Section 6.3 – Fundraising Opportunities and Challenges

Background
In 2004, the Partnership for the Delaware Estuary (PDE) made a decision to pursue the creation of a Science & Restoration Fund.  The purpose was to identify the best opportunities and determine the best mechanism for creating new capital monies for PDE’s highest scientific research and restoration priorities. Specifically, PDE’s charge was to identify opportunities for new capital for: (1) science research not currently being accomplished and of critical need for an efficient and effective tri-state effort to improve the health and water quality of the Delaware Estuary, and (2) unfunded or under-funded restoration projects either implemented at a larger scale having a higher ecological significance or coordinated more efficiently amongst agency, corporate and non-profit organizations. The challenge was to do so without duplicating efforts, leveraging its capacity and expertise, sorting out and prioritizing the myriad of opportunities and addressing the political, legislative and administrative challenges, and then implementing an action plan. 

PDE first engaged two organizations to assist it in framing the issues and opportunities: (1) the Environmental Finance Center completed a feasibility study of financing alternatives (EFC, September 2006), and (2) the Global Environmental Technology Foundation explored the need and support from the region’s major regulatory agencies (GETF, August 2007). PDE recently engaged Keystone Conservation Trust (KCT) to analyze and summarize fundraising opportunities and challenges faced by PDE to create new capital for scientific research and restoration priorities, the Science & Restoration Fund. The following is not an analysis of ways in which PDE can generate operating monies (i.e., underwrite its operations through membership or other such fundraising techniques). However, the potential does exist for PDE to collect some management and administrative fees and hence generate unrestricted funds if it were to administer a fund.
KCT conducted a series of interviews during late December through the end of January, 2008 with fifteen experts in the science and restoration fields either already engaged with PDE or active in private enterprise, non-profit or agency work in the Delaware Estuary region. KCT used the EFC report to provide the conceptual framework and organization for this report. In so doing, the reader can refer to and build upon PDE’s earlier EFC discussion. The following observations, issues and recommendations are thus organized by the three EFC categories (see attached Exhibit A: PDE Financing Feasibility Study Summary Chart): (1) fee-based revenues (transportation - shipping and motor vehicles; water services – extraction and discharge), (2) voluntary revenues (license plates; state check-offs; E-ZPass contribution; cruise lines; fishing & hunting licenses; boater registrations; and utility bill round-up) and (3) institutional financing and enforcement actions (supplemental environmental penalties and similar programs; natural resource damages; mitigation and conservation banking; and up-front restoration).
Overview
PDE is poised to generate more capital for science research and restoration projects which improve the health and water quality of the Delaware Estuary through a variety of funding sources. No organization is better positioned to mobilize such an effort. While the breadth of PDE’s geography, scope of its stakeholders and level of expertise gives it the most potential of any non-profit organization to accomplish such a goal, it is precisely PDE’s breadth, complexity of political jurisdictions and scope of requisite expertise and credibility that pose the biggest challenges. Because the political, administrative and institutional barriers vary widely with each area of revenue, this report focuses on those revenue sources and prospects which offer the highest likely return of dollars for the investment of time and expertise. 

The traction (i.e., real potential for securing new and large capital) and friction (i.e., the political, market or administrative resistance) for each of the three revenue categories (fee, voluntary, and institutional/ enforcement) is very different. As noted by EFC, each revenue source offers different funding potentials and has different associated levels of political, legislative and administrative barriers. Having assessed each of the revenue sources and their primary stakeholders, KCT identified three types of primary prospects to pursue for new capital for the fund. The report will delve into each prospect type by revenue source (fee, voluntary and institutional/enforcement). The three prospect groups which emerge are: 
1)  successful and profitable corporate consumers - those entities which derive significant economic benefits (i.e., sizable revenues or profits) from the Delaware River, have invested in the infrastructure of the river (hence could not easily move nor transfer business elsewhere), and have a positive corporate identity or association with the Delaware Valley, River and Estuary; 
2)   significant polluters – those causing the most environmental degradation of the Delaware Estuary and are required to correct or mitigate the problem(s); and 
3)   recreational enthusiasts – those who enjoy the Delaware River, derive the most benefit, and would be most willing to underwrite their use and enjoyment. 
Observations & Issues

