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Proposal to Provide 

Lobbying Services

in Washington, D.C.

on behalf of

Nags Head, North Carolina

and Kill Devil Hills, North Carolina
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June 12, 2006

Renee Cahoon

Mayor

Town of Nags Head
5401 S. Croatan Hwy

Nags Head, NC  27959
Chuck Ball

Mayor

Town of Kill Devil Hills

P.O. Box 1719

Kill Devil Hills, NC  27948
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Dear Mayor Cahoon and Mayor Ball:


I am sending you this proposal for the continuation of Marlowe & Company’s services to secure support for the Dare County federal shoreline protection project.  We have appreciated the opportunity to work on behalf of both Nags Head and Kill Devil Hills and hope to continue our professional relationship.


Over the past year, our firm has assisted you and your Congressional delegation secure federal funding for the Army Corps of Engineers beach nourishment project.  We continue to work with the Corps of Engineers to expedite the successful completion of this project and to address interim solutions to your current shoreline erosion problems.
Marlowe & Company proposes to provide the both communities with complete and comprehensive federal government affairs representation, including — but not limited to — direct lobbying services, strategic planning, a constant flow of information and analysis of federal events, briefings, and other aid for the effective achievement of goals set by the towns in coordination with Marlowe & Company.


For more than two decades, Marlowe & Company has provided effective, results-driven representation in Washington, D.C. for government entities from across the country.  Our clients value our distinctive service, which is built on a solid foundation of knowledge and results.  At the heart of every relationship with our clients is the personalized service that makes Marlowe & Company unique in Washington.  We provide the level of attention and advocacy that you need in order to succeed in today’s competitive environment.


Marlowe & Company’s sole commitment is to serving public entities.  We know how important it is for government officials to show taxpayers that their investment in federal legislative consulting services has paid off.  Therefore, we operate with a level of transparency that enables our clients to know what we are doing on their behalf while being effective partners in our work.  We also know the many pressures faced by government staff and are used to taking work off their hands, not adding more work to their burdened days.

We are a firm with a 22-year record of accomplishment and credibility whose size enables us to treat each of our clients as the most important client we serve.  They know they can count on us to always be available to answer questions or go to the Hill to lobby on their behalf.  Similarly, we are known to always meet deadlines, whether they are congressional or client related.  We make sure our work is done on time so our clients and their congressional 

delegations jobs are that much easier.  At the same time, we have the experience necessary to cover a breadth of issues including water resources, economic development, surface transportation, environmental preservation, and aviation issues with a level of personalized service that is unmatched by other firms.


Please let us know if you have any questions or comments or need clarification by sending an email to paul.ordal@marloweco.com or calling (202) 775-1796.  We hope this proposal is acceptable to the towns and look forward to having the opportunity to continue our professional relationship.






Sincerely,






Paul Ordal






Vice President
1) Summary of Marlowe & Company Qualifications
Marlowe & Company has been helping officials and groups from across the country succeed at meeting their challenges since 1984.  We apply a combination of a broad understanding about government processes, an ability to build and mobilize powerful coalitions, and effective advocacy efforts before elected officials and their staffs, regulators, and others.  We have a wealth of experience serving municipal, local, and regional government entities, primarily in the areas of water resources, economic development, surface transportation, environmental preservation, and aviation.  We currently have over 40 government entities as clients and consider it a niche we are especially proficient and proud to represent.

We are proud of the results we deliver to our clients, including passage of vital legislation, securing appropriations of federal funds for local projects, overcoming obstacles with federal agencies, and a host of other outcomes.  With a success rate of over 90%, we are more than a strategic extension of our clients in Washington – we are their go-to resource for key issues affecting their community, their members, or their organization.

As mentioned above, Marlowe & Company currently represents over 40 government entities in Washington.  For more information about each of our clients, please refer to the subsection below entitled, Marlowe & Company Client List.  Marlowe & Company also has a long history of servicing North Carolina entities – including the cities of Ahoskie, Creedmoor, North Topsail Beach, Surf City, Topsail Beach; and Carteret, Brunswick, New Hanover, and Pender Counties – and we have excellent relationships with the North Carolina congressional delegation.
Marlowe & Company’s team is comprised of experienced professionals who are committed to winning for you.  For a more detailed description of each team member’s experience and education, please refer to appendix A below entitled, Marlowe & Company Legislative Staff Profiles.
At Marlowe & Company, we were able to return almost $45 million to our clients last year – over a 40 to 1 return on average for our clients.  Also, in the most recent Transportation Reauthorization Act, we were able to secure over $70 million for our clients, apart from our successes in yearly appropriations bills.  For more details about the specifics of our recent accomplishments, please refer to appendixes B and C below entitled, Marlowe & Company Recent Accomplishments and Marlowe & Company Appropriations Accomplishment Chart.
2) Marlowe & Company Qualifications and Experience

A) Marlowe & Company Profile

Of all the high stakes challenges facing our country, developing and maintaining funding sources for your priorities may be the most difficult.  You want solutions now, not years down the road.  Yet the costs involved are typically far beyond the ability of one single entity to shoulder alone.


At Marlowe & Company, a government relations firm based in Washington, D.C., we have been helping officials and groups from across the country succeed at meeting their challenges since 1984.  We apply a combination of a broad understanding about government processes, an ability to build and mobilize powerful coalitions, and effective advocacy efforts before elected officials and their staffs, regulators, and others.


We are proud of the results we deliver to our clients, including passage of vital legislation, securing appropriations of federal funds for local projects, overcoming obstacles with federal agencies, and a host of other outcomes.  With a success rate of over 90%, we are more than a strategic extension of our clients in Washington – we are their go-to resource for key issues affecting their community, their members, or their organization.


Service:
At the heart of our philosophy is our dedication to providing you with the attention and service you deserve.  We know how important these issues are to you, so we keep you up-to-date on all the latest developments.  In Washington, situations are often volatile and can change overnight.  To help you take advantage of the process, we make sure you know exactly what is going on – without bogging you down with minor details.  And with our tight-knit team approach, you can be sure a staff member who is knowledgeable about your issues will be available when you need us.


Knowledge:
Developing federal support for your issues can be a confusing and frustrating task, unless you know how the system works – and the key individuals involved.  Each staff member of Marlowe & Company working on your project brings to bear years of personal experience on Capitol Hill.  In addition, we have strong professional relationships with staff at the White House and a long list of federal agencies.


