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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

We appreciate the opportunity tc testify about our recent work
on the Spcrt Fish Restoration Account of the Aquatic Resources
Trust Fund. This account, which is administered by the Department
of Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), provideé funding for
state sport fish restoration and development programs.

In response to your requests, we evaluated how Sport Fish
Restoration Account revenues have grown, how these revenues have
been estimated and accounted for, and how states have spent
available funding. In cur earlier testimony on the Boat Safety
Account of the trust fund, we discussed the proposal to increase
the amount cf funding to this account as set forth in H.R. 3918.1

Cur testimony today will discuss three main points: (1) Speort
Fish Restoration Account revenues have increased faster than.
anticipated, (2) the Treasury Department and the FWS are taking
steps to improve the estimating, accounting, and apportioning of
these revenues, and (3) the six states we reviewed use their grants

primarily to expand the scope of ongoing projects and for research

and develocpment.

1g.R. 3918, a bill to reauthorize expenditures for boating safety
programs and for other purpcses, would raise the ceiling on
transfers of motorboat fuel revenues to the Boat Safety Account
from $45 million to $60 million. Additional revenues over the
ceiling go to the Sport Fish Restoration Account.



PORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUKT

The Aquatic Resources Trust Fund, commonly known as the
Wallop-Breaux Trust Fund, provided additional funding for sport
fish restoration and boating safety programs. Before the trust
fund was established, the sport fish program was funded only by
excise taxes on certain fishing equipment items.

Under the trust fund, the sport fish program receives funds
equivalent to pricr year receipts from (1) excise taxes on sport
fishing equipment and gasoline used in motorbecats and (2) import
duties on sport fishing equipment, pleasure boats, and yachts. Up
to $45 million a year of motorboat fuel excise tax revenue is
allocated to the Boat Safety Account. The Spcrt Fish Restoration
Account generally receives any amounts in excess of the $45 millicn
aloﬁg with excise tax revenues from sport fishing"équipwent and the

.import duties.

The Treasury Department is responsible for estimating and
accounting for program revenues and notifying FWS of the amounts
available to be apportioned to the states. TIreasury alsc invests
trust fund revenues, and interest earned by such investments is
credited to the fund.

Interior's Fish and Wildlife Service administers the program
by apportioning Wallop-Breaux funds to the states and reviewing
and approving state proposals for projects.2 (See attachment I for

1986-88 apportionments.) States generally have wide latitude in

2FWS apporticns account funding to the 50 states plus Puerto Rico,
Guam, American Samoa, the Nerthern Mariana Islands, the Virgin
Islands, and the District of Columbia.
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selecting sport fish restoration, management, or enhancement
projects to be funded. However, they must supply 25 percent of all
project funding and obligate funding within 2 years of receipt of
apportionment. Each state also is required to spend at least 10
percent on boating access sites and méy spend up to 10 percent on
aquatic resocurces education. In addition, coastal states must
equitably divide a portion of Wallcop-Breaux funding between
freshwater and saltwater projects.

In doing our work, we obtained information from the Internal
Revenue Service, U.S. Customs Service, the U.S. Treasury Department
and FWS. 1In addition, we contacted cfficials in six states--
California, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, New York, and Virginia--
to determine how they spend sport fish funding. We selected these
states, as agreed with Committee staff, bec;use they represent a
range of geographic locations, program sizes, and other factors.
However, activities in these states may not be representative ot
activities in all participating states. Unless otherwise stated,
the years cited in this statement are federal fiscal years and
amounts used are rounded to the nearest million dellars.

GROWTH CF SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT REVENUES

Sport Fish Restoration Account revenues have grown
considerably faster than projected. When the trus£ fund was
established, the Treasury Department estimated that account
revenues would increase from $97 million in 1986 to $114 million in

1989. Actual revenues have been much greater--$122 million in 1986



and a projected $165 million in 1989.3 1Ireasury estimates that the
total will reach $199 million in 1993. (See attachments II-1V for
details.)

