
22

States Put Their Money WhereStates Put Their Money WhereStates Put Their Money WhereStates Put Their Money WhereStates Put Their Money Where
Their Environment IsTheir Environment IsTheir Environment IsTheir Environment IsTheir Environment Is

State Environmental Spending
States continue to spend most of the public money committed to environmental protection
by R. Steven Brown

Back in 1988, when I was with the Council of
State Governments (CSG), I tried to find out
how much states were spending on environ-

mental protection. To
my surprise, there
was no data com-
piled on this subject,
and so I began what
turned out to be a
long-term project�13
years so far�on the
states� contribution to environmental spending.

In this article, ECOS presents the latest set of data
on state environmental budgets and spending, for
fiscal 2000. Like many other areas of environmen-
tal protection, spending has seen a great deal of

change over the last 13 years. This article will not
only present the latest data set, but will summa-
rize previous findings and draw some conclusions

about the trends to be
found.

ECOS� mission is,
in part, to �champion
the role of states in
environmental man-
agement.� The 14-
y e a r  s p a n  o f

environmental spending data (1986-2000) that we
present here will help ECOS to demonstrate the states�
commitment to environmental protection.
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In fiscal 2000, the States spent $13.6 billion
on environmental and natural resource

protection�nearly double the budget of the
entire U.S. EPA.
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Methodologies
Collecting state spending data is a time-consuming

and exhausting task. Sources include state budget
documents and interviews with both state agency
and state legislative staff. Early in the project de-
sign, we committed to capturing as much of the state
environmental spending as was possible. Not only
did we include money spent on water, air, and waste
programs, but also on geological survey, forestry,
and other �natural resource� programs that affected
the environment, including those such as pesticides
that are very likely in the state agricultural agency.
We also tried to capture funds that might be found
in capital construction budgets, such as funds for

large water resource projects. In short, if funding
passed through the state budget on environment
or natural resources, we tried to catch it and count
it. In the first year, we decided to segregate the spend-
ing on 17 types of programs (see Tables 1 and 2).

We made a somewhat related attempt in 1988
to ask the states how many employees they had
and what they did by function; that is, how many
issued permits, how many did inspections, how
many analyzed samples, etc. It was difficult for states
to segregate their activities this way, however, and
any thoughts that we might have had about seg-
regating budgets this way as well were ended. This

seirogetaCerutidnepxEfosnoitinifeD.2elbaT
yrogetaCerutidnepxE noitinifeD

noitullopriA .tcAriAnaelCehtdnaswalrianaelcs'etatsehtretsinimdaotdesusdnufesohT

retawgniknirD
etatssallewsa,tcAretaWgniknirDefaSehtretsinimdaotdesusdnufesohT

smetsysgnirotinomdna,gnitsetyrotarobalgnidulcni,swalretawgniknirdcilbup
.ecnanetniamdnanoitcurtsnoc

yrtseroF .secruosertserofs'etatsehttcetorpdnaeganamotdesusdnufesohT

efildliwdnahsiF dnasecruoserefildliwdnahsifecnahnedna,eganam,tcetorpotdesusdnufesohT
.swalsemagdnahsifs'etatsehtecrofne

yevruslacigoloeG ,secruoserlarenim,niarrets'etatsehtnohcraesertcudnocotdesusdnufesohT
.cte,seonaclov,stluaf,sekauqhtraesahcussdrazahlacigoloegelbissopdna

etsawsuodrazaH
etsawsuodrazahevisneherpmocaniatniamdnapolevedotdesusdnufesohT
dnasetisdnufrepuSfonoitaidemeredulcnidluochcihw(margorptnemeganam