Results:
From securing hundreds of millions of dollars in federal appropriations, to getting legislation passed that overturned a U.S. Supreme Court decision, to taking a lead role in negotiating a major authorization bill, we do what it takes to help you achieve your goals.  We have earned the respect and trust of members of Congress and their staffs as a reliable resource for helping them understand their constituents’ issues.  The bottom line?  We do not stop until your needs are completely addressed, whether in the form of funding, legislation, or other remedies.


Marlowe & Company is located in the heart of Washington, D.C., moments away from Capitol Hill, the Executive Branch, and various federal agencies.  Our firm is non-partisan, and works with all those who share common values with our clients.  Our office is located at:

1667 K Street NW

Suite 480

Washington, DC 20006

Telephone:  202-775-1796

Facsimile:   202-775-0214


B) Marlowe & Company Related Previous Experience

Marlowe & Company has a wealth of experience serving municipal, local, and regional government entities, primarily in the areas of water resources, economic development, surface transportation, environmental preservation, and aviation.  We currently have over 40 government entities as clients and consider it a niche we are especially proficient and proud to represent.

Our firm has been highly successful in helping our clients achieve their goals.  Over the years, we have developed a solid reputation of trust on Capitol Hill.  We also have experience working with a large segment of the Executive Branch, including the White House, the Corps of Engineers, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Aviation Administration, and the Fish and Wildlife Service.

We engage federal agencies at all levels, from the Department head to the regional and local levels.  Our strong relationships with these agencies helps us facilitate the execution of federal projects for our clients, as well as keeping us “in the know” on special grant opportunities and other sources of funding.  The measure of our success will not only be in funds secured, but also in savings of time and cost.  We are able to coordinate the various aspects of a project, from Congressional action to local implementation.

Marlowe & Company’s unique understanding of the Army Corps’ Civil Works Program and the Congressional appropriations and authorization process makes us an excellent choice for the towns.  Above all, our unparalleled ability to maintain close personal contact with our clients is a major hallmark of our firm.

C) Marlowe & Company Client List
Town of Ahoskie, North Carolina

American Shore and Beach Preservation Association

Borough of Avalon, New Jersey

Beach Erosion Authority for Clean Oceans and Nourishment (BEACON), California

Town of Bethany Beach, Delaware

Brazoria County, Texas

Brunswick County, North Carolina

Cape May Point, New Jersey

City of Carpinteria, California

Carteret County, North Carolina

Town of Creedmoor, North Carolina

Fire Island Association, New York

City of Flagler Beach, Florida

City of Fort Myers, Florida

City of Fort Pierce, Florida

City of Galveston, Texas

Galveston County, Texas

City of Imperial Beach, California

Indian River County, Florida

Jefferson County, Texas

Town of Kill Devil Hills, North Carolina

Lee County, Florida

Borough of Mantoloking, New Jersey

Martin County, Florida

Middle Township, New Jersey

Town of Nags Head, North Carolina

New Hanover County, North Carolina

City of Norfolk, Virginia

City of North Myrtle Beach, South Carolina

Town of North Topsail Beach, North Carolina

Okaloosa County, Florida

Town of Pawleys Island, South Carolina

Pender County, North Carolina

City of San Clemente, California

City of Sarasota, Florida

City of Solana Beach, California

Town of South Bethany Beach, Delaware

St. Johns County, Florida

St. Lucie County, Florida

Town of Surf City, North Carolina

Town of Topsail Beach, North Carolina

City of Tybee Island, Georgia

City of Venice, Florida

Walton County, Florida

3) Scope of Work

A) What Marlowe & Company will accomplish for Nags Head and Kill Devil Hills, North Carolina

At Marlowe & Company, our specialty is representing municipal clients on behalf of all their public infrastructure needs.  We have successfully secured funding for projects as varied as economic redevelopment initiatives, historic building rehabilitation, streetscape improvements, business park development, road construction, aviation needs, water supply and treatment, and environmental water quality issues.  We have also secured tens of millions of dollars for environmental restoration and other Corps of Engineers projects.


We propose to continue working with the towns to secure with funding for the Dare County federal shore protection project.  The FY 2007 House Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill did not include funding for this project.   However, the Senate has traditionally been more favorable to funding beach projects than the House.  As we have done in previous budget cycles, we will need to work together to add the funding for beach project over the upcoming months.  

We expect the Senate to develop its version of the bill in late June and early July.  In advance of Senate consideration, we are preparing letters for the towns to send to both Senator Dole and Senator Burr.  We will continue to work with you and your Congressional delegation to secure the necessary funds.

While we understand the Town of Nags Head is giving serious consideration to doing a project that does not involve federal funds, we urge both towns to continue to pursue appropriations for the federal project.  The federal authorization you have has taken time and significant money to achieve.  Once at least a portion of the federal project is constructed, it is eligible for continued replenishment using federal and non-federal dollars over the next 50 years.  In addition, a federal beach nourishment project is eligible for emergency assistance that will put the beach back into the condition it was in prior to a destructive storm at 100% federal expense.  This is far more sand at a far better cost-sharing arrangement than FEMA can provide in a post-disaster situation.  

We also would like to assist the towns on other issues such as transportation, economic development, and other priorities to be determined in the future after consultation with the local officials.


Our success in securing federal appropriations on behalf of our clients is well-documented in Appendix B.  Following is a general guideline of the appropriations-related activities we perform on behalf of our clients during a typical congressional cycle. 

1. January: Prepare supplemental materials to be used throughout the year to support our lobbying efforts.  Also, meet with the staff of your congressional delegation to update them on the status of your project(s) and give them a heads-up as to what requests we expect will be made of them during the year.

2. February: Draft appropriations request letters and fill out appropriations request forms to be sent to your congressional delegation.  Also, meet with members of your congressional delegation to go over these requests in person.

3. March: One or more elected officials or other local representatives should come to Washington, D.C. for appointments we will set up with the congressional delegation and others.  We will brief those who travel to Washington on what points need to be made as well as prepare written materials to be used during the visits.

4. April and May: The House and Senate Appropriations subcommittees are likely to mark-up and pass their respective versions of the appropriations bills that would contain funding for your project(s).  We will work with the subcommittees and your congressional delegation to make sure all questions are answered related to your project(s) and that there are no loose ends.  At the same time, we will make sure the subcommittee staff understands the importance of your project(s).

