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FEDERAL FUNDING OF THE STATE LAND AND
WATER CONSERVATION ACT PROGRAMS

TUESDAY, MARCH 11, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, COMMITTEE ON RE-
SOURCES,

Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:17 a.m., in room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. James Hansen
(Chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES HANSEN, A U.S. REPRESENTA-
TIVE FROM UTAH; AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. HANSEN. We are here at this relatively early hour today to
learn a little about the needs and benefits of Federal funding for
the State Land and Water Conservation Fund program. This has
been a highly successful program, which has brought the oppor-
Eunity for open space recreation to millions of Americans on a daily

asis.

I am disappointed to see that Secretary of the Interior Bruce
Babbitt, like Secretary James Watt before him, has set off on a
pathway to eliminate funding for the State Land and Water Con-
servation Fund program. This is particularly ironic because the
Clinton Administration endorsed the revitalization of this program
in a 1994 report.

Today, we will hear from the Administration that it just simply
is not a high enough priority for them to seek funds. I find that
curious when the Administration is seeking nearly $300 million for
Federal land acquisition in fiscal year 1998. Included within the
Administration’s request are such items as $4.2 million request for
the Appalachian Trail, where the Federal Government is now buy-
ing up the viewshed along the trail at a cost of over $2 million per
mile, and $22 million to buy several dams in the State of Wash-
ington.

I know that there are those who advocate increasing funds for
both the Federal and State LWCF programs. That is really only a
question of money, and I look forward to their suggestions as to
where the funds will come from. In the meantime, it is appropriate
to ask the question of priority. Specifically, should Congress con-
tinue to fund the Federal LWCF program exclusively?

The State LWCF program not only addresses the highest priority
needs of the American public for outdoor recreation close to home,
but because of the matching requirements is an even better deal
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for the taxpayer than Federal land acquisition. Further, report
after report documents that the Federal Government cannot prop-
erly manage the 650 million acres already entrusted to it.

In fact, several years ago the Interior Inspector General rec-
ommended that the Fish and Wildlife Service suspend acquisition
altogether, until they could properly manage the lands that they
had already acquired.

I am pleased that a grassroots effort has begun to help revitalize
this program. I encourage those persons associated with that effort
to work with us on the Committee. As Members become more
aware of the benefits of this program through efforts such as this
hearing, I believe that it will be possible to generate the strong bi-
partisan support for this effort to restore the original vision of this
Act which was to provide recreation opportunities for all Ameri-
cans.

I have been on this committee for nine terms now, and we have
looked at this every time and I have yet to see something occur.
I would really like to see something come to fruition at this point.

Mr. HANSEN. My friend from Oregon, the Chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee, is with us. Mr. Smith, do you have any opening
comments in this regard?

STATEMENT OF HON. BOB SMITH, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE
FROM OREGON

Mr. SMmiTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just an observation or
two. The Soil and Water Conservation Fund, as I recall, was al-
ways a sinking hole that those who wanted and could not fund any
other program, find money for any other program, used it. And as
you and I sat and watched the addition to the Federal lands to 650
million acres and no money to support those additions, the other
parks and other purposes, we raised the question all along why are
‘é/e taking more land off the tax roles, especially in the western

tates.

In my district, 75 percent of the land is already owned by the
Federal Government. The Federal Government does not need any
more land in my part of the State of Oregon and of course in many
States of the West, as you well know, including your own. A heavy,
heavy percentage of the lands in those States already belong to the
Federal Government and the tax structure on the rest of the land
that is privately held supports all the infrastructure so we are
pinched—by the way, the Federal Government is a lousy neighbor.
They do not pay their way.

So as one who comes from that kind of a background I am very
concerned. I know, as you mentioned, Mr. Chairman, in 1994 Mr.
Clinton himself recommended that the shares be in this manner 30
percent to the State, 30 percent to the Federal Government, 30 per-
cent to cities, and 10 percent discretionary.

So before we go forward I would like to analyze how we ought
to share this thing. Frankly, I am more inclined to believe that the
States have a better idea how to manage this fund than does the
Federal Government. And taking the opportunity for the Federal
Government to make wrong decisions I prefer to give it all to the
States and maybe some of the cities. So if we are going to fund it
I would like to see it distributed. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman for his comments. I notice
he pointed out that he felt the Federal Government was a lousy
neighbor. As you know, members of this committee, we are going
to have a payment in lieu of tax problem as the amount rec-
ommended by the Clinton Administration is substantially less.

The problem we have out in the West, we have all of the folks
encouraging people to come out to our areas. Like you, many of the
areas in the first congressional district and some of the counties
are 90 percent owned by the Federal Government. So folks come
out and they have a great impact on the area and we have to clean
it up. They are up there hiking and they break a leg and we have
to go get them. They start a fire, we have to put it out. And then
they turn around and say we do not want to pay you anything.

So payment in lieu of taxes will be an issue here and I hope we
can handle that. I am pleased to see my friend from American
Samoa come in, the ranking member of the committee, Mr.
Faleomavaega. Do you have anything you would like to say in
opening statement, sir?

STATEMENT OF HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A U.S.
DELEGATE FROM THE TERRITORY OF AMERICAN SAMOA

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, my apologies for being late.
The traffic was not very favorable in my coming this morning. I
certainly would like to offer my personal welcome to the Chairman
of our Agriculture Committee, the gentleman from Oregon who is
also a member of the committee. I am very happy to see him here
this morning.

For the sake of time, I am going to submit my statement for the
record and would like to proceed and welcome our gentlelady from
the Virgin Islands and other members of our committee, the gen-
tleman from Colorado. I would like to proceed if it is all right with
you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. Your full statement will be
included in the record.

[Statement of Mr. Faleomavaega follows:]

STATEMENT OF ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A U.S. DELEGATE FROM AMERICAN SAMOA

Since enactment of the Land and Water Conservation Fund in 1964, over $3 bil-
lion have been appropriated for matching grants to the 50 States and U.S. insular
areas used for land acquisition, open space needs and recreation development.
Through this program more than 2.3 million acres have been acquired and recre-
ation facilities built on some 25,000 sites. I'm sure each of us can point to successful
protects in our communities which were made possible through LWCF funding. In
American Samoa we have used the funds to improve the Pago Pago Park and Ma-
rina, Utulei Public Beach, Pago Stadium, Mialoa Fishing Complex, and the
LaV(()llava Golf Course. Improvements that our visitors and residents alike have en-
joyed.

Funding for both the State and Federal side of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund comes out of receipts from surplus Federal property sales and offshore oil and
gas leases. Each year $900 million is credited to the program from these receipts,
however, throughout the 1980’s and 1990’s less than one third of the amount cred-
ited has been appropriated for use. During the 104th Congress State side funding
was zeroed out completely and the Federal share was cut substantially.

Both the Federal and State sides of LWCF deserve continued funding—the Fed-
eral side allows for protection and conservation of areas of national significance
while the State side allows State and local governments to determine how to use
the funds to address local concerns and interests. I know it is the opinion of some
that only one side of LWCF should be funded at the expense of the other but I think
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the success of this program shows that adequate funding for both sides should be
reinstated.

I thank the Chairman for calling this morning’s oversight hearing and look for-
ward to hearing from our witnesses regarding their experiences with the Land and
Water Conservation Fund.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlelady from the Virgin Islands is recog-
nized.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONNA CHRISTIAN-GREEN, A U.S.
DELEGATE FROM THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and good
morning to the witnesses here today. I am new to this committee
so I have not been participating in this ongoing discussion but I
look forward to doing so this morning. And I feel very strongly
about the importance of maintaining parks.

It has been one of the main complaints as I campaigned this year
through the Virgin Islands that our parks were in disrepair and
our young people had no good places to go for recreation so I am
very much interested in hearing the testimony. And I know the im-
portance of parks not only to maintaining our country’s health but
also our quality of life. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Colorado, you are
recognized.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL HEFLEY, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE
FROM COLORADO

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I think our first meeting of the over-
all committee this year, in our packet of materials was a map
from—I have forgotten where it was from, but it showed the public
lands in this country, the Federal lands that were owned, and it
showed it in a very dramatic and graphic way, something I knew
and understood intellectually but to see it, it really is shocking.

And that is that from the Colorado eastern border east there are
almost no colored areas. Now, sure, there were a few parks and
there were a few military bases and so forth that were Federal
land east of the Colorado eastern border. From the eastern border
of Colorado west it looked like the Federal Government owned ev-
erything because of the colored areas.

And it is something that—it is a map, I wish I had it with me
this morning, that we ought to have with us here in the committee
to illustrate this and put it in perspective every time we talk about
land and water issues because I do not think most people under-
stand and I did not understand it quite as graphically as this dis-
played it.

The West is largely owned by the Federal Government and par-
tially because when they had the early settlement that was land
that no one wanted at that time. And now we are living with that
kind of a legacy. You are in Utah and in Washington and in Or-
egon, and certainly in Colorado. So as we think of these things, I
think we ought to think of it in the perspective of that fact that
the Federal Government owns a good part of the western United
States and very little of the East. I think that is why we have trou-
ble getting our eastern colleagues to understand what we are deal-
ing with.
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Mr. HANSEN. I think the gentleman’s point is well taken. Our
eastern folks do not have any idea of what we go through but we
should have some wilderness in the East. I appreciate their efforts.
The gentleman from Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no
comments to make.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Would the Chairman yield?

Mr. HANSEN. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Just to tell my friend from Colorado that
one of the latest issues of the National Geographic magazine points
out the fact where Federal lands currently are located and I think
the gentleman probably got a copy——

Mr. HEFLEY. Someone handed me the map, Mr. Chairman, and
the colored areas are Federal-owned lands and this illustrates what
I am saying. This is Colorado’s eastern border. If you look at Colo-
rado west, what it amounts to, and if you look at Colorado, what
it amounts to, and that is pretty dramatic.

Mr. HANSEN. I think the point the gentleman made is that—no
disrespect to our good friends from the States east of the area. But
they have very little understanding of the problems we have out in
our area. We are grateful for our witnesses who are here.

Our first panel consists of Barry S. Tindall, Donald W. Murphy,
Thomas J. Cove, and Judy Beck. If these folks would like to come
up and you have a little sign there in front of you. If you can all
figure out which one is yours we are OK. We appreciate you being
with us today. We will start with Mr. Tindall, Director of Public
Policy, National Recreation and Park Association, and then we will
just move on across.

Does anybody here have a statement that is going to take longer
than five minutes? I really appreciate that. That is very kind of
you. And if you will notice in front of you there, there is a traffic
light and when the green goes on that means go, yellow means
wind it up, and red means stop. And I would really appreciate you
staying within the time. And I appreciate you being here. Mr.
Tindall, we will turn to you, sir, and the time is yours.

STATEMENT OF BARRY S. TINDALL, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC
POLICY, NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION

Mr. TINDALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Barry
Tindall. I am Director of Public Policy for National Recreation and
Park Association. We appreciate the invitation to be here this
morning to share some points of view on something we have been
advocates for for a long, long time. Before I get into my statement,
I might say that my organization is looking forward with great en-
thusiasm to meeting in Salt Lake City this fall. We will bring be-
tween 5,000 and 6,000 public and other park and recreation folks
into your State. We look forward to seeing and using the recreation
resources at all levels of government, city, county and Federal re-
sources as well.

Let me also say that I do not fully understand the western point
of view, if you will. My home is in New Jersey or was in New Jer-
sey until I moved to northern Virginia, but my organization has
historically supported a continuum of recreation destinations that
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range from the smallest community play lot to many of our great
Federal resources.

I want this Subcommittee to understand that we are a national
association but most of our members, frankly, are non-Federal em-
ployees. We have an intense interest in the stateside of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, as well as the Urban Park and
Recreation Recovery Program and other things that are related,
other statutes, policies, related to providing recreation resources
and experiences.

You have my statement. In answer to your question, yes, it
would take far longer than five minutes to get through it. I do not
intend to burden you with that. I would simply say that the state-
side of the Land and Water Conservation Fund is, in fact, one of
the great American conservation successes in this country. We have
invested something in the order of $3.2 billion of Federal funds.

The important thing to note is that the States and subdivisions
of States, with a great infusion of private sector interest, has more
than doubled that money. It has leveraged in many cases 4 to 1,
5to 1, 10 to 1, times the amount of the Federal investment to con-
serve land and to provide recreation access.

Your staff asked us to say something about the needs for the pro-
gram in the near future. In 1995 we did a national random sample
survey of the 5,000 local park and recreation systems in this coun-
try that have at least one full-time executive. They told us that
something in the order of $27.3 billion would be necessary. That is
the big picture dollar amount to restore, to increase the capacity,
and to protect land for capital investment in parks, municipal and
county public park and recreation systems.

The States told us that they need at least $3 billion. We think
this is a very conservative figure and maybe Mr. Murphy can ex-
pand on that. I think it is important, when you are looking at the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, to recognize that the fund and
its dollars are critically important, but it has also encouraged the
States and local governments to undertake a large number of other
conservation and recreation-related initiatives—State Wild and
Scenic Rivers, State trail systems, and State planning processes,
for example. When the Land and Water Conservation was created
in 1964 and operationalized in 1965, there were very few States
that had anything approaching a comprehensive statewide plan-
ning process, but the fund provided incentives to encourage that
type of thing and many States have worked out similar relation-
ships with local governments.

It is important, and I will try to wrap up with just focusing on
what we think has gone wrong with the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, particularly State assistance, since 1981 and the abol-
ishment of the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, origi-
nally the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

That was the principal planning agency in this country for recre-
ation and parks. It managed the Land and Water Conservation
Fund. It negotiated between the Federal agencies as to what Fed-
eral priorities would be. That entity was abolished in 1981 and that
exposed, inside the Interior Department, the stateside of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund to horrible political pressures and
the priorities of the Federal land systems, not only those managed
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by Interior, but the Agriculture folks as well through the Forest
Service. So that is an issue, the abolishment of the agency.

The elimination of the minimum allocation for State assistance
in 1976, I believe, was another serious strike against the stateside
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The reversal of that, to
provide the Federal agencies with not less than 40 percent, obvi-
ously provides no protection whatsoever to the stateside of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund.

Limited consideration of State and local alternatives to Federal
land conservation actions is another thing that, we believe, has
caused the demise in land and water. The near abandonment of the
resource investment concept is another. The American people will
extract in excess of $2 billion in Outer Continental Shelf receipts
this year. Our calculations indicate that a minimal percentage of
that will go back to the Land and Water Conservation Fund and,
as proposed by the Administration, exclusively for Federal lands.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I would mention the absence of a grass-
roots constituency. That is not surprising because the stateside of
the Land and Conservation Fund was created by Congress to be a
grassroots-up program. That is, decisionmaking is best at State
and local government levels. And, frankly, that has worked so well
that some Members of Congress, maybe many Members of Con-
gress, are challenged to gain political identify or connection, if you
will, with the program.

Given the budget stresses of the last several years I think the
evidence will show that Members of Congress and maybe even peo-
ple in the Executive Branch tend to be associated with specific Fed-
eral projects versus the more generic State program. I will stop at
that point and be happy to answer any questions that the Sub-
committee may have a little bit later on.

[Statement of Mr. Tindall may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Tindall. We appreciate your com-
ments. Our next witness is Donald W. Murphy, Director of Cali-
fornia Department of Parks and Recreation. Mr. Murphy, it is good
to see you again, sir. I appreciate your great comments with us
both in California and here last year, especially your fine state-
ment on the Park Reform Act. That was an excellent statement. I
will turn the time to you, sir.

STATEMENT OF DONALD W. MURPHY, DIRECTOR, CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr. MurpPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is certainly good to
see you again and good to be here and I appreciate the invitation.
It is a privilege to be here today to talk about the vital importance
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund for State and local pro-
grams.

By way of introduction, let me tell you that I sit here wearing
several hats. In 1991, Governor Pete Wilson appointed me Director
of the California Department of Parks and Recreation. It is the na-
tion’s largest State park system with 1.3 million acres and a budget
of nearly $200 million. I have been with California State Parks
since I entered as a park ranger cadet in 1980.

Additionally, I serve as president of the National Association of
State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers, commonly referred to as
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NASORLO, and it is the organization of State officials whose re-
gponsibility it is to apportion LWCF moneys to their respective
tates.

Lastly, I am co-chair of the new organization, Americans for Her-
itage and Recreation, a newly formed coalition of LWCF stake-
holders dedicated to securing more stable funding for conservation
and outdoor recreation. This new organization represents a broad
spectrum of individuals and ideas, from the Wilderness Society to
the Sporting Goods Manufacturing Association, represented by my
friend Tom Cove here, brought together with the realization that
the restoration of LWCF for its original intention is vital for all of
America.

This is what I want you to understand from me today. A program
that has worked so well for so many years has gotten so far off
track that we really need a crane to put it back on track. And I
am not here to denigrate the Federal funding side of the LWCF in
favor of the State funding side. The two are necessary parts of a
whole, and one should not exist without the other. But since I was
invited here to speak on the importance of the stateside funding,
I wish to confine my remarks to that area.

When the Land and Water Conservation Fund became law in
1965, this was its statement of purpose. The purposes of this part
are to assist in preserving, developing, and assuring accessibility to
all such quality and quantity of outdoor recreation resources as
may be available and are necessary and desirable for individual ac-
tive participation in such recreation, and to strengthen the health
and vitality of the citizens of the United States by (1) providing
funds for, and authorizing Federal assistance to, the States in plan-
ning, acquisition, and development of needed land and water areas
and facilities, and (2) providing funds for the Federal acquisition
and development of certain lands and other areas.

The last portion of this statement is most important for my pur-
poses here today. As the law was written, one of the first principles
behind the Land and Conservation Fund is assistance to the
States. This need was widely recognized on both sides of the aisle,
and in prior Republican and Democratic administrations.