.)sknategarotsdnuorgrednugnikaelfoecnedicni

tnemeganamdnaL
secruoserdnalderetsinimdaetatsrodenwo-etatseganamotdesusdnufesohT

noitaercerroskrapetatssadeifitnediton)sdnaltewdnasdnalegnargnidulcni(
.saera

latsaocdnaeniraM
smargorp

tnempolevedylredroehtrofsmargorptnemelpmidnanalpotdesusdnufesohT
.)gnidnepsdetalerdnastnarGaeSlaredeFgnidulcni(senozlatsaocfohcraeserdna

etsawraelcuN -hgihdnalevel-wolevisneherpmocaniatniamdnapolevedotdesusdnufesohT
.margorptnemeganametsawraelcunlevel

lortnocsedicitseP larutlucirgafotnetnocdna,lasopsid,esu,elasehtetalugerotdesusdnufesohT
.sedicitseplaicremmocro/dna

noitavresnoclioS tcetorpdnaevresnocotsmargorpetarepodnaetanidroocotdesusdnufesohT
.)lortnoctnemidesdnanoisoreedulcniyamhcihw(secruoserlioss'etatseht

noitamalcergniniM denodnabafopunaelc,sdradnatsnoitamalcergninimecrofneotdesusdnufesohT
.smargorpnoitamalceretatsretsinimdaro/dna,sdnaldenim

etsawdiloS smargorptnemeganametsawdilosniatniamdnapolevedotdesusdnufesohT
.)smargorpgnilcycertolipdnadeniatsusgnidulcni(

ytilauqretaW retawdnanoitcetorpytilauqretawniatniamdnapolevedotdesusdnufesohT
.)tcAretaWnaelCehtfoairetircetisiuqergnidulcni(smargorptnemetabanoitullop

secruoserretaW ,esu,tnempoleved,noitavresnocretaws'etatsehtretsinimdaotdesusdnufesohT
.smargorpgninnalpdna

dehsretaWdnanoitullopriaroodnI:tneserperewseirogetaclanoitiddaowt,raeytsrifehtnI:etoN
dna,noitullopriAotnidetaroprocnisawnoitullopriaroodnI,sraeytneuqesbusnI.stcirtsidtnemeganam

.secruoserretawroytilauqretawotnidetaroprocnierewstcirtsidtnemeganamdehsretaW

State Environmental Spending
continued from previous page

continued on next page



24

means that we have never been able, for example,
to say how much money states spend on specific
functions such as permitting or enforcement.

Because of the intensity of effort required, data
for state spending could not be collected every year.
Instead, data for state environmental spending was
collected for the following years: 1986, 1988, 1991,
1994, 1996, and 2000. For all years except 2000, the
data collected was for actual amounts spent. For
2000, the data col-
lected for many states
was for funds bud-
geted, although for a
few states the data
w a s  f o r  a c t u a l
amounts spent. Be-
cause data for actual amounts spent cannot be com-
piled until the state books are closed, there was
typically a two-year delay. That is, the data for 1986
was actually collected in 1988. However, the data
for fiscal 2000 was collected in 2000 and 2001, since
it was largely for budgeted amounts.

The hesitation to use budgeted data was founded
somewhat on our experience with large contingency
funds. For example, coastal states may have an oil
spill cleanup contingency
fund in the budget, which
is not actually spent unless
there is a spill. If one looks
only at the budget, it may ap-
pear to be millions of dollars
higher than what actually
got spent. This might still be
a limitation to our 2000 data,
but such contingency funds
seem now to be handled in
such a way so as not to ex-
aggerate the difference be-
tween budgeted amounts
and expended amounts.

During the years that we
compiled spending data,
from time to time there was
a state with a very large, one-
year appropriation, such as
for a water supply project. In such cases, we counted
the expenditure the same way the state did. This
might mean a one-time spike in the state budget,
even though the project itself might be amortized
over 30 years or more. If the state counted the funds
as spent in a single year in one large amount, or
over 30 years in smaller amounts, so did we. This
might mean, however, that spending from a single
state might appear to vault high and then sink low

from one year to the next. In the same vein, we did
not count bonding authorities. States may pass
environmental bonding authorities from time to
time, and some of these have been for billions of
dollars. However, these tended not to be included,
as our focus was on expended amounts, not au-
thorizations.