The increase in revenues reflects increases in each of the
individual sources. Fishing equipment excise taxes are one of the
largest sources. The Wallop-Breaux amendments expanded the list of
fishing equipment items subject to the excise tax and imposed a new
tax on electric outboard motors and sonar fishfinders. Fishing
equipment tax revenues grew from about $38 million in 1985 (before
the trust fund was established) to $75 million in 1988.

Motorboat fuel excise tax revenues alsc have increased more
than expected. Treasury is required to estimate what percentage of
¢gasoline sold is used by motorbcats and to transfer that percentacge
of gasoline excise tax revenues into the fund., When the trust fund
was established, Treasury estimated that motorboat fuel revenues
for 1986-88 wcoculd be $65 million a year. At these levels, the
first $45 million, or about two-thirds of the total amount, was
expected to go to the Boat Safety Acccunt and the remaining $20
million, or one-third, to thg Sport Fish Restoration Account.

For 1987, however, Treasury revised its methcdology for

estimating motorboat fuel consumption.4 As a result, 1987

3The 1989 projection does not include $19 million of estimated
interest and $11 million for previously unreported revenues which
would bring the total amount to $195 million. Treasury did not
estimate interest earnings beyond 1989.

drax Policy: Allocating Motorboat Fuel Excice Taxes to the
Acquatic Resources Trust Fund (GAO/GGD-~87-43BR, June 1987).




motorboat fuel revenues increased to $98 million, and the Sport
Fish Restoration Account received $53 million, or 54 percent of
the total. Treasury projects that motorboat fuel tax receipts
will reach $124 million in 1992.

Receipts from import duties on fishing equipment and pleasure
boats alsc have increased, and the account's investments have grown
to $299 million at the end of 1987 earning interest of $14 million
in 1987.

TREASURY DEP ARTMENT ESTIMATING AND ACCOUNTING OF REVENUES

The law requires that the Treasury Department make monthly
estimates of excise tax and import duty receipts to be deposited in
the trust fund. Treasury later adjusts the fund's balance if
actual receipts differ from estimated amounts. Based on Treasury's
estimates of revenues collected during the previous fiscal year,
FWS provides the states a preliminary apportionment estimate at the
beginning of the fiscal year. Once actual receipts for the prior
fiscal year are knewn, FWS makes a final apportionment,

Because Treasury's estimates are important to state
apportionments and affect how states plan and budget for spending,
it is important that estimates are reasonably close to actual
cellections, are properly accounted for, and adjusted correctly.
However, Treasury made errors in 1985 and 1986 in estimating and
accounting for revenues. This resulted in a distorted picture of
amounts to be apportioned tc the states and raised concerns about

the reliability of revenue projections.



For example, Treasury estimated fishing equipment revenue
collections for the January-March quarter of 1986 at $11 million,
but IRS reported that actual collections were $22 million.
Treasury also overestimated 1985 and 1986 import duty revenues,
requiring $28 million toc be deducted from the trust fund. 1In
addition, Treasury made errors in accounting for and recording
certain 1986 transfers and adjustments. For example, for one
month, Treasury needed to deduct $14 million from the import duty
balance to adjust for earlier overestimation of import duties.
Treasury instead deducted that amount from the fishing eguipment
tax receipt balance.

Treasury identified 1985 and 1986 estimating and accounting
errors and subseguently adjusted trust fund balances. However,
fluctuations in fevenue; as a result of Treasury's errors, and the
large adjustments that were required to correct tﬁe errors,
affected estimates of apporticonments to the states. For exanple,
based on revenue data Treasury provided to FWS in August 1986, FWS
estimated the preliminary apportionment to the states would be $110C
million. However, yvear~end Treasury data later provided to FWS
showed the final apportionment would be $140 million. State
officials told us the wide discrepancy between preliminary and
final 1987 apportionments affected their ability to plan and
budget.

