wanted, except for a few things.  It fixes our concerns and has less money for coastal impact assistance.  Murkowski needs Bingaman and the other Democrats to get it out of committee.  

· We look to our helpers to lead amendments – like Rep. Boehlert (R-NY)
Targets of Direct Lobbying

· People who need to be educated so that they can help [Rep.] Boehlert and go speak on the floor are moderate Republicans such as Bob Franks (NJ), Rick Lazio (NY), Ben Gilman (NY), Jim Leach (IA), and Nancy Johnson (CN).

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying

None mentioned.

Coalition Partners: Names/Participants

· They are working in coalition with other environmental groups but no specifics on membership were provided.

Other Participants in the Issue Debate
· The President also has a plan in the budget called the Lands Legacy Initiative.  It’s similar to the proposals on the Hill.

· Department of Interior

· Governors and mayors love the stateside land and water conservation fund.  It provides funding for parks and recreation programs in urban areas, and it’s not just used for acquisition but also for development of recreation facilities.  

· State park associations and recreation groups, industry recreation groups, including the Outdoor Recreation Coalition of America.

· National Wildlife Federation (a similar perspective but less adamant)

· Natural Resources Defense Council (very interested in this; Lisa Spear in NYC is an expert on coastal issues).

· American Land Right Association

· Land Trust Alliance

· Private property proponents & those who feel their land has been grabbed by the government.

· Some budget groups but they haven’t been very vocal.

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence

· This is a great bill, a historic opportunity and we want the bill to pass.  But fix it – funds are used for infrastructure, the LWCF is still tied to appropriations, and it doesn’t target spending. 

Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence

None mentioned.

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence

None mentioned.

Nature of the Opposition

· American Land Right Association

· Private property proponents & those who feel their land has been grabbed by the government.

· Some budget groups but they haven’t been very vocal.

Ubiquitous Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition 

· This is a federal land grab.  It gives the federal government money to take over more land.  

· You’re singling out a set of programs to be treated differently – like transportation is – than others.

Secondary Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition

None mentioned.

Targeted Argument(s) and Evidence Articulated by the Opposition (and Targets)

None mentioned.

Described as a Partisan Issue

· No.

Venue(s) of Activity

· House & Senate, generally, as well as the House Resources Committee and Senate Energy and Resources Committee.

· Department of Interior

· White House

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers

· H.R. 701, the Conservation and Reinvestment Act passed the House on May 11, 2000 by a vote of 315 to 102.  The Senate is supposed to mark up the bill in July (they have the House passed bill but also in play are similar bills by Senator Landrieu (D-LA) and others.
Policy Objective(s) and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo

· Defenders of Wildlife support legislation that provides permanent and mandatory funding for a set conservation programs.  The core program of this type is the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF).  The group opposes spending a lot on coastal impact assistance – and they want whatever is spent in this category to minimize drilling damage not create incentives for drilling.  They also support targeting spending on what’s most needed (e.g., species protection).  Most importantly, they want these funds to be permanent and mandatory.
· Importantly, the legislators listed in key contacts and the environmental groups listed among participants can be considered allies of Defenders of Wildlife.  However, Defenders of Wildlife opposes some provisions that are supported by others, particularly the use of funds that would encourage (by mitigating impact) drilling offshore.  
Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience

· Beetham has worked with Defenders of Wildlife for five years.  Prior to that she worked on the Hill while going to school for a master’s degree.

Reliance on Research: In-House/External 

· We have research capabilities.  We do scientific research and provide data.  There’s also the stuff we do while we’re working on an issue – assessing needs and problems.  We also rely on other entities.  It’s important to back up what you say but often times MCs don’t want it.  Someone taking the lead on an issue will be interested.
Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy 

· In the government relations division, there are six people who take the lead on advocacy.

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy 

· We have various program areas – species, habitat, and legal – they also work on advocacy.  Government relations sometimes help them too.  There also are local and regional offices in different areas.

Type of Membership: None, Institutions, Individuals, Both 

Not obtained.

Membership Size 

Not obtained.

Organizational Age 

Not obtained.
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