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LEGISLATION TO PROVIDE FOR A 

COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE CON-
SERVATION PROGRAM 

HON. MARK UDALL 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, April 3, 2001 

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today 
I am introducing a bill to authorize a program 
to help states, local governments, and private 
groups protect open space while enabling 
ranchers and other private landowners to con-
tinue to use their lands for agriculture and 
other traditional uses. 

The bill, entitled the ‘‘Cooperative Land-
scape Conservation Act,’’ is based on provi-
sions that were passed by the House last year 
as part of the Conservation and Reinvestment 
Act (‘‘CARA’’) but on which the Senate did not 
complete action. 

I think the program that this bill would estab-
lish would be good for the entire country—and 
it would be particularly important for Colorado. 

In Colorado, as in some other states, we 
are experiencing rapid population growth. That 
brings with it rising land values and property 
taxes. This combination is putting ranchers 
and other landowners under increasing pres-
sure to sell lands for development. By selling 
conservation easements instead, they can 
lessen that pressure, capture much of the in-
creased value of the land, and allow the land 
to continue to be used for traditional purposes. 

That’s why conservation easements are so 
important for our state. It’s why the state and 
many local governments are interested in ac-
quiring conservation easements on undevel-
oped lands. It is also why non-profit organiza-
tions like the Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural 
Land Trust and the Nature Conservancy—to 
name just two of many—work to help ranchers 
and other property owners to make these ar-
rangements and so avoid the need to sell agri-
cultural lands to developers. 

I strongly support this approach. Of course, 
by itself it is not enough—it is still important 
for government at all levels to acquire full 
ownership of land in appropriate cases. But in 
many other instances acquiring a conservation 
easement is more appropriate for conservation 
and other public purposes, more cost-effective 
for the taxpayers, and better for ranchers and 
other landowners who want to keep their lands 
in private ownership. 

But while it is usually less costly to acquire 
a conservation easement than to acquire full 
ownership, it is often not cheap—and in some 
critical cases can be more than a community 
or a nonprofit group can raise without some 
help. That is where my bill would come in. 

Under the bill, the Secretary of the Interior 
would be authorized to provide funds, on a 50 
percent match basis, to supplement local re-
sources available for acquiring a conservation 
easement. For that purpose, the bill would au-
thorize appropriation of $100 million per year 
for each of the next 6 fiscal years—similar to 
the amount that would have been authorized 
by the CARA legislation that the House 
passed last year. 

The bill provides that the Secretary would 
give priority to helping acquire easements in 
areas—such as Colorado—that are experi-

encing rapid population growth and where in-
creasing land values are creating development 
pressures that threaten the traditional uses of 
private lands and the ability to maintain open 
space. Within those high-growth areas, priority 
would go to acquiring easements that would 
provide the greatest conservation benefits 
while maintaining the traditional uses—wheth-
er agricultural or some other uses—of the 
lands involved. 

The bill would not involve any federal land 
acquisitions, and it would not involve any fed-
eral regulation of land uses—conservation 
easements acquired using these funds would 
be governed solely under state law. 

Mr. Speaker, the national government has 
primary responsibility for protecting the special 
parts of the federal lands and for managing 
those lands in ways that will maintain their re-
sources and values—including their undevel-
oped character—as a legacy for future gen-
erations. Regarding other lands, the challenge 
of responding to growth and sprawl is primarily 
the responsibility of the states and tribes, the 
local governments, and private organizations 
and groups—but the federal government can 
help. 

This bill would provide help, in a practical 
and cost-effective way. For the information of 
our colleagues, I am attaching a summary of 
its main provisions. 

I also am attaching a recent article from the 
DENVER POST about how the Larimer Land 
Trust has helped ranchers near Buckeye, Col-
orado to assure that their lands, with their re-
sources of habitat for a wide variety of wildlife 
and many geographic and cultural treasures, 
will remain undeveloped and will continued to 
be used for grazing and other agricultural 
uses. I think this article shows the importance 
of the program that would be established by 
the bill. 

DIGEST OF ‘‘COOPERATIVE LANDSCAPE 
CONSERVATION ACT’’ 

The bill is based on provision included in 
the House-passed Conservation and Reinvest-
ment Act (CARA) legislation of the 106th Con-
gress. It would provide federal financial assist-
ance to states, local government, Indian tribes, 
and private groups working to preserve open 
space by acquiring conservation easements. 