Treasury officials identified fewer estimating or recording
errors in 1987. However, they acknowledge that tighter internal

controls are necessary. Treasury has initiated actions to improve



its controls, such as preparing written standard operating
procedures for correctly recording and accounting ¢of revenue. In
addition, Treasury officials told us they are resuming discussions,
started in 1986, with the Customs Service to reach agreement on
obtaining certified monthly collections of import duties for
fishing equipment and pleasure cratt. Treasury officials believe
these steps plus additional experience in estimating fund revenues
will yield improvements and help FWS make better apportionments.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE APPORTIONMENTS

FWS has taken steps to accelerate the process for notifying
states of their apportionments. FWS established a goal of
notifying states of their fiscal year apportionments by January
31st. However, final 1986 and 1987 apportionments were not
provided to the stateg until March 16, 1986, and April 3, 1987,
respectively. According to state officials, the lateness and
uncertainty of apportionments affected state planning and
budgeting. Even though FWS prepared new internal procedures to
expedite approval of apportionments, states were not notified of
their 1988 apportionments until March 15, 1988. FWS officials told
us that the expedited approval process worked as planned, but that
notification was held up due tc (1) delays by Treasury in
providing year—enﬁ data to all trust funds that year, and (2)
delays in obtaining approval of a new FWS formula for calculating
apportionments for the coastal states.

On this latter point, FWS follows a complicated process to

separately calculate (1) the part of apportionments attributable to



revenues from "old" items taxed befcre the trust fund was
established and (2) the portion of apportionments derived from
'new" items taxed after the fund was established. Coastal states
must equitably divide the new items' porticn of their funding
between freshwater and saltwater projects. Some ccastal states
have raised concerns about FWS' estimates and FWS agrees that a
change in the formula is needed tc simplify the allccation of
coastal state apportionments for freshwater and saltwater spending.
At the request of the Committee, we analyzed an option that
would simplify the allocation process by allocating entire
appcrtionments on the number of freshwater and saltwater anglers
within a state rather than on revenues attributable to ¢ld and new
taxes. A change in the law would be required to implement this
-gption. Using the most recent FWS cata on 1980 ratios of
freshwater and saltwater anglers for ccastal states, we estimate
that the amount available for freshwater projects for all coastal
states would decline $9 million from the current methcd of
allocating funding, while the amount for saltwater projects would
increase by the same amount. The total size of appcrtionments for
each state, however, would not change. (Attachment V provides
further details.) FWS will soon be obtaining more current ratio
data. The Subcommittee should find this information useful in

determining the current impact on state spending on freshwater and

saltwater projects.



STATE SPENDING OF SPORI FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT FUNDING

We found that the six states in our review have used their
grants primarily to expand the scope of projects started before
Wallop-Breaux. The majority of both existing and new projects are
research and development projects. Three of the six states--
California, Maryland, and Virginia--have obligated a significant
part of their funding to research activities, such as projects
involving long-term monitoring of fish populations. Also, states
have devoted a substantial amount to development activities, with
Minnesota, Nebraska, and New York obligating a majority of their
funding to development. Development activities include stocking
lakes, boating access, and improving lakes and streams. (See
attaqhment VI for 1987 obligations by purpose for the six states.)

Regarding spending requirements for bocating access and aquatic
education, the six states were obligating 10 percent or more, as
required, for boating access and three states were obligating money
to aquatic education projects within the l0-percent limit.

However, we found that there have been changes 'in spending patterns
for boating access. Although states must spend at least 10 percent
to construct, renovate, or maintain boating access sites, regional
FWS officials said that some states--such as Delaware--are or will
soon become "saturated" with boating access sites because they
cannot construct any more new boating access sites. Such states
are therefore spending their boating access funds entirely to

mintain existing sites. FWS officials in one regicnal office told



us that the 10 percent requirement should be eliminated, while
officials in two other regions said there could be more flexibility
in the boating access spending requirements.

