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Chairm an Sykes, Vice-Chair Bolon, and Ranking M inority M em ber Am stutz— 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to testify on Am ended Substitute O hio H ouse Bill 1 (As 
Passed by the O hio Senate), the proposed Biennial O hio O perating Budget for State Fiscal 
Years (SFY) 2010—2011, and the potential im pact of the Senate-passed version of the 
Budget Bill. 
 
M y nam e is Jack Shaner, and I am  D eputy D irector and Senior D irector of Legislative and 
Public Affairs for the O hio Environm ental Council.  The O EC (w w w .theO EC.org) is a netw ork 
of m ore than 100 local and several statew ide environm ental-conservation groups.  O ur 
m ission is to secure healthy air, land, soil, and w ater for all w ho call O hio hom e. 
 
    
40 years of progress for clean air, land, w ater at risk40 years of progress for clean air, land, w ater at risk40 years of progress for clean air, land, w ater at risk40 years of progress for clean air, land, w ater at risk    
Forty years and fourteen days ago today, a spark from  a passing freight train caught som e 
oily debris floating on the surface of the Cuyahoga River on fire. The blaze raged for hours as 
firefighters struggled to bring it under control.  It w asn’t the first tim e the ‘‘Burning River’’ 
caught fire.  But thanks to a flurry of environm ental protection legislation, regulation, 
enforcem ent, and investm ent this incident helped stoke, it w as the last. 
 
Forty years later, the resulting clean up has been rem arkable, especially in O hio, one of the 
m ost populous and industrialized states in Am erica.   
 
Fish that can thrive only in clean, healthy w ater have returned to the Cuyahoga.  People once 
again flock to our rivers and stream s to fish and sw im . The young and old are breathing 
easier, because the air is no longer choked w ith lead and carbon m onoxide and the odor of 
sulfur.  O ur G reat Lake Erie has m ade great com eback.  O nce called ‘‘a dying lake,’’ Erie is 
now  know n as the ‘‘W alleye Capitol of the W orld.’’  O hio has protected thousands of acres of 
natural areas and hundreds of m iles of scenic rivers.  W e even have a national park------the 
Cuyahoga Valley N ational Park. 
 
N one of this progress happened by accident.  It has taken steady investm ent, 
vigilant oversight, and continued enforcem ent and collaboration to protect our 
air, land, and w ater resources.  And O hio is a healthier place to live and w ork and play 
because of it. 
 
But today, w e are in peril of slipping backw ard.  O hio’s dire state budget outlook------and the 
Senate-passed version of the Budget Bill------could put that steady progress for environm ental 
clean up and natural resource conservation at risk. 
 
The choices that the O hio H ouse and O hio Senate ultim ately agree to could have a 
significant im pact on how  safe the w ater is to drink, how  clean the air is to breathe, how  
clean the w aters are to fish and sw im , how  effectively rural and urban areas conserve soil 
and w ater resources, w hether or not O hio can care for its system  of official State Scenic 
Rivers (let alone ever designating a new  Scenic River) and how  w ell O hio fulfills its public 
trust responsibility to care for our state parks, nature preserves, and forests. 
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Point of conPoint of conPoint of conPoint of contention:  $1 per ton tention:  $1 per ton tention:  $1 per ton tention:  $1 per ton ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘tippingtippingtippingtipping’’’’’’’’ fee increase on M unicipal Solid W aste fee increase on M unicipal Solid W aste fee increase on M unicipal Solid W aste fee increase on M unicipal Solid W aste    
As you know , the O hio H ouse approved but the O hio Senate rejected a proposed $1 per ton 
increase in the state ‘‘tipping’’ fee collected on each ton of m unicipal solid w aste disposed of 
in a landfill. 
  
The fee increases average out to an additional half-a-cent for every 10 pounds of garbage 
deposited in a landfill.  W e believe this is a sm all price to pay to help keep our drinking w ater 
safe to drink, our air clean to breathe, and our rivers and lakes clean enough to fish and 
sw im . 
 
These fee increases also w ill shifts m illions of dollars of pressure each year off of the general 
revenue fund, freeing up precious G RF dollars for schools, health care, and other vital 
services. 
    