BACKGROUND: In Colorado and other rap-
idly-growing states, rising land values and 
property taxes are putting farmers and ranch-
ers (and other landowners) under increasing 
pressure to sell their lands for development. 
By selling conservation easements instead, 
they can lessen that pressure, capture much 
of the increased value of the land, and allow 
the land to continue to be used for traditional 
purposes. The party acquiring the conserva-
tion easement would have an enforceable 
property right to prevent development. 

WHAT THE BILL WOULD DO: 
Program—The bill would establish the ‘‘Co-

operative Landscape Conservation Program,’’ 
to be administered by the Department of the 
Interior. The program would provide grants to 
assist qualified recipients to acquire conserva-
tion easements. 

Funding—Bill would authorize appropriations 
of $100 million/year for fiscal years 2002 
through 2007. Funds would be used for 
grants, would be on a 50 percent-50 percent 
matching basis, for purchase of conservation 

easements on private lands in order to provide 
wildlife, fisheries, open space, recreation, or 
other public benefits consistent with the con-
tinuation of traditional uses by the private 
landowners. Up to 10 percent of annual funds 
could be used by Interior Department to pro-
vide technical assistance. 

Priority—(1) Priority for grants would be to 
help acquire easements in areas where rapid 
population growth and increasing land values 
are creating development pressures that 
threaten traditional uses of land and the ability 
to maintain open space; (2) within those 
areas, priority would go for acquiring ease-
ments that would provide the greatest con-
servation benefits while maintaining traditional 
uses of lands. 

Eligibility Recipients—would be agencies of 
state or local government, tribes, and tax-ex-
empt organizations operated principally for 
conservation. 

Enforcement—Only an entity eligible for a 
grant could hold and enforce an easement ac-
quired with program funds; at time of applica-
tion, state Attorney General would have to cer-
tify that an easement would meet the require-
ments of state law. 

WHAT THE BILL WOULD NOT DO— 
Bill would NOT involve any federal land ac-

quisition. 
Bill would NOT involve any federal regula-

tion of land use. 
[From the Denver Post, April 2, 2001] 
RANCHER’S LEGACY TO STAY WIDE OPEN 

(By Coleman Cornelius) 
April 1, 2001—BUCKEYE—Chuck Miller 

gazed at his ranch from under the brim of a 
battered felt cowboy hat. His cows and their 
new calves lolled nearby, soaking in the sun. 
A spring breeze swept over a rocky ridgeline, 
open grazing land, an irrigated alfalfa field, 
a glittering lake. 

‘‘I never knew a day when I didn’t want to 
ranch on my own,’’ Miller said as he recently 
surveyed his land in the Buckeye commu-
nity, 20 miles north of Fort Collins. ‘‘I don’t 
ever remember when that wasn’t my goal in 
life.’’ 

Miller, whose Sunnybrook Cattle Co., in-
cludes about 450 acres and about 100 Angus 
and Longhorn cattle, soon will mark his 80th 
birthday. So he has pondered the future of 
his land and has wondered whether his 
ranching lifestyle will continue in fast-grow-
ing Larimer County, where the population 
swelled by 35 percent in the past decade. 

Miller’s gaze switched east. He nodded to a 
cluster of big, new houses topping a distant 
hillside—a sign of development bearing down 
on this ranchland that once seemed remote. 

‘‘If growth continues as it is now, this 
whole country will be houses,’’ he said. 

Earlier this year, the specter of develop-
ment persuaded Miller and the owners of two 
neighboring ranches to preserve some of 
their ranchland in northern Larimer County. 
Working with the Larimer Land Trust, the 
Buckeye ranchers have protected 500 acres 
through conservation easements, meaning 
the land can never be developed. 

It’s not a lot of land in this rugged and 
breathtaking territory, which is home to the 
county’s largest cattle ranches. In several 
cases, ranches in the area encompass more 
than 10,000 acres, according to county 
records. 

Yet the newly protected acreage is signifi-
cant, conservationists said. 