5. June: The House of Representatives is likely to begin acting on passage of its versions of the appropriations acts.  

6. July:  The Senate is likely to begin acting on passage of its version of the appropriations acts.  

7. August and September: During all of August and some of September, Congress is out of session and only staff is left in Washington.  This is actually some of the best time to affect change in Washington and real progress can be made on funding issues when working directly with committee and subcommittee staff, often alone or with the help of your congressional delegation.

8. October to the end of the year: The differences between the House and Senate appropriations acts will be resolved and final bills should be passed by Congress and signed into law by the President.  We will work the “conference committee” process to make sure that the funds you need are included in these final acts.

6. November: We review with the towns what has occurred during the past several months and get your evaluation of our performance.  We also prepare thank you letters and other follow-up materials for you to send to your congressional delegation.

7. December: We begin to prepare for the appropriations process again.

B)  Technical Approach

1)  Federal Program Development

Marlowe & Company is well known for our attention to detail in helping our clients create winning strategies in Washington.  Our experienced staff will help you design and implement an effective public advocacy plan to achieve your government relations objectives in Washington.  We utilize our staff’s extensive knowledge of the legislative appropriations and authorizations process to ensure that the strategy is not only viable, but one in which results can be anticipated.  Our consultation will begin immediately after the contract is awarded.

2) Advice and Advocacy on Behalf of the Towns

Once a proper strategy is determined, we work with the local staff to distill your position into an effective message that can be communicated to key policy makers both in Washington, D.C. and in North Carolina.  Working hand-in-hand with our clients, we take the kind of effective action needed to win in Washington.

 

Marlowe & Company believes representation starts with knowing everything that is going on that affects your interests.  Our staff understands the importance of prompt action, and how essential it is for proper representation.  We are constantly working to ensure our client’s needs remain on the minds of the decision makers here in Washington, as well as making certain they have all the tools they require to implement the necessary decisions (including draft language and a complete understanding of the nuances of the issue).

Marlowe & Company's network of Washington contacts, coupled with our knowledge of the policy process is the key to delivering our clients' messages to those who count.  From key members of Congress to top officials in the White House and Executive Branch, our seasoned staff will open the doors you need to achieve success.

We have extensive experience working with the North Carolina delegation, particularly with Senators Dole and Burr, and Representative Jones.

3) Federal Information Services

Our staff’s knowledge of the legislative process, exceptional contacts, and our effective use of computer and telecommunications technology enables us to keep our clients on top of Washington developments such as regulations, reports, rules, new legislation, and late-breaking amendments on the House or Senate floor.  This allows us to draft efficient legislative language and to put that legislation in the hands of the proper members of Congress, as well as to understand how to correspond effectively with Members on such issues.

 

We will provide the towns with up-to-the-minute tracking of legislation of note, and ensure that you receive periodic analytical updates on movement of any noted bills.  We will also provide your staff with support in drafting appropriate correspondence and proactively identify new funding opportunities.

4) Activity Reports


Marlowe & Company will provide Ahoskie with a variety of informational sources to keep you knowledgeable on the issues that matter to you at all times as well as our work on your behalf.  We can also arrange for face-to-face meetings or other oral reports at your request for reasons of updating you on the status of issues of concern to you while working out a common strategy to approach these issues.
4) Marlowe & Company Fee Statement

We propose an agreement between Nags Head and Kill Devil Hills, North Carolina and Marlowe & Company beginning July 1, 2006 through December 31, 2006.  We propose a monthly retainer agreement of $5,000 per month, payable within 30 days, plus up to $350 per month for necessary out-of-pocket expenses which will be included in our monthly invoices.  Please note that our fee does not include compensation for the expense of out-of-town travel that the Towns may require from Marlowe & Company staff.

I hope this proposal is acceptable to both communities.  Please let us know if you have any questions.  We look forward to continuing to work on your behalf.
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Legislative Staff Profiles

Howard Marlowe, President


Howard Marlowe is president of Marlowe & Company, a Washington, D.C. lobbying firm established in 1984.  He has over 30 years of experience as a lobbyist working with Congress and the executive branch.

Mr. Marlowe spent four years working on Capitol Hill as the Legislative Director for a United States Senator and a counsel to a subcommittee of the Senate Finance Committee.   That was followed by five years as an energy and transportation economist, after which he served another four years as Deputy Director of Legislation for the AFL-CIO.


At Marlowe & Company, he has taken the lead in the firm’s representation of coastal communities, nonprofit organizations, and labor unions.  In addition to his work with the firm, Mr. Marlowe served two terms as president of the American League of Lobbyists, followed by two terms as president of the League's Educational Fund.


Mr. Marlowe founded the American Coastal Coalition, a national grassroots organization of coastal communities, and served as the organization’s President through 2000.  Marlowe & Company currently represents the 75-year-old American Shore and Beach Preservation Association.  The American Coastal Coalition has recently merged with ASBPA.

Mr. Marlowe received his Bachelor of Science in Economics from the Wharton School of Finance and Commerce of the University of Pennsylvania, and his Juris Doctor from New York University Law School.  He currently serves as a member of the Adjunct Faculty of The American University in Washington, DC.

Gregory Burns, Vice President
Greg Burns is a Vice President of Marlowe & Company and has been with the firm for more than three years.  He lobbies Congress and the Executive Branch on a wide range of issues, including appropriations requests, coastal issues, transportation, economic development, water and wastewater treatment, law enforcement, and not-for-profit issues.  He also leads the firm’s business development efforts.
Mr. Burns has an extensive background in politics, having served on the legislative staff of a member of Congress and supporting the Member on issues such as telecommunications, health care, campaign finance reform, judiciary, and science.  He also spent additional time in the Member’s office working on issues as varied as financial services, transportation, foreign affairs, defense, and the environment.

Mr. Burns has also had extensive experience implementing and executing a lobbying agenda for a non-profit organization in Washington, D.C.
Mr. Burns graduated from the University of Virginia with a Bachelor of Arts in Government and English where he focused on campaign finance reform and its relation to elections, and 20th Century literature.

Paul Ordal, Vice President

Paul Ordal is a Vice President of Marlowe & Company and has been with the firm for over two years.  He lobbies Congress and the Executive Branch on a wide range of issues, including appropriations, coastal issues, transportation, economic development, homeland security, and not-for-profit issues.  He also is the primary writer and editor of the weekly newsletter, the Coastal Connection.


