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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Study of Land Use for Recreation and Fish and
~ Wildlife Enhancement |

Introduction

The incréasing importance of récreation participation

_fand‘development has raised questions about Corps of Engineers'
"(Corps) involvement in the provision of recreation opportuni-

J-ties. There has been and contlnues to be a sharp lelSlon of

oplnlon about the role of an englneerlnq agency in the

‘'recreation, fish, and wildlife fields. Recognlzlng the im-
"portance of this issue, the 93rd Congress enacted the
ffollow1ng as Section 25 of the Water Resources ‘Development: .-
. Act of 1974 (PL 93-251): |

The Secretary of the Army, actlng through the
' Chief of Engineers, is auvthorized and directed to
study land use practices and recreational uses at.
. water resource development projects under his juris-
" diction, and to report thereon to the Congress not
later than June 30, 1975, with recommendations as
to the best use of such land for outdoor recreation,
fish and w11d11fe enhancement and“related purposes.

.In compllance w1th the’ above dlrectlve, the Offlce,

:Chlef of Englneers (OCE) contracted with Coastal Zone

Resources Corporation (CZRC)-to perform ‘the study summarized

:fherein;_ The7is$ue_of fish and wildlife mitigation or compensa-
'-_tion attached to the creation of each project wae_notfspecifi;

fcally_addressed. The study findings, conclusions,'and recommen-
‘_ dations were_developed through’the-performance of the followingb-

tasks.

L. feview existing statutes and ﬁequ?atione which

cconteol thﬂ‘management of water segource dcuelopmpnt projects

(WRDPs ). Statutory and regulatory authorltles were assembled
by surveying the .United States Code (USC) and relevant regu-

lations issued by OCE.



2. FReview pertinent iiterature and rational data.
Bibliographies were used to locate relevant reports and docu-
ments which were reviewed and referred to throughout the.

‘course of the study.

3. Conduct field research. Twenty-nine WRDPs were

selected from:among 407 projects nation-wide for intensive

field study based upon the following criteria: geographic
‘location, concentration of Corps activity, differences in
-land acquisition policies, complexity of shoreline management,
area of watgr.surface, relationships betweén the Corps and
‘other Federal agencies -- including various managément arrange-
ments with the U. S. Forest Service under the terms of Memoranda
of Understanding between the Secretaries of Agricplture.and
Army, relations between the Corps-and State-gbvernments, urban:
;vefsus'rural setting, amount of land:managed by the Corps, .
recreation visitor usage, interrélationships between recreation
resources and other project purposes (such as flood control and
navigation), and the complexity of real estate programs and'

practices.

A field team of 2 to 4'pérsons specialized in planning/
administration and fish/wildlife biology visited each WRDP
'selécted, the éognizant Engineer District, and‘releVant state
‘agencies. At each WRDP site, Corps_personnel and personnel
from other Federal agencies and from state, local, and.
'regional agencieslwere interviéwed.‘ When conditions per-
mitﬁed, local realtors, land owners, bankers, and officials
~of citizens groups, homeowners associations, and independeht
'governmental agencies were also interviewed. 1In the Engineer
District offices; interviews were held with personnel in the
‘engineering, planning, operations, and real estate divisions

and their respective branches aﬁd/or sectidns. At the state

E-2
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ﬁ=1eyel; personnel within state planning, fish and wildlife,;:
- parks and recreation, pollution control, and other recrea- -
;tion resource and environmental agencies were queried.

- -In addition to the surveys of selected WRDPs, agency
_fpfofiles werefdeveloped for six Federal agencies [U. S.
' Forest Service (USFS), National Park Service (NPS), U. S.
_Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS), Bureau of Land Manage-
;ment (BLM), Bﬁreau of Reclamation (BuRec) , and the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)] and sixﬂstate_agencies
‘S[Washihgton State Parks and:Recreation Commission, Texas
Parks and Wildlife Commission, Pennsylvania Bureau of State
-~ Parks, Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Missouri Con-
':servatlon Comm1551on, and Minnesota Department of. Natural
’ Resources] with responsibility for recreatlon, fish and
 fw1ldl1fe, or: natural ‘resource management. Although not
';presented as agency profiles, dlSCUSSlonS also were held

’n_w1th officials of the U. S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreatlon (BOR)