We also did not differentiate between the fund-
ing for �delegated� and �non-delegated� programs.

This was for several
reasons. First, we did
not assume that only
money spent on pro-
grams delegated
from the Environ-
mental Protection

Agency (EPA) had value to the environment. Sec-
ond, we did not want to have to separate out pro-
grams authorized and funded by the states
themselves that were not part of the delegated pro-
gram because we believed this would be too diffi-
cult. Finally, the natural resource programs in some
states are much more integrated into the �environ-
mental� agency than in others. Rather than count
them in some states, and not in others, we decided

to count them everywhere.
The only exceptions are for
states with mining reclama-
tion programs and marine/
coastal programs. Although
every state has some kind of
mining rule (even if it is just
gravel pits), usually states
with large coal mining pro-
grams have a very large bud-
get for this item. Of course,
some states have coastal pro-
grams and some don�t. Oth-
erwise,  the data were
intended to be comparable.

We also decided to distrib-
ute indirect costs to the 15
various programs described
in Table 2. For example, pro-
grams like a separate legal

arm of the agency or an agency-wide environmental
laboratory were pro-rated and added to the indi-
vidual categories. In this way we captured all the
expenditures in a state agency (or agencies) and
distributed them accordingly. This may mean, how-
ever, that our state-by-state figures for individual
programs, such as air or water quality, may appear
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In 2000, States budgeted just over $13.5
billion for environmental and natural

resources, the most ever.
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to be inflated to people familiar with those budgets
(persons interested in seeing the 50 state-by-state
figures for 2000 for each program should contact
the author at ECOS).

Starting in 1991, we began to calculate the con-
tribution to state environmental expenditures from
Congress through EPA. Later, we were able to provide
this data for all years. States may obtain federal
funding from other sources, such as the Department

of Interior (mining reclamation), the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (coastal zone
management), and others. However, the single largest
federal source is EPA. Most other state funds come
from either user fees or the state general fund. This
latter source may vary widely from one state to the
next, with some having all fees (i.e., Louisiana), and
some relying much less on fees.

State Environmental Spending
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Findings
In 2000, states budgeted just over $13.5 billion

for environmental
a n d  n a t u r a l  r e -
sources, the most ever
(Table  3) 1.  Most
money was budgeted
for water (water qual-
ity, water resources,
marine/coastal and
drinking water)�
more than $4.4 billion. Lands programs (forestry,

land use management, soil conservation, mining
reclamation, geological survey) were second, with
$3.1 billion. Money budgeted for waste and toxics
management (hazardous waste, solid waste, nuclear
waste, and pesticides) was third, at nearly $2.9 billion.
Fish and wildlife management was fourth, with
nearly $2.2 billion, and air programs were fifth at
$880 million.

In fiscal 2000, EPA�s budget was $7.4 billion.

During the same fiscal year, states spent about $13.5
billion, which means that states continue to spend
about twice as much money as does EPA.

According to the
2001 Federal Budget,
EPA supplied the
states (including
tribes) $3.26 billion in
FY 2000. This means
about 24 percent of
the total amount bud-

geted by states last year came from EPA ($3.26/$13.5

billion). The last time this contribution was calcu-
lated was in 1996, when it was about 20 percent,
so the EPA contribution rose somewhat during that
four-year period, with most of the increase in the
basic grants for air, water, waste, and drinking water
programs.