Mr. Ordal spent seven years working in the U.S. Senate.  His knowledge of Congressional procedure and familiarity with the key players on Capitol Hill is a very important resource for our clients.  Most recently, he was a Legislative Aide to a U.S. Senator, primarily handling appropriations and water resource issues.

Prior to that, Mr. Ordal worked for several years for another Senator in a variety of capacities.  He worked closely with local and state officials on economic development issues, as well as supervising constituent service operations for the Senator.

He also was on the staff of the Senate Leadership, serving as a liaison in the Senate Chamber between senators and members of the Senate Leadership.


Mr. Ordal holds a bachelor's degree in Psychology and Government/International Affairs.  He also attended graduate school, pursuing a master's degree in Political Science.
Kim Sega, Legislative Associate


Kim Sega serves as a Legislative Associate at Marlowe & Company.  She lobbies Congress and the Executive Branch on a host of issues for our clients including appropriations, FEMA reimbursements, coastal issues, water supply and wastewater treatment, and economic development issues.


Ms. Sega joined Marlowe & Company after having most recently served on the legislative staff of a coastal member of Congress.  In that office she handled all of the Member’s appropriations requests and advised the Member on issues such as transportation, immigration, homeland security, housing, and energy policy.


Prior to her experience on Capitol Hill, Ms. Sega served as a field coordinator for a major union, utilizing her grassroots organizing skills.  In that position, she served as a liaison for a congressional campaign and conducted extensive field work in support of the union’s legislative agenda.


Ms. Sega graduated from the George Washington University with a Bachelor of Arts in international affairs.

Chris Wagner, Legislative Aide

Chris Wagner serves as a Legislative Aide for Marlowe & Company clients, a position which encompasses a number of roles.  Mr. Wagner monitors congressional developments in our clients’ areas of interest, researches federal funding opportunities, supports our lobbyists, and frequently updates our website.  In addition, Mr. Wagner is actively involved in the business development efforts of the firm.

Mr. Wagner joins Marlowe & Company having most recently spent over two years on the legislative staff of a U.S. Senator. In that office he acted as a liaison to the Member’s constituency, researched federal and state legislation, and was responsible for supporting the Member on a wide array of legislative issues, including taxes, the economy, telecommunications, Social Security, and historic preservation.

Prior to his experience on Capitol Hill, Mr. Wagner studied at Augustana College and the University of Potsdam in Potsdam, Germany, where he earned Bachelor of Arts degrees in international affairs and the German language.
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Recent Accomplishments

Local Public Infrastructure

At Marlowe & Company, we specialize in helping government entities and non-profits secure federal appropriations and legislative victories.  We have successfully secured funding for projects as varied as historic building rehabilitation, streetscape improvements, business park development, road construction, economic redevelopment initiatives, aviation needs, and environmental water quality issues.  We have also secured tens of millions of dollars for environmental restoration and beach nourishment projects on the shores of our municipal clients.  In addition, we have been able to successfully obtain several hundred thousand dollars in funding for non-profit interests.


Relating to economic development initiatives and historic preservation, we have recently obtained funding and legislative language for the following projects:

· $475,000 to the City of Fort Myers, Florida for the restoration of the Edison & Ford Winter Estates;

· Another $200,000 to the City of Fort Myers, Florida for the continued implementation of the Edison & Ford Winter Estates Master Plan;

· $200,000 to the City of Sarasota, Florida for the Fredd “Glossie” Atkins park expansion;

· Another $250,000 to the City of Sarasota for the Robert Taylor Community Center; and

· Secured language in the Agriculture Appropriations bill to waive certain restrictions for a client in North Carolina so they may be eligible for Rural Community Development loans and grants through the Department of Agriculture.


To be more specific about some of our water infrastructure and water ecosystem accomplishments, we have recently secured funding for water storage, quality, and ecosystem restoration projects that include:

· $800,000 for a comprehensive regional water storage and quality project in southwest Florida;

· Obtained over $2.8 million to study the feasibility of restoring a fragile lagoon ecosystem in southern California;

· Secured over $16.5 million in funding for environmental restoration projects that will protect essential migratory bird refuges and horseshoe crab nesting areas in New Jersey;

· $400,000 and authorizing language for a local water quality project in North Carolina; and

· We followed that success up with $210,000 in Planning Assistance to the States funding through the Army Corps of Engineers for the same local water quality and storage project.


In terms of other water resource infrastructure projects, we have successfully secured recent funding for the following projects:

· $23,025,000 to make Operations and Maintenance repairs to a major Texas ship channel connecting multiple ports and other facilities to the Gulf of Mexico.
· $985,000 to continue a Corps of Engineers feasibility study to widen and deepen a 40-foot ship channel to 48-feet.


Marlowe & Company has also represented several municipal clients with surface transportation requests, both large and small.  Some of our most recent transportation accomplishments include:

· $5 million for the construction of a new bridge at Indian Street, Martin County, Florida;
· $1 million for the acquisition of Americans with Disabilities Act compliant buses in St. Lucie County, Florida;

· $4 million for the West Virginia Corridor Expansion Project between I-95 to US Highway 1 in St. Lucie County, Florida;

· $2 million for the I-95 interchange at Becker Road in St. Lucie County, Florida;

· $4.5 million for an inter-modal facility in Galveston, Texas;

· $4 million for land acquisition and construction of the Englewood Interstate Connector, a vital evacuation route for Sarasota, Charlotte and Lee Counties, Florida; 

· $2 million for the construction and engineering of the Central Sarasota Parkway Interchange at I-75, an evacuation route for Sarasota and the barrier islands, Florida; and

· $48 million for improvements to Interstate 75 between Daniels Parkway in Lee County, Florida, and Golden Gate Parkway in Collier County, Florida.


We have also been successful in securing funding for safety personnel and first-responder technology upgrades.  For example:

· $100,000 for Jefferson County, TX, for law enforcement technology upgrades.


The successes we have achieved for our clients go beyond delivering federal funds.  We have also worked to pass legislation of importance to our municipal clients interested in their public infrastructure.  For example, we have secured passage of legislation to protect America’s coastal environmental resources and have also drafted and achieved passage of legislation to give the Army Corps of Engineers authority to fund environmental restoration projects throughout the nation.