~~and. the Council on Env1ronmental Quallty (CEQ) 1n the Executive
’ Offlce of the- PreSLdent. ‘ '

[

Nearly l 000 persons were 1nterv1ewed durlng the fleld
*research phase of this study.‘ o ’

» 4. Apprazse Corps land use, recreatton, and fish and
[;_szdztfe management. Key findings developed ln the case
v:.StudleS prov1ded a focal point for characteriz;ng
Corps WRDP admlnlstratlon, the extent of the resouroes,-and
‘their national'importance; B ‘

5.  Project national needs. Existing national policy’
statements and generalized'demand forecasts_for>varyingz

. types of water-oriented recreation activities served as a



basis for a determination of national needs.

. 6. JIdentify key problem areas. Major areas of con-
flicting demands and management deficiencies discovered in
the field investigation were identified and a suggested
framework for their solution developed.

7. 'uvaluate alternative soluttons. Four major possible'
solutlons to existing management problems were evaluated
(1) sale or lease of WRDP land to the- prlvate sector- (2)
transfer of WRDP land to the state governments and their poll—
tlcal subd1v151ons, (3) transfer ‘of WRDP land to. other Federal
agencies; and (4) contlnue admlnlstratlon of the lands and '
waters by the Corps. .Each alternative was analyzed ;n terms
of: (1) effectiveness in’meeting the recreation-resources
management respdnsibility associated with Corps WRDPs, (2)
effect upon local tax structures, (3) effect upon national
needs, (4) effect on programs of the Corps and other agencies,
and (5) statutory, fiscal, and policy constraints.

" . 8. Recommend a course of action. Based on all the
preceding tasks, a recommended course of action was prepared

for consideration by OCE.

A. Findings
1. General

a. The 407 existing Corps-WRDPS‘cdnstitute a

nation-wide system of resource units comparable to the
national park system, the national forest syStem, and the

national wildlife refuge system.

(1) Forty-two of the forty-elght contiguous

states contaln one or more Corps WRDPs.



. (2) Corps WRDPs occur within zones defined by .
landscape analysts as corridors of environmental quality.
Lake. size and diversity superimposed upon a high guality

“‘landscape prov1de an aesthetically attractlve settlng for all
classes of water-orlented recreation.

. (a) During 1973, Corps WRDPS in the con-
'tlguous states sustalned 339 mllllon recreatlon visits.

B (b) The attractlveness of the WRDPs,
.created very largely at national - expense, draws people from
'the date they are completed whether or not recreation is

an authorlzed purpose.

b. The present Corps WRDP system contrlbutes
51gn1f1cantly to Federal, state, and local recreatlon and

'l;flsh.and w11d11fe 1nventor1es. _Corps land comprises:

(1) Approximately l 2% (378 028 acres) of
the land in USF&WS refuges’ and game ranges.

. (2) Approximately 8.6% (473,826 acres) of
state park acreage and 9.1% (l 440,245 acres) of state fish
-and wildlife lands..'

» (3) Approx1mately 2.4% (22,412 acres) of the
~area in munic1pa1 park systems and 1.8% (23, 061_acres) of
_'the land in county recreation use. ’ '

c. The Corps has broad statutory authorlty to
plan, develop, and operate public recreation facilities,
_manage forest resources, cooperate in fish and wildlife
management, and permit private use and development of public

- land. The authorlty is permissive rather than directive.



.(1)'Corps recreation-resources management
programs at WRDPs completed prior to 1965 are premised on
Section 4, Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 USC §460d4), the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC_ §663d), and’
Section 1, Flood Control Act of 1938 (33 USC §540). The
acts authorize public park and recreatlon fac111t1es but
only require adequate prov1510n for w11d11fe resources when
consistent with- primary prOJect purposes. '

(2) The Federal Water Pro;ect Recreatlon Act
(16 usc §4607-12) requlres that full con51deratlon be
given to outdoor recreation at all WRDPs completed after
1965 and requlres cost sharlng by non-Federal part1c1pants$

(3) A portion of the ‘Corps' legal framework
consists of the Clean Air Act (42 USC "§1857f), Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972‘(33 usc
§§1323, l34l(a)'(l), and 1368(aD, the:Solid Waste Disposal
Act of 1965 (42 USC §3254e (a)(l) et. seq.), the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 USC §4332), other
generally applicablevFedefal‘statutes, and Executive Order 11752
(3CI'R 330) . ’