In addition, questions have been raised about using boating
access funding to build marinas. While a broad range of access
facilities and associated amenities qualify for funding, FWS
criteria specify that projects must benefit the general fishing and
boating public. FWS headquarters and one regional office disagree
whether all mar inas should be considered to provide benefits to the
general fishing and boating public, and on the need for more
specific guidance. Cne example involved an approved mar ina
project will cost $1.3 million and will accommodate 70 boats,
ranging from 3t tc €60 feet in length, provide cable television wire
to each boat slip, and chapge user fees, The regional office
maintained that the cost of the marina was very hich in relation to
the general public benefit provided and the extra amenities were
unrelated to providing imprcved or safe access to public waters.

Cuestions are also being raised abcut the treatment of user
fees collected at sites such as marinas. Currently, user fees
collected under these federal aid projects are retained by the
states for program use. FWS has propcsed to change this policy
which weould allow states tc use this revenue outside the program.
Scme FWS regional officials object to the propcsed change because
they believe it is in the best interest of the program for user fee
revenue to remain defined and accounted for as program income.

They note that states could otherwise earn significant amounts of

10



revenue from federally funded marinas without having to account for
or retain those revenues within the program.

FWS regional offices work closely with individual states in
identifying and evaluating projects. FWS regicnal officials review
annual and final reports for each project, menitor project
progress, and track expenditures. In the past, FWS prepared annual
reports that summarized state obligations, reversions, and
unobligated balances and describea state projects. The last such
annual report covered fiscal year 1984. FWS officials told us that
annual reports for subseqguent years have not been prepared because
of difficulties in establishing a new centralized data management
system. They said these prcblems have been resolved and expect to
provide the 1985 and 1986 reports within the next few months.

In summary, Sport Fish Account revenues have grown
considerably more than anticipated, and the Treasury Department and
the Fish and Wildlife Service are taking steps to improve the
estimating and apportioning procedures. The states we reviewed are
using their grants primarily to continue and expand ¢ld projects
and on research and development. Resumption of the practice of
issuing annual reports on fund cperations should help keep Congress
and others abreast of changes and trends in state spending.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. We will

be pleased tc address your questions.