Saving Our Clients Time and Money & Cutting Red Tape

Marlowe & Company saves our clients time and money.  For example, we saved one of our municipal clients over $100,000 (20% of the purchase price) on the purchase price of a surplus federal building.  Similarly, we secured legislative language allowing a municipal client to trade one of their buildings for a federal building; a transfer that benefited both the client and the federal government.


We have also worked extensively to process federal reimbursements of funds related to disaster recovery.  For instance, most recently we ensured $7 million in reimbursement to a County client for road reconstruction of a major thoroughfare that was badly damaged during a hurricane.  We worked with both the Federal Highway Administration in Washington and the local office in the state to ensure our client received all the funds they were entitled to as quickly as possible.

In our day-to-day activities, we work with our clients to cut through red tape, find innovative solutions to bureaucratic dead-ends, and creatively find sources of federal money for our clients’ needs.

Aviation


Marlowe & Company has represented a variety of aviation interests.  For instance, we have represented Memphis-Shelby County International Airport as well as airport authorities in Kansas City, Kansas, Jackson, Mississippi, and Knoxville, Tennessee on a wide variety of issues before Congress and the FAA.  Marlowe & Company also represented the Airports Council International of North America in all matters pertaining to regulatory issues with FAA, Customs, Immigration and other federal agencies.  Most recently, we represented the Independent Pilots Association on a variety of pilot safety and security issues.  A few of our specific aviation achievements include:

· Secured funding for a new air tower for the Southeast Texas Regional Airport;

· Transferred control of the Instrumental Landing System from local airports to the FAA for Memphis-Shelby County International Airport and more than a dozen other small to mid-sized airports;

· Obtained passage of legislation requiring installation of collision avoidance equipment in cargo aircraft; and

· Helped a community negotiate with a nearby airport to overcome a decade-long problem with airport noise.

Coalition Building


Often there are others who share one or more of your government relations objectives.  Marlowe & Company helps clients to identify allies and establish formal or ad hoc relationships with them.  In today’s political environment, it is rare to find any single interest that can affect the policy making process on its own.  We have extensive experience and a successful track record for our clients in building effective coalitions.  From our earliest days as a firm, we have demonstrated that disparate interests can be brought under one umbrella to achieve the grassroots and congressional support our clients need for success.  For example, some of the coalitions we have formed on behalf of our clients include those on:

· Energy Security: For more than a decade, Marlowe & Company successfully ran a coalition of business, labor, consumer, and environmental interests to fight off efforts by foreign interests to get favored access to cheaper U.S. crude oil.

· Protecting American Jobs and Consumers: Marlowe & Company either joined or managed successful coalitions to increase domestic jobs and lower domestic prices for oil, coal, and natural gas.  We also developed and managed a coalition to fight for repeal of legislation restricting airline competition.

· Connecting Business and Organized Labor: Over the years, Marlowe & Company has been retained by Fortune 100 companies and groups such as the Edison Electric Institute and the American Trial Lawyers Association to develop ad hoc coalitions of business and union interests to further specific legislative objectives.  In one of those efforts, we succeeded in securing passage of legislation to overturn a U.S. Supreme Court decision interpreting worker protections under bankruptcy laws.

· Law enforcement: Represented a broad coalition of law enforcement groups seeking stronger federal laws to protect against violence, drug abuse, and other societal problems.

· Represented the American Public Gas Association and formed a coalition with similar energy and consumer interests to promote policies that resulted in the equitable deregulation of the American natural gas industry.

Non-profit Interests

Marlowe & Company has represented two major national associations of professional fund raisers and successfully secured changes to federal tax laws that encouraged an increase in nation-wide charitable giving.
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Summary of
Federal Coastal

Accomplishments 
Marlowe & Company
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	Community
	Fiscal Year (s)
	Accomplishment

	Goleta, CA
	2005
	$80,000 in General Investigations funding for the Corps to begin a Section 103 study at Goleta Beach, CA.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2004-2005
	$100,000 in General Investigations funding for the Corps to begin and complete a Section 103 Initial Appraisal Report.

	Jefferson County Waterway and Navigation District, TX
	2005
	$5,000,000 in Operations & Maintenance funding in the second FY 2005 emergency supplemental passed by Congress after Hurricane Katrina.

	Brunswick County, NC
	2005
	Achieved $200,000 in FY 2005 mid-year funds for the Brunswick County, NC General Reevaluation Report.

	San Clemente, CA
	2005
	Secured $90,000 in additional FY 2005 funding for the San Clemente shoreline feasibility study.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2005
	$396,000 in FY 2005 additional funding for the Manasquan to Barnegat Inlet feasibility study.

	Norfolk, VA
	2005
	Secured $160,000 in additional, mid-year funding for the Ocean View project.

	Carteret County, NC
	2005
	Acquired $56,000 in additional funds for the Bogue Banks feasibility study.

	Jefferson County Waterway and Navigation District, TX
	2005
	Obtained $572,000 in mid-year funding for the Sabine-Neches feasibility study to plan for a deeper and wider ship channel.

	Carpinteria, CA
	2005
	Secured $100,000 to continue the Carpinteria shoreline feasibility study.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2005
	$150,000 to continue preconstruction engineering and design for the Imperial Beach – Silver Strand beach nourishment project.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2005
	$750,000 for a Section 107 project that will place beach-quality material from the San Diego Harbor deepening project in the nearshore area of Imperial Beach.

	San Clemente, CA
	2005
	$178,000 to finish the City’s feasibility study.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2005
	$121,000 to finish the City’s feasibility study and proceed into preconstruction engineering and design.

	Bethany Beach, DE
	2005
	$425,000 to continue the Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) for the Bethany-South Bethany shoreline protection project.

	Lee County, FL
	2005
	$750,000 to add to funds already appropriated by Congress to pay for the federal share of the Lee County beach construction project.

	Martin County, FL
	2005
	$1,250,000 to add to funds already allocated for construction of the Martin County project from the Hurricane Disaster Relief emergency supplemental appropriations bill.

	City of Sarasota, FL
	2005
	$200,000 to continue preconstruction engineering and design.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2005
	$25,000 to continue a feasibility study of the County’s shoreline.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2005
	$250,000 to pay for preconstruction engineering and design before the Corps renourishes the project after the hurricanes of 2004.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2005
	$75,000 to continue a feasibility study of the County’s shoreline.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2005
	$750,000 to add to funds already allocated for construction of Ft. Pierce Beach from the Hurricane Disaster Relief emergency supplemental appropriations bill.