In the years following this Act’s passage, the States benefited
greatly from LWCF. But with the coming of the 1980’s, this
changed dramatically. Support for the State and local programs
plummeted. In the last two fiscal years, there were no LWCF ap-
propriations for State and local matching grants.

California is a case in point. In the 1970’s, the Golden State ben-
efited greatly from the LWCF, averaging a little more than $11
million each year which the State matched of course with an addi-
tional $11 million. Since then, however, funding dropped as quickly
as a rock off the Golden Gate Bridge. In the 1980’s, the average
LWCF annual appropriation for California fell to less than $7 mil-
lion, and so far this decade we faced even worse averaging about
$1.4 million. That is a mere 10 percent of the funding we received
in the 70’s.

The negligence is as bipartisan as the creation of the act itself,
and spans administrations of both parties. California is not unique
in this. Attendance in State parks around the country rose by more
than 30 million annually between ’87 and ’92. In his 1995 report
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to Congress on the LWCF, National Park Service Director Kennedy
said, “States continue to support this program and depend on its
annual apportionment to supplement existing funding sources in
providing recreation opportunities to their communities. In many
local instances it constitutes the only means of financing much-
needed recreational opportunities for its populace, including youth-
at-risk, senior citizens, the economically disadvantaged, and those
with disabilities.”

There are many debates in these corridors, and even in this Sub-
committee, about the role of Federal Government in preserving
public lands. We experience this in Sacramento as well, I assure
you. In another way, therefore, I cannot stress enough the impor-
tance of LWCF for States and local communities.

In short, it gives more power to the people by placing the funds
closer to home. Here in Washington, you refer to it as States’
rights. Thousands of miles west of here, at the Capitol, they refer
to it as local control. The benefits of this are numerous. More peo-
ple are involved in the decisionmaking process. Communities must
match the LWCF grant, so they have an incentive and a goal that
can be attained. In many areas, problems in a State or community
are best answered by those who live there.

In its day, the LWCF has built ballparks in urban settings such
as Oakland, it acquired Martin Luther King, Jr.’s boyhood home in
Atlanta, and it helped finish off the Appalachian Trail. Over the
life span of the program, stateside funding has financed more than
8,500 acquisition projects covering more than 2.3 million acres, and
funded 28,000 outdoor recreational facility developments.

Thirty some-odd years ago, the creation of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund was a bipartisan measure that makes sense
even today. It is an issue that is broad enough for all to accept and
one that crosses many boundaries. That is why such a broad coali-
tion has come together, as I said earlier.

The restoration of the State and local LWCF funding should be
an easy decision for you, and it is an easy decision that will imme-
diately show many rewards throughout the country. There is no
controversy in restoring State and local support in LWCF, but I
can assure you there will be if this noble effort is abandoned.

As you said yourself, sir, the need for public outdoor recreation
space is greatest in urban and suburban areas of this country. For
these reasons, continued exclusive focus on Federal land acquisi-
tion cannot be justified. I could have not said it better myself, sir.
Thank you very much.

[Statement of Mr. Murphy may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. I appreciate your testi-
mony. Mr. Cove, Vice President of Government Relations, Sporting
Goods Manufacturers Association. The time is yours, sir.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. COVE, VICE PRESIDENT OF GOV-
ERNMENT RELATIONS, SPORTING GOODS MANUFACTURERS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. CovE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Tom Cove. 1
am the Vice President of SGMA. We are the national trade associa-
tion for producers of athletic equipment, footwear and apparel, and
we welcome the opportunity to testify. In 1994, I was honored to
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serve on the National Park Service Review Committee for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.

I continue to endorse the report’s basic finding, namely, that a
reinvigoration of the land and water vision is vitally needed in
order for the country to save its heritage of open spaces and parks.
Within my industry, as already has been mentioned today, we re-
gard the experience of a well-funded stateside Land and Water
Fund to be a demonstrable success.

The fund allowed a great diversity of land to be protected and
created an inventory of recreational opportunities for citizens in
every State. Beyond the actual money it provided, the fund’s incen-
tives created partnerships that have resulted in innovative pro-
grams to protect habitat, preserve historic sites and provide recre-
ation.

The fund was a promise made to the American people beginning
in 1965 that has delivered a return on investment that any Wall
Street banker would be proud to call his or her own. And, sadly,
the promise has been broken in recent years when the funding for
the stateside of the fund was cut substantially.

Let me take a moment to highlight why we think the State as-
sistance program is important. State and local parks are where the
vast majority of Americans recreate day in and day out. Although
most Americans might love to visit our showcase national parks
regularly, they are unable to do for reasons of economics, geog-
raphy or competing leisure alternatives.

The fact is most Americans recreate close to home. Whether for
toddlers in a playground, teenagers on a ball field, or senior citi-
zens on a nature trail, accessible recreation opportunities are basic
to quality of life. Participation in recreation is valued not just for
enjoyment but because Americans know it leads to improved
health, better appreciation of nature and stronger, shared values.

Providing recreation opportunities close to home is more impera-
tive than ever. In the 1996 report, the Recreation Roundtable found
that the greatest barrier to participation in outdoor recreation in
America was lack of discretionary time. Local recreational alter-
natives speak directly to Americans’ needs to carve more time out
of the day.

And at the same time the quality of recreation experiences in
certain locations is falling. In the same Recreation Roundtable
study, Americans living in large, urban areas are as a group the
least satisfied with their recreation opportunities. The study also
found that residents of America’s largest metropolitan areas par-
ticipate on average in fewer recreation activities and on a less fre-
quent basis than other Americans.

A ’95 Washington Post article, entitled “No Place to Play”, re-
counts the tragic story of two young girls who died after playing
in an abandoned car in Southeast Washington. The underlying
theme of the story, as articulated by many angry residents of the
neighborhood, was the lack of opportunities for local children to
recreate in a safe, enjoyable way.

Seeing images of unscathed community gardens and parks lo-
cated next to torched buildings after the 92 Los Angeles riots
makes clear how urban communities value open spaces. In subur-
ban America, conflicts over use of parks are increasingly common-



11

place. We see at the beginning of every season, soccer and football
league administrators battling over access to precious fields.

Primary school parents view junior high and high school sports
programs as a threat to their children’s ability to get field time.
Women’s sports proponents are becoming more vocal, appropriately
so, about receiving their fair share of choice locations and practice
times.

This can limit the number of young people who have the oppor-
tunity to play sports and rarely are the elite athletes the one who
loses, but more likely the intramural player for whom hurdles to
participation become quickly instrumental. Privately owned fee-
based facilities are being developed to meet the need for recreation.
While these complexes do deliver quality services, we should not
allow personal financial resources to determine citizens basic ac-
cess to recreation.

At the same time, there are almost daily reports about the nega-
tive health consequences of America’s sedentary lifestyle. Just last
Friday, the CDC reported 35 percent of the country’s adults and 13
percent of our children weigh dangerously more than they should.
This is the most overweight our nation has been since the govern-
ment began compiling statistics in the ’60’s.

The need to make recreation alternatives available to all Ameri-
cans is good public policy. I do not want to leave the impression
that the Land and Water Fund is simply or should be simply a
funding vehicle for recreation. Any discussion of Land and Water
must include its fundamental conservation legacy. The protection of
threatened land and water resources remains a central and essen-
tial basis for the fund.

Of particular concern is that we might be bringing up genera-
tions of Americans who have no connection to the wonders of our
country’s vast natural legacy. The policy implications of having
large numbers of citizens with no hands-on contact with nature
and conservation are scary.

Looking forward in terms of funding, we believe that theoretical
premise of investing royalty income from depletion of one non-re-
newal resource for protection of a different precious resource re-
mains strong and valid. It should be maintained if at all possible.

In closing, I would just associate my remarks with my friend, Mr.
Murphy. And I want to be clear as much as our industry values
the stateside fund, we do not advocate draining the Federal ac-
count to increase State appropriations. We understand the signifi-
cant budget constraints facing the Congress but I think I would
just like to look to the ’94 report which was eloquent in capturing
the vision we endure.

So I will close with this. We envision a network of parks, pre-
serves, open spaces, greenways, recreations sites and centers
stretching across this nation, touching all communities, and acces-
sible to all Americans. It is a noble and appropriate vision, one
which the Land and Water Fund can definitely deliver and will
only take the commitment—a long-term commitment—of resources
to make it happen. I thank you for the opportunity to testify.

[Statement of Mr. Cove may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Cove. We appreciate your testi-
mony. Commissioner Judy Beck, Glenview Park District of Illinois.
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Commissioner, we are grateful to have you with us and we will
turn the time to you.

STATEMENT OF JUDY BECK, COMMISSIONER, GLENVIEW
PARK DISTRICT, ILLINOIS

Ms. BECK. Mr. Chairman, and members of the Subcommittee,
thank you. My name is Judy Beck and I am an elected park com-
missioner in Glenview, Illinois, and have been for 18 years. I am
one of 2,100 elected in our State to serve without compensation. I
have also served as the president of the Illinois Association of Park
District, representing over 300 forest conservation and park dis-
tricts in the State.

And I would like to speak today on behalf of restoring funding
through the local grant portion of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund, a commitment by Congress that is fundamental to the
protection of recreational opportunities for all Americans wherever
they reside.

As a locally elected official I am certainly aware of the need to
contain spending but I also am aware of the need for a partnership,
one that has a long history of success and that is what my remarks
will be dedicated to this morning. In Illinois, our State’s existing
public recreation lands and facilities are inadequate to meet the
needs of 11.5 million people, 80 percent of whom reside in just 18
communities.

Less than 4 percent of Illinois’ land is in public recreation and
conservation use. Although we are recognized as a leader in recre-
ation distribution systems intense competition for land brought
about by urban sprawl in the agricultural counties severely limits
our ability on the local level to afford the increasing demand for
public open space and recreation lands.

And without increased and stable Federal funding opportunities
will disappear and recreation lands and pristine natural areas in
Illinois for future generations will be lost forever. Last year,
projects totaling more than—last year communities sought $24 mil-
lion in assistance and over the years we have had projects totaling
more than $290 million in value funded in Illinois. The need and
the demands obviously are there.

Let me briefly tell you about some of the parks’ industry. We are
a separate unit of government authorized by State statute that en-
compasses all of the Village of Glenview and parts of five other sur-
rounding villages and unincorporated Cook County, with an ap-
proximate population of 50,000. We have independent taxing capa-
bilities for open space and recreation, the limits of which have been
capped and our budget by design is 60 percent fees and charges.

The challenge, though, in Glenview, indeed in all of Northeastern
Illinois and in other suburban and urban areas is to provide for
open space and recreation in highly populated areas with a strong
economy driving up land values. To illustrate that, undeveloped
land in my community is priced by the square foot, not by the acre.

I would like to share with you the outstanding results of the
Land and Water Conservation Program in my community. The
Grove, a 123 acre nature preserve and center, is on the national
historic landmark register. It was the home of Robert Kennicott,
who at the time was the western most natural scientist for the
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Smithsonian Institution, the discoverer of dozens of species of
plants and animals, many of which are threatened and remain on
the site today, and one of the early explorers of Alaska.

In 1975, LWCF money was used as a part of a million dollar
package to purchase 82 acres of Robert Kennicott’s homestead.
That money was leveraged with State and public funds as well as
private contributions that include six acres and the Kennicott
homestead from the Zenith Corporation.

Again in 1995, LWCF dollars were used in the same manner
adding to the Grove 41 acres so it was owned by the John C. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation. As a result of that, our agen-
cy was able to reunite two parcels that were once originally part
of Kennicott’s Grove. We now have open space, we have habitat, we
have two museums, and the nature center.

None of this would have been possible without the original Land
and Water Conservation dollars. In addition, the operation, mainte-
nance and management of this project is locally, not federally fund-
ed. Today the Grove is a vital part of our community. Approxi-
mately 18,000 school children visit the Grove and the total annual
attendance is about 55,000. It is clear that by any measurement
this is a success story.

I testify before you today because I believe in the value of parks
and recreation and what it adds to the lives of all Americans. I
have seen the impact of suburban sprawl and the tremendous
brownscape problems in the city. I have also seen firsthand that
stateside funding is a stimulus to acquire additional money for in-
vestment in our parks.

Funding does more than provide opportunities for fun and
games. It impacts youths at risk, crime prevention, health care cost
reduction, economic growth, urban revitalization, improved envi-
ronmental quality, and promotes a tremendous sense of family
pride in the community. If recreation is viewed as an industry in
1990 through a study we found that we contribute $3.1 billion to
the Illinois economy including 7,000 private sector jobs.

I am asking for your assistance and I thank you for the oppor-
tunity to bring the concerns of local officials before you today.

[Statement of Ms. Beck may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Commissioner, I appreciate your testi-
mony. The gentleman from American Samoa is recognized for five
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
testimony that has been forwarded this morning by members of our
panel, and I do have a couple of questions I would like to ask col-
lectively for their response. I am informed that the Appropriations
Committee does not favor supporting funding State grant pro-
grams.

At the same time it is my understanding if the number one re-
quest from members of the Appropriations Committee is to provide
funding for Federal land acquisition that this seems to be one of
the problems that we have with the law itself, the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. If we put these two together and there is some
very strong disagreements in terms of how we go about in resolving
it.
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Now I believe the record will show that the members of this side
of the aisle have always been very supportive of State grant pro-
grams especially when it is on a matching basis, 50/50 match. And
I guess the question that is raised here is where do we get the
money to pay for this.

And I would like to ask the members of the panel if you have
any comments to that effect. How do we convince the Members that
what you are saying is positive and that we should be supportive
of funding of the program?

Mr. MurpHY. I would like to take a shot at that in the beginning
since you asked it collectively. We are here to advocate for the
original intent of the Land and Water Conservation Fund which
was $900 million from the Outer Continental Shelf oil royalties.
That is where the money came from and that is where it should
continue to come from.

It was a bipartisan agreement back in 1965. It basically said that
we are going to use money made from this nonrenewable resource
to support outdoor recreation and protect other natural and cul-
tural resources in this country. It was a perfect tradeoff and it
made absolute sense and it continues to make sense today, and
that is where the money should continue to come from.

However, I want to hasten to add that none of us are insensitive
to the fact that this country faces a tremendous deficit and that we
are in the process after the newly formed organization that I men-
tioned, AHR, Americans for our Heritage and Recreation of looking
at ways that we can bring back to Congress and to this committee
a restructuring at LWCF in looking at other funding sources and
we are in that process right now with our stakeholders.

We think it is very important to at least take a honest look at
that. However, it should not be ignored that this $900 million is
there. It was a commitment that this country made to its people
and that commitment should continue to be honored. As far as the
Federal side of the fund is concerned, as you say there are general
requests but Mr. Tindall alluded to the fact that what happens is
that because this program has worked so well and the programs
have taken place on a State and local level there has unfortunately
been a disconnect with Members of Congress on the stateside of the
fund because it has been administered so well locally.

And what we have got to do is to get Members of Congress edu-
cated as to how their individual districts are benefiting tremen-
dously from this fund even though they may not recognize it and
see the same direct connection that they see when Federal acquisi-
tion takes place which they then get political credit for.

But the record is clear that that is there to show Members the
tremendous benefit that has been derived in their individual dis-
tricts. It is just a matter of education and that is also one of the
goals and objectives of this newly formed organization, AHR, to get
Members educated in that regard.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Tindall.

Mr. TINDALL. Yes. I cannot really speak to your first observation
that the Interior Appropriations Subcommittee may not look favor-
ably, either collectively or individually, on the stateside of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund. I have some personal opinions on
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that relative to certain members but I will keep those personal for
the time being.

There are individual members on that Subcommittee and in the
Congress who believe that there is absolutely no Federal role, no
Federal obligation, no Federal responsibility to do anything relative
to parks and recreation for State or local units of government. That
is the perspective and point of view that they have, and probably
nothing that we can do can dissuade them from that view.

We would argue that you could make a parallel statement rel-
ative to local police forces, or support for local prison construction,
or local education or transportation. You could go through a whole
litany of Federal aid investments.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Or for that matter the entire National Park
Service should return to the States for the localities to administer.

Mr. TINDALL. Well, I am not suggesting that. The National Park
System and the other Federal land systems play critical roles in
this country. But we addressed one Member of Congress in a pri-
vate meeting a few weeks ago who said, “I want to cut the Federal
Government out of this completely.” Now, I think this Sub-
committee in 60 minutes or less could probably draft an amend-
ment that would take OCS revenues and send them, on some for-
mula basis, directly to the governor of each State.

That would create a great equity of distribution. Now that legis-
lator may or may not write that legislation. But it could happen
and the Federal side could work exactly as it works today, make
a case for Federal systems, for units of the Federal systems, and
see what that adds up to.

But the point is, and if you look at the Administration’s numbers,
and I am not sure we are talking about the same numbers in terms
of what the Administration has requested

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Zero.

Mr. TINDALL. From the Land and Water Conservation Fund for
fiscal years 1998 and 1997—that is zero as far as the stateside is
concerned, but there are dollars requested with the Federal system.
By our calculations it comes out to 7.2 percent of total OCS reve-
nues of in excess of $2 billion.

Now, we are not a poor nation. Certainly we have budget prob-
lems, but more so it is a question of priorities and how we use
those dollars versus whether we should have parks or whether we
should have transportation or whether we should have more police
or security, things like that.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I am sorry. My time is up, Mr. Chairman.
I will wait for the next round. Thank you, Mr. Tindall.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Colorado is recog-
nized for five minutes, Mr. Hefley.

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you, and thank the panel. In light of the
bond issues that have been passed by various States and local ju-
risdictions in recent years and the lottery, a lot of States including
Colorado have a lottery which proceeds go to parks and outdoor
recr(«laat‘i?on. Do we really need this fund today, do the States really
need it?