11



ATTACHMENT I ATTACHMENT I

FISH GESTORATION APPORTIOMMENTS FISCAL YEARS {986 - 1968

foportionment Apporticnment Appartionment

State FY 1984 FY 1987 £ 1988 Tatal
Alabama $ 1,884,620 ¢ 2,335,798 ¢ L41F01S0 § o, G40,548
flaska 5,497,965 7,005,033 7,785,509 20,288,000
frizona NN 1,080,509 1,393,451 8,781,932
Briansas 1,869,512 2,356,214 2,752,738 6,978,541
California 5,497, 9% 7,005,038 7,785,000 20,288,000
Color ada 2.490,494 467,129 3,392,745 10,046, 348
Connecticut 1,099,593 1,401,007 1,357,000 4,057,600
el aware 1,099,593 1,401,007 1,857,000 4,057, 00
Florida 2,418,707 3,126,827 3,497,241 9,040,748
Georqia 1,228.M2 2.824, 489 3,147,885 4,200,36s
Hawall 1,099,593 L,431, 097 1957900 4,057, 00
idahe 1,863.748 2,438,294 1,437,348 6,774,488
[ilinms ~.422,95¢ 3,173,958 3,285,291 9.884,199
[ng2ana {904,585 L232,492 2.45¢, 783 &,589,840
lowa 1.a43.40% 2,054,123 Z.076,229 5,973,797
Fansas L.els, 290 2,047,435 2. 305.7¢7 5,959,402
rantucky 1,797,513 2,234,585 I, 87L7YT 5,607,591
Loulsiana 1,798,730 2,302,745 2. 494,550 5,397,493
Haine 1,199,333 [, 401,007 CI57.000 4,037,600
Barviang 1,099,897 140,007 1,357,900 4,037,600
Massachusetts 099,593 L 408,007 1,857,000 4,087,000
Michigan 3.970,093 133,207 5.835.904 15,039,204
Ninnesota 4,149,301 5.152,12 $.529,292 14,931,319
Miss1s51pM £, 578, 20 t, 984,222 2,160,074 5,704,586
Missoury 1,884,437 3.573,0%4 4,528,479 14,484,207
Hantana 2,481,547 3,148,104 5, sm 7,151,322
Nebraska . 1,474,018 1,790,427 2,059,188 5,283,633
Nevaca L3753 2,198,369 2,396,720 8,306,842
Hew Hampshire 1,199,533 L401,007 1,957,000 4,057,500
New Jercey 1,199,593 1,401,007 L.EST o0 4,057,800
New Meuico. 1,988,951 2,379,739 1,808,220 7,107,550
New York 2,870,745 I, 482,477 1,941,435 19,074,287
North Caralina 1,531,778 2,025,633 2,282,897 5,821,239
North Dacta 1,227,194 1,333,927 1,690,810 4,451,271
Ghig 2,724,755 3,740,519 4,129,566 10,591,540
[IELLTH 1,183,418 2,708,112 231,709 7,787,479
Jreqen 2,382,097 3,279,586 RN 9,538,838
Fannevlvania 2,742,303 3,749,871 5. 905,828 10,017,398
Rkhode Isiana 1,099,393 1,401,007 1,357,009 4,087,600
South Carnlina 1,232,474 1,599,288 1,781,904 4,593, 5L8
Seutn Dakota 1.309,313 1,061,278 1,893,714 4,554,105
Tennessee 1,381,008 1,604, 360 2,769,007 7,354,685
Texas 3,497,985 7,005,033 T 7850000 20,288,004
ah 1,848, 447 2,333,597 2,407,024 5,789,048
vereont 1,095,393 101,007 1,357,391 4,057,500
virginia 1,817,701 2,113,122 2,440,799 2,171,522
Washingten 2,343,887 I, 213,451 3,526,831 T 9,286,349
West Virginia 1,099,593 1,401,007 £,537. 000 4,057,600
¥rscensin 3,847,813 4,943,79¢ 3,361,348 14,173,175
Wvceing I.603,915 2,144,389 2,779,449 5,219,393
Puerto Rico £,099,593 1,400,007 1,557,000 4,057,600
Suan 354,53 447,002 513,000 1,352,533
virgin Islangs Tee, 331 467,002 It9.000 1,382,533
faerican Samoa 166,531 447,302 S19.000) 1,152,333
Mariana Islangs 366,371 437,002 319,000 1,332,533
District of Coluabia J86,53t 447,902 319,900 1,782,533
TOTALS $109.939 700 §140,079,700 155,700,000  $405,730,300
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ATTACHMENT V ATTACHMENT V

Alternative Option For Allocating Apportionments

To assist ccastal states in dividing expenditures of funding
from new trust fund revenue sources between freshwater and marine
projects, FWS separately calculates the portions of apportionments
attributable to revenues from items taxed before and after the
trust fund was established in 1985. FWS calculations are based on
its assumptions regarding the proportion of fishing equipment
excise tax revenues attributable to "old" items taxed before
Wallop-Breaux and the proportion of revenues from "new" fishing
equipment items taxed after Wallop-Breaux. Revenue from old items
is called base funding while revenue from new items plus'import
duty and motorboat fuel tax revenue make up expanded funding.

Some coastal states, however, have questioned FWS assumptions,
believing estimates of revenue from new items were underestimated
resulting in an inequitable increase in available funding for
freshwater projects over funding for saltwater projects. For
example, for 1985 and 1986 revenue receipts, the FWS estimated that
about 89 percent of fishing equipment tax revenues were from old
tax items and the remaining 11 percent from new items taxed. Some
coastal states believed the 11 percent estimate was not
representative of tax receipts from new tax items. Based on these
concerns and increased fishing equipment revenues, FWS revised the

ratio to 68/32 percent, respectively, in 1988. The new formula
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ATTACHMENT V ATTACHMENT V

will be used for one year only and will be reevaluated for future
apportionments.