While PDE should target its efforts at the three prospect groups for the actual raising of the new capital, the PDE must recognize that the revenue sources themselves are highly influenced and driven by three primary stakeholder groups – governmental agencies, corporations, and non-profits. For the purpose of this report, KCT analyzed the level of traction (receptivity) or friction (resistance) by the three primary stakeholder groups with respect to each of the revenue sources. Within each revenue source assessment, KCT has discussed how the stakeholders affect the targeted prospects and the likelihood of securing such revenue.
Two other stakeholder groups need recognition, the public and the legislators. Each also command critical influence over many of the revenue sources. To the extent that legislative changes are required of any of the programs, PDE will have to engage legislators and possibly the public (e.g., fee increase on toll roads or bridges). To the extent voluntary contributions are promoted, the public will clearly make the final decision. This report assumes their influence and recognizes them when appropriate.
In general, all three of the primary stakeholder groups are very receptive to the premise of new and better-coordinated capital for science and restoration. The notion of a one-stop shop for “best science and best projects” is attractive to all. However, PDE will need to include and address the concerns of each in order to advance any of the specific programs. The objections and concerns for both science and restoration revolve around issues of equity, efficiency and effectiveness. 

Regarding science, concerns arose in the following areas:

1) From governmental agencies (and in general), can a tri-state effort actually collect, assess and administer data into a system that will then also be agreed upon by three different states (politically and bureaucratically)? Can or even should PDE manage such a system?

2) From corporations, can they ensure that their dollars will derive an appropriate ecological and financial return which will also endure the change of political administrations (i.e., without future recourse)?

3) From non-profits, can they ensure that “the right priorities” are set and successfully completed, and can they participate in establishing “the sound science”?  Who gets to “sit at the table” (and potentially vote)?
Regarding restoration, concerns arose in the following areas:

1) From governmental agencies (and in general), what would the role and purview of government, PDE and others be with respect to the identification, selection, implementation and administration of the restoration projects?

2) From corporations, is there really a need for an intermediary or “middle man” for restoration projects? Assuming that a more efficient and effective project selection process would be beneficial, is there a need for the receipt and disbursement of monies to projects? Or can a simple coordinative role be played by PDE? A “keep it simple” efficiency paradigm and the matching of appropriate expertise was paramount.

3) From non-profits, can they ensure that their projects are considered and potentially funded? Should they abandon their current means and relationships with agencies, companies and attorneys for securing monies for such projects?  (It was recognized and applauded that they might actually gain more monies and reduce time invested in the funding process.)
Revenue Source Opportunities & Barriers
Regarding each of the three revenue categories, the potential for revenue varies widely and the primary stakeholder groups pose different political and legislative barriers. PDE of course should avoid the significant barriers and seek the path of least resistance and highest capital return. The following discussion is organized by each of the three revenue sources, first presenting a summary of funding opportunities and then discussing in more detail the relevant barriers (friction) and areas of funding opportunities (traction) by stakeholder groups and prospects.
In the fee revenue category (transportation - shipping and motor vehicles; water services – extraction and discharge), large and consistent revenues exist; however, significant political, legislative and administrative barriers also exist at each of the primary stakeholder levels.
Conclusion: First, pursue a program with petroleum-based corporations. Meanwhile, pursue increased application fees for water extraction and discharge permits.
1) The petroleum industry along the Delaware River provides 85% of the east coast’s oil imports, is profitable, has invested heavily in permanent infrastructure along the Delaware River and has enjoyed corporate and community good will in the Greater Philadelphia market. The capacity and inclination are potentially high.
2) While potentially significant and most directly related to the health of the Delaware Estuary, water extraction and discharge services are comprised of stakeholders who will strongly object to usage charges. They may object less to permit application fees.

3) Many of the experts noted that PDE should explore fees derived from those entities which profit from and depend upon the river. For example, while many will focus their attention on the casino industry, the PDE should not dismiss their potential financial contribution. The casinos on the Delaware River will depend upon a healthy, clean and vibrant Delaware River. In addition, successful shipping companies, such as Aker Shipping, use and depend upon the Philadelphia Navy Yard dry docks and the waters of the Delaware River to build and then profitably sell its ships and other commodities. PDE could convene an advisory group to explore such usage fee options.
Stakeholder analysis (traction and friction) in the fee revenue category- 
1) Governmental agencies would require various legislative or statutory actions to create the revenue stream. Legislators (and the public) would also demand sharing of the revenue stream with more than just the PDE. Science and restoration are attractive public benefits to only a small constituency. A political strategy including advocacy, strong influence and a commitment of time and relationship would be required.