Mr. MurpHY. Well, speaking on behalf of the State of California
where we have passed some local bond measures, we have not
passed a State bond measure for the last ten years in the State of
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California. And for me the unequivocal answer is yes, we do need
this fund because it is an investment in the heritage of the people
of this nation.

And I might add quickly that it is not a fund that comes all from
the Federal Government. I really need to emphasize that this is a
matching fund for the States so the States have incentive and re-
sponsibility so it is an investment made by the Federal Govern-
ment in each of its constituent 50 States and territories who in
turn have to make an investment of their own as well.

In going back to the fundamental principle here, we talked about
using Outer Continental Shelf oil royalties, a resource that belongs
to all of the people of this nation, and I emphasize all of the people,
not the government. It belongs to the people who are in the indi-
vidual States and it was a bipartisan decision that that money
would be divided amongst the States and the States would match
that fund.

I think the need is greater than ever, especially in terms of the
pressures and the numbers of population increases in the demo-
graphic changes that we have particularly in the State of Cali-
fornia just to keep up in this regard. So I think the program is
needed now more than ever and it is not just a matter of money
but it is a matter of commitment and philosophical investment in
the heritage of this country.

Ms. BECK. I would also like to respond. I think that you have to
keep in mind that the Land and Water Conservation Fund is not
funding projects, it is really usually seed money from which a
project is built. And while there is a 50 percent match that is re-
quired, it is usually only one small portion of the project and it en-
ables with the overall aura of Federal funding buying the project
in the local community, put together a package, go out into the pri-
vate sector and get private givers and foundations involved.

I started out with a group of other citizens in front of bulldozers
in order to—it is just this classic story, in order to preserve what
had been deemed a national historic landmark but there were no
Federal funds that went with that designation. It was strictly up
to the local community to somehow gather the dollars and the will
in order to preserve that precious part of America’s past.

Mr. TINDALL. Congressman, there is a dimension of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund that has not really been cited here this
morning. We certainly agree with the previous comments in re-
sponse to your question. But what gets overlooked here is sort of
the planning process and the anticipation that a community can do
something about its open space and its recreation space needs.

I have no numbers whatsoever to support this. But my hunch is
that the hope, the anticipation, that community X or community Y
or the State of California, the State of New Jersey, is going to get
a certain amount of resources on an annualized basis for Land and
Water Conservation Fund projects encourages communities to
think about their needs.

And I think, frankly, there were far more projects that were un-
funded by the Land and Water Conservation Fund, even in the bet-
ter days than there were those that received assistance. But the
notion that citizens are thinking about their needs through a plan-
ning process is encouraging. I think they find ways to get the re-
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sources whether or not they get a Land and Water Conservation
Fund grant. But it encourages public thinking and private thinking
about a community’s resources and how they are going to be used.

So they have these intangibles out there. But we totally agree.
The seed money, the catalytic effect of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund has been phenomenal. Our data suggests that only
6 percent of this large need figure would come from Federal
sources. That is all Federal sources, not just Land and Water, but
ISTEA and urban park moneys and maybe some other things. They
all go into that mix.

Mr. HEFLEY. Does the panel see these funds as needed primarily
for acquisition of more land or for operation infrastructure to uti-
lize better the lands that you already are?

Mr. MurpHY. I would like to respond to that. I think that speak-
ing especially on behalf of the State of California, I think that the
fund certainly should be used for addressing some of the infrastruc-
ture problems, rehabilitating some of the facilities, taking care of
lands and projects that have already been developed over the years.
That may be one of the structural things that is a problem with
the fund right now but certainly those funds should be used for
that as well.

On the acquisition side there are still in many States including
the State of California active acquisition programs that are nec-
essary in certain areas especially in some urban areas where there
are recreational facilities that need to be built and land that needs
to be acquired to buy those facilities, greenways that need to be de-
veloped 1n urban areas to provide the kind of atmosphere for people
growing up in urban environments that they should have for their
health, an inspiration and vitality that was mentioned in the origi-
nal fund.

So I think that there is still a mix but clearly the emphasis
speaking on behalf of the State of California needs to be to address
some of these recreational infrastructure problems and worn out fa-
cilities, many of which were developed with the Land and Water
Conservation Fund in the first place.

Mr. TINDALL. Congressman, if you look at the first page of our
survey, which is actually part of our testimony, the rank order, if
you will, is new construction—almost 50 percent of the resource
needs. Rehabilitation, as Mr. Murphy is suggesting, is second, 30
some percent of resource needs, and land acquisition is about 18
percent of fiscal resource needs. That is the rank order at the mu-
nicipal level, the local level.

Mr. CovE. From the industry point of view, we see the capital
investment whether it is for land acquisition or for some of the
more infrastructure rehabilitation, in some cases development, it is
capital investment and it is fundamentally not operations. We per-
ceive this fund being used for operations to be sort of a black hole.
That can go anywhere and we would not be able to support that
kind of—but in terms of the land acquisition we also see this as
much more real toward people than toward land. The land is to be
used, particularly in the stateside, for all sorts of very close to
home recreation and conservation needs that in the context of the
discussion that the community started with about how much land
is owned by the Federal Government in the West, etc., we see that
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as a completely different type of land acquisition than the stateside
acquisition would be able to deliver.

Ms. BEck. I also think you need to look at the pattern, particu-
larly in the urban and suburban areas where when kind of a white
elephant comes on the market and happens to have some historical
significance they look to the local park district and it is usually an
opportunity but unfortunately it is a pretty expensive opportunity
in order to take a historic building and restore it and make it avail-
able as a public facility and so those funds are often capital inten-
sive.

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentlelady from the Virgin Islands.

Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think my
questions have been pretty much answered through the clear testi-
mony and the questions of my colleagues. I would just like to make
a comment and respectfully suggest that with regard to the map
if there were more greenspace east of the Colorado that may help
to begin to eliminate some of the social ills that tend to predomi-
nate in our cities and that is my comment.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The acquisi-
tion program requires that—for the States requires a matching
fund of 50 percent. Is that correct? And is the same matching fund
the requirement for the improvement programs or for the rehabili-
tation programs?

Mr. MurpHY. That is correct.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Although I think that the acquisition pro-
gram State grants are funded obviously you can acquire more land
with the same amount of money, Federal money, than you can for
the Federal land acquisitions but what I have noticed in my own
personal experience, and I might be wrong, is that usually most of
the State parks are not as well maintained as some of the national
parks, most of the national parks. Am I correct in that observation
or have you had a different experience?

Mr. MUrPHY. Well, it is certainly not the case in California and
in fact that National Park Service and the State of California, we
have joint management agreements where we have lands that are
contiguous to each other. In California the same people that found-
ed the National Park Service founded the State park system in
California and I would say that there is no difference. It may be
a difference in degrees depending upon funding from one year to
the other or one park unit to the other but I do not think there
is any general large scale difference between the two.

I think that all our park systems especially when you look at it
that this is a system of nationwide parks and you do not make a
distinction between national and State and local, we think of it in
terms of a system of parks. We certainly all do suffer from the fail-
ure of the infrastructure just as we are nationwide looking at fail-
ure of the infrastructure in this nation and that is probably the
greatest problem nationwide for all of our parks is the failure of
the infrastructure and the need to address maintenance backlogs
and those types of things.
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Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. I do not know much about California be-
cause I am from Puerto Rico and I do not travel very often to Cali-
fornia.

Mr. MurPHY. I understand.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. But we in the eastern area have found—
what I have said is from my observations. I have not made an anal-
ysis of it but it seems that the State parks are getting deteriorated
faster and that there seems to be less controls about internal ac-
tivities within the park or encroaches upon the park and in a lot
of State parks you find the facilities that are not really usable be-
cause they are torn down or broken much more so than the na-
tional parks. Do you have any information about this or do you
know anything about the situation in California? Am I correct? Am
I wrong?

Mr. MurpPHY. Well, your question was—your observation is that
facilities or resources in your State parks are more deteriorated
than Federal systems.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Right. I do not know. Maybe I am wrong.
If I am wrong—you said I am wrong as far as California obviously.

Mr. MurPHY. When I mentioned that new facilities and the reha-
bilitation facilities are constituted by 80 percent of the priorities it
is local governments which make those investments. I do not
think—I would not want to leave the impression with the Sub-
committee it is because the States or the territories are not taking
care of resources to the extent that they can. Things wear out and
they wear out quickly depending on how many people use them.
The Federal people have the same dilemmas.

I think we need to understand how many—I mean what the
pressures on State and local governments today to pick up more
and more cost for things that range frankly from welfare to secu-
rity to juvenile justice. I mean these are very expensive programs
or services where we are in the midst of a great national action to
push some of those costs elsewhere. That is, frankly, impacting the
money available to take care of public park and recreation re-
sources.

Dealing in southern California with immigration costs for edu-
cation, health care and things like that in other parts of the coun-
try, that takes money and sometimes that money comes out of
State or county park and recreation budgets.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Well, maybe then we should be thinking
in terms of providing funding for rehabilitation and maintenance
over the existing ones until they get up to a certain level rather
than thinking of new acquisitions when the existing ones are not
at the level that we should have them.

Mr. MurPHY. Well, under certain circumstances you can use the
Land and Water Conservation Fund for rehabilitation if the re-
sources degraded to such a point that it is unserviceable. And our
view is that restoration is just as good a conservation initiative as
going out and doing something new. It is, and we have not talked
much about this, I briefly mentioned the urban park and recreation
recovery program which is a non-acquisition program and may
apply to the conditions that you have in your area.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. What I am trying to point out is perhaps
we should be more concerned at this point in time with rehabili-
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tating and putting parks in the proper condition before we think
gf further acquisitions. I am just evaluating what we should be
oing.

Mr. MURrPHY. Well, our view is, and this is where the Land and
Water Conservation Fund has such beauty, if your community in
1995 has one priority, it may be an opportunity to conserve land,
in 1997 it may have a rehabilitation need. In 19 whatever it might
have a new cap, a new facility need. So there needs to be flexibility
to State and local governments to deal with those priorities recog-
nizing that they will change over time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, my time is up. I am sorry, go
ahead.

Ms. BEcCK. I would just like to comment that it seems the suppo-
sition is that the state of the parks you have observed is because
of lack of maintenance. It could be from overuse. In the county of
Cook outside of Chicago, well, actually Chicago resides in the coun-
ty, there is a county forest preserve system. The picnic permit pro-
gram there begins on January 1. They issue the picnic permits for
the coming year.

There is a tradition there to have people camp outside of the
county building in January in Chicago in order to get picnic per-
mitfi. That is how scarce the amount of space is and how great the
need is.

Mr. HEFLEY. [presiding] Thank you very much. Mr. Delahunt.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I have no questions.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Kildee.

Mr. KiLDEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My State of Michigan
has been a beneficiary of both State grants and the Federal con-
servation component of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
and I think both are extremely important. I do not think it is really
a question of playing one against the other although I do know the
appropriations for the State grants have been zeroed out.

But I think that we really have to approach people within the
Congress and make sure that they do not zero them out. I think
when we set this money aside back in ’64, 65, these were ear-
marked funds and I always felt that like many other of the special
funds here that they should be taken totally off budget and used
for the purpose for which they were originally intended.

I know that is easier said than done but I really believe that
there is so much need in the country, take my own State of Michi-
gan, if we were to take the Land and Water Conservation Fund
and each year spend all that was available for both the State
grants and the Federal grants that we would still have some unmet
needs in the State of Michigan.

We have done a lot with both areas. We have preserved the habi-
tat of the cerulean warbler, which was on the verge of extinction,
up there because of this fund. We were able to acquire Grand Is-
land, an island the size of Manhattan Island, which was going to
be clear cut by one of the timber companies up there that would
acquire that because of this.

And in so many areas it seems to me that—I for years have been
in the Congress now, this is my 21st year in Congress, and I have
always felt that we should be looking at the needs and having trav-
eled throughout the country, traveled throughout my State, feel
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that if we were to take this off budget and spend all the money we
would still not meet all the needs.

I was sponsor of a bill in Michigan which became law for a bond
for recreation purposes, and in that bonding I made sure we had
an amendment in that much of it was used for what we call in
Michigan up north, but also to acquire land in and near cities for
recreation there. I think that is the balance we tried to achieve.

But, Mr. Murphy, let me ask you, is the real problem with the
Land and Water Conservation Fund that Federal agencies are get-
ting too much money or is it that insufficient annual funding puts
undue strains on your agency, your State and local colleagues, and
your Federal partner to protect the resource lands we so urgently
need?

Mr. MURPHY. I certainly do not think the Federal side is getting
too much money. It is just that right now the Appropriations Com-
mittee has decided not to fund the stateside, it 1s all of the money
is going to one side and not the other, and so what I would argue
for is that there is just not enough of the $900 million that is al-
lowed under the law being appropriated for the fund so that there
can be better distribution of the funds.

I think the decision in itself is fundamentally unsound and I
think it is our responsibility, my responsibility as the leader of
Parks and Recreation in the State of California and the stake-
holders and the constituency to prevail upon the Members of the
Congress to convince them otherwise. We have that job to do and
I believe we will be successful but I do not believe that it is that
the Federal Government is getting too much. I mean we are talking
about a $900 million fund and all of it is going to the Federal side,
about $158 million, and that is just patently not fair.

Mr. KiLDEE. And I would march with you to the Appropriations
Committee to urge that they do that. I think that Congress—the
whole Congress is responsible for this. We have to approve all the
allocations of funds. But I certainly agree that the States should
be getting what is intended to be your allocation when this was set

up.

And I would agree, I do not think we necessarily do that by rob-
bing Peter to pay Paul on this, that we should make sure that both
the State allocation and the Federal allocations are addressed. I
have asked to be drafted a bill to take the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund off budget so that money would be used for its in-
tended purpose.

Now I know that that is going to be difficult to pass but I am
still getting the bill drafted and I will introduce it. Perhaps it
might not take effect right away or it might not pass right away
but by the year 2002 we are hopefully going to have the budget bal-
anced and maybe we can start seriously using these funds for the
intended purpose. Hopefully we could do it before then but in the
meantime I certainly agree with you, Mr. Murphy, that we should
be taking care of those State allocations and I will be urging my
colleagues in Congress to do that but not at the expense of the Fed-
eral allocations, just allocations for both areas. Thank you very
much.

Mr. TiNDALL. I would just say, Mr. Kildee, we would welcome
your march to the Appropriations Committee. But I would hope
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your route would go through the Budget Committee because the
appropriators in this area very legitimately are dealing with a con-
strained allocation to function 300. In our judgment, this nation
with OCS resources ought at minimum to be able to put another
$.5 billion into that allocation, another half a billion, with an as-
sumption that that will go to the Land and Water Conservation
Fund.

Others will quibble about the amount, but let us start with that
and let us convince Mr. Kasich and others that it is in fact good
business. We think it will return to the national treasury a great
deal of benefit over the long-term.

Mr. KiLDEE. I agree. I served on the Budget Committee for six
years and I know the budget process very well, but I do know that
even within that budget process the Appropriations Committee,
when they do sit down making their distribution that there is still
a great deal of flexibility there and we used to decry that some-
times but I will certainly go to the Budget Committee too but there
is still flexibility when they make those allocations under the
Budget Act. Thank you.

Mr. HEFLEY. Does anyone have second round questions that they
would like to ask at this time? I would just ask one quick question
of the panel and then we will excuse you. We have done a good
deal of talking today about the original intent of this legislation.
The original intent was for outdoor recreation for all Americans but
in recent times with the change in the funding and so forth it
seems to be—we seem to be spending the money on habitat preser-
vation.

Now I spoke to a group of environmental groups that were in a
convention not too long ago and some in that group said that for
the public lands man should not be there at all. In other words,
100 percent preservation, not recreation. Man should not recreate
on the public lands.

Now do you all in your positions, particularly you, Mr. Murphy,
running a major park system, but do you all find that kind of ten-
sion between those two goals?

Mr. MUrPHY. Those kinds of tensions have always existed. This
argument has raged for years in this country, the preservationist
concept versus the conservationist concept. But just let me speak
for a minute from my point of view as a park director and someone
that has been in this business for 20 years and that is involved in
preservation of habitat and natural areas as well as providing out-
door recreation for people.

For me, this is all about providing connections and what I mean
by that is that humanity, human beings, need a connection to their
world and to their environment. And to directly answer your ques-
tion, I do not believe in what I would think is the more extremist
point of view of some of my colleagues in the environmental com-
munity that man should not be in certain areas.

I think certain areas certainly should be controlled and managed
if there are sensitive habitats and perhaps there are certain kinds
of activities that should not be allowed. I think that goes without
saying. But I also think it is extremely important to recognize that
the connections that are provided for human beings through their
interaction with the environment is a spiritual and psychological
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process that binds us to the earth, to the universe, and teaches us
things about ourselves and about the world that we would not oth-
erwise understand.

That is why it is important to set aside these areas. My family
recreates in the John Meir Wilderness every year. That is our an-
nual trip. And I cannot tell you the bonding that takes place be-
tween myself and my children and the spiritual refreshment that
accrues as a result of that interaction. For me, that is what it is
all about.

So we are conserving and in some cases protecting these areas
not only for the sake of the animals and the flora and fauna that
we are protecting but also for the sake of the human interaction
with these areas as well. And I think that making sure that those
connections are provided for is extremely important and I think
taking humanity and man out of the equation is a dangerous ap-
proach to that. That is my opinion.

Mr. TINDALL. I think, Congressman, that to the extent that you
underfund or do not fund the stateside of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, and the States and local governments, you will
continue to skew its purposes. In fact, because the State and local
governments have focused on access for man and the development
of basic facilities—such things as wastewater treatment facilities,
for example.