That’s in part because it represents a 
growing alliance between ranchers and con-
servationists. These camps, often at odds in 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 11:10 Feb 16, 2005 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 0689 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR01\E03AP1.000 E03AP1



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 5401 April 3, 2001 
the past, want to save open land and a way 
of life that has waned as encroaching devel-
opment has spawned tensions and has 
ratcheted up land prices. 

‘‘It’s really clear that if you want to pro-
tect Colorado’s open space, you’ve got to 
help ranchers and farmers stay on the 
ground,’’ said Alisa Wade, executive director 
of Larimer Land Trust. ‘‘If we don’t start 
working together now it’s going to be too 
late.’’ 

The Buckeye ranchland is in the foothills 
of the Laramie Mountains and is part of an 
ecological hinge between the mountains and 
plains. 

It hosts a rich variety of plants and wild-
life, including deer, elk, pronghorns, bears, 
mountain lions, bobcats, coyotes, raptors 
and rattlesnakes. The land also holds geo-
graphic and cultural treasures, including fos-
silized dinosaur tracks and American Indian 
artifacts. Some of the West’s first white set-
tlers came through the area on the Cherokee 
and Overland trails; Miller once found an 
oxen shoe dropped by an animal pulling a 
pioneer’s wagon. 

The conservation project is significant, 
too, because it is a first step in what could 
become a vast stretch of protected ranch-
land. 

‘‘The Buckeye is one of the last remaining 
regions of large, contiguous ranchlands in 
Larimer County, so it’s an important piece 
of long-term ranching viability in the coun-
ty,’’ Wade said. 

The Nature Conservancy of Colorado, 
which owns a 2,000-acre preserve in the foot-
hills of the Laramie Mountains, has identi-
fied northern Larimer County as a priority 
area for land conservation and contributed 
most of the money for the Buckeye project. 
The organization’s leaders hope other ranch-
ers will decide to preserve their land. 

‘‘We’d love to see some of those big ranches 
up there in some kind of conservative pro-
gram.’’ said John Stokes, the Nature Conser-
vancy’s northeast Colorado program man-
ager. 

Conservation easements increasingly are 
used to preserve valuable open lands, and the 
provisions vary from deal to deal. But most 
of these legal agreements have one thing in 
common: Acreage in a conservation ease-
ment has been stripped of development 
rights and must remain open space forever. 

As part of the Buckeye project, the 
Larimer Land Trust paid participating 
ranchers for the development rights on their 
property. But because the ranchers believe in 
land conservation, they accepted about 30 
percent of the value of those development 
rights and donated the remaining value, 
Wade said. 

‘‘The value of their donation is about 
$400,000. It’s a significant donation,’’ she 
said. 

The Larimer Land Trust, which negotiated 
the easements, spent $234,000 on the Buckeye 
project, Wade said. 

The ranchers still own their property, and 
its agricultural use—primarily for cattle 
grazing—will not change. 

Like other private landowners, the partici-
pating ranchers may sell or bequeath their 
property. But the conservation easements re-
main even when the land changes hands; new 
owners cannot develop the protected prop-
erty. 

That means the land’s eventual sale price 
would be reduced. And it assures the pro-
tected acreage, if used at all, would be used 
for farming and ranching, Wade said. 

While the value of protected land drops, 
the ranchers have pocketed some cash and 

will reap tax benefits from the conservation 
easements. That’s a satisfying financial 
trade-off, they said. 

But more satisfying for these ranchers is 
knowing their land will remain undeveloped 
for the enjoyment of heirs or other future 
owners, they said. 

‘‘I’m sure we could make much more 
money if we sold the land for development, 
but we didn’t want to do that,’’ said Kathy 
DeSmith, 60, who raises hay and cattle. She 
and her ranching partner put 179 acres in an 
easement as part of the conservation project. 

Miller, who protected 105 acres, said it 
pleases him to watch his 8-year-old grand-
daughter ride horses, climb apple trees, fish 
and wade in the creek on his ranch. He hopes 
others will someday find the same carefree 
joys on his land. 

The rancher said he’s been offered more 
than $1 million for his property. But the 
money did not entice him or his three chil-
dren, especially because they knew develop-
ment would almost certainly follow, Miller 
said. 

‘‘What would I do with a big pile of money, 
living in town with nothing to do? That 
doesn’t suit me at all,’’ he said. ‘‘I don’t 
make a great deal of money—cash—but look 
at what I’ve got.’’ 