O hio EPA projectO hio EPA projectO hio EPA projectO hio EPA projects harm  to s harm  to s harm  to s harm  to clean air, land, and w ater as w ell as to econom ic clean air, land, and w ater as w ell as to econom ic clean air, land, and w ater as w ell as to econom ic clean air, land, and w ater as w ell as to econom ic 
developm ent w ith out sufficient revenuedevelopm ent w ith out sufficient revenuedevelopm ent w ith out sufficient revenuedevelopm ent w ith out sufficient revenue    
It is hard to overstate the im portance of these fee increases, especially the proposed $1 per 
ton fee increase on m unicipal solid w aste.   
 
The O hio EPA has com piled a series of analyses (attached) that project the im pact of the 
O hio Senate-passed version of the Budget Bill and, specifically, the O hio Senate’s rejection 
of the w aste fee.  The O EPA docum ents project deep funding cuts that w ill take a serious toll 
on the agency’s ability to safeguard safe drinking w ater, protect rivers and lakes, and control 
air pollution as w ell as a significant slow dow n in processing of air and w ater pollution 
control perm its and a resulting negative im pact to econom ic developm ent. 
 
According to its analyses, w ithout the revenue from  the w aste fee increase, the O hio EPA w ill 
have to slash funding and elim inate staffing for drinking w ater protection by $3.3 M illion and 
by 10 full-tim e equivalent (FTE) positions, respectively; for clean surface w ater protection by 
$5.4 m illion and 45 FTE; and for air pollution control by $10.4 m illion and 51 FTE.   
 
According to the analyses, these deep cuts w ill negatively im pact the ability of the O hio EPA 
to safeguard safe drinking w ater, protect rivers and lakes, and control air pollution, causing:  
  
- reduced oversight of public drinking w ater system s, potentially resulting in the loss of 
prim ary enforcem ent authority for the federal Safe D rinking W ater Act; 
- slow ed ability to ensure safe stream s, lakes, and drinking w ater, such as the O hio EPA ‘s 
recent m icrocystin toxin advisory in G rand lake St. M ary’s in w estern O hio; 
- the elim ination of O hio’s fish consum ption advisory program , w hich provides 
inform ation on w ild-caught fish that m ay be contam inated w ith toxins, such as m ercury; 
- the scuttling and return to the U SEPA of a perm itting program  (N PD ES) designed to protect 
hum an health, recreation, and drinking w ater from  bacteria and pollutants; 
- a backlog in the tim ely processing of w ater and air pollution control perm its, delaying new  
construction and developm ent;  
- few er inspections of industrial facilities for air pollution; 
- elim ination of the ability to conduct specialized m onitoring studies, such as studies to 
evaluate airborne toxics and potential im pacts to hum an health; 
- elim ination of state oversight of federal Superfund sites and federal lead cleanups; 
- far few er crim inal investigations of potential hazardous w aste violations 
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Included in the O hio EPA analyses is this specific projection: 
  

‘‘O hio EPA w ill not be able to ensure com pliance w ith drinking  
w ater regulations and m ore drinking w ater system s w ill face  
enforcem ent, m any of w hich w ill have to be referred to U .S. EPA  
for enforcem ent. O hioans w ill not have the sam e assurances of  
receiving safe drinking w ater.’’ 
 

 
N O TE:  The O hio Environm ental Council also strongly supports the proposed fee increase on 
state ‘‘tipping’’ fees for construction and dem olition debris (CD & D ) to help fund O hio EPA’s 
air pollution control program  as w ell as O D N R soil and w ater conservation efforts. 
    
State Scenic Rivers program  at risk of circling the drainState Scenic Rivers program  at risk of circling the drainState Scenic Rivers program  at risk of circling the drainState Scenic Rivers program  at risk of circling the drain    
For the O D N R State Scenic Rivers program , the choice is equally stark.   
 
As you know , the O hio H ouse approved a proposal by the O hio D epartm ent of N atural 
Resources, w hich calls for canoe and kayak ow ners and livery ow ners to pick up the bulk of 
the program ’s $550,000 annual cost through increased registration fees on non-m otorized 
boats.  The O hio Senate rejected the plan, leaving the program  w ith only an estim ated 
$78,000 per year in revenue from  the sale of Scenic River license plates. 
 