You cannot have large numbers of people coming in to natural
or naturalistic environments and not provide for basic human serv-
ices. Trail heads, all of these things that encourage and aid access
are eligible for Land and Water Conservation Fund assistance. And
that has been the strength and the priority of State and local park
and recreation systems from the outset.

Have we purchased a lot of land? Yes, we have purchased a lot
of land and some of that is strictly habitat. And some of it is for
a quarter acre of land in downtown Chicago or Glenview. We are
not prepared to put a weighting or evaluation on projects. One of
the greatest Land and Water projects I have ever seen was maybe
a tenth of an acre park next to a Russian Orthodox church in Ju-
neau, Alaska.

Anyone can plan a 500-acre park, but to plan a quarter acre, a
tenth of an acre park, you have real challenges! So we bring in peo-
ple. We do not agree that we should lock up land, however you
choose to protect it. There are certainly precious, more fragile lands
that need to be dealt with very carefully.

But it is interesting. I do not believe that endangered species
land acquisition was an eligible activity through the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. It was added later, and if you look at
how the Fish and Wildlife Service has fared, if you will, after that
switch in the law the Fish and Wildlife Service was getting a large
percentage of the annual Federal mix of moneys.

It is not good or bad. It illustrates that we need a recreation re-
source trust or a revised view of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund that provides options for investment in rational land uses
and land conservation.

Mr. CovE. As my colleagues mentioned, obviously this tension
has gone on for some time but even in the recreation industry we
regard it as a good tension. It is not bad as historic arguments go
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on and frankly even some of my colleagues in industry, if they
went too far on the people side it would be bad for business.

The habitat preservation is a fundamental element of the outdoor
experience. Whether you step in it or walk in it, at some point you
appreciate it, value it, and live off of it because if you do not pre-
serve the habitat the quality of the outdoor experience will be di-
minished over time. So it is a tension that we have no problem
with addressing on a regular basis and would hope that it would
continue to be there.

Ms. BECK. I also believe that there is not one simple answer. It
complicates management of a site. We have eight threatened and
endangered species on 123 acres in a large urban area and we have
been able to manage both public access and habitat and species
preservation at the same time.

I do not know what the future holds. I think there are some
areas where the public intrusion might in a specific case be
endangerous to some species but certainly the vast majority is real-
ly just a management issue and a careful management issue.

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you very much. We appreciate your partici-
pation this morning. It has been very helpful. Our second panel is
made up of Katherine Stevenson, Associate Director of the National
Park Service. Good morning and welcome, and we will turn the
time over to you.

STATEMENT OF KATHERINE STEVENSON, ASSOCIATE
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Ms. STEVENSON. Thank you very much. Thank you very much for
inviting me to testify. I have a written statement I would like to
be entered into the record, please.

Mr. HEFLEY. Without objection.

Ms. STEVENSON. Thank you very much. The Land and Water
stateside has a truly unique legacy in the history of American con-
servation and recreation. After the passage of the Act in 1964,
more than $3.2 billion in Federal assistance has been invested in
some 300,000 sites and 37,000 projects. I should say that this
amount, as the people who have spoken before I have, has been
matched so that something like $6.5 billion has been invested in
park and recreation on the Federal and stateside.

Appropriation levels peaked in the late 1970’s reaching almost
$370 million in 1979. In more recent years, appropriation levels
ranged in the mid to low $20 million range. In fiscal year 1996 the
Administration proposed funding in the amount of $25 million. The
Congress appropriated zero dollars.

The report language that year said no funds are provided for new
grants and the managers intend that no funds will be provided in
the future. Following that lead, in 1997 the Administration re-
quested nothing for the program and Congress appropriated noth-
ing. That was in keeping with the Administration’s ongoing efforts
to balance the budget as well as the direction of the Congress.

There are no funds proposed for fiscal year 1998, nor are there
any plans to request funds in the foreseeable future. In the report
language accompanying the 1997 appropriation, Congress indicated
that we should use the administrative funds for the closeout of the
State grants program. In just a few minutes, I am going to talk
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about that closeout but for now I would like to look at the rewards
of a truly visionary program.

The facilities that the $6.5 billion bought are just on the street,
across town in the intercity, in virtually every nook and cranny of
our country. The parks and projects serve every segment of the
public. Millions of Americans have walked, jogged, picnicked,
hiked, biked, fished, hunted, golfed, or played ball in at least one
of these areas. These are the destination parks for families of
campers and hikers, parks where kids learn baseball and swim-
ming and appreciation of nature.

Clearly, the Land and Water Fund has had a broad impact on
outdoor America. As a result of the Act and its funding, States
bought land and improved recreation areas. They also established
their own scenic river and recreational trail systems and created
new State programs to enhance recreation opportunities.

The $6.5 billion was well invested, very well invested, and pro-
tections were put in place to protect that taxpayer investment.
With Section 6(f) of the Act Congress guaranteed that all property
acquired or developed with this money must be maintained in per-
petuity for public recreational use regardless of future funding ef-
forts. Of course, as needs changed conversions are permitted when
the property is replaced with another of at least equal fair market
value and usefulness.

The approval of these conversions and the protection of the Fed-
eral investment is an essential role played by the National Park
Service in concert with the States. As we move out to close out the
grants project selection, we will also establish an ongoing process
to protect the properties in the long-term.

At the direction of Congress to close down the grant process, we
are planning to terminate the obligation process by August 30,
1997. All active projects with unexpended balances will be termi-
nated on September 30, 2000. We then plan to expend our energies
on the protection of the 30,000 assisted sites with a much reduced
but committed grant staff.

We believe very strongly in the legacy of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund and we are doing our best to protect that in-
vestment. Thank you very much. I will be happy to answer any
questions you may have.

[Statement of Ms. Stevenson may be found at end of hearing.]

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you, Ms. Stevenson. I asked the question of
the other panel, let me ask it of you. Do you think that the funds
from this fund should be able to be used for other things other than
acquisition, in other words, for infrastructure, operation, those
kinds of things?

Ms. STEVENSON. I think repair for sites, particularly those pur-
chased with Land and Water money or assisted originally is a very
good idea. I think if we get into maintenance with this money, as
I think one of the previous witnesses called it a black hole, and I
think that is probably true. I think it is an expenditure that no one
could support.

Mr. HEFLEY. The Administration has stated that funding for the
highest—that it is seeking funding for the highest priority projects
and has no funds to seek, no plans to seek funds for the State Land
and Water Conservation Program in the foreseeable future. Let us
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consider a minute the Administration’s request for the funds for
the Appalachian Trail land acquisition. This year you have re-
quested an additional $4.2 million and in ’95 the Administration
spent $4.2 million to protect a total of two miles of trail for an av-
erage cost of over $2 million per mile.

In fact, in 1995 the Administration purchased land in seven
States which the trail does not even cross. Now are these the high
priority types of things you are talking about and how many such
high priority Federal needs are there which are more important
than the State needs?

Ms. STEVENSON. I am not at all familiar with the land acquisi-
tion for the Appalachian Trail so I cannot comment on that. But
what we do face is opportunities where willing sellers within au-
thorized boundaries for national parks are wanting to sell land that
we believe is very crucial to the protection of the park. Those are
the vast majority of the funds that we are asking Congress for. And
those are usually the projects that we hear most from congressional
Members about why aren’t we protecting significant battlefield
lands, why aren’t we protecting significant wildlife habitat within
national parks.

And, you know, it is a very difficult balance. I cannot say that
any one of these, and I think the panel is really in the same posi-
tion, it is a very difficult balance between significant lands author-
ized within parks and significant lands used for recreation pur-
poses on the stateside. The Congress has a very tough row to hoe.
I do not envy you in trying to make choices between what things
to fund and what not to fund.

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you very much. The gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, and welcome, Ms. Stevenson,
before the Subcommittee. I am just trying to see if I get the picture
properly here. We have just had members from our community tes-
tifying that it is a disaster on the part of the Congress and the Ad-
ministration not to provide funding for this very important pro-
gram, yet on behalf of the Administration are you just simply fol-
lowing because the Congress definitely has a position that they do
not want to fund this program anymore or do you feel that you are
in agreement with the position that the Congress now takes in
view of the funding aspects of the program?

Ms. STEVENSON. As I said before, it is not an easy balance. The
Administration is trying very, very hard to balance the budget from
its end. In order to do that, we have to make choices. The Land
and Water Fund is a very significant program, always has been a
significant program, but we are faced with having to make choices
of where to spend the very limited funds, where to ask Congress
for money.

In those cases, we have come down on the side of asking for
money particularly within authorized boundaries of parks and of
course other Federal lands. It is not an easy choice. That is not to
say that we do not believe that this is a terrific program. We do.
And we know the States have terrible needs but we are sort of
stuck as you all are.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So basically in terms of priorities realizing
also that $900 million is not chicken feed as far as trying to pro-
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vide—I want to ask another related question to this. The Congress
on a bipartisan basis established this fund. It was not called a
trust fund, it was a set aside and whatever funds or money that
we got from these sales of the oil and gas leases which amounts
to about $900 million was to go to the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund.

We are about to debate a very interesting position now taken by
the Administration. This involves the State Department, and the
State Department is now proposing that we are going to charge
every American that calls in for passport information and by get-
ting this amount of money which the State Department expects to
obtain about $595 million to assist in offsetting some of its resource
needs within the agency or within the Department of State and it
is going to be an interesting debate in the Congress whether or not
this is the proper way that we go about funding or provide funds
for agency activities.

And in a similar fashion I notice that we did this previously in
setting aside this $900 million trust fund. We have expended over
$3 billion in the last 30 years and of course we can give the num-
bers to justify the fact that this was a very successful program as
far as the States and territories are concerned.

My question is should the Congress allow this kind of thing, to
allow each agency to go ahead and make charges and then repro-
gram the money for agency use and the Congress should not have
any say on how that money should be utilized?

Ms. STEVENSON. As you know, we have a fee program in national
parks and we are convinced that Americans who want to use na-
tional parks are willing and excited about paying fees that the
money stays in the national parks. In terms of the $900 million
when you talk to Members of Congress who are on the Budget
Committee what they say is it is all money. It does not matter
x(zlvl}_ether it was set aside, we use it for offset of the budget, of the

eficit.

And certainly esoteric kind of discussion is above my head, I
have to admit, but I believe it is all money they say and so it is
hard to set aside for any individual purpose. And I think I will re-
serve my comments on the State Department.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. So as a matter of our national policy basi-
cally despite the concerns that have been expressed earlier by some
of our leading citizens out there in the country it seems that basi-
cally as far as the Congress and the Administration is concerned
the Land and Water Conservation Fund is axed.

Ms. STEVENSON. It seems so, sir.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Simply because of higher priorities.

Ms. STEVENSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HEFLEY. The gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Historically, the Land and Water Fund received
about $900 million annually?

Ms. STEVENSON. No. Actually I have a copy and I will be happy
to provide for the record the list of all the appropriations year by
year.

Mr. DELAHUNT. I am talking about receipts.

Ms. STEVENSON. Oh, receipts. I believe that is correct.
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Mr. DELAHUNT. Then—oh, can this—you have the last two or
three fiscal years. How much is going to the Federal side?

Ms. STEVENSON. Federal side, total bureaus in 1996 was $138
million.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And how much stateside?

Ms. STEVENSON. That year was zero.

Mr. DELAHUNT. That year was zero?

Ms. STEVENSON. 1996 was zero.

Mr. DELAHUNT. So the remaining, subtract $138 million from
that $900 million, went to the deficit reduction.

Ms. STEVENSON. That is right.

Mr. DELAHUNT. And has that been in the past two or three
years?

Ms. STEVENSON. When you say past two or three, if you are say-
ing 1995 there was $216 million that went to the Federal side and
that year there were $25 million in State grants rounded up. And
then the balance went to deficit reduction.

Mr. DELAHUNT. So the reality is that for some time now that
$900 million has been—we have been underpaying

Ms. STEVENSON. That is correct.

Mr. DELAHUNT. [continuing]—purposes that would—we were pro-
vided for the——

Ms. STEVENSON. The highest appropriation I believe was in 1978,
which was $805 million stateside and $681—I am sorry, I am not
right there. That was $175 million to State grants. But I would be
happy to provide this for the record. You can look at it.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Maybe you could help me with this. Could you
just walk through how you plan to close out the State and what’s
involved here?

Ms. STEVENSON. Yes. This year

Mr. DELAHUNT. Let me just add one other question. I presume
that you are working in individual States with this close-out thing?

Ms. STEVENSON. Yes, we are working—actually we are working
with NUSARLO, which is the organization of States so that we
have a single contact, but what we plan to do is terminate the obli-
gation process, which means we will not be obligating any more
funds as of August 30, 1997. And then that gives the States from
then until the year 2000 to get rid of any unexpended balances,
anything that they might have on the books from a project that has
failed or something that is not doing very well that they can shore
up, get a match, whatever is necessary. And that will be all done
by September 30, 2000. So that is pretty much a three-year process
for them to totally get rid of all of the—expend all of the money
that is on their books right now.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Thank you.

Ms. STEVENSON. You are welcome.

Mr. HEFLEY. Thank you, Ms. Stevenson. We appreciate you being
here and it has been helpful. Thank you very much.

Ms. STEVENSON. Thank you so much.

Mr. HEFLEY. The committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 10:50 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned;
and the following was submitted for the record:]
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TESTIMONY OF DONALD W. MURPHY, DIRECTOR, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS
AND RECREATION; AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE OUTDOOR
RECREATION LI1AISON OFFICERS

It is a privilege to be here today to talk about the vital importance of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund for state and local outdoor programs.

By way of introduction, let me tell you that I sit here wearing several hats. In
1991, Governor Pete Wilson appointed me Director of California State Parks, the
nation’s largest state park system, with more than 1.3 million acres and a budget
of approximately $180 million. I have been with California State Parks since I en-
tered as a park ranger cadet in 1980.

Additionally, I serve as president of the National Association for State Outdoor
Recreation Liaison Officers commonly referred to as NASORLO, the organization of
those state officials whose responsibility it is to apportion LWCF moneys in their
respective states.

Lastly, I am a co-chair of Americans for our Heritage and Recreation, a newly
formed coalition of LWCF stakeholders dedicated to securing more stable funding
for conservation and outdoor recreation. This new organization represents a broad
spectrum of individuals and ideas, from the Wilderness Society to the Sporting
Goods Manufacturing Association, brought together with the realization that the
restoration of LWCF for its original intention is vital for a better America.

This is what I want you to understand from me today. A program that has worked
so well for so many years has gotten so far off track we need to get a crane to put
it back in place.

I am not here to denigrate the federal funding side of the LWCF in favor of the
state funding side. The two are necessary parts of a whole, and one should not exist
without the other. But since I was invited here to speak on the importance of the
stateside funding, I wish to confine my remarks to that area.

When the Land and Water Conservation Fund became law in 1965, this was its
statement of purpose:

“The purposes of this part are to assist in preserving, developing, and assuring
accessibility to all citizens of the United States of America, of present and future
generations, and visitors who are lawfully present within the boundaries of the
United States of America, such quality and quantity of outdoor recreation resources
as may be available and are necessary and desirable for individual active participa-
tion in such recreation, and to strengthen the health and vitality of the citizens of
the United States by (1) providing funds for, and authorizing federal assistance to,
the States in planning, acquisition, and development of needed land and water
areas and facilities, and (2) providing funds for the Federal acquisition and develop-
ment of certain lands and other areas.”

The last portion of this statement is most important for my purposes here today.
As the law was written, one of the first principles behind the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund is assistance to the states. This need was widely recognized on both
sides of the aisle, and in prior Republican and Democratic administrations.

In the years following this Act’s passage, the states benefited greatly from the
LWCF. But with the coming of the 1980s, this changed dramatically. Support for
state and local programs plummeted. In the last two fiscal years, there were no
LWCF appropriations for state and local matching grants.

California is a case in point. In the 1970s, the Golden State benefited greatly from
the LWCF averaging a little more than $11 million each year. Since then, however,
funding dropped as quickly as a rock off the Golden Gate Bridge. In the 1980s, the
average LWCF annual appropriation for California fell to less than $7 million.

So far this decade, we've fared even worse, averaging about $1.4 million—that’s
a mere 10 percent of the funding we received in the 1970s.

The negligence is as bipartisan as the creation of the act itself, and spans admin-
istrations of both parties.

In the meantime in California, our population has increased, placing even more
pressure not just on the 264 units of our beautiful State Park system, but on re-
gional and local parks as well. Increased population means more demand for more
parks.

California is not unique in this. Attendance in state parks around the country
rose by more than 30 million annually between 1987 and 1992. In his 1995 report
to Congress on the LWCF, National Park Service Director Roger Kennedy pointed
this out well. He wrote:

“States continue to support this program and depend on its annual apportionment
to supplement existing funding sources in providing recreation opportunities to their
communities. In many local instances it constitutes the only means of financing
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much-needed recreational opportunities for its populace, including youth-at-risk,
senior citizens, the economically disadvantaged, and those with disabilities.”

There are many debates in these corridors, and even in this subcommittee, about
the role of federal government in preserving public lands. We experience this in Sac-
ramento as well, I assure you.

In another way, therefore, I can’t stress enough the importance of LWCF for
states and local communities. In short, it gives more power to the people, by placing
the funds closer to home. Here in Washington, you refer to it as “states’ rights.”
Thousands of miles west of here, at the state Capitol, they refer to it as “local con-
trol.”

The benefits of this are numerous. More people are involved in the decision-mak-
ing. Communities must match the LWCF grant, so they have incentive and a goal
that can be attained. In many areas, problems in a state or community are best an-
swered by those who live in that state or community.