Quasi-public agencies (bridge and tunnel toll collecting entities) are limited by their legislative mandates, which control expenditures and uses. PDE would face significant legislative lobbying efforts to convince legislators not only that science and restoration are an appropriate use, but also that the of PDE commands the appropriate level of administrative qualifications to manage such funds. Both PA and NJ are facing significant funding, structural and ownership issues with respect to their primary highway systems. Until they are resolved, it is useless for PDE to pursue this category. PDE should, however, be vigilant. Once these issues are resolved, opportunities may arise to provide long-term solutions to transportation/ environmental issues. This is particularly true in Pennsylvania if a private entity were to become the owner of the turnpike and then seek positive, environmental solutions to offset required state expenditures. 

2) Corporations and private entities in the fee revenue category will require significant lobbying and legislative action to secure funding. They tend to view their world very competitively and are unwilling to concede increasing fees. 
i. Transportation related corporations (shipping, docking, pilotage) believe that they are already paying appropriate fees for the services they use. Any additional costs will force them to re-locate, down-size or shut down operations. To extract more monies would require significant lobbying effort at both the corporate and legislative level. 
ii. Water related service entities, whether extraction or discharge, would mount a significant campaign against a legislatively mandated fee-based program (charges to customers). The public at large, water extraction companies and townships (which are responsible for sanitary or combined sewer overflows) would object vociferously to increased costs. Water extraction companies would pass on the increased costs to their customers, the public, who would then object to their legislators. Townships are particularly sensitive to any cost increases related to water and sewer infrastructure and will become increasingly concerned as TMDL (total maximum daily load) water quality requirements increase. Townships would also object strongly to their legislators. While the potential monies might be significant, the PDE would face a daunting lobbying effort. 
1. Note however that the water service entities would object less to fees attached to the permit application process. While a realistic revenue source, such a program would result in relatively lower revenues, would still require approval in three political jurisdictions, have significant administrative costs, unknown sharing of revenues and the required increased administrative interaction with agencies to secure a pass-through.
3) Non-profit organizations do not pose a major barrier in the fee-generation category because they would all be the recipients of such revenues and would not object to receiving more monies. They would, however, be actively engaged in voicing each of their needs for such revenues. PDE would be only one voice amongst many. To the extent the fee would be directly related to PDE’s mission and strategy, PDE would have more success in competing with other non-profits for the monies (e.g., water extraction or discharge relates directly to the health of the Delaware Estuary).
In the voluntary revenue category (license plates; state check-offs; E-ZPass contribution; cruise lines; fishing & hunting licenses; boater registrations; and utility bill round-up), the revenue sources are typically less significant than the fee-based revenues simply because of the volume of users is lower. However, several of these sources could be very lucrative and consistent for PDE. While they typically have lower political barriers, the administrative and public relations challenges are nevertheless high. In general, each of these voluntary revenue sources would have other competing public interests which, once the program were to be established, could make at least as good a claim to the revenue source as PDE for their particular non-profit or public benefit. Ultimately, it is the discerning individual who would make the voluntary choice whether or not to contribute to any of the following revenue sources. PDE would need to mount a marketing campaign to raise awareness and engage the public in contributing.
Conclusion: First, pursue programs with Philadelphia cruise lines, utility “round-up” (water), and E-ZPass check-off. Meanwhile, pursue state tax check-offs and license plates.
1) Philadelphia cruise lines (high revenue potential; no one has pursued; direct benefit between river and recreational/luxury users; cost easily passed on by company to consumer, i.e., “buried” in ticket price; consumer less concerned about incremental cost given high cost of “luxury experience” and likely to respond positively to “green” marketing of estuary fee; and companies can use as demonstration, (perhaps even a carbon offset), of investing in the environment. Difficulty will be in coordinating all cruise lines and the potential that this will evolve into a national estuary program. This would slow down and possibly jeopardize the PDE commanding the dollar benefit. While the return could be quite high and consistent, it could have high administrative and marketing costs.

2) Utility round up (large and consistent potential revenues; no one has pusued in any of the states; target water utilities as direct link to benefit (energy would likely be directed to alternative energy needs); regulators will need to be involved in each state.
3) E-ZPass (high revenue potential; no one has pursued; while all three states have E-ZPass, the revenue sharing across each state will pose allocation and administrative complications).