The O D N R proposal calls for transferring the program  from  the G eneral Revenue Fund to 
boat registration fees paid by paddlers.  U nder the plan, canoe and kayak ow ners w ould pay 
an additional $5 every three years ($1.67/year) in registration fees; livery ow ners w ould pay 
$1.50 m ore per boat, per year.  This equate to less than the cost of a gallon of gas per boat.  
O D N R estim ates the fee increase w ould generate $165,000 in state fiscal year 2010 (July 1, 
2010 – June 30, 2011).   
  
The projected fee incom e together w ith other revenue sources, including a projected 
$365,000 in existing registration fees on non-m otorized boats, are expected to total 
$787,000 for FY 2010—m ore than enough to cover the $550,000 annual funding request 
budget.  (See Slide 26 of the pow er point presentation posted at 
http://ohiodnr.com /w atercraft/Current% 20Events/tabid/3164/D efault.aspx.)  The 
$550,000 annual program  cost w ould am ount to less than 3%  of total annual expenditures 
by the O hio D ivision of W atercraft—on a program  that w ould directly benefit canoe and 
kayak ow ners, w hich account for alm ost 20%  of all registered w atercraft in the state. 
 
By rejecting the fees proposal, the O hio Senate’s version of the new  state budget w ould 
leave the Scenic Rivers program  w ith insufficient revenue to fund the its seven full-tim e river 
m anagers and five part-tim e stream  quality m onitors.  O hio D N R officials have w arned that 
losing the Scenic Rivers program  could m ean the loss of: 

- river access; 
- public areas along these rivers; 
- protection of the state’s m ost pristine river system s that feed m any of the state’s 

m ost popular boating lakes and reservoirs; and 
- an opportunity to support paddle-sports, the fastest-grow ing boating activity. 
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Approval of the funding proposal is all the m ore urgent in the w ake of G ov. Ted Strickland’s 
m odified budget proposal, announced last Friday.  The G overnor called for deep cuts to G RF-
dependent agencies, including the O D N R, to balance the new  tw o-year state operating 
budget.  In his original budget unveiled in February, the G overnor requested $236 m illion in 
G RF for O D N R in the new  tw o-year budget.  Last Friday, he called for $34 m illion less in G RF, 
a 15%  cut.  The Scenic Rivers program  currently is in O D N R’s D ivision of N atural Areas and 
Preserves.  The G overnor’s new  budget proposal calls for reducing G RF funding for D N AP by 
26%  in the first year and by 100%  in the second year of the new  biennium .   
 
The prim ary users of State Scenic Rivers are canoeists and kayakers.  Paddlers represent the 
fastest grow ing group of boaters in O hio.   The num ber of registered canoes and kayaks in 
O hio increased from  60,065 in 2003 to 80,640 in 2008—a 34%  increase.  Alm ost one of 
every five of the 416,942 registered boats in O hio is a canoe or kayak.  
 
According to a study of the Little M iam i River sponsored by Rivers U nlim ited, com m erce 
attributable to anglers and paddlers, including traffic through canoe liveries along the river, 
add an estim ated $8 m illion to the local econom y. 
 
Sim ply put, w ithout the registration fees, the State Scenic Rivers program  w ill literally be 
hom eless and all but penniless. 
 
W e believe that the proposed fee increase ($1.67 a year for individual canoe and kayak 
ow ners and by $1.50 a year for livery ow ners) is a sm all price to pay to help keep O hio’s 
Scenic Rivers Program  going.  Bottom  line:  W ithout the canoe and kayak fee increase, there 
w ill be no m ore Scenic Rivers program .  Period. 
 
 
Coal Extraction FeeCoal Extraction FeeCoal Extraction FeeCoal Extraction Fee    w ill better enable O D N R to keep w atch on coal m iningw ill better enable O D N R to keep w atch on coal m iningw ill better enable O D N R to keep w atch on coal m iningw ill better enable O D N R to keep w atch on coal m ining    
Today’s stricter law s require that coal operators successfully return m ined areas to their pre-
m ining land uses or better land uses.  But staffing levels for O hio D N R regulatory oversight 
of coal m ining have not kept pace w ith the significant expansion of regulatory 
responsibilities from  recent legislation, including H ouse Bill 443 (126

th
 G .A.).  