In its day, the LWCF has built ballparks in urban settings like Oakland, it ac-
quired Martin Luther King, Jr.’s boyhood home in Atlanta, and it helped finish off
the Appalachian Trail. Over the life of the program, stateside funding has financed
more than 8,500 acquisition projects covering more than 2.3 million acres, and fund-
ed 28,000 outdoor recreational facility developments.

Thirty some-odd years ago, the creation of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund was a bipartisan measure, and that makes sense even today. It's an issue
that’s broad enough for all to accept, and one that crosses many boundaries. That’s
why such a broad coalition has come together, as I said earlier, to work for it.

The restoration of state and local LWCF funding should be an easy decision for
you, and it is an easy decision that will immediately show many rewards throughout
the country. There is no controversy in restoring state and local support in LWCF,
but I can assure you there will be if this noble effort is abandoned.

As this own subcommittee’s oversight plan states, “the need for public outdoor
recreation space is greatest in urban and suburban areas of this country. For these
reasons, continued exclusive focus on federal land acquisition cannot be justified.”

I couldn’t have said it better myself. Thank you very much.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS COVE, VICE PRESIDENT OF GOVERNMENT RELATIONS,
SPORTING GOODS MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Good morning, Mr. Chairman. My name is Thomas Cove and I am Vice President
of the Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association (SGMA). SGMA is the national
trade association for producers and distributors of athletic equipment, footwear and
apparel.

I welcome the opportunity to testify this morning and commend the Committee
for its decision to hold a hearing on the stateside of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund. My industry and the broader recreation community are encouraged by
the attention this hearing brings to this important program.

In 1994, I was honored to serve on the National Park Service Review Committee
for the Land and Water Conservation Fund. I understand our report has been made
available to the Resources Committee—I urge you to look at it closely as it rep-
resents the results of countless hours of discussion and consensus building. As the
sole industry representative on the review committee, I was extremely impressed by
the caliber of my colleagues and new thinking they brought to problems facing the
stateside of the Land and Water Fund. I continue to endorse the report’s basic find-
ing, namely, that a reinvigoration of the LWCF vision, whether in its current pro-
grammatic form or otherwise, is vitally needed in order for the country to save its
cherished heritage of open spaces and parks.

Within my industry, we regard the experience of a well-funded stateside Land and
Water Conservation Fund to be a demonstrable success. The Fund allowed a great
diversity of land to be protected and created a significant inventory of recreational
opportunities for citizens in every state. Thousands of local parks and facilities were
developed under the state assistance program, providing tangible and intangible
benefits to generations of Americans. Not insignificantly, beyond the actual funds
it provided, the Fund’s incentives created countless partnerships that have resulted
in innovative programs to protect habitat, preserve historic sites and provide recre-
ation.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund was a promise made to the American
people beginning in 1965 that has delivered a return on investment that any Wall
Street financier would be proud to call his/her own.
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Sadly, much of the promise was broken in recent years when funding for the
st?lteside of the Fund was cut substantially, to the point of its virtual elimination
today.

We strongly urge the Committee to take action to revitalize the LWCF ideal.
Technical and financial assistance to state and local conservation and recreation has
a long history of bipartisan support. The program was recommended by the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission in the 1960’s, President Reagan’s Com-
mission on Americans Outdoors in the 1980’s, and the National Park Service Review
Committee in 1994 and yet today is threatened with extinction.

Let me take a moment to highlight our view of the value of the state assistance
program.

State and local parks are where the vast majority of Americans recreate day in
and day out. Though most Americans might love to visit our showcase national
parks regularly, they are unable to for reasons of economics, geography, or com-
peting leisure alternatives. Most Americans recreate close to home, in local, regional
and state parks. Whether for toddlers in a playground, teenagers on a ball field, or
senior citizens on a nature trail, easily accessible recreation opportunities contribute
significantly to quality of life for individuals, families and communities across the
country.

Participation in recreation is valued not just for enjoyment but because Americans
know it leads to improved physical and mental health, better appreciation of nature
and the environment, and stronger, shared values.

Providing recreation opportunities close to home is more imperative than ever. In
its research report titled Recreation in the New Millennium, the Recreation Round-
table found that the greatest barrier to participation in outdoor recreation in Amer-
ica in 1995 was lack of discretionary time. Twice as many people cited time versus
money as a major hurdle to outdoor recreation participation. Local recreation alter-
natives speak directly to Americans’ need to carve more time out of the day.

At the same time, the quality of recreation experiences in critical areas is dimin-
ishing. In the same Recreation Roundtable study, Americans living in large, urban
areas are, as a group, the least satisfied with their recreation opportunities. The
study also found that residents of America’s largest metropolitan areas participate
on average in fewer recreation activities and on a less frequent basis than other
Americans.

A 1995 Washington Post article, entitled “No Place to Play”, recounts the tragic
story of two young girls who died after playing in an abandoned car in Southeast
Washington. The underlying theme of the story, as articulated by many residents
of the girls’ neighborhood, was the lack of opportunities for local children to recreate
in a safe, enjoyable way. Too often this is a way of life in low-income urban neigh-
borhoods.

Images of unscathed community gardens and parks located next to torched build-
ings and looted businesses in the aftermath of the 1992 Los Angeles riots illustrate
the value urban communities place on protected open spaces.

In suburban America, conflicts over usage of parks and open space are increas-
ingly commonplace. At the beginning of every season, soccer and football league ad-
ministrators do battle over access to precious fields. Primary school parents view
junior high and high school sports programs as a threat to their children’s ability
to get field time. Women’s sports proponents are becoming more vocal, appropriately
so, about receiving their fair share of choice locations and practice times.

Lack of fields, courts and facilities can limit the number of young people who are
given the opportunity to play sports. Rarely are the ones who miss out the elite ath-
letes, but more likely the intramural player for whom hurdles to participation be-
come quickly insurmountable.

Privately owned fee-based facilities are springing up to meet the need for recre-
ation. While these first-class complexes of sport fields and support facilities can and
do deliver quality services, we should not allow personal financial resources to de-
termine citizens basic access to recreation.

At the same time, there are almost daily reports about the negative health con-
sequences of America’s sedentary lifestyle. Just last Friday, the government’s Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention reported that, due to inactivity and over-
eating, 35 percent of the country’s adults and 13 percent of our children weigh dan-
gerously more than they should. This is the most overweight the nation has been
since the government began compiling statistics in the 1960’s. According to the Na-
tional Task Force on the Prevention and Treatment of Obesity, the economic costs
of obesity in the United States exceed $68 billion annually. The need to make recre-
ation alternatives available to all Americans is good public policy.

I do not want to leave the impression that the LWCF is, or should be, simply a
funding vehicle to provide safe, affordable recreation opportunities. I have focused
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on the recreation issues because I know them better, but any discussion of LWCF
must include its fundamental conservation legacy. The protection of threatened land
and water resources remains a central and essential basis for the fund.

Development pressures in urban, suburban and exurban America are well docu-
mented. The U.S. Department of Agriculture found that the amount of developed
land in the United States increased by 14 million acres between 1982 and 1992. Ac-
cording to National Growth Management Leadership Project, during the last twenty
years in the New York metropolitan area population grew by 8 percent while
amount of urbanized land increased by 65 percent. During the same period, popu-
lation in Seattle grew by 38 percent but the amount of urban area grew by 87 per-
cent. In Denver, projections tell the same story.

Many wildlife and plant resources are threatened by this development. Strapped
state and local budgets limit options to address habitat degradation. Hundreds of
non-game species will benefit if action is taken before the need for threatened or
endangered designations. An appropriately funded Land and Water Conservation
Fund would offer real potential to protect important natural settings.

Of further concern is the possibility that we are bringing up generations of Ameri-
cans who have no connection to the wonders of our country’s vast natural legacy.
The future policy implications of having large numbers of citizens with no hands-
on contact with nature and conservation are scary. Both for our industry and for
the country.

Looking forward, I offer several recommendations for consideration. First, the
Fund clearly needs to be modified to allow states and localities greater flexibility
to take action. Devolution requires the ability for states and localities to adapt a
program to locally developed and implemented priorities. Second, the equity of pri-
vate land owners must be respected. Third, federal-state-local partnerships as well
as public-private collaborations should be encouraged. LWCF regulations should be
amended to facilitate such partnerships. Fourth, oversight and administration of the
program should be raised to the Department of Interior level. Its current status
within the National Park Service does not serve the program or NPS well.

The theoretical premise of dedicating royalty income from depletion of a non-re-
newable resource for investment in protection of a different precious resource re-
mains strong and valid. It should be maintained if at all possible.

Having participated in policy battles on Land and Water Fund for several years
now, I must be clear that as much as my industry values the potential of an appro-
priately funded stateside fund, we do not advocate draining the federal account to
increase stateside appropriations. We understand the significant budget constraints
facing this Congress but believe a full investment in both federal and stateside ac-
counts will reap fully justifiable dividends for generations to come. The 1994 report
eloquently captures the vision we endorse, “ We envision a network of parks, pre-
serves, open spaces, greenways and recreation sites and centers stretching across
this nation, touching all communities, and accessible to all Americans.” It is a noble
and appropriate vision, and it will only take hold with a long term commitment of
resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my industry’s views. I am happy to an-
swer any questions the Committee might have.

TESTIMONY OF JUDY BECK, COMMISSIONER, GLENVIEW PARK DISTRICT; PAST
PRESIDENT OF THE ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION OF PARK DISTRICTS

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to speak to you today about a program
that is near and dear to my community . . . a federal program that really works

. a federal program that has changed the landscape of my town and perhaps
many in America.

My name is Judy Beck, I have been an elected park commissioner in Glenview,
Illinois, for 18 years. I am one of 2,100 elected in our state who serve without com-
pensation. I have been president of our park district three times and am a recent
past president of our state organization, the Illinois Association of Park Districts.
As a local government official, I would like to speak today on behalf of restoring
funding for the local grant portion of the Land and Water Conservation Fund. A
commitment by Congress that is fundamental to the protection of recreational op-
portunities for all Americans.

We at the local level are most certainly aware of the need to contain spending.
We face on a much smaller scale, the same issue that you do. However, you should
be aware that the local need for parks and open space cannot be achieved without
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the partnership of the federal government. A partnership that has had a long his-
tory of success.

My objective this morning is to speak specifically to that portion of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund which had been devoted to enhancing outdoor recreation
opportunities at the local level for Americans since 1965. Unfortunately, it is also
:cihe ;éortion of the program which has been most drastically eroded during the past

ecade.

The irony of this weakening federal commitment to the stateside funding compo-
nent of LWCF for “close to home park sites” and recreational opportunities is that
this is one of the most efficient and effective of all federal grant programs. Nation-
wide, since the program’s inception, over $3.2 billion in federal seed money has been
matched for a total investment of $6.4 billion to develop nearly 27,000 state, county
and city park and recreation facilities and acquire 2.3 million acres of park land and
open space.

In Illinois the state’s existing public recreation lands and facilities are inadequate
to meet the needs of our 11.5 million people. Less than 4% of Illinois’ land is in pub-
lic recreation and conservation use. Although Illinois is recognized as a leader with
regard to its recreation distribution systems, intense competition for land brought
about by urban sprawl and an agricultural economy severely limits the ability of
local and state government to afford the increasing demands for public open space
and recreation lands. Without increased and stable federal funding, opportunities to
protect quality outdoor recreation lands and pristine natural areas in Illinois for fu-
ture generations will be lost forever.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund program, as originally set forth and
funded through the late 60’s and 70’s, accomplished significant results in Illinois as
well as throughout the country. More than 900 state and local park and conserva-
tion projects totaling more than $290 million in value were funded in Illinois. This
year, communities are seeking $24 million in assistance to enable them to carry out
much needed projects. The needs . . . the demands . . . obviously are there . . . but
the money is not. Increased funding for the LWCF stateside program is critical to
meeting Illinois’ close-to-home park and recreational needs.

In Glenview, a suburb north of Chicago, we have been very fortunate. We have
just received reimbursement for (what I hope is not one of the last) Land and Water
Conservation Fund projects in Illinois.

Let me briefly tell you about the Glenview Park District and the “Grove”. The
Glenview Park Dlsttict is a separate unit of local government authorized by state
statute that encompasses all of the Village of Glenview and parts of five other sur-
rounding villages and unincorporated Cook County, with an approximate population
of 50,000. We have independent taxing capabilities for open space and recreation,
the limits of which have been “capped” by our state General Assembly. By design,
as much as 60% of our budgeted income is from fees and charges.

The challenge in Glenview, indeed in all of Northeastern Illinois, is to provide for
open space and recreation in a highly populated area, with a strong economy driving
up land values. To illustrate that, undeveloped land is so expensive that it is priced
by the square foot, not by the acre.

I’d like to share with you the outstanding results of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund (LWCF) Local Grant Program as it has been applied in our commu-
nity. “The Grove” is a 123 acre nature preserve and center, and national historic
landmark that was the home of Robert Kennicott, the western most natural sci-
entist for the Smithsonian Institution, the discoverer of dozens of species, plants
and animals (many of which remain on this site today) and one of the early explor-
ers of Alaska.

In 1975, LWCF money was used as a part of a million dollar package to purchase
82 acres and Robert Kennicott’s homestead. Money from LWCF was leveraged with
state and local public funds as well as private contributions.

In 1995, LWCF dollars were again used with state, local and private funds to add
41 adjacent acres owned by the John C. and Catherine T. Mac Arthur Foundation.
As a result of the LWCF grant, our agency was able to reunite parcels that were
once part of the original Kennicott’s Grove. LWCF, and Illinois funding through its
Open Space Land Acquisition and Development (OSLAD) Grant Program each con-
tributed $400,000 toward the total purchase price of $2.275 million. The Mac Arthur
Foundation contributed $400,000, the Local Grove Support Organization contributed
$575,000, and the Glenview Park District contributed $500,000 to reach the total.
It was LWCF and OSLAD’s participation that leveraged the foundation and the
local support to help us meet our goal.

Today the Grove is a vital part of our community. Approximately 75,000 school
children visit the Grove, and total annual attendance is about 500,000. This is a
clear measurement, but just one example, of the success of LWCF spending.
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I testify before you today because I believe in the value that parks and recreation
adds to the lives of all Americans. I have seen the impact of suburban sprawl in
the Chicago suburbs and the tremendous brownscape problems in the city. I have
also seen firsthand that stateside LWCF funding is a stimulus to acquiring addi-
tional monies for investment in our parks. This funding does more than provide op-
portunities for fun and games, it impacts youth at risk and crime prevention, health
care cost reductions, economic growth, urban revitalization, and promotes a tremen-
dous sense of family and community pride.

Today I'm asking for your assistance and commitment to provide funding for the
stateside component of LWCF. I assure you that your commitment will be recog-
nized by the unseen future generations of Americans who will commend you for
your foresight.

Mr. Chairman, thank your for opportunity to bring the open space concerns of Illi-
nois to the members of the subcommittee.

STATEMENT BY KATHERINE STEVENSON, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, CULTURAL RESOURCE
STEWARDSHIP AND PARTNERSHIPS, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to
testify on one of the National Park Service’s important partnership programs, the
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) state grant-in-aid program.

As you travel across the country, in your State and in your District, many of the
park sites you visit, from the smallest inner-city athletic field to the greatest ex-
panses of wilderness, have a common link: the LWCF program. Given available re-
sources, however, the Administration and Congress have decided to focus LWCF
funding on top-priority Federal acquisitions for parks, forests, refuges and public
lands. The LWCF State grants assistance program was not funded for Fiscal Years
1996 and 1997. In keeping with the Administration’s ongoing efforts to balance the
budget, funding was not proposed for FY 1998 nor are there plans to request any
new grant appropriations in the foreseeable future. Instead, the Administration pro-
poses funding for the most critical projects needed to protect resources or improve
management of authorized parks and other areas.

The unique place of the LWCF in America’s conservation and recreation legacy
can be better understood through a quick review of its origins.

During the Eisenhower Administration, increasing consciousness of public health
and environmental issues and an expanding need for recreational space resulted in
the creation of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission (ORRRC) in
1958.

After three years of research, the bipartisan Commission developed specific rec-
ommendations for a national recreation program. The ORRRC report emphasized
that State, local, and the Federal governments and the private sector were key ele-
ments in the total effort to make outdoor recreation opportunities widely available.

Largely as a result of ORRRC’s work, the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
was passed and signed into law on September 3, 1964, as Public Law 88-578. The
Act established a funding source for both Federal acquisition of park and recreation
lands and matching grants to state and local governments for recreation planning,
acquisition and development. It set requirements for state planning and provided
a formula for apportioning annual LWCF appropriations to the States and Terri-
tories.

The Act reflects two historic principles:

(1) to provide predictable annual funding for high priority capital investments
that help ensure conservation of our nation’s natural resources and our ability to
meet recreation needs, not only for the immediate present, but for future genera-
tions as well; and

(2) to reinvest a significant portion of Federal returns from exploitation of one key
natural resource, the mineral products removed from the Outer Continental Shelf
areas, in conservation of other key natural resources, namely public parks, wildlife
habitats and other recreation resources.

By incorporating these principles, the LWCF Act became a model for resource con-
servation programs in many jurisdictions around the country.

Several increases in the fund culminated with enactment of P.L. 95-42 in June
1977, which raised the authorization level of the Fund to $900 million for FY 1978
and subsequent years. The increases in the Fund’s authorization over the years re-
flected Congress’ understanding that the needs for the Fund had expanded in three
ways: the State grant program needed to give more emphasis to urban parks and
recreation areas; the grant program should help acquire and develop recreation fa-
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cilities within urban areas; and the Federal side of the Fund program needed to con-
tribute to meeting close-to-home recreation needs. The appropriations authority
under the original LWCF Act was extended through 2015 with the enactment of
P.L. 100-203.