FWS officials believe that a permanent formula is needed to
simplify the allocation of apportionments to the coastal states for
freshwater and saltwater project spending. FWS assumptions
regarding revenues from "old" and "new" items cannot be verified
because no independent data is available to validate FWS estimates.
In addition, the distinction between what revenues are derived from
0ld and new tax items will become even less clear as the Wallop-
Breaux Trust fund becomes more established in the coming years.

One option for simplifying the allocation of apportionments
to coastal séates is to eliminate requirements to calculate base
and expanded amounts of épportionments and allocate whole
apportionments instead on each state's ratic of the number of
freshwater and marine anglers, The FWS identifies these ratios in
its Survey of Fishing and Hunting. Currently, most coastal states
are using ratios identified in the 1980 survey-—-the latest survey
data available~-- to equitably divide spending of the part of
apportionments from "new" revenues between fresh and saltwater
projects. However, states can use this ratio to allocate their
entire apportionment between fresh and saltwater spending. Some
states, such as California, follow this practice.

The table below show how several coastal states would be

affected by such a change. Based on Treasury projections of 1989
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ATTACHMENT V ATTACHMENT V

Sport Fish Restoration Accounﬁ funding, we calculated state
apportionments and base and expanded funding. Using this estimate
of 1989 apporticnments and FWE 1980 freshwater/saltwater ratios,
we then calculated the amount available for freshwater and marine
following the current FWS method for allocating funding from the
base and expanded porticns of apportionments. We compared these
amounts to calculations using the same 1980 freshwater/saltwater
ratios to allocate the total apportionment.

Our analysis shows that under the option, freshwater funding
for all coastal states would decline by about $9 million while
saltwater would increase by the same amount. However, the total
size_of appeortionment for each state would not change, and
freshwater funding would continue to receive the ma jority of
funding. In addition, the 1980 freshwater/marine ratios may not
accurately reflect the current number of freshwater and marine
anglers within the states. When available, the FWS 1985 survey may
show a change in the ratios or the states may have data that better

reflects their numbers of freshwater and saltwater anglers.
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Calitorma
Connecticut
belaware
Florida
Geprgla
Hanayt
Loulsiana
faine
Marvyland
Hassachusetts
Mississippl
New Hampshire
New Jersay
New York

N. Carolina
Oregon
Rhode Island
§. Caralina
Texas
Virginla
Washington

Totals:

Average:

$1,076,735
3,260,420
3,200,420
640,084
640,084
1,437,145
1,294,080
b40, 084
1,026,334
640, 004
640, 044
640,084
888, v
540,084
40,084
1,620,327
930, 241
1,532,237
540,084
724,32
3200420
1,003, 415
{, 447,863

$1,232, 405

Expanded
$2,096,132
6,212,580
6,212,580
1,242,514
1,242,516
2,799,858
2,512,097
1,242,514
£,992,295

1,282,518
1,406,935
8,242,580
1,947,805
2,814,479

$35,023,271

$2,392,216

COMFARISEN DF CURRENT METHOD AND ALTERNATIVE OFTLON FOR ALLOCATING APPORTIDNMENTS

Estimated
1989
Apportionsent
$3, 164,867
9,413,000
9,413,000
1,882, 60¢
{,8082,600
4,228,572
3,806,147
1,882,600
3,018,629
1,882,600
1,882,600
1,882, 600
2,611,789
1,882,600
1,882,400
4,765,668
2,736,004
4,504,578
1,882,609
2,130,354
9,415,008
2,954,219
4,264,362

43,624,724

| Puerto RKico, Guam, Virgin [slands, faerican Samna,
and Mar1ana [slands are not incleded 1n this aralysis.