	Walton County, FL
	2005
	$100,000 to continue, and possibly complete, the County’s feasibility study.

	Tybee Island, GA
	2005
	$110,000 to continue the feasibility study of the town’s shoreline.

	Tybee Island, GA
	2005
	$102,000 to initiate a Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) of the existing shoreline protection project.

$110,00 to continue a feasibility study of including the island’s North Beach in the authorized shore protection project

	Avalon, NJ
	2005
	$12,600,000 to complete the construction of a seawall along the Borough’s shorefront.

	Cape May Point, NJ
	2005
	$5,164,000 to complete the beach fill component of the Borough’s shoreline protection project.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2005
	$175,000 to complete the planning, engineering and design phase of the Borough’s shoreline protection project.

	Middle Township, NJ
	2005
	$475,000 to complete a Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) and initiate construction of the Reeds Beach to Pierces Point shoreline protection project.

	Middle Township, NJ
	2005
	$50,000 to complete a Limited Reevaluation Report (LRR) and initiate construction of the Villas and Vicinity shoreline protection project.

	Fire Island, NY
	2005
	$1,400,000 to continue the Fire Island to Montauk Point Reformulation Study of the southern Long Island shoreline.

	Carteret County, NC
	2005
	$75,000 to continue the feasibility study of the County’s shoreline.

	North Topsail and Surf City, NC
	2005
	$214,000 to continue the feasibility study of the communities’ shoreline protection project.

	Topsail Beach, NC
	2005
	$175,000 to complete the General Reevaluation Report (GRR) for the town’s shoreline protection project.

	Galveston and Jefferson Counties, TX
	2005
	$325,000 to continue the feasibility study of the counties shoreline.

	Jefferson County Waterway and Navigation District, TX
	2005
	$10,895,000 to make O&M repairs to the Sabine-Neches ship channel.

	Jefferson County Waterway and Navigation District, TX
	2005
	$375,000 to continue the feasibility study feasibility study for a wider and deeper ship channel.

	Norfolk, VA
	2005
	$50,000 to continue a General Reevaluation Report (GRR) for the City’s shoreline protection project.

	Walton County, FL
	2005
	Secured $400,000 in funding for the Walton County feasibility study to speed the study up.  This was the only earmarked funding in the Hurricane Disaster Relief emergency supplemental appropriations bill passed after the hurricanes of 2004 in Florida.

	Carteret County, NC
	2005
	$3.52 million to place sand on the Bogue Banks shoreline as part of a regional sediment management program.

	Topsail Beach, NC
	2004
	Secured reprogrammed funds in the amount of $185,000 to enable the Topsail Beach General Reevaluation Report (GRR) to stay on schedule.

	Jefferson County Navigation District, TX
	2004
	Obtained $34,000 and another $150,000 in reprogrammed funds to enable the feasibility study for a wider and deeper ship channel to continue on schedule.

	Walton County, FL
	2004
	Achieved the reprogramming of $125,000 as well as changes in the in-kind schedule which enabled the beach restoration feasibility study to remain on schedule.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2004
	Achieved the reprogramming of $250,000 to enable the on-time completion of the beach restoration feasibility study.

	Martin County, FL
	2004
	$300,000 to resume construction of the Hutchinson Island Shore Protection Project.

	Tybee Island, GA
	2004
	Facilitated discussions between the Savannah District of the Corps and Corps Division and Headquarters personnel to enable the coordination of three related coastal studies.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2004
	Achieved the reprogramming of $1.3 million to enable the County to proceed with the renourishment of its beach.  

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2004
	$750,000 to initiate the first year of an expected two year project to implement its new beach restoration plan that will be designed to slow the rate of erosion to manageable levels and stem the sand loss at Ft. Pierce beach.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2004
	$100,000 to continue with the second year of the St. Lucie County Beaches, FL Shoreline Protection Feasibility Study.

	Venice, FL
	2004
	$1 million to fund the Federal share of the remaining cost of the first periodic renourishment.

	Carteret County, NC
	2004
	Obtained over $60,000 in reprogrammed funds to enable the feasibility study to stay on schedule

	Topsail Island, NC
	2004
	Obtained $185,000 in reprogrammed funds to enable the General Reevaluation Report to stay on schedule

	Sarasota, FL
	2004
	$200,000 to initiate Preconstruction, Engineering and Design for the Lido Key shore protection project.

	Lee County, FL
	2004
	$1 million in Construction General funds for shoreline protection.

	Broward County
	2004
	$1 million for the Federal share of costs associated with preliminary engineering design (PED) and environmental monitoring.

	Walton County, FL
	2004
	$300,000 to begin the first year of the Walton County, FL Feasibility Study.

	San Clemente, CA
	2004
	$150,000 to complete the final year of the Feasibility Study.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2004
	$300,000 for continued Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2004
	$900,000 to complete the final year of the Feasibility Study.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2004
	$300,000 for continued Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design and to begin the initiation of construction.

	Jefferson County, TX
	2004
	$450,000 to complete the final year of the Feasibility study.

	Waikiki, HI
	2004
	$250,000 for Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design of Waikiki Beach, Oahu, Hawaii.

	Kihei, HI
	2004
	$100,000 for the continuation of feasibility studies of Kihei Beach, Maui, Hawaii.

	Cape May, NJ
	2004
	$2 million to continue the beach fill portion of this project.

	Galveston, TX
	2004
	$450,000 to continue work on the Feasibility study for the Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay, TX project.

	Avalon, NJ
	2004
	$9.2 million Corps to construct a seawall along the Borough of Avalon.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2004
	$150,000 to initiate the Planning, Engineering, and Design phase for the Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet Beach Restoration Project.

	Middle Township, NJ
	2004
	$750,000 for Reed’s Beach to Pierce’s Point ecosystem restoration and protection.

	Middle Township, NJ
	2004
	$500,000 for Villas and Vicinity ecosystem restoration and protection.

	Carteret County, NC
	2004
	$3 million to undertake the movement of sand from Morehead City Harbor to the Bogue Banks shoreline.

	Brunswick Beaches Consortium, NC
	2004
	$2.04 million to complete the GRR in FY '04 and the placing of sand on Ocean Isle.

	Carolina Beach, NC
	2004
	$3.51 million for periodic nourishment at Carolina and Kure Beach.