. d. Identified key problems associated with Corps
administration of its WRDP system cannot be. directly related
to the age or size of projects, distances from urban areas,

or amounts of land acquired.

e. Some of the key problems 1dent1f1ed are not

susceptlble to a feasible solution at this time.

v(l) At those WRDPs where the land authorized
for acquisition has proven grossly insufficient, the cost
of acquiring the necessary additional land would be

prohibitive,




(2) The quallty of water in some streams

‘trlbutary to WRDPs has been degraded by complex sources of
”gpollutants '

(3) The Corps has no control over the loca- -

»tlon and quality of main arterial access routes to WRDPs..

2. Outdoor Recreatlon

'a.' The water surface of Corps admlnlstrated

35WRDPs is not belng used to full capac1ty, but problems of

localized congestlon and uneven’ dlstrlbutlon exist.

(1) Overall boatlng use does not now require

';'density controls except for no-wake zones near marlnas,

(2) Large numbers of floatlng docks and

fdassoc1ated boat traffic limit flshlng nedar shore at WRDPs
"~such as Hartwell 014 Hickory, and Table Rock. '

b. Corps field personnel prov1de safe and sanltary'A

.access to WRDPs and sometimes utilize innovative approaches

tO recreatlon management.

(1) The phy51cal cleanllness and malntenance

‘of Corps recreatlon facxlltles, partlcularly comfort sta-

tlons, was rated excellent at 96 5% of the WRDPs.

(2) Rotation of fac111ty use and varlable

r'blcycle trail locatlons are employed at the. Hartwell WRDP,
‘and self- gulded nature tralls have - been developed‘at Old
Hickory. ' ’ ' ' C

c. Insufficient quallfled profess;onal personnel

. are employed ‘at the WRDP level to properly regulate the use
:of resources, and fac;lltles by visitors.



(l) Approxlmately 31 professional personnel
have respon51b111ty for 8,065 miles of shorellne, 867,819
ac:esrof land, and 17.4 million visitor days of use at 17
WRDPs studied.

(2) Visitor occupancy is not limited to the
design capacity of facilities at any Corps managed recrea-
tion area surveyed. '

-(3) Visitor pretection is a problem at many
Corps WRDPs and the problem is being evaluated separately
as directed by Section 75 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1974 (PL 93—251)

d. The planning process is inadequate in one or

'mbre of the following areas:

‘ " (1) Some Corps admlnlstered recreation areas
and facilities are overused (37.9% show phy51ca1 site
deterioration —>501l erosion). and some are underused; some-
times at the same WRDP. ‘ '

(2) The locatlon of facilities and the design

of facility layout are often incompatible with the capabili-
ties of the natural resources.

(3) Changes in the character of recreation
demand are not measured over time.

(4) Planning staffs cannot adequately evaluate
impacts upon recreation and fish and’ w1ld11fe from various

water level and release regimeris.

“my
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, >(5) Competitioa or eomplementarity of-proxifA
mate private or publlc recreation fac111t1es and serv1ces

is not adequately conSLdered.

(6) Corps planning does not’ adequately con- -

‘sider increasing winter use of northern WRDPs.

(7) The Corps- rarely uses avallable data effec—

. _tlvely to 1nterpret the flora, fauna, geology, and history of

WRDPs and thelr env1rons.e

e. Site deterioration, iﬁcluding soil erosion,‘seems

to be more pronounced at older WRDPs regardless of the amount

"-of land that was authorized and acqulred.

- (1) Seventy-three percent of the WRDPs sur-

-veyed that were completed prior to 1953 dlsplayed v151b1e
‘151gns of site deterloratlon.

(2) Seventeen percent of WRDPs surveyed that
were completed in. 1953 or later exhibited visible 51gns of
site deterloratlon. ' '

3. Fish and Wildlife

a;':Cerps personnel at Engineer District and WRDP
levels practice limited fish and‘wildlife management within ‘
the WRDPs in- cooperatlon w1th state and- Federal fish and

wildlife agenc1es.

(1) The water level at some WRDPs such as

-'e_Eufaula is manipulated to enhance fish nursery and waterfowl

values.

(2) Peripheral vegetation is'encouraged within

‘'some of the storage pools as food and cover for fish and

wildlife.