Federal contributions from EPA have neverthe-
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In the 14 years from 1986 to 2000, EPA
funding to states declined over 4 percent

while state funding for environment
increased nearly 65 percent.
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less declined sharply
over the entire period for
which data is available.
As shown in Figure 1
and Table 4, states re-
lied heavily on EPA
funding in 1986, getting
41 percent of their funds
from that source. But a
mere two years later,
state spending had in-
creased from $8.25 bil-
lion to $10.67 billion,
and the EPA contribu-
tion had decreased to 27
percent. In spite of the
passage of the Safe
Drinking Water Act
Amendments of 1986
and 1996 and the Clean
Air Act Amendments of
1990, and the establish-
ment of the leaking un-
derground storage tank
trust fund in 1987, fed-
eral funding from EPA
to states declined 4.1
percent from 1986 to
2000, from $3.4 billion
to $3.26 billion. During
this same period, total
state funding rose from
$8.25 billion to $13.6 bil-
lion, nearly a 65 percent increase.

Federal funding to states for environmental and
natural resources purposes is not limited to EPA,
however. Table 5 (all federal environmental fund-
ing to states) shows similar data as that in Table 4
(funding from EPA only), but includes other sources
as noted in Table 6. Some of the sources listed in
Table 6 may not really be contributions to states.
For example, forestry includes �private and inter-
national� forestry along with state work. NOAA
includes �operations, research, and facilities.� At
least two categories�Parks and Recreation and His-
toric Preservation�are not included in the CSG/
ECOS totals. In any case, the data shows that states
still are the source of at least 2/3 of the funding spent
at the state level.

Other Related Work
In 1995, we compiled at CSG a summary of state

environmental agency budget changes from 1995
to 1996 that addresses the source of the funds.4

State Environmental Spending
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This work marked the first time that anyone had
looked at the source of the funds that state envi-
ronmental agencies use. We identified three main
source categories: Federal, State General Fund,
and �Special Revenues.� Nearly all the �Special
Revenues� were fee-based (permits, user fees, in-
spection fees, etc.). This work was repeated the
following year, comparing changes from 1996 to
1997.5 Only state �environmental agencies� were
included in these compilations�that is, many
of the other categories such as forestry, soil con-
servation, and fish and wildlife were not included.
Therefore, the data is not comparable to the other
work previously described. Table 7 shows the sum-
mary findings of this work. The data shows that
a considerable amount of the state environmen-
tal budget comes from user fees (almost 60 per-
cent). The State General Fund is the smallest source
of the three we identified. It appears that states
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created this policy in order to put the majority
of the payment burden on those causing the pol-
lution. Also note that the federal contribution de-
termined by this method is about 23 percent, which
is very close to the figure obtained by other methods
previously described.

In May 2000, the National Association of State
Budget Officers (NASBO) released a report entitled,
�State Environmental Expenditures and Innova-
tions.�6 The report includes data for all states ex-
cept Texas, and covers FY 1998, a year not included
in any of the aforementioned reports. The report
focuses on air, water, waste, drinking water pro-
grams, and the infrastructure and cleanups asso-
ciated with them, and �other� environmental
programs. It does not include some of the natural
resource categories included in the CSG and ECOS
work previously described. The report found that
the states spent $9.2 billion in 1998, and that $2.5
billion (27 percent) of this came from federal sources.
The CSG figure for state spending in 1996 was
$12.59 billion unadjusted ($13.82 billion adjusted
to 2000). The percentage of state spending from
EPA for that year was 20 percent. For 2000, ECOS
found $13.6 billion in state spending, with 24 per-
cent from EPA sources. The NASBO figure for state
spending is somewhat lower, but that is probably
because NASBO did not include some of the natural
resource categories that CSG and ECOS included.
NASBO found the federal contribution to be 27
percent, which is comparable to the CSG and ECOS
findings.

Conclusions
States continue to be the principal contributor
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to environmental and natural resource protection.
Over the 14 years for which we have data, the
state financial commitment to environmental pro-
tection has grown far faster than that of their fed-
eral partners. Along with increases in delegated
programs, and the states� contributions to envi-
ronmental information, enforcement, and other
efforts that ECOS and others have reported else-
where, the states have proven that they are reli-
able stewards committed to the protection of
America�s environment.

1 The amount for 1996 was $12.59 billion. However,
when the 1996 figure is adjusted for inflation it is $13.82
billion in year 2000 dollars.
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