4) License plates (modest revenues and modest resistance to inclusion of PDE given existing plates in different states)

5) State tax check off (lower revenues but possibly less resistance to inclusion of PDE)
Stakeholder analysis (traction and friction) in the voluntary revenue category –

1) Governmental agencies do not pose an immediate barrier in and of themselves, but they could become an administrative and revenue barrier to PDE. The agencies will require public input (whether actual, legislative or bureaucratic) to determine how much should be offered and then allocated once collected. Most of the voluntary revenue sources have a limited connection to PDE (specifically in science and restoration), with the exception of fishing, boating and cruise lines. Hence, the PDE case will be hard to make. A strong marketing strategy would be required. While deriving benefits from the Delaware River, fishing and boating license fee increases are fraught with strong resistance. The same is true for hunting. Each commands a wide socio-economic spectrum; increases to existing permits will elicit a strong and powerful negative response. It appears no to be worth the effort. The highest revenue sources with the lowest resistance (and traction to friction ratio) are in order: E-ZPass, utility round ups, license plates and state tax check-offs. 
2)   Corporations have contributed voluntarily to many non-profit organizations over many years. Many of their employees live, work and play in the Delaware Valley. Their contributions have been meaningful and have had a positive impact on the Delaware Estuary. This category of revenue, however, seeks to tap into corporate clients and customers who would then contribute their individual monies through corporate led programs. The companies in this voluntary revenue category comprise a wide spectrum of economic interest: utilities; cruise lines; and marinas, boat, fishing and hunt clubs. Each responds very differently to voluntary contributions and poses different barriers.
i. 
Utilities are generally receptive to the concept of a voluntary “round-up” of their utility bills (to the next dollar), but quickly note that they are controlled by their respective state utility commissions which would have to opine on such a program. In addition, utility companies would prefer to link the type of utility to the type of benefit – energy to “green energy” benefits; water to water quality benefits. The monies could be significant and consistent.

ii.
Cruise lines – No one has approached these companies. The revenue potential is very large. Customers (the public) would likely have less resistance given the luxury nature of their experience on and launched from the river. Hence the cruise lines would likely not object. Indeed, it could be a marketing benefit to the cruise lines. (KCT has connections to Royal Caribbean cruise line and is willing to engage the President to explore the possibilities.) If successful, the program may become administratively complex for PDE as PDE may need to engage all cruise lines in the Philadelphia port and be expected to implement it elsewhere across the country.

iii.
Marinas, boat, fishing and hunt clubs – the amount of monies to be derived is relatively small and the resistance would be high. Most of these entities and individuals are of modest economic means and struggle to maintain their operations. Collection of boater registration fees poses high administrative complications. Requirements for increased individual registration fees would illicit strong opposition. (The exception might be Penns Landing in Philadelphia.)
3)  As with fee-based revenue sources, non-profit organizations do not pose a major barrier because they would all be the recipients of such revenues. They would, however, be actively engaged in voicing each of their needs for such revenues. To the extent the fee would be directly related to PDE’s mission and strategy, PDE would have more success in competing with other non-profits for the monies. The relationship of the health of the river to the success of cruise lines and the enjoyment of their clientele would be strongly correlated, as would that of water utilities to the health of consumers’ drinking water.
In institutional financing and enforcement actions (supplemental environmental penalties and similar programs; natural resource damages; mitigation and conservation banking; and up-front restoration), PDE could generate significant revenues from these sources. Political and administrative barriers exist. Note that these monies would be for unfunded or under-funded restoration projects likely to be implemented by others. Unless PDE becomes a “fund manager”, little if any unrestricted monies would be secured by PDE for science research or PDE projects per se. PDE could play a valuable and significant clearinghouse function identifying, qualifying and monitoring restoration projects. 
Conclusion: first, build relationships and credibility with state and federal agencies defining PDE role and expertise - demonstrate PDE efficiencies and value added. At the federal level, begin with the Army Corps of Engineers (wetlands) and NOAA (Natural Resource Damages). PDE should also develop relationships with each of the lead state agencies to secure enforcement monies (particularly non-programmatic “greenwashing” enforcement actions). 
1) Enforcement actions – The role of PDE must first be well-defined. Most experts suggested first that a “clearinghouse” function would be best and is in great need across the estuary. It would enable PDE to gradually develop a comprehensive program without burdening itself. PDE could make best use of the STAC and its expertise, provide an efficient mechanism for gathering best projects from the numerous non-profit organizations, provide a “one-stop-shop” for both corporations and public agencies, and give credibility to the process for all stakeholders. Efficiency, effectiveness and equity could be achieved. Ultimately, PDE could become the identifier, qualifier and monitor (holding all parties accountable), but not the implementer of the project (reserved for the non-profits and private companies). It was not advised at this time to establish a trust fund wherein monies would flow to PDE which would then redistribute the monies to others. At this time, it was not believed that PDE commanded the required expertise, a clear delineated process, nor the scientific and economic metrics to fairly rank projects. The goal of PDE should be to accomplish these functions. 