(3) Release sChedules'and structures are

modified to enhance or reduce damage to downstream fisheries.



(4) Where wildlife biologists are employed at
WRDPs, meanlngful w1ld11fe habitat improvement programs have

been initiated.

(5) The Corps has'issued 217 instruments out-
granting 1.8 million acres of land to flSh and wzldllfe

'agenc1es.

b. The water bodies and shorelandS'of the Corps
WRDP system are, for the most part, man-created environments
‘which can be managed more intensively for flSh and wildlife
productlon than is now the case.

» (1) Malntenance of constant water elevatlons'
‘during approprlate seasons increases the waterfowl carrying

capacity at projects.such as John Day, 31m11ar opportunltles
exist at WRDPs such as Pend Oreille.

(2) Wlidllfe habitat improvement programs at
a few WRDPs, such as ClarL Hill, are enhancing waterfowl,
'wild turkey, and other upland game populations.

(3) Appreximately 31% 'of Corps WRDPs have
converted downstream areas from warm-water fisheries to cold-
water fisheries, the most notable example being Lake Taneycomo
below Table Rock, but release of water thermally incompatible
with needs of downstream biota is always possible.

‘©. Realization of the full fish and wildlife
potential of Corps WRDPs has been hampered by lack of funds,
qualified personnel, and policy direction.

(1) Conflicts between water elevations
presently maintained and fish and waterfowl needs occur
at 55.2% of Corps WRDPs.

(2). Corps solutions to fish and waterfowl
problems emphasize structural modlflcatlon and mechanical

manipulation rather than resolving conflicts among competing

resource uses.

i 3}



have not assumed
strong coordinative leadership at interstate WRDPs even
Qwhen requested to do so by state agencies.

(3) Corps WRDP personn‘

: _ “(4) Corps programs emphasize water-oriented
_~recreation ‘rather than habitat enhancement arnd hunting.

(5) Fish and wildlife enhancement receive ar
*low priority. usually below all other Corps programs '

‘ (6) Structures and release mechanisms are not
i:adequately designed to protect fishery values.

d. Lake fishery and waterfowl receive more atten- |
ietion than stream fisheries or upland wildlife. .

(l) The quantity, quality, and timing of water
releases downstream deserve - increased attention at 27. 6% of
'nCorps WRDPs.

‘ (2) Responsibility for fish and Wildlife
_fmanagement is divided between the Corps and state and other
faFederal”agencies-with no clear leadership role established.:

_ - (3) Upland habitat management problems and

N underuse of potential exists at 75.9% of Corps WRDPs. Par-

. ticularly noticeable is the lack of conSCious planned o
'Wildlife management programs. ’

(4). At some WRDPs, S0 little emergent land
:was acquired that meaningful wildlife management activities

‘are,not poss1ble.

e. Shortages of. qualified profeSSional personnel

1_and funds extend to state fish and wildlife agencies: that

'depend largely on dedicated revenue from user fees and
license sales. '

- (1) The majority Of 'state fish and Wildlife
expert15t is concentrated in the headquarters: staffs where

one or two biologists may have,responSibility for management

E-11
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of all state game land d fisheries programs; single dis-
trict blOlOngtS often administer total fish and wildlife ,
‘programs in very large jareas. , . o ii- -~

"(2) Increases in present dedlcated revenue
sources have by and large not kept pace with decreases in
purchasing power and state fish and wildlife agencies are

»

‘reducing progfaﬁs or seeking new sources of revenue.

4. Corps and Contlguous Land Use

a. The lnterrelatlonshlp ‘between Corps and adjacent
land area has been shown 51gn1flcantly to- effect recreatlon '
overuse and/or underuse at WRDPS. '

b. Corps plannlng con51ders soc1oeconom1c condl—

jtlons in large geographic areas that 1nfluence recreatlon

use, but does not adequately include detalled soc1oeconom1c:"
1andvland use conditions in the much smaller area -- up to

0.75 miles of the shoreline -- within which impacts are most
severe. | |

w(l) Adjacent private'residential’development' N
impedes public access to the water at 17.2% of Corps WRDPs. .

(2) The number of landowners applying for
permits to landscape contiguous Federal property and/or to
~construct floating docks is increasing dramaticelly at 24.1%

of Corps WRDPs. ' '

(3) Approach corridors traveled by recrea-
tionists have become aesthetlcally less pleasing at 37.9% of
Corps WRDPs.

