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STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 205 – Protecting and Securing Florida’s Coastline Act of 2019 

(Rep. Rooney, R-FL, and 18 cosponsors) 
H.R. 1146 – Arctic Cultural and Coastal Plain Protection Act 

(Rep. Huffman, D-CA, and 182 cosponsors) 
H.R. 1941 – Coastal and Marine Economies Protection Act 

(Rep. Cunningham, D-SC, and 51 cosponsors) 

The Administration opposes H.R. 205, the Protecting and Securing Florida’s Coastline Act of 
2019, H.R. 1146, the Arctic Cultural and Coastal Plain Protection Act, and H.R. 1941, the Coastal 
and Marine Economies Protection Act.  These bills would undermine the Administration’s 
commitment to a prosperous American economy supported by the responsible use of the Nation’s 
abundant natural resources.  Development of our resources enhances our energy security and 
energy dominance, and produces high-paying American jobs; provides increased revenue to the 
Treasury, States, tribes, and local communities; and is a critical source of conservation funding. 

H.R. 1146 would prohibit the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management from 
administering an oil and gas leasing program in the Coastal Plain of the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge (ANWR) in Alaska. The bill would repeal a provision of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 
2017 that directed the Secretary of the Interior to establish a program for the development of the 
Coastal Plain that would allow the use of no more than about 0.01 percent of the total acreage of 
ANWR for surface development of production and support facilities.  The Administration supports 
environmentally responsible energy development in the Coastal Plain, also known as the 1002 
Area, of ANWR. Such development is expected to increase America’s energy security and 
independence, create jobs, and provide affordable, reliable energy for consumers while providing 
much-needed revenue to both the State of Alaska and the Federal Government. 

Similarly, H.R. 205 and H.R. 1941 would both restrict future oil and gas development in the 
Federal waters of the U.S. Outer Continental Shelf (OCS).  H.R. 205 would amend the Gulf of 
Mexico Energy Security Act (GOMESA) to make permanent the current temporary leasing 
moratorium on offshore leasing in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, off the west coast of Florida.  H.R. 
1941 would amend the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (OCSLA) to permanently remove from 
consideration acreage for offshore leasing on both the Atlantic and Pacific OCS.  Both of these 
bills would undermine OCSLA, which established a periodic, multi-stage planning process 
involving State and tribal consultation and a thoughtful comparison and balancing of the benefits 
and impacts to all the regions of the OCS.  These bills would permanently constrain this careful 
administrative process. Under the bills, large swaths of the OCS would be off limits for resource 
development without the benefit of periodic assessments of the potential economic, social, and 
environmental effects of development, as required by existing law.  Excluding these areas from 



leasing consideration could place more pressure for development on other OCS areas and constrain 
our ability to meet national energy needs as required by OCSLA. 

Additionally, each of these bills would eliminate the potential for future direct revenue that would 
otherwise be provided to the Treasury, and through revenue sharing, to the States, tribes, and 
counties where the development activities occur.  In Fiscal Year 2018, energy development on 
Federal and Indian lands and waters generated approximately $9 billion in direct revenue from 
royalties, bonus bids, and rents.  Of that revenue, $1.78 billion was disbursed to 35 States.  The top 
States receiving Fiscal Year 2018 revenues were New Mexico ($634.9 million); Wyoming ($563.9 
million); Colorado ($112.5 million); Louisiana ($91 million); and Utah ($76 million). 
Additionally, more than $1 billion was disbursed to Indian tribes and individual Indian mineral 
owners; $1.22 billion to the Reclamation Fund; $970 million to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund (LWCF); $150 million to the Historic Preservation Fund; and $3.5 billion to the general fund 
of the Treasury. 

Prohibiting energy development in new Federal areas would hinder future administrations’ efforts 
to make up for revenue lost as production declines from leases in aging energy fields.  Such 
restrictions will tie the hands of future administrations and reduce their ability to enhance energy 
security through strong domestic energy production and to ensure affordable energy for American 
families. 

If these bills were presented to the President, his advisors would recommend he veto them. 

* * * * * * * 
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