Since 1965, funding for the grants program has averaged approximately $105 mil-
lion per year. Recently, the annual appropriations have been below this average:
The FY 1995 appropriation totalled $24.7 million, and in FY 1996 and 1997, the ap-
propriation for new grants was zero.

Initially, three sources of revenue to the fund were designated: proceeds from
sales of surplus Federal real property, motorboat fuel taxes and fees for recreation
use of Federal lands. The level of funding from FY 1966 through FY 1968 reached
about $100 million per year, which was far short of Congress’ expectations. To rem-
edy this shortfall, it was proposed that Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) mineral leas-
ing receipts be tapped. In 1968, P.L. 90-401 raised the Fund’s level to $200 million
a year for five years making OCS revenues available to cover the difference between
this minimum level and receipts from other sources.

LWCF Grant Process

Simply put, the LWCF grant program is a State-driven grant program. Each State
receives a share of each annual appropriation called an “apportionment”. This ap-
portionment is made by the Secretary and is based on a legislative formula.
Through a statewide planning process prescribed by the Act, each State, in concert
with its local jurisdictions and subdivisions, establishes state priorities which serves
to target the expenditures where the recipients, not the federal government, feel
that it is needed most.

Grants are made on a matching basis of no more than 50 percent for the acquisi-
tion and development of public outdoor recreation areas and facilities.

LWCF Program Accomplishments

For the LWCF State grants program, over $3.2 billion have been appropriated to
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, and the Northern Marianas for planning, acquisition and develop-
ment of outdoor recreation opportunities in the United States.

Through FY 1995, a total of 37,300 projects have been approved to support the
acquisition of open space for park lands or the development of outdoor recreation
facilities. The Federal share of $3.2 billion has been matched by State and local con-
tributions, for a total LWCF grant investment of over $6.5 billion. States have re-
ceived about 8,200 grants and counties some 4,800, while cities, towns and other
local agencies matched more than 24,000 grants.

Of the total number of projects, about 10,000 have helped States and localities to
acquire some 2.3 million acres of park land. Almost 27,000 projects have been for
the development of outdoor recreation facilities. Seventy-five percent of the total
funds obligated have gone to locally sponsored projects to provide close-to-home
recreation opportunities that are readily accessible to America’s youth, adults, sen-
ior citizens and the physically or mentally challenged.

These facilities are down the street, across town, in the inner city, they’re in vir-
tually every nook and cranny of our country and serve every segment of the public.
Millions of Americans and visitors to this country have walked, jogged, picnicked,
hiked, biked, fished, hunted golfed, or hit a ball in at least one of these areas. These
are the destination State parks for families of campers and hikers; parks where kids
learn baseball and how to swim; parks where grade school classes visit nature cen-
ters.

The Legacies of LWCF

From a historical perspective, the LWCF has contributed significantly to the out-
door recreation estate over its 30 years of existence. With funding ranging from sev-
eral thousand dollars for picnic areas to millions for new national and state park
lands, conservation areas and recreation facilities, the LWCF has had broad impact
on outdoor America. Significant also is that a considerable amount of the income
going to the Fund has come about through the leasing of offshore mineral rights,
thus recycling an important natural resource back to public use. While one non-re-
newable resource is being used another is being protected.

It is important to note that, in addition to the large number of projects, LWCF
grants have had substantial long-term effects on our overall attitudes and policies
toward outdoor recreation. The first legacy of this kind is the notion, basic to the
LWCF Act, that States must assume a leadership role as providers of recreation op-
portunities.

Today, there is clear evidence that the LWCF program has resulted in States tak-
ing greater responsibility for the protection and development of recreation resources
at every level. The results of State leadership extend beyond simple increases in the
size and number of recreation areas. Among other things, they include State actions
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to establish scenic river and recreational trail systems, to capitalize on the value
of recreation resources in stimulating tourism and other economic opportunities, and
to provide additional financial and technical assistance to local recreation efforts
through State planning, grant, and loan programs.

Second, when the Fund was established, State recreation planning was essentially
non-existent. Statewide recreation planning has given States and their citizens new
tools to analyze recreation needs and alternatives in a systematic and responsive
way. Indeed, many states now require that local governments develop recreation
plans as a condition for any type of Federal or State recreation assistance.

The third legacy is our fiduciary responsibility. Section 6(f)(3) of the Act that re-
quires all property acquired or developed with LWCF assistance must be main-
tained perpetually in public outdoor recreation use. Section 6(f)(3) is the cornerstone
of the local/State/Federal partnership and provides assurance that, regardless of fu-
ture funding levels, each one of the sites receiving assistance under this program
is protected and will remain in public park and recreation use in perpetuity. This
provision has immeasurable impact on long-term protection of recreation resources.

Section 6(f) is strong. This provision reduces the temptation to use LWCF-assisted
park lands as a “cheap” or “convenient” land-bank for strip mall or other non-recre-
ation developments. Section 6(f) is also flexible. It recognizes that times and demo-
graphics change and that another use for the Fund-assisted property might one day
be more appropriate. In these cases, converting the property to another use is called
a conversion and is allowed as long as it is replaced with other property of at least
equal fair market value and usefulness.

The protective language of the law has prevented a large number of “nuisance”
conversions. It has also worked in hundreds of successful cases where conversions
have been approved. Here, the replacement lands have protected the original public
investment and either maintained or enhanced the public recreation estate. The law
has also withstood testing in the courts and found to be strong.

Consistent oversight over the years has ensured permanency of LWCF’s contribu-
tions to the national recreation estate. The most tangible evidence of the program
in future years will be the tens of thousands of recreation sites across the country
that will remain available for us and our children and our grandchildren.

LWCF Program Status

The vision of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission in 1958 has
been repeatedly reaffirmed. The President’s Commission on Americans Outdoors
concluded in 1986 that a successor to the LWCF (due at that time, to expire in
1989) should be created and dedicated from the sale of nonrenewable resources. In
1994 a committee established by the National Park System Advisory Board recog-
nized our national failure to invest and reinvest in parks and recreation and pro-
posed an American Network of Parks and Open Space and the revitalization of the
LWCF and UPARR programs; and as recently as this year, the Americans for our
Heritage and Recreation Coalition, consisting of a number of disparate groups which
banded together to seek a reliable funding source for America’s conservation and
recreation needs, concluded that the LWCF is “arguably the most important envi-
ronmer:ital program of this century” and that a reliable source of funding should be
restored.

We believe that it is essential to maintain the spirit and intent of the LWCF Act
as provided for under Section 6(f)(3). In keeping with this direction, late last year,
NPS established a special team to develop plans to accomplish these objectives.
More specifically, the team has been charged with offering recommendations to ac-
complish the following:

—expeditiously close-out the LWCF grants project selection, approval, and reim-
bursement processes;

—establish an effective and efficient plan of action to protect the legacy created
through the 37,000+ funded projects.

The team has focused its initial energies on developing actions to close-down
grant project operations as soon as possible. A draft plan of action was adopted and
distributed at a special business meeting of the National Association of State Out-
door Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO) in St. Louis on February 8. No opposi-
tion was expressed to the proposal by NASORLO. As of February 26, the following
recommendations have been implemented:

—the LWCF obligation process (which now uses unobligated funds from prior
years’ appropriations to fund a handful of new projects), will be terminated effective
August 30, 1997;

—all active projects with unexpended balances will be terminated effective Sep-
tember 30, 2000. (Ending dates for new and amended projects are limited to that
same date).
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It should be noted that the Service, under the Administration’s reinvention and
downsizing initiative, has significantly reduced LWCF administrative costs, e.g., a
62 percent reduction in FTE’s since FY 1993. Further reductions are scheduled for
FY 1998 which is in accord with the Administration’s budget request. It should be
noted that the lack of newly-appropriated funds for LWCF grant-in-aid assistance
does not translate to a lack of need for program administrative support. In addition,
the Secretary has continuing fiduciary responsibilities regarding the protection and
stewardship for over 30,000 assisted sites as well as for over 600 projects which
have contractual expiration dates extending into the end of year 2000.

Thank you again for this opportunity. I will be glad to answer any questions you
may have.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND RECEIPTS, APPROPRIATIONS AND UNAPPROPRIATED BALANCES REFORTED BY TREASURY DEFT.

| Mdlaboat | Rocieation | Outer Gontinental P Unapprapriated
Sales Fuols Yax . Foss Shelf Receipts Total Receipts | Appropriations | Reteipls Balance.
(Aot #5005.3) | (# 50054 (8 1) | (¥ 5005.74.8 (8.5))] _ info the Fund End of Fiscal Year
1965 22 1 4,400,000.00] . 1,858,755.3] 0.00} 28,397,684.78]  16,000,000.00] -9.759.85] 312407444564
1965 74,206,093.00f 27.607,662.01 7,803,448.98, 0.00] 109,707,203.88| 122,114,648.83F -157.130.84 157,130.84
1967 54,006,703.16] 31,347,930.87| 9,404,825.74| 0.00| 84,849,458.77  95,006,500.61 -64,824.38 64,924.38
1968 54,100,544.58] 28,831,083.72| 10,943,806.64) 0.00] 103.875434.04] 103,040,350,32]  -85,921.76] 85,921.76

From Ganeral Treasury * 18,191.000.001f  18.181,000.00}

1959 | 34.993.686.06] 26,956706.82] 11,000,385.02) 126,873,300.34| 139,814,078.24] 111,500,000.00 -19.726.60 88,519,726.50

From General Treasury * > 153.600,000.00)]  {53,000,000,00)
1970 $8,034,357.40} 26,780,51848]  8.273.192.07, 107,882 204 45} 198,880,273.40! 131,100.000.00]  -4(.369.93) 157.440,369.93
1971 47581546911 25,048,70723f 18.237.285.:02) 240,092,086.91. 289,958,630.07] 357.400,000.00] -B27,748.95] 100,827 748.98
1972 38.101.681:38] 25,113558.57} 12,279,842.80] 223,877,068.20} 299,172,251.04F  361,500,000.00| -7,413.18 38.507 413.18

1973 49,883172.24) 26,126,288.68) 0.00) 223,943,125.92, 209,992,586,82] 300,000,000, 00 -24,932.82 38.524,932.82
1974 35,582,283.78] 26,483,570.36] 0.004 243,887 81771 305853,871.86] 76,223,000. -39,111.32)  268.284,910.u0
1975 21,495344.00} 25,161.788.13) 0.00] 247.325,028.98 283,982 161.20] 307,492, 000 00 -95,184.83] 254,880,262 03
1976 300362.62] 27,251.265.83) 000]  276641,316.07} . 304,102,844.62) 316 $86,000.00 0.00[  242,087,206.65
Tr Qtrl  44,234,374,65 5.672,995.52] 0.00] 41,808,323.96 91,805,694.,13 5,988,000.00] -118,388.02 258,023,298.30
1977 33,825397.34] 28,903,518.02] 8.00] 232,339,885.18 285,068,778.54) 53? 1798,000.00]  -51,801.15] 15,344, 878.49
1978 20012542.69] 30.520.719.84 .00} 833.428,546.13] 8092,661,808.76] 805.000,000.00] 47,025.54 103,353,713.7%
1979 28,266,381.941 29,980,572.13| 0.00] T41,214,436.76| 799,461,390.23|  737,026,000.00] -38,376.08 166,828,480.10
1980 83,336,245.05] 20,857,175.87] 0.00] 800,583,342.25 | 993 776 754 07 509,184,000.00f -163,150.88| 650.574,395.05
1981 35,979,330.97F 12,308,148.80] 13,974,543.80] 867,123,127.83] 288,583,000.00] .00 1,281,386,360.54
1982}  26,188,35526] 30,300,000.00f 23,508,370.46]  825,959,540.09 OS 046 2?4 81 *179,827,000.00] 0.001 2,017.486,635.35
1983 187,249.42] 24.,085,000.00| 28,800,610.65 814,603,040.16 B67,866,200.23| 335,083,000.00 0.00( 2,550,258,835.58
1984 252.070.08] . 875.804,164.91] 301,800,000.00] -782,552.84/ * 3,128,955,553.33

1034.860,115.95] 286,812,000.00-1,037,762.77] 3.578.361,432.08
B848.5672,687.24( 168,208,980.00 -3 945 03 ( 553 629,084.33
871,483,634.93] 0,628, 5,219, X

1985 | 220,155550.81
1986 62,890,736.22|
1987 32,442,478.7%)

1988 36,743,338.80 898.821,282.69) 0 DO

1989 | 54,678,950.72 818,168,856.88] .

1890 5.045,545.50| 860,336,193.43| 7 255 936 311 59

1997 11,074,491.10, . 897,074.401.10} .00) .00| 7,844,340,462.79
621 27,773.882.81 000,000 887,825, 50&90 916,699,381.71] 317,391,829.00 0.00} 8,443,648,025.50

493 5,008,315.00] 2 g 806,008,315.00; 283.852,2¢ 0.00] 9.066.004,054.50

1994 2,011,753.00f  1,000,000.00) 000 86220821319  885219.966.19( 255.551.000.00 0.00f 9,675,673.020.69

1998 2,011,113.01 1,000,000.00 0.00, 896,887,237.00) 899,988,350.01| 216.795,067.00} 0.00} 10,358,876,303.70

1986 10,099,699.18]  1,000,000.00] GO0 | 896,805,734.00] B0B.005433.18] 138,073,000.00 . 0.00] 11.128.808,736.88

Subt!{1,239,722.316.21| 561,068,300.06| 254,596,610.14] 17,065,415,815.92] 20,021.723,259.13] 8,896,530,610.56] -3,615,887.71

1987 2,097.000.00F 1,000.000.00 8.00] B96,803,000.00] B00,000,000.00] 148,370,000.00 0.00] 11,879.428,736.88

1998 2.097,000.00{  1.000,000.00 0.00] 896,903,000.00 900,000,000.00f 165.417,000.00 0.00f 12,613,012,736.88

Total 18,759.221,815.32} 21,821,723,258.73) 9,212,325,510.56} -3,615,987 71

|Spacia it

1978 £.001 ¢.00] 208.000,000.004 . 0.00; §5.000,000.00

1579 .00, 8.09] 102,378,000 .00 142,621,000.00

Total [X X 0. 450,000,000.01 450,000,000. 307,379,000.0 .00
|No further receipts or appropriations after FY 1979 to date; uhappropriated receipts balance remains available indefinitely for appropriation,
i i H S | . i L | i

FY 1896 data is final raponed hy Treasury, FY's 1997-1098 receipts are estimates for the FY 1998 President’s Budget totalling to the amount authorized in
law. FY 1987 to date. FY 1998 are those requested in the Prasident's Budget.

The Land and Water Ccmnrﬂmn Furt (LEWCF) was managed by the Heritage Conservation and Retreation Setvice {HORS) (originally the Bureau of
Qutdoor Recreation) until HCRS was abolished and merged into the National Park Service (NPS) May 31, 1981. NPS then became manager of the LEWCF. |
Appropriations reaized in FY's 1956-1058 were limited fo amounts available from receipts and were Joss than the amounts in the appropriation acts.

The LSWCF Act was amended to depasit amounts of Quier Continantal Sheif {0CS) recaipls into the LEWCF sufficient to fmake annual receipls info the Fund
total $200,000 miltion i F¥'s 1968-1970, $300,000,000 in FY's 1971-1977 and $900 million beginning FY 1878, Recaipt totals FY 's 1968-1973 varied from
authorized tofals only for expired amounts; afier that, a reporting lag has caused most or alf receipt variances from. authorized (legally mandated) amounts,
The amount of OCS receipts wredited to the LAWCF toward the end of each fiscal yaar is determined before the actual amount of nan-OCS receipts is
known; any variances therefrom in the actual non-OCS receipls finally reportest for that fiscal year must be compensated fur by an adjustment to OCS
receipts-afier the end of that fiscal year to comply with the mandate in the LAWCF Act that | ipts ang to total to a certai t {ndw $900 million),

hese were originalty “advance appropriations® fram General Treastry funds authorized by the LEWCF Act; a provision for tepayment to Treasury was
tepealed. Although the funds from Ganeral Treasury were appropriated and used for LRWCF purposes, Treasury did not report them as LAWCF receipts or

appropriations.
NPS Budget Team February 20, 1957
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APPROPRIATIONS FROM THE LAND & WATER CONSERVATION FUND (in thousands of dollars)

- Total by: ] National Par ervice
Veae] puromus e it]_Tosl_|Aoqiton|_Grart_| A, |

1965 16,000 750 0)
1966 | 122,115 16,884 0)
1967 95,00 15,568 148|
1968 | 103, 14; 1,798,
Gen.Tr.* [9,191]

1969 111.058& 12,390 1,339,
Gen. Tr.(53,

1970 | 131,100 13,661 9971
1971 400 ,853) 7.993’

g
‘g
2888538 888, . o000

1973{ 300, 29,624 4,597, 1,
1874 78, 3,973

1975} 307,482 30,

1976 | 316,986 36,965/ B4 2,
TrQtq 75988 7,595 3,189)

1977 | 537,799 71,300 28,993 2
1978 | 805, 89,973 31,285) 2,
1979 | 737,025 71,385 33430f 1,
1980{ 509,1 22,373 11,750 2.7
19811 288,593 34,498 9,303 1.002
1982 ;79327 26,262 18,491 3.;}2

_‘

2

v

nN

3

2

X

£

]

2

N

(<]
pR o
;e
g2

1995 ( 216,795 63,873 68,028
1996 138,073 39,392 40,319

Subtl[ 5,596,531 1,385,534

led:
1997 | 149,379 40,575 44,4791 10,410
1998 168,417 41,057 44,560 9,900

Total [ 9,212,327

Speci: ccount (16 L

1978 205,000 41,680 0 0
1979 | 102,379 19,693 0 0| 0
 Total i k 0
Only 3 ;ppmpfiatioris to date.

gﬂ:ignzs ria reflect of Land funds by transfer approved by Transfors (shown

FY 1997 appropriations are those enacted to date; FY 1998 are those requested in the President's Budget. f::;’m’:g:f to
Amounts may not add to totals due to rounding. FY's 1986-1968 funds are Emited by receipt deficiencies. related Administra-
National Park Service (NPS) amounts include appropriations to the Heritage Conservation and Recreation  tion are not reflected
Service (originally Bureau: of Outdoor Recreation(BOR)) before it was merged into NPS May 31, 1981. In the amounts

Land Acquisition amounts include related Administration (Acquisition M: ). shown for Admin-
Transfers (shown above) from State Grant Conti Fund Y ts to State Grant n.