	Tybee Island, GA
	2004
	$150,000 to begin a study of the island’s northern shoreline as well as language directing a re-evaluation study of the existing shoreline project in concert with a Section 111 study to mitigate damage to the shoreline caused by a federal navigation project.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2003
	$300,000 to undertake engineering and environmental monitoring of its beach.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2003
	$100,000 to begin a study of several miles of shoreline not currently included in the federally-authorized shore protection project.

	Venice, FL
	2003
	$2 million of the $4 million needed to do the first periodic renourishment of the City’s shoreline, scheduled for 2004-2005.

	Sarasota, FL
	2003
	$200,000 to begin Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) for beach known as Lido Key.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2003
	$3 million to begin the first periodic renourishment of Segment One of the County’s shoreline.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2003
	$100,000 to begin a Feasibility Study of 4 miles of the County’s shoreline that is not current part of the federally-authorized shore protection project.

	Lee County, FL
	2003
	$3 million to reimburse the County for a portion of the cost of constructing a renourished beach on Estero and Gasparilla Islands.

	Broward County, FL
	2003
	$2 million to reimburse the County for a portion of the Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) costs of the periodic renourishment of its beaches.

	Flagler Beach, FL
	2003
	Obtain $100,000 to begin a Reconnaissance Study of the City’s shoreline.

	Walton County, FL
	2002-2003
	Obtain authorization and $100,000 funding of a Reconnaissance Study of the County’s shoreline.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2003
	Obtain $500,000 for continuing the Feasibility Study of the City’s shoreline.

	San Clemente, CA
	2003
	Obtain $398,000 for continuing the Feasibility Study of the City’s shoreline.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2003
	Obtain $600,000 to undertake Preconstruction, Engineering, and Design (PED) work on the City’s Silver Strand beach.

	Jefferson County, TX
	2003
	Obtain $250,000 for continuation of the Feasibility Study of the County’s shoreline.

	Waikiki, Oahu, HI
	2003
	Obtain $100,000 and needed report language for Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) for this beach restoration project.

	Kihei, Maui, HI
	2003
	Obtain $50,000 for beginning the Feasibility Study stage of the section of Maui’s shoreline.

	Cape May, NJ
	2003
	Obtain $1 million toward construction of the Cape May Meadows project, the first shore protection project in the nation to protect a vital bird sanctuary and wetlands.

	North Wildwood, NJ
	2003
	Obtain $200,000 to continue the Feasibility Study of the Hereford Inlet to Cape May Inlet section of shoreline.

	Galveston, TX
	2003
	Obtain $250,000 for continuation of the Feasibility Study of the County’s shoreline.

	Avalon, NJ
	2003
	Obtain $7 million for the second segment of construction of the Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet project.

	Bogue Banks, NC
	2003
	Obtain $350,000 to continue the Feasibility Study of this section of shoreline.

	Carteret County, NC
	2003
	Obtain $300,000 to prepare plans and specifications for the Morehead City Harbor “Section 933” project.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2003
	Obtain $400,000 for Preconstruction, Engineering and Design (PED) for the Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet shore protection project.

	Brunswick Beaches Consortium, NC
	2003
	Obtain $700,000 for further work on the General Re-evaluation Report that will lead to the nourishment of additional segments of the shoreline in Brunswick County.

	Tybee Island, GA
	2001-2003
	Obtain funding for the “Section 111” study of beach damage done by a nearby inlet. 

	San Clemente, CA
	2002
	Secured $400,000 to continue the feasibility study of the City’s shoreline.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2002
	Obtained $500,000 to continue the feasibility study of Solana Beach, Encintas, and the San Elijo Lagoon.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2002
	$100,000 to fund a Reconnaissance Study of the southern portion of the St. Lucie County shoreline.

	Southwest Florida Water Management District
	2002
	Acquired $300,000 to continue the feasibility study of the Withlacoochee River.

	State of Hawaii
	2002
	$160,000 to continue the feasibility study of the Kihei shoreline.

	State of Hawaii
	2002
	$350,000 to continue the Waikiki feasibility study.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2002
	Secured $400,000 for the Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet feasibility study.

	Carteret County, NC
	2002
	Obtained $400,000 for the Corps to begin the Bouge Banks feasibility study.

	Galveston and Jefferson Counties, TX
	2002
	Acquired $700,000 for the Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay, TX feasibility study.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2002
	Secured $929,000 to continue the General Reevaluation Report for the Imperial Beach – Silver Strand Shoreline project.

	Broward County, FL
	2002
	$1,000,000 for a reimbursable segment of the Broward County shore protection project.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2002
	Obtained $500,000 to help fund the renourishment of the Fort Pierce project.

	Manatee County, FL
	2002
	$1,000,000 for the construction of the County’s beach nourishment project.

	Martin County, FL
	2002
	Secured $2,000,000 for the construction of the County’s nourishment project.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2002
	Obtained $2,000,000 for the County’s project at St. Augustine.

	Cape May Point, NJ
	2002
	$500,000 for the Lower Cape May Meadows environmental restoration project.

	Avalon, NJ
	2002
	Acquired $2,000,000 for the Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet project.

	Sarasota, FL
	2002
	Secured $1,800,000 for dredging of the New Pass Inlet.

	Carteret County, NC
	2002
	$300,000 in Operations & Maintenance money to begin a Section 933 – Regional Sediment Management project on the Bogue Banks.

	St. Augustine Beach, FL
	2002
	Helped congressional delegation obtain from the Corps of Engineers the internal reprogramming of several million dollars required to complete initial construction of the project.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2001
	Obtained $350,000 to continue the feasibility study.

	Southwest Florida Water Management District
	2001
	Acquired $114,000 for the feasibility study of the Withlacoochee River.

	State of Hawaii
	2001
	$100,000 for the feasibility study of the Kihei shoreline.

	State of Hawaii
	2001
	$100,000 for the Waikiki feasibility study.

	Mantoloking, NJ
	2001
	Secured $150,000 for the Manasquan Inlet to Barnegat Inlet feasibility study.

	Carteret County, NC
	2001
	$250,000 in Operations & Maintenance money to begin a Section 933 – Regional Sediment Management project on the Bogue Banks.

	North Topsail, NC
	2001
	$100,000 for the Surf City beach nourishment project.