Edie Yates, 53, who with her husband owns 
the 530-acre Park Creek Ranch, agreed that 
she has found many rewards living on land 
that has been unchanged over time. The 
Yateses put 215 acres in an easement. 

The couple knew they could profit from 
their land, but they ‘‘couldn’t swallow the 
idea of houses built all over it,’’ Yates said. 
‘‘Your conscience falls in somewhere.’’ 

As she led a tour of her ranch, Yates stood 
on a ridgeline and gazed at the striking land-
scape of canyons, meadows and towering 
rock formations. 

‘‘To me, to stand out here right now, it’s 
good for your soul,’’ she said. 

f 

EQUAL PAY DAY 

HON. DANNY K. DAVIS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, April 3, 2001 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
recognize Equal Pay Day. A woman would 
have to work until today, April 3, 2001 in order 
to earn the same salary of her male counter-
parts through December 31, 2000. Regret-
tably, the gap is even wider for Black and His-
panic women. 

Perhaps even more troubling than the actual 
disparities are the poor explanations used to 
justify the situation. 

Some blame pay inequity on women be-
cause they enter less lucrative professions. 
This assertion ignores the fact that traditionally 
female professions are purposely very under-
paid. Professions such as teaching and nurs-
ing are undervalued and low-paying because 
they are traditionally female. Furthermore, the 
inequity exists within traditionally female fields. 
For example, female elementary school teach-
ers still make 70 dollars a week less than men 
in the same position. Clearly, this reason is 
not a sound one. 

Another popular justification assumes that 
equal pay for women translates into financial 
disaster and instability for the American family. 
This persistent myth states that equality will 

rob men of their jobs, lure women from their 
children, and is unnecessary for married 
women who benefit form their husband’s sal-
ary. 

Despite the calamity theories, equal pay is 
essential for working families. When we end 
pay discrimination against women, family in-
comes will rise. Working parents will have 
more to spend on household needs and more 
to save for their children’s education and their 
own retirement security. Working parents may 
be able to spend less time at work and more 
time with their families, a very positive change 
for parents and children. 

Many excuses and theories abound, but the 
truth overpowers every last excuse. There is 
no justification for pay discrimination against 
women. Let’s rectify pay inequity this year, 
and render Equal Pay Day 2002 obsolete. 

f 

REINTRODUCTION OF HATE 
CRIMES BILL 

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR. 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, April 3, 2001 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to introduce the Local Law Enforcement Hate 
Crimes Prevention Act of 2001, along with 
Representatives GEPHARDT, SKELTON, FRANK, 
BALDWIN, MORELLA, KOLBE, FOLEY, SHAYS and 
KELLY. As of today there are 180 orginal co-
sponsors. 

In the year 2001, there are still too many 
messages to African-Americans and other mi-
norities that we are not full participants in 
American democracy. Decrepit voting machin-
ery in African-American communities dis-
enfranchises our voters. Racial profiling con-
tinues unabated. Discrimination continues. 

There have been over 50,000 hate crimes 
reported in the last five years, and nearly 
8,000 reported last year alone. The gruesome, 
hateful murders of James Byrd and Matthew 
Shepard stand as symbols of the incidence of 
hate violence that has worsened since their 
deaths. Hate crimes don’t only visit unspeak-
able violence on the immediate victims, but 
also send a message of a desired apartheid 
that its sponsors want to violently enforce. 
Today, organized hate and supremacist 
groups operate with greater sophistication, 
and across state lines. 

While many of these crimes do and should 
get prosecuted at the state and local levels, 
many do not. Some local governments lack 
the resources to track interstate hate groups 
that perpetrate them. In other places, there 
may even be a lack of will. Ten states, for ex-
ample, have no hate crime laws on the books, 
and another 21 have anemic hate crime laws. 

If enacted, this legislation would give the 
federal government the jurisdictional tools nec-
essary to assist local law enforcement in fight-
ing the scourge of hate violence. 

In instances where state and local govern-
ments do not have the capacity to prosecute 
such crimes, the legislation creates a federal 
backstop—the ability for the local U.S. attor-
ney to ensure that justice will be done, deter-
ring hate violence regardless of whether the 
victim happens to be engaged in a ‘‘federally 
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