Administration were C: i pp but are not in the shown for State Grants

or Grant Administration.

* General Treasury Funds: Congress funded FY's 1988 and 1969 app for LAWCF partly

from General Treasury funds [amounts shown in brackets; not part of LAWCF receipts or appropriations]
without specifying their use within the appropriations, so a presumption is used based on committee reports
showing that $9,191,000 for FY 1968 is within the amount of increased NPS/BOR Land Acquisition funding
over FY 1967, and that the $53,000,000 for FY 1969 equals the part for NPS/BOR Redwood acquisition.

NPS Budget Team February 20, 1897 -
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LWCF Funding Levels
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$ millions

$ millions




40

STATEMENT OF NATIONAL RECREATION AND PARK ASSOCIATION BEFORE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, ON LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND STATE ASSISTANCE,
MARCH 11, 1997. -

Mr. Chairman, bers of the Subcommi 1 am Barry Tindall, director of Public Policy for the
National Recreation and Park Association. We are honored to be invited to address the Subcommittee
on the history and potential of Land and Water Conservation Fund state grants assistance. NRPA is
headquartered in Arlington, Virginia. We are a national non-profit organization whose trustees,
officers and members advocate access to recreation resources and experiences of the highest quality for
all people. Our members include individuals, public agencies, private groups and others who serve on
appointed recreation and park boards and commissions, plan, design and manage public and other
parks and recreation resources and recreation services or engage in h and education as faculti
and students in universities nationwide.

Our statement is generally divided into several parts -- a history of actions leading to the passage of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, with particul phasis on its state assi provisions; a
review of appropriations over the years; analysis of program accomplish recent of
national recreation policies and programs; principal implications arising from these assessments; and
perspectives on fiscal, environmental and social needs that should be addressed by the Fund program.
Attachments inclede: LWCF project examples and a summary of estimated local capital investment
needs for the period 1995 - 1999.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) has a unique place in America’s conservation and
recreation history. In 1958, increasing public consciousness of health and environmental issues,
expanding needs for recreational space, and obvious threats to remaining open space and natural
resources combined into a broad congressional mandate, fully supported by President Dwight
Eisenhower, that created the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. A bipartisan
commission of public officials from the federal, state and local gov with rep ives of
private advocacy groups and businesses was formed. After three years of intensive research, the
Commission developed specific recommendations for a national recreation program. Its 1962 report,
Outdoor Recreation for America, emphasized that state and local as well as federal governments and
the private sector were key elements in the total effort to make resource-based recreation opportunities
available. The Commission’s major recommendation’s were:

1) The United States should establish a nationat recreation policy o preserve, develop and make accessible
i o all Ameri and an indep agency to conduct nationwid ion planning, help
- coordinate all related federal poficies and programs, and assist other levels of government toward the same goals.

2) Public and private enlities at all levels should adopt programs to make the best possible use of available
TesOUrces recreation resources. .

3) Each state, through a central agency, should develop a long-range plan for -based ion -- to
provide adequate recreation opportunities, to acquire and develop recreation lands where necessary, and to protect
outstanding natural values.

4) A federal funding program should be established to provide grants to states to encourage planning and

imulate them and iocal goy to meet the new demands for recreation.

In resp to its recc dations, funding legislation was introduced in 1962, during the second
session of the 87th Congress. No action was taken in that Congress, but in February 1963, President
John Kennedy proposed legislation to establish a “Land and Water Conservation Fund” that could
assist states in recreation planning, acquisition and development and help to finance new federal
recreation lands. Following the Commission’s recommendations, great emphasis was placed on
planning for future recreation opportunities. In its hearings on the LWCF bill, Congress defined
requirements for statewide cc hensive outdoor recreation plans (SCORPs) that would be a
condition of state grants.
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Reoogmﬂngthemmdlossof&eimdandwa&er ion base to devel one of the
legislation’s major purposes was to reduce the lag in recreation land acqunsmon The House
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, in its report on the bill, stated that emphasis should be
given, at the beginning of the grant program, to acquisition of critical lands and open spaces, but that
this could be balanced later with appropriate development granis to make programs and facilities
available to the public. Congress clearly indicaled that the new federal program should have an
endunng effect on the supply of recmnon sites and facilities by requiring that all sites assisted by

- grants be added p mestate.” As a result, Section &(f)(3) of the Act
states unequlvomﬂy that gmn@mnsted areas are to remain forever available for “public outdoor

ion use,” or be replaced by lands of equal market value and recreation usefulness.

With vigorous bipartisan support in both Houses of Congress, a bill was passed and signed into law

on September 3, 1964 as Public Law 88-578. The Act established a funding source for both federal
acquisition of park and ion lands and hing grants to state and local governments for
recreation planning, acquisition and development. It sef requirements for state planning and provided a
formula for apportioning annual LWCF appropriations to the states and territories. Initially, three
sources of revenue to the fund were designated: proceeds from sales of surplus federal real property,
motorboat fuel taxes and fees for recreation use of federal lands. Originally, the law specified that an
iwesage of 60 percent of annual appropriations would go to grants while the remainder went for federal
land acquisition.

Only $10.5 million were appropriated for State Grants in fiscal 1963, the first year of funding, but that
increased to $84 million in 1966. The level of funding for both “sides” of the Fund averaged barely
$100 million for each of the next three years, which was far'short of Congress” expectations. To
remedy this shortfall, it was proposed that Outer Continental Shelf {OCS) oif and gas leasing receipls
be tapped. In 1968, P.L. 50-401 raised the Fund’s level to $200 million a year for five years,
beginning in FY 1969 making OCS revenues avallable to cover the difference between this minimum
level and receipts fiom other This blished two important principles. First,
the Fund would "recycle" some of the p ds of by ing a portion of such
revenues into conservation of natural resources and enhancement of recreation opponumtles Second
- although LWCF Wwas not established as a dedicated trust -- all future spending from the Fund would
be “pay-as-you-go, ” in the sense that non-tax fee and commoity revenues were ldent!fled to cover the
dollars appropriated.

Although appmpmuons in any one year xmght be lower or higher than the minimum level, Congress
and mmmxmd fves to maintaining.an average $200 million

iation, so that any * in the amount available from OCS would
evenlually be appmpnaled By 197 1, the $200 miltion a year for both state and federal appropriations
appeared insufficient. President Richard Nixon proposed, and the Congress approved an amendment
increasing the annual amouat to $300 million. "This resulted in an 8¢ approp of $150 million
per year for State Grants in the second five years of the program. Strong support for the program
continued through the 1970s, with Congress and the President agreeing on further authorization .
increases to $600 million per year, and finally (in 1976) to $900 million a year. Another amendment in
1976 changed the state-federal formuia split to remove the upper limit (40 percent) on the “Federal side”
of the Fund, providing instead that “not less than” 40 percent of annual appmpnatlons would go to the
eligible federal agencies.

Appmpﬁa!ions for State Grants
Five-Year Periods from Fiscal Years 1965 - 1994

Period $ in Millions
1965-1969 256
1970-1974 . : 750
1975-1979 1,250
19801984 657
1985-1989 . . . 184

1990-1994 ’ 116

(5
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Funding for State Grants followed a fairly consistent trend of growth through 1980, but it was cut
back severely during the Reagan Administration, which for several years proposed neas-zero funding
for.both sides of the Fund when then Secretary of the Interior Jarnes Watt vowed to end the LWCF
program through the budgetary process, in lieu of legislative deauthorization. This resulted in a total
“moratorium” on grants in 1982, and an almost two-thirds reduction in total Fund appropriations. But
while appropriations for federal lands recovered slightly and stabilized at about $200 million per year
during the 1980s, grants dollars continued to decrease each year, through 1988, received a brief boost
in the final years of the Bush Administration, but fell again to zero in 1996, under President Clinton.

Land and Water Conservation Fund Annual Appropriations
1965-1996 . .

400
300 } ’ State Grants $
200

100

Dollars in Millions

° : :
65666768697071727374757677787980818283 84858687888990919293949596
Fiscal Years

LWCF Program Accomplishments

For the LWCF Grants program, over $3.2 billion have been appropriated to the 50 states, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin‘Islands, American Samoa, and the Northern Marianas for
planning, acquisition and development of recréation opportunities in the United States. Through FY
1996, a total of 37,300 projects were approved to support acquisition of park and recreation resources
or development of recreation facilities. They ate in every geographic region of the U.S., in every
county and almost all localities. Federal obligations totalling over $3.2 billion have been matched by
state and local contributions, for a total LWCF grant investment of $6.5 billion. 'States have received
awulgf-?o fl(‘)a&l)s and counties some 4,900, while cities, towns and other local agencies matched
more 24,000. ) .

Of the total number of grant projects, about 10,000 have helped states and localities to conserve
some 2.3 million acres of land, including combination projecis where d d land values matched the
cost of development. Almost 27,000 projects have been for the development of recreation facilities.
Seventy-five percent of the total funds obligated have gone to locally sponsored projects to provide
close-to-home recreation opportunities readily accessible to America’s youth, adults, senior citizens
and the physically or mentally challenged. In addition to th ds of small ion areas, grants
have helped to acquire and develop new areas of statewide or national significance such as the Allagash
Wilderness Waterway (Maine), Liberty State Park (New Jersey), the Willamette Greenway (Oregon),
Platte River park (Denver), Herman Brown Park (Houston), and Iilinois Beach State Park (Chicago).

Meanwhile, on the “Federal side” almost $5.7 billion has been appropriated from the Fund through
FY 1997 to purchase lands for federal forests, parks, national rivers and trails, the wildlife refuge

3
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system and the western public lands. The 4 million acres of new federal lands acquired through
LWCEF is at the core of more than 50'new national park - units, including seashores, lakeshores and
recreation areas. New recreation areas have also been procured in national forests in 45 states, ranging
from basic camping, hiking and boating areas in the east and midwest to the landscapes of scenic nvers
and larger areas like the Oregon Dunes NRA on the Pacific. Since 1968, LWCEF has provided
funding for acquisition of habitat for endangered species like the Sandhill Crane and Florida Panther,
and has helped add almost 1 million acres_to national wildlife refuges, including such new refuges as
the Atchafalaya in Louisiana, the Lower Rio Grand in Texas, the Lower Suwanee River refuge in
Florida and the San Francisco Bay refuge in California. With relatively small acquisitions in the
Bureau of Land Management’s national resource lands in the west, the Fund has also helped to create
viable trails and other recreation centers within those extensive but scattered holdings.

Lasting Value of the State-Federal Partnership

Quantitatively, the LWCF has contributed significantly to the recreation estate over its 32 years of
existence. Extending beyond the bers of projects and acres and dollars, it is important to note the
grant program’s major effects on the country’s overall attitudes and policies toward conservation and
recreation. Most of these less tangible benefits have come about as the result of the 32-year
partnership with states and localities

When the Fund was established, state recreation planning was essentially non-existent. Today,

de recreation planning has given states and their citizens new tools to analyze recreation needs
and alternatives in a systematic and responsive way. Indeed, many states now require that local
gover develop ion plans as a condition for any type of federal or state recreation

assistance. A 1976 amendment to the LWCF act required governors to ceriify public participation in
the state’s recreation planning (SCORP) process. This led to development of the Open Project
Selection Process (OPSP) now used by each state to link plan-defined priorities with actual selection of
LWCEF projects for funding. These processes ensure that all eligible applicants for LWCEF assistance
are aware of the availability of grants and that grants are responsive to identified needs. By increasing
public awareness of the links between state planning and real projects, OPSPs have increased
involvement in state recreation policy by citizens at all levels.

In retrospect, it is clear that the effects of state recreation planning and grant activity under LWCF have
been major incentives, along with growing public awareness of the complexity of environmental
problems and social needs, that encouraged states to lake greater responsibility for the protection and
development of their own recreation resources at every level.  Substantial federal appropriations
and, of equal importance - their reliable availability from year-to-year -- first catalyzed then solidified
a state leadership role in many areas. These include actions by more than 30 states (from Wisconsin
to Arizona and Maine to Washington) to establish their own scenic river and recreational irail systems,
and in almost all the states to provide additional financial and technical assi to local ion
efforts through state planning, grant, and foan programs. Florida, for example, has several major
open space protection programs that were originally established to match LWCF grants; Maryland has
Program Open Space to acquire key parklands; Texas and Minnesola have dedicated portions of their
special taxes to support state and local recreation programs; New Jersey has repeatedly enhanced its
Green Acres program that provides loans as well as grants for local recreation acquisition,
rehabilitation and development.

This influence continues to the present. In recent years, despite budgetary ups and downs,
Californians and New Yorkers, for example, have approved large state bond issues for conservation
and parks. States have shown and continue to show such initiative on their own, but LWCF helped to
catalyze many of these efforts and can continue to do so. A further legacy -- and a major force for
long-term protection of all recreation resources - is the provision of Section 6(f)(3) of the Act that
requires all property acquired or developed with LWCF assistance to be maintained perpetually in
public recreation use. Consistent enforcement has developed strong stewardship programs in each of
the states to help ensure that LWCF’s contributions to the national recreation estate remain real and
accessible to our citizens. The most tangible evidence of the program in future years will be tens of
thousands of recreation sites across the country permanently available for our children and our

4
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ildren. As Interic Secretary Bruce Babbitt recently observed, the future stewards of public
lands will be educated and energized by a “user friendly” park at the end of the block.

‘The Land and Water Conservation Fund program has helped build a permanent legacy for future
generations. These thousands of recreation opportunities supplied and protected by the Land and
‘Water Conservation Fund act will remain as perpetual reminders of the foresight of its authors and the
American people. But the job is not completed. It must continue as population increases and land
_available for recreation is commitied to other uses. . .

Policy and Program Assessments

1n recent years, there have been a number of public of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund and the complementary Urban Park and Recreation Recovery grant programs. In 1994, for
example, a select subcommittee of the National Parks Advisory Board released “An American
Network of Parks and Open Space” with background and recommendations on the LWCF grants
program. Like a 1987 report from the President's Commission on Americans Outdoors, this group
identified the benefits of previous Fund grants, defined the great needs that still exist, and
recommended a $1 billion per year program to provide funding for local and state as well as federal
forests, parks and refuges. This level is in line with the $900 million per year authorized by Congress
as early as 1976, but never fully realized before funding was cut in the 1980s. The advisory group
also recon ded efforts to line and “rei " prog dministration, aed the National Park
Service responded by establishing two working groups - on cutting red tape for new grants and
stewardship of assisted resources -- which have now completed their efforts. But even as these
recommendations were being made, LWCF appropriations have been caught in the budgetary wars of
the last two vears and grants were reduced 1o zero. ) :

Capital Investment Needs{ 1995 - 1999

The National Recreation and Park Association surveyed nearly 500 local park and recreation agencies
in 1994, selected randomly from 5,000 agencies nationwide to determine the needs, priorities and
probable funding sources for capital investment in fiscal years 1995 through 1999. Based on this
survey, we developed estimates of total local needs for the five-year period. A parallel survey of state
park and recreation agencies revealed minimum capital needs of at least $3 billion for 1995-1999, but
we were not able with confidence to project this information to total nationwide needs.

Our research indicated that local park and ion agencies require a national total of $27.7 billion in
capital investment for rehabilitation, land acquisition and new construction. Localities expect to have
less than half that sum available. While the total estimated need is down from $30.4 billion projected
from a previous five-year survey, the expected budget shortfalls increased, in fact, by seven percent.
Therefore, itis possible that the lower total for 1995-1999 reflects reduced expectations as well as, or
instead of, a real decline in needs.

C ctioh of new jon infs ranked highest, with a total need of $13.6 billion (49.9
%) nationwide. For those agenci pressing such new tion needs (87 %), the average need

per agency was over $3 million, down from $3.5 million for the previous five-year period.

Rehabilitation and restoration needs rationwide totalled $8.8 billion (32.3%). It is important to note
that these needs are not for “maintenance” but reflect major costs for capital renovation to correct
deficiencies due to age or inadequate design and to increase user capacity of existing functional
facilities. For those agencies expressing a need for rehabilitation investments (76%), the average need
per agency was just under $2.2 million, up from $1.8 million in the previous survey.

Land acquisition needs, through botli fee simple purchase and less than fee approaches, totalled almost
$5 billion (17.9%). For those agencies expressing the need for capital investment in land acquisition
(52 %), the average cost per agency was $2.4 million, up from the $1.8 million estimated previously.
The T ber of new acres needed rose from 167 to214.

5
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Local governments anticipate (or hope) that six percent of their capital needs (almost $1.8 billion)
would come from federal sources.

Conclusions and Implications

Ultimately, the Land and Water Conservation Fund is only in part about land and water. It is about
what we are willing to invest in ourselves and our posterity. The United States contains the weaithiest
society in the history of the world. Yet we are a nation at risk. We have the greatest gap between rich
and poor of any modern nation, and that gap is still increasing.