	Galveston and Jefferson Counties, TX
	2001
	Acquired $114,000 for the Sabine Pass to Galveston Bay, TX feasibility study.

	Imperial Beach, CA
	2001
	$800,000 for the Silver Strand Shoreline Project.

	St. Johns County, FL
	2001
	$4,000,000 for the County’s project in St. Augustine Beach.

	Avalon, NJ
	2001
	$4,000,000 for the Townsends Inlet to Cape May Inlet project.

	Fire Island Association, NY
	2001
	$3,000,000 for the Fire Island Inlet to Montauk Point

	Brunswick Beaches Consortium, NC
	2001
	$4,200,000 the Brunswick County Beaches project

	Carolina Beach,  NC
	2001
	$2,000,000 for Carolina Beach

	Venice, FL
	2000
	Obtain report language accompanying an appropriations bill directing the Federal government to reimburse the City for expenditures made for storm water outfalls.

	Avalon, NJ
	2000
	Obtain $4 million in funding for beach nourishment project classified as a “new construction start” – the only such project in the nation to receive “construction funds.”

	Jefferson County, TX
	2000
	Appropriation of funds to complete a “reconnaissance” study of beach nourishment project and prepare for “feasibility” study.

	Manatee County, FL
	2000
	Helped County obtain “reimbursable” status for its beach nourishment project.

	Encinitas, CA
	2000
	Obtain congressional appropriation of $100,000 to undertake and complete “reconnaissance” study.

	Solana Beach, CA
	2000
	Obtain congressional appropriation of $100,000 to undertake and complete “reconnaissance” study.

	St. Augustine Beach, FL
	2000
	Appropriation of $4 million to initiate “construction” of beach nourishment project.

	Hillsboro Inlet, FL
	2000
	Obtain $3.5 million in funding to “construct” sand bypass system.

	Galveston, TX
	2000
	Obtain funding to complete “reconnaissance” study and begin “feasibility” study for Galveston Island beach nourishment project.

	North Topsail Beach, NC
	2000
	Obtain authorization of study to assess feasibility of Federal participation in a beach nourishment project.

	North Topsail, NC
	2000
	Obtain appropriation for Reconnaissance Phase of Feasibility Study for Town’s beach nourishment project.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	2000
	Obtain authorization of study to assess feasibility of Federal participation in a beach nourishment project.

	Waikiki, Hawaii
	2000
	Obtain “report language” accompanying appropriation to facilitate Federal fiscal support for beach nourishment project.

	Maui, Hawaii
	2000
	Obtain authorization and funding for “reconnaissance” study of beach nourishment and environmental restoration project.

	Captiva Island, FL
	1999
	Obtain extension of the life of a Federal beach nourishment project from 1999 to 2019.

	Captiva Island, FL
	1999
	Obtain re-authorization of the project for a total of 50 years as a reimbursable project under Section 206 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1992.

	Sarasota, FL
	1999
	Obtain legislative re-authorization of the Federal beach nourishment project prior to completion of feasibility study.

	Jefferson County, TX
	1999
	Obtain appropriation of funds to undertake and complete “reconnaissance” study of beach nourishment project.

	Encinitas, CA
	1999
	Obtain authorization of “reconnaissance” study for beach nourishment and environmental restoration project.

	Solana Beach, CA
	1999
	Obtain authorization of “reconnaissance” study for beach nourishment project.

	Ocean Isle Beach, NC
	1999
	Obtain appropriation of $250,000 for pre-construction work related to beach nourishment project.  Construction scheduled for 2001.

	Jefferson County, TX
	1998
	Obtain authorization of a “reconnaissance” study for an environmental restoration/beach nourishment project to rebuild a beach in order to protect an adjacent highway.

	Lee County, FL
	1998-1999
	Obtain $1 million to dredge a channel and place 100,000+ cu. yds. on adjacent beach at no additional cost.  Obtain $950,000 to complete Corps “feasibility” study for a Federal Beach nourishment project.

	Fire Island, NY
	1997
	Obtain $500,000 to complete Corps “feasibility” study for a Federal Beach nourishment project.

	St. Augustine Beach, FL
	1997-1999
	Obtain over $700,000 for completion of a “feasibility” study for a Federal Beach nourishment project. $1 million to begin construction of the project. Construction scheduled for 2000-2001.

	Lee County, FL
	1996-1999
	Obtain $950,000 to complete Corps General Reevaluation Report for a Federal Beach nourishment project. $400,000 to reimburse the County for work done to repair a Federal Navigation project.

	Gasparilla Island Civic Association, FL
	1996-1999
	Obtain over $6 million to dredge a channel, with 700,000 cu. yards of sand to go on adjacent beach at no additional cost.  $950,000 to complete Corps “feasibility” study for a Federal Beach nourishment project.

	Panama City Beaches, FL
	1996
	Obtain congressional authorization of nation’s first reimbursable Federal Beach nourishment project.

	Panama City Beaches, FL
	1996-1998
	Obtain more than $7 million so far to prepare for and begin construction of a Federal Beach nourishment project.  Construction completed in 1998.

	Sarasota, FL
	1996-1998
	Obtain more than $400,000 to fund the reconnaissance and feasibility studies for a Federal beach nourishment project.

	Captiva Island, FL
	1996
	Obtain $1.3 million to renourish a Federal Beach nourishment project.  Renourishment completed.

	Sarasota, FL
	1996-1998
	Authorization of “reconnaissance” and “feasibility” studies of a Federal Beach nourishment project.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	1995-1999
	Obtain more than $7 million in appropriations to date for studies and completion of construction of Segment One; Obtain over $1 million to prepare for construction of Segment Two; Provided assistance in working with the Corps to overcome local environmental concerns.

	Fire Island, NY
	1995-2003
	Various activities to resolve a dispute between the Corps of Engineers and the Fish and Wildlife Service; Obtain congressional language directing the Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to adopt a plan that resolves their differences by 12/99.

	St. Lucie County, FL
	1995-1998
	Obtain re-authorization of Segment One; Authorization of Segment Two; and Authorization of a “reconnaissance” study of Segment Three of a Beach nourishment project.  Construction of Segment One completed in 1998.

	Venice, FL
	1992-1999
	Provide the City with assistance in resolving outstanding reimbursement issues with the Corps; required legislative and other types of action.

	Venice, FL
	1988-1991
	Obtain $18 million to construct a Federal beach nourishment project. Construction completed.
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