    
The O hio H ouse approved but the O hio Senate rejected a proposed new  fee of $0.08 fee per 
ton of coal production.  According to O D N R, the fee w ould replace G RF funding and w ould 
cover additional staff and other adm inistrative costs for coal enforcem ent operations that 
form erly w ere funded through the G RF.  The O ffice of Budget and M anagem ent estim ates 
that the coal extraction fee w ould generate approxim ately $1.2 m illion in revenue that 
previously w ould have been provided through the G RF. 
 
Consider the follow ing fact:  The total value of 22 m illion tons of coal m ined in O hio in 2007 
w as $655 m illion.  The proposed O perating Budget for the next biennium  asks the coal 
industry to pick up and additional $1.2 m illion in each of the next tw o fiscal years for 
regulatory oversight.  This represents less than 2/10ths of one percent (0.0018) of the coal 
production value for 2007.  The O hio EPA has m oved alm ost com plete off of the G RF.  W ith 
the exception of E-Check (w hich, in the current biennium , is funded by the G RF), the O hio 
EPA draw s no funds from  the G RF; it is entirely supported by fees and federal funds.  It is 
appropriate to ask other regulated industries to shoulder m ore of the financial burden of the 
cost of regulatory oversight of their im pacts to air, land, and w ater resources.   
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The coal industry profits from  m ining coal in O hio.  The coal industry can and should bear a 
greater share of the cost of regulatory oversight by the O D N R.  The O EC strongly supports 
the O D N R’s call for the m ining industry to bear a greater share of these costs. 
 
    
G overnor’s June 19, 2009 G overnor’s June 19, 2009 G overnor’s June 19, 2009 G overnor’s June 19, 2009 proposal m akes fee revenue all the m ore urgentproposal m akes fee revenue all the m ore urgentproposal m akes fee revenue all the m ore urgentproposal m akes fee revenue all the m ore urgent 
As you know , G overnor Strickland proposed a m odified budget proposal for the new  
biennium  on June 19, 2009 that calls for deep cuts to G RF-dependent agencies, 
including the O hio D epartm ent of N atural Resources, to balance the new  tw o-year state 
operating budget. 
 
In his original budget unveiled in February, the G overnor requested $236.1 m illion in G RF for 
O D N R in the new  tw o-year budget.  O n June 19, the G overnor called for $34 m illion less in 
G RF for O D N R, a 15%  overall cut, including: 
 

- 26%  cut in FY 2010 and 100%  in FY 2011 for the D ivision of N atural Areas and 
Preserves; 

- 29%  cut in FY 2010 and 100%  in FY 2011 for D ivision of G eological Survey; 
- 26%  cut over the biennium  in Soil and W ater D istricts; 
- 18%  cut for D ivision of Soil and W ater Conservation; 
- 18%  cut for D ivision of Forestry; and 
- 11%  cut for D ivision of Parks and Recreation. 

 
W e are deeply concerned about the im pacts that these proposed cuts w ill have on state and 
local soil and w ater conservation efforts and on O D N R’s ability to fulfill its public trust 
responsibility to care for our state parks, nature preserves, and forests.  (See the attached 
draft docum ents from  O D N R that w ere prepared before the G overnor’s June 19, 2009 
announcem ent.)  The proposed fee increases and the resultant revenue they w ill m ake 
available for environm ental protection, the Scenic Rivers Program , and coal m ining oversight 
along w ith the increased pressure that is building on the G eneral Revenue Fund are, 
obviously, all the m ore urgent. 
 
 
ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion   
 
W e respectfully urge the O hio H ouse of Representatives to hold firm  in its approval of the 
proposed fee increases on landfill w aste, canoe and kayak registrations, and coal extraction.  
W ithout the revenue from  these fee increases, protection of the air, land, and soil and w ater 
resources w ill be com prom ised, O hio’s Scenic Rivers program  w ill all but dry up, and 
oversight of coal m ining w ill be hobbled.  Thank you for considering our perspective. 