The U.S. currently spends proportionately more for health care -- 14 percent of GNP -- than any other
nation. Yet we are a sedentary nation. According to a recent report by the Surgeon General, one

fourth of all Americans perform almost no physical activity. Nearly half of our youth aged 12 - 21

years are inactive on a regular basis. And only 19 percent of our high school students are active for
more than 20 minutes five days a week — down from 37 percent in 1990. Our population’s “limitation -
of activity” index -- a measure of long-term disability - increased by 45 percent between 1957 and

1989

The nation grows in population at an increasing pace. From 1964 to 1994, we increased from 191
million to 270 million people. As our population increases, so has competition for America’s natural
resources, the most important of which is undeveloped land. More people mean more homes and
more businesses and roads to support them, despite existing concerns about curbing the pace of
development. During the 10 years from 1982 to 1992, the nation experienced continued ingreases in
developed land, mostly involving conversion from crop land, pasture, forest and range. And we are
losing more and more of our special places to urban and suburban uses or to resource extraction every
day. We are also depleting meplaceable biological Fesources - Some 3,900 plant and animal species
across the counh'y are either t} d with exti or

Some argue persuasively that we are Mtncssmg a declme in the moral fabric of our socicty. Violence,
crime and gang membership are on the rise, especially among the nation’s youth. Families, once the
most influential instruments in determining the direction and values of our citizens, are bemg replaced
by gangs, or if we are lucky, by social workerq. teachers and other non-family mentors. As
communities continue to search for solutions to violence, the costs of dealing with crime are draining
our public resources. We spend on average of about $30 000 2 year to incarcerate a single juvenile
offender. The monetary value of “saving an at-risk youth™ has been estimated at $1.5 to $2.0 miltion
over his or her lifetime, but note that these are'reductions in negative costs and do not include the
“saved” person’s positive contributions to the economy and society.

These pressing problems have a common link, documented in a wealth of research'on the economy,
human behavior, health and vatural resources. Over 30 percent of the factors which determine our
state of health have to do with our envirorment, our relationships with others, our status in the
community and how we think about ourselves. Parks and recreation resources and services help to
supply these critical social benefits by offering opportunities for most citizens to engage in active
recreation and to experience healthy nelauons%ups with others, ourselves and our natural surroundings.
Park and recreation resources are crifical to maintaining and improving the American quality of kife.
We must understand that a clean environment, healthy ecosystems, good places for recreation and
protection of our historic and cultural resources are not merely desirable ends in thcmselves, but crucial
conditions for solving our society’s most - g human health

encouraging strong families and bm]dmg 2 sustainable economy.

Recreation improves both physical and mental health. It boosts self-esteem and combats depression (a
disease that has rapidly increased among Americans in recent years.) Recreation-as-prevention
programs across the nation have documented success in curtailing juvenile violence and crime in
communities. Recreation places help revitalize ohr local economies; and on a national scale parks and
recreation sustains a rapidly-growing and d very successful service sector in dur economy. Ecotourism
and recreation industries rely on T jon resources, such as clean air and clean water, to
survive. Recreation and park places are habitat for plant and animal species. They provide quiet
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spaces in the midst of busy urban centers to help us cope with the daily stresses of modern society.
They preserve our heritage -- natural, historic and cultural. These public place and services also
enhance bonds of common citizenship by fostering our sense of community ownership, our
responsibilities for dship and our of relationships to the rest of society. Efforts to
conserve these places build extraordinary partnerships between individual citizens, federal, state and
local institutions, schools and businesses.

The benefits are potentially endless. Clearly, economic and social benefits of enormous proportion can
be derived from strategic investments in ecologically sustainable and aesthetically pleasing
environments and from providing fully-accessible recreation resources and services that encourage the
American people to be physically, mentally and socially active. The point is not that recreation can
solve all of our problems, but that it is not an isolated frill; it should contribute to solutions of many of
our most pressing problems in creative and cost-effective ways. Yet, despite documented benefits of
this kind, we are neglecting to channel sufficient public resources into the infrastructure and services
needed to meet this promise. Nowhere is this more evident or perplexing than in the failure of our
nation’s leaders to fulfill the modest commitments made over the last 30 years to protect and develop
recreation resources for all Americans present and future -- the vision embodied in the Land and Water
Conservation Fund act.

How much are we willing to invest in ial public jon sy ? Relative to the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) resources promised in-the Act for these purposes, a serious reevaluation is
needed of the continuing diversion of most of the OCS revenues authorized for LWCF purposes. We
share the view of many in Congress that the heavy burdens of national public debt must be addressed,
and that resource-based income can help diminish budgetary shortfalls. We believe, however, that the
vision of 1964 is equally valid -- that present and future generations will also be burdened by the
failure of today’s leaders -- civic, elected and professional — to invest prudently in capital park and
recreation resources while we still have viable options to do so - effectively to create capital assets
whose values, both intrinsic and in terms of their benefits to all Americans, will increase with every
passing decade.

In context, projected fiscal year 1998 OCS revenues are $2.254 billion, according to the Minerals
Management Service. The LWCF act provides that a portion of such annual revenues -- for 1998
perhaps $850 million of the $900 million authorized by the Act -- or about 39.9 percent of estimated
receipts credited to the Fund, subject to appropriation.” The President’s proposed budget requests only
$160 million -- less than 19 percent of the authorized level and about 7.5 percent of total OCS receipts
expected. If that budget is enacted, more than 92 percent of all OCS revenues for the year will have
gone for purposes other than the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

Will this really save us money? In the longer view, equal or greater savings could accrue by
encouraging regional, state and local recreation agencies to more aggressively pursue resource
conservation and recreation access projects before capital costs escalate and before Congress is asked
to respond to future “emergencies” by considering these assets for inclusion in federal land systems.
When such emergencies occur, the federal government typically bears the full fiscal burden, not only
of higher capital costs for land protection, but for development and management in perpetuity .

While the costs of federal systems may be expected to increase consistent with the rate of inflation,
they should not be increased through inclusion of projects lacking clear national significance. In the
absence of serious efforts to review and revise our national policies and to provide real incentives for
investment by non-federal institutions through systematic partnership programs, piecemeal federal
actions can be expected to touch randomly on first one site and then another, while the balk of public
recreation and resource conservation needs that could be addressed comprehensively through the
partnership approach are ignored. That partnership approach is part of the LWCF vision and promise.

Just as importantly, the results of this fragmented federal approach will ignore the clear evidence that
most of us seek our recreation experiences close-to-home (and put the greatest user pressures on close-
to-homie public resources). This does not diminish the values of more remote recreation destinations
or the environmental, historic and cultural values of places farther away. It does suggest, however,
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that our public policies and investments should recognize that both Americans and foreign visitors have
always demanded and will continue to demand a continuum of destinations and experiences. This,
t00, is part of the LWCF act’s vision and promise, and it is precisely the role envisioned by its authors
for Land and Water Conservation Fund grants.

Historically, most state and local investments in payk and recreation resources (as well as all operation
and management costs) have been bomne by those governments and their publics. We expect this
pattern to continue and strongly advocate it. The historical record also reveals that, from 1965 to the
mid-1980s, the national govemnment’s reinvestment of a2 modest amount of its resource revenues in
state and local projects leveraged immense public values and benefits for all taxpayers. You are now in
a position to restore rational thinking in an area of great national importance. We believe that such
thinking must be accomplished with awareness of the full vision and promise of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund legacy.

Our organization stands ready and willing to work with you, other members and your staff to realize
this goal.
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LWCF PROJECT EXAMPLES

A brief listing of a few exemplary grants. These are not the biggest or most spectacular projects, but they illustrate a range of
the types of things that the grants program does.

Vaughn Road Park, Montgomery, Alabama 1989

A 1989 grant allowed the City of Montgomery to develop Vaughn Road Park with tennis and multi-purpose courts, picnic
areas, restrooms, ballfields, playground and a jogging trail. The $230,000 grant opened up many new recreation opportunities
in ahigh-need urban area.

Sahuaro Ranch Park, Glendale, Arizona 1976-78

In the mid-1970s, Glendale, Arizona acquired 80 acres of key open space in a rapidly-developing arez of the City. Because of
the urgency of protecting two key land parcels, the purchase was assisted by a $360,000 LWCF “Contingency Fund” matching
grant, approved by the Secretary of the Interior. In the 20 years since the acquisition, Sahuaro Ranch Park has been developed
to become one of the most popular recreation sites in all of Arizona. It provides lighted soccer and softball fields, volleyball
courts and picnic areas for tens of thousands of visitors every year. Ani ing aspect of the lop is that they
follow an historic theme, redolent of the American southwest in the 19th century, including nine colorful “ramadas” which
serve as covered picnic shelters and tum of the century light standards along walks and trails throughout the park.

Stowe Recreation Path, Stowe, Vermont 1983

The Stowe Recreation Path is 2 model of community trail projects which used two LWCF grants totajling $171,310 1o
develop a 5.3 mile safe route for walkers bicyclists, Cross-County- sklers through Stowe Village to the adjacent mountain. The
grant money was matched by an ingenious array of fund g including sale of "rights” to portions of the path,
sold by the inch, foot, yard and furfong.

Castlewood Canyon State Park, Colorado 1988-1992

With help from two LWCF grants totalling almost $1.5 million, the State of Colorado was able to acquire rew lands in a key
state park and develop basic visitor facilities at Castlewood Canyon, only about a 30 minute drive from Denver. The canyon is
adeepslash inan otherwise flat to gently rolling prairie environment that gives visitors some truly surprising scenic vistas,
trails and nature areas.” The acquisition occurred fairly late in the P pattern of the politan area. Final land
purchases and basic visitor facilities were completed in 1992. As a result of the State’s efforts and the availability of federal
matching dollars, a valuable recreation amenity that might otherwise have been lost is now in place.

Cleveland Lakefront State Park, Ohio  1979-1983

A portion of Lake Erie beach on the Cleveland waterfronl is a tnbmc to the usmn of local and State officials and $1,000,000
in LWCF grants which contributed to of di | and ion areas. In the late 1970s, the
Mayor of Cleveland, the Governor of Ohio and the Ohio Dept of Natural Resources began discussions of 2 project whereby the
State would acquire title to several existing city parks and run down private lands on the Lake Erie beachfront. The Land and
‘Water grant was used to stabilize the landscape and to develop swimming and boating facilities, picnic areas, bikeways and
trails in a major park that emphasizes the Lake's value to the City and serves many more people annually than any other in the
Ohio State Parks system.

Government Canyon State Park, Bexar County , Texas 1995

This acquisition project 18 miles from downtown San Antonio supports Texas’ newest State Park. The 4,700 acre canyon site
is a key aquifer recharge zone, open space and wildlife habitat in one of the State’s most urbanized areas. It will provide
camping, picnicking, !ukmg. ndmg. nanlre study and other ities for the politan area’s more than
1,000,000 resids ions from the Texas Parks and ledllfe Department, the San Antonio Water Service
and the Edwards Undevgmund Water District helped leverage the purchase of this area appraised at over $4 million.

Riverfront Park, Spokane, Washington 1967-1969

A relatively small LWCF grant for $500,000 helped to leverage over $6.6 mﬂhcn in local and State funding over 15 years to
create one of the finest city parks in the Pacific North Spokaue in g this area of mostly abandoned
industrial facilities proved a catalyst, in turn for many major private i in hotels, office and

buildings developed once the central park was in place. Riverfront Park now serves as one of the City’s prime am(s.
providing access to the Spokane River and an important place for public gatherings and celebrations.

Humboldt Redwoods State Park, California 1967

California used one of its earliest Land and Water grants to help acquire 1,439 acres of Humboldt Redwoods. This was an early
indication of the State’s ambitious park acquisition program. California now leads the nation in the number of acres acquired
with LWCF grants (more than 184,000). Some of the other parks that LWCF helped to acquire include: Montana de Oro,
Anza Borrega and Santa Rosa Mesa State Parks and the Meiss Lake, Antelope Valley and Mendota wildlife areas. Local parks
acquired include Anadel Farms in Sonoma Co., North Bay Beach in Marin Co., Riverfront Park in Contra Costa Co.,
Baylands in San Mateo Co., Santa Monica Mountains near Los Angeles, Santa Ana Regional Park in Orange Co., and San
Elijo Lagoon in San Diego.

Wood: k Park Pool, Sh doah County, Virginia 1994

This $185,000 grant will suppost initial development of a swimming pool, wading pool and bathhouse. Because the total
project cost of $370,000 for this grant seems modest for a development of this type, one can assume that the Federal grant will
eventually stimulate much larger matching investments from the local government to complete and enhance the new
swimming facility.
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National Recreation and Park Association
2775 South Quincy Street - Suite 300 - Arfington, Virginia 22206-2204 - (703) 820-4940 « Fax: (703) 671-6772

Capital Investment in Parks and Recreation
A Summary of Local Public Needs

'l'heNatioml" i andPaxk‘ iation in 1994 surveyed nearly 500 local park and recreation agencies
ide to determine the needs, priorities and probable funding sources for capital

mv&stmenz for fiscal years 1995-1999. Agencies were also queried concerning land acquisition policies,
ing budgets and fiscal year 1995 needs exclusively. A similar 5-year survey was completed in

19;0 and m:npansons are made where appropriate.
Estimated Five Year Needs: Total 50:,&:;," eeds
1995 - 1999

Local park and recreation agencies reported a total of
$27.7 billion in capital investment needs nationally over
the next five years for rehabilitation, land acquisition,
and new construction, but they expect to have less than
haif that amount available. While the total estimated
mdlsdownﬁomﬁo-ibllhonreponedﬁveywsago,

the exp d budget shortfall, in fact, i d seven
percent. g 19951999 1990-1994
Wl Avaiable Shortfak
Total Needs by Category
(in Bilons)

14136 »New construction ranked highest with a total need of
$13.6 billion (49.9%) nationwide. For those ag

xpressing the need for capital investment in new
construction (87%). the average need per agency was
over $3 million, down from $3.5 million in the previous
survey.

>Rehabilitation and restoration needs nationwide
totalled $8.8 billion (32.3%). ' For those agencies
expressing the need for capital investment in
rehabilitation (76%), the average need per agency was
Land Acq. (17.9%) Just under $2.2 million, up from $1.8 million in the
previous survey.

»Land acquisition nceds, whether through fee simple
New Constr. (49.9%) acquisition or non-title action, totalled almost $5 billion
{17.9%) nationwide. For those agencies expressing the
need for capital i in land acq (32%),
the average cost per agency was $2.4 million, up from
$1.8 million previously.: The average number of
additional acres needed rose from 167 to 214.

‘ehab. (32.3%)
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Source of Funds for Capital Improvements

. Principal funds for capital improvement would come from general tax revenues, but other portions are anticipated
from local bonds, state and federal governments, private gifts, and user fees. Compared with the prior five year

period, there is a noticeable decrease in general tax revenue as a source of funding balanced by i in most

other categories.

Revenue Sources

Comparison of 5-year Periods
50%
40%.
0%
20%

%
6% 6% L]
3% 3%

Local Bonds State Sources Fees/Charges Private Gifts Fed. Sources Other

; W 1995-1999 [ 1990-1904
Immediate Need - fiscal year 1995

Local ies are facing a nationwide capital investment need in fiscal year 1995 of $4.9 billion for land
acquisition (19%), new construction (53%), and rehabilitation (28%).

»New construction requires 53 percent of available fiscal year
FY95 Needs by Category 1995 funds nationwide. For those agencies with new
(in Biions) . ion plans, the y budget was $826,000.

> Rehabilitation will receive 28 percent of available funds with an
agency average budget of $439,000.

>Land needs, including fee simple and non-title acquisition,
requires 19 percent of alt funds. For agencies buying land, the
agency budget as $942,000.

Revenue Figcal Year 1995 Revenue Sources
Source —~ The for Capital improvements
expected source Orher (8.0%
of funds for Fedwat Souroes (8.0%
New Conatr.(530% FY95 capital  pusecnsimon
mprovements -
follows  the Fewcmes(oon
“"ho“‘ Pa““m“as SeteSouces (50%
shown y
with general tax revenue making up an increasingly smaller (oouBonam (809 .
age of total 5

Genersl Tax (48.0%
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Assessment

The estimates indicate a long-term deficit of public recreation investment nationally. A central requirement is to
rebuild the nation’s recreation and park inf to an acceptable, safe level to meet rising demand, especially
for close-to-home recreation. The public must also anticipate present and future needs by adequately protecting
strategically located land quickly, and by providing for appropriate access and recreation use.

Building effective par hips among state, local and federal agencies and the private sector is also perceived as
critical if the resources needed for park and ion capital projects are to be availabl

General Information and Survey Methodology

»Nearly two-thirds of all agencies have the power of eminent domain; however, the percentage of agencies that
have used it has decreased from 12 to 8 percent since the last survey.

»The average amount of land presently managed by local agencies is 1,820 acres.

» The principal source of capital improvement esti is professional (60%); one-fourth of
respondents determined the capital i need through a comprehensive planning process; 12 percent of
the agencies used citizen tusively to esti i needs.

»The estimates are based on a 10-percent random sample of over 4,800 park and recreation agencies serving
communities ranging from under 10,000 to over 250,000 people.

State Agency Capital Investment Needs

A survey of state park and recreation resource agencies and related resource sy led a bined five-year
capital investment need of at least $3 billion for rehabilitation of existing facilities, land acquisition and new
construction.

The surveys were donc by the National R ion and Park A iation in cooperation with the Center for
Recreation Resources Policy at George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia, and the National Association of State
Qutdoor Recreation Liaison Officers.

For more information contact:
Division of Public Policy
National R ion and Park A
2775 South Quincy Street, Suite 300
Arlington, VA 22206-2204
(703) 8204940

February 3, 1995



		Superintendent of Documents
	2013-02-05T10:38:28-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