Fresh-
nater
Ratic 2 Ratie

0,43
A5
A1
7
.3
bt
81
N33
49

-

wf

. 7v
63
72

2 Fresh and Saltwater ratios are from the Fish and Wildlife Service

198{ National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, anc Wildltfe-fssocrated Recreation

Salt-
water

Af

Eurrent Methed B Allocating
Freshwater % Marine Funding
From Apportionzent

$3,042,360

8,108,358 -

7,052,220
1,323, 448
1,000,414
2,944,776
3,630,302

ST
2,699,841
1,621,572
1,174, 38k
1,199,218
2,456,647
1,5%6,821
1,025,764
3,538,985
2,392,909
4,179,400
1,137,090
1,792,908
7,549,278
2,236,531
3,476,308

$2,068,7%5

$104,507
1,304,642
2,360,780
559,132
EB2, 186
{,283,795
175,844
1,093, 414
J1B. Ta7
260,928
Tig, 254
. 6B, 704
135, 140
285,779
B44,911
1,226,683
343,092
127,178
743,910
137, 448
1,845,774
120,488
TBE, 054

$755, 386

Option For Ailocating
Freshwater b Marine Funding
From Apportionment

$3,008,52
7,438,270
5,835, 040
1,035,470
545,934
2,783,429

7
1,487,254
Bu?, 518
E47,170
2,076,778
{, 449,602
583,604
7,947,038
2,216,143
4,010,854
733,040
1,619,071
6,589, 100
1,859,268
3,670,341

$158,343
1,576,730
3,575,940
847,170
1,33b, 648
1,745,143
265,430
1,656, 688
48Z,981
195, 346
1,073,082

1,280,148
£,858, 641
519,841
495,724
1,179,560
511,285
7,823,900
£,091, 951
1,194,024

Difference Between Current
fnd Proposed Methed For
fllocating Funds

(53,837}
{672,088}
11,214, 160)
1268,038)
(454, 461)
{61, 349)
19,5861
{563, 274)
(164,217}
(134, M8}
{364,B48)
1352, 084)
(79,921
({47,219}
{441, 858)
1631,928)
(176,746}
168,544}
£384,050)
(73.837)
(940, 126)
1371,263)
1493, 967)

14387, 416}

$33,837
472,088
1,214,160
288,038
454,460
bb1,349
o, 586
563,274
164,213
134,418
364,848
352,044
79,921
147,219
413,257
631,924
174,74
168,544
384,050
173,837
941,126
ITLL2E3
405,947

$389,178

A LNHWHOVLLY

A LNEWHOVLLY



ATTACHMENT VI ATTACHMENT VI

SPORT FISH RESTORATION ACCOUNT OBLIGATIONS FOR SELECTED STATES
Fiscal Year 19872

Categories California Maryland Minnesota Nebraska ~ New York virginia
Research $ $462,523 $ 658,550 §$ 376,145 $ 375,559 $1,269,6460
Appliegb 2,426,250
Managementb 2,417,250
Development 1,858,500 37,398 2,239,312 170,482 1,549,837
Boating Access 570,000 56,736 407,250 804,270 393,530 276,535
Aquatic Education 105,750 129,000 32,640
Land Acquisition 397,260 54,300 488,065
Coordination 144,750 42,000 11,250 34,500 87,142 72,847
Technical Assistance/
Guidance 255,000 44,250
Planning 174,125
Hatcheries 60,000
Environmental Review 93,750
Surveys 63,500
Capital Cutlays 184,500
Lake and Stream
Activities 1,047,778 314,036
Total® $7'70720b0 $752,404 $5,254,026 $1,612,947 57,438,708 52,423,129
Saltwater $2,963,250 $423,437 N/R N/A $ 781,325 $§ 205,578

a0bligations for California, Maryland, and New York cccurred during the state fiscal year.

bApplied research is defined by California.as research that investigates a specific
problem reaching a result for practical application to sport fish enhancement activities.
Management research is defined as long-terr activities such as fish population monitcring,
providing technical assistance, and developing fisheries management plans.

€The totals indicate the total funds oblicated for 1987 and cannot be compared to the state'
1987 apportionment, since prior year funding could have been obligated during 1987.
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