a. Wetlands violations - Voluntary settlements regarding wetlands violations administered by the US Army Corps of Engineers offer the best source of monies for PDE. PDE should meet with Army Corps and be approved on its “approved NGO list”. This should be pursued immediately so that when wetlands violations occur PDE might be able to secure and direct the monies to the most critical estuarine projects. 

Several specific suggestions were also made:
i. Philadelphia Airport and PennDoT: wetlands violators seeking restoration/conservation partner and projects. Offers excellent opportunity for PDE to provide the clearinghouse function and offer larger projects with more significant ecological impact.
ii. Delaware River/Philadelphia port dredging – over the next 3-5 years, PDE has a tremendous opportunity to assist the federal agencies in resolving several outstanding tri-state issues while securing monies for estuarine projects. PDE could offer valuable assistance in resolving: dredge spoils (particularly in PA), wetlands violations (pier removal and piling replacement along the Delaware River) and identification/qualification of offsetting restoration projects (with NGO’s and others).  

iii. Enforcement/revenue sharing models – 

1. Port Authority of NY/NJ and the Hudson-Raritan Estuary Program (HRE) – DoT wetlands violations (bridges, tunnels, roads and dredging), partner with Army Corps, monies into one fund administered by HRE and distributed equally to NY and NJ (total $60MM)

2. Meadowlands Commission – 14 township area: combined landfill tipping fees, methane revenues, golf course sales/fees into revenue fund and used for wetlands mitigation projects

b. USEPA SEP’s: EPA – PDE should establish relationship with EPA pursuant to the clearinghouse role described above. However, PDE must recognize that each state strongly influences the process and not much revenue will materialize for PDE. PA -  PDE should not pursue. PA DEP is not releasing monies for NGO projects. As well, PA’s state-run CEP’s are being controlled completely by DEP.  NJ – Conservation Resources, Inc. and other NGO’s command a strong presence in the NJ market already. DE – KCT did not investigate.

c. Natural Resource Damages – federal level: potentially valuable clearinghouse role for PDE. The Athos oil spill in the port of Philadelphia is a case in point. PDE could be working with the federal agencies to assist in identifying, qualifying and monitoring the project. The dollar penalties associated with these types of enforcements are significant (tens of millions of dollars). PDE could provide both expertise and credibility to the process and outcome. Statewide NRD’s: PA – no statewide program exists. NJ – valuable source of environmental remediation; however, DEP controls the process and channels much of the monies to and through the Green Acres program. Conservation Resources, Inc. has the best access to this process and monies. PDE might consider partnering on a bi-state effort with Conservation Resources. DE – KCT did not investigate.
2) Mitigation banking and “Restoration Upfront” – while many experts welcomed an efficient market and science-based mechanism to manage environmental penalties and their resolution, all agreed that PDE did not have the capacity nor the expertise to do so. Most importantly, there is no agreement amongst the three states what, nor where, nor how such a mechanism would or could work. Each state however is considering such approaches. Many innovative techniques are being explored by large corporations, agencies and non-profits. 
a. PA DEP has created a multi-credit trading system in the Conestoga River watershed (Susquehanna River), managed by the Pennsylvania Environmental Council (PEC). It has completed several trades. Perhaps such a system could be replicated with PEC in the Delaware Estuary. 
b. Carbon sequestration markets and riparian offsets are being developed at a national and state level. Note that many of the largest corporations with offices on the Delaware River also own land along the river. Such areas could be used by them for riparian/carbon offsets or trades.

c. As large urban areas begin to deal with the issues associated with TMDL (witness the City of Philadelphia), creative solutions such as credit trading must be found. PDE could be at the forefront of developing and implementing such tools and having a major impact on the Delaware Estuary by using private market forces to improve the environment.

Each of these and others can and will have significant environmental impacts on the Delaware Estuary. To participate, PDE will require different and increased capacity and expertise either internally or procured externally. 
Stakeholder analysis (traction and friction) in the institution/enforcement action revenue category –

1) Governmental agencies control the programs which govern enforcement action revenue and hence pose a political, administrative and revenue barrier to PDE. They are the most important stakeholder for PDE to engage. The agencies themselves have program requirements and conditions to be understood and met, personalities to be dealt with, and public input (whether actual, legislative or bureaucratic) which may be required to determine how much should be offered and then allocated once collected. PDE must first understand the program requirements and then engage the individual program officers. Ultimately, PDE’s goal would be to become a credible voice in the process (identifier, qualifier and monitor) and possibly become an approved recipient, grantor or director of funds.  PDE will need to invest time with each of the primary federal and state agencies in each of the three states. Although protective of their programmatic turf, the agencies do have a strong interest in improving the system and in creating a more efficient and effective system. The public sector needs a credible third sector (or non-profit) organization to participate in identifying, qualifying and monitoring high impact, critical restoration projects at an estuarine level. PDE is the best positioned to do so.
2)   Corporations and individuals create the environmental enforcement actions which must be resolved. These stakeholders present an opportunity for PDE to deliver a better system. They are motivated by improvement in time (speed), reduction in money (cost) and limit in exposure (liability). To some extent, satisfaction in the scope and impact of the project bears influence. PDE’s role as an efficient and effective clearinghouse would be well-received if it made a positive impact on these criteria and could demonstrate a process and outcome with clear scientific and economic metrics. In addition, the system would need closure (limited liability and non-recourse) to ensure real, rather than begrudging and mandated, participation by the private sector. The private sector welcomes such a system and is willing to invest in its creation. PDE might consider a higher PDE membership fee and use such funds to begin establishing and underwriting its clearinghouse function.
3)  Non-profit organizations offer both a partnering opportunity and a barrier. Non-profits are already actively engaged in the process, but do so on an adhoc basis, investing much time in cultivating relationships and preparing projects for potential funding. To the extent PDE would be competing for project monies, the non-profits would pose a barrier and threat. To the extent that PDE provides a clearinghouse function of identifying, qualifying and monitoring restoration projects while the non-profits implement and receive monies for such, the non-profits would welcome PDE. PDE could potentially increase non-profit project dollars, reduce non-profits time invested in cultivating agency relations and develop “public trust” that a credible and measurable system was created and administered. Non-profits would welcome such a system and might be willing to pay a higher membership fee to begin establishing a PDE clearinghouse function.
Recommendations
The following recommendations synthesize and prioritize the input offered by the fifteen experts regarding the creation of a Science & Restoration Fund for the Partnership for the Delaware Estuary. The recommendations focus on those actions and revenue sources which offer the highest likely return of dollars for the investment of time and expertise – those with the most traction and least friction. The detail for these recommendations is described more fully in the discussion above.
1) Establish a Financing Task Force to include individuals and entities within and outside of PDE whose tasks and responsibilities would include: 
a. Develop a financing strategy, 
b. Advance and refine appropriate financing opportunities, and 
c. Develop the political and marketing strategy for each revenue prospect, source and stakeholder
PDE should gather and mobilize the task force immediately. They should meet bi-monthly to further develop and implement an action plan.

2) Fee-based revenues: 
a. Pursue a program with petroleum-based corporations. Meet and discuss with Sunoco and others. 
b. Pursue increased application fees for water extraction and discharge permits in each state.

3) Voluntary revenues: Pursue programs with: 
a. Philadelphia cruise lines (begin with Royal Caribbean), 
b. Utility “round-up” (begin with water) 
c. E-ZPass check-off
d. State tax check-offs, and 
e. State license plate
4) Enforcement actions: Build relationships and credibility with stakeholders which demonstrate PDE efficiencies and value added. 
a. Define the PDE clearinghouse functions most valuable to the primary enforcement action stakeholders (government agencies, corporations and non-profits). Consider charging corporations and non-profits a higher PDE membership fee to underwrite such functions.

b. At the federal level, begin with the Army Corps of Engineers (wetlands) and NOAA (Natural Resource Damages). 
c. At the state level, PDE should also develop relationships with each of the lead state agencies to secure enforcement monies (particularly non-programmatic enforcement actions).
d. Engage non-profits in ways to create a more efficient and effective system which can benefit them, their missions and projects.