(4) Encroachment on Federal land by adjoining
landowners océurs at 55.2% of Corps WRDPs.

- (5) Accelerated nutrient-rich runoff from
lnten51ve contiguous urban developments is cau51ng water
quality degradatlon at 24.1% of Corps WRDPs.

-
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(6) Inadeguate Corps land in key locations is -

“a major contributor to adverse impacts such as overcrowded

‘recreation areas, which occur at 37.9% of Corps WRDPs.

(7) There are no controls on the development

-;process exercised by local Jurlsdlctlons at 79.3% of Corps
_ WRDPs and only portions of an additional 13.8% of Corps
'WRDPs are subject to conventional urban development controls.

c. Inadequate definition and protection of the

'1_Corps boundaries is a 51gnf1cant oause of encroachment at
37, 9% of Corps WRDPs.

(1) There are 112 WRDPs natlon-w1de whose

'boundarles are less than 50% monumented; the boundarles of
fonly 132 WRDPs are 100% monumented~ and the boundarles at’

‘163 WRDPs have between 51% and 99% of thelr boundarles

Tmarked

{2) Encroachments upon Federal land were

vreported at 48. 3% of the WRDPs surveyed.

(3) There are 1nsuff1c1ent WRDP personnel to

-prov1de adequate survelllance of the boundary.

(4) The enforcement response to. encroachment

’problems has not been prompt nor effectlve.

d- Corps pro;ect personnel do not now monitor
the ~changing relationship between conce551oners on Corps
land, conditions on contiguous land, and other commercial

ract1V1t1es, thus, there is no basxs upon which to adjust

" Corps concessioner relationships in ways that will accom-
.modate_changevln competitive p051tlon.»



i
(1) Modern marina facilities on adjacent

prlvate land are preferred over proximate older conceSSLOner—
~built and operated facilities.

(2) Corps facilities originally designed to
serve dispersed regional populations now receive the
majority of their use from seasonal or permanent residents
settled in urban densities nearby. ‘

(3) Construction and operatlon of comple-=
mentary fac111t1es, such as commerlcal campgrounds, do not
influence changes in the quantity and quality of facilities
constructed and operated on Federal land.

5. Real Estate Programs and Practices

a. .The organization of the real estate functlon
at the Englneer District level 15 very unlform, sometlmes '
overly so.

- (1) Instrument format, record keeping, and
'organlzatlon of branches and sectlons are nearly identical |
in ‘all Engineer Districts v151ted, except those in the North

Central Enginer Division.

" (2) The practices followed, e.g., establish-
ment of fees and awarding of outdrants; are designed to
-entourage private use of Corps resources while protecting the
public interest.

(3) Planning and management provisions in
Corps lease documents are perfunctory paragraphs bearing
little relationship to specific development needs or neces-
sary management practices, providing,little opportunity to
match lessee performance against master plan objectives, and

making enforcement difficult.

»l
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_ b. WRDP .land, 1nclud1ng recreatlon facilities built
Wlth pro;ect ‘and Code 710 funds, have been made available to
State governments and their polltlcal subdivisions; in many '
rcases, non-Federal publlc bodies have been encouraged to develop
and ‘manage WRDP land for recreation and flSh and wildlife under
the outgrant program. ‘

(1) Nationally, 473,826 acres are leased to

'ﬁthe states for public park purposes; 45, 473 acres are leased

‘to political’ subd1V1810ns for public recreation.

(2) In some cases, entire project areas are

joutgranted to one or more state agencies, but.there seems to

be a maximum size -- the largest WRDP totally outgranted is®
24 000 acres -- ‘beyond which states will not assume- manage—
.ment responsibility. '

C. Some Engineer DlStrlCt Real Estate Dlrectorate
(RED) personnel interpret their custodial respons;blllty to
encompass areas in which they lack profess1onal expertlse and

_operatlonal capablllty.

(1) In the absence of forceful recreatlon-

_resources management leadershlp,iRED personnel may take a

pollcy making posture in recreatlon affalrs.

(2) Inadequate coordlnatlon between RED per—'
sonnel and WRDP staffs intensifies encroachment and trespass
problems and permlts poor operations and malntenance by

concess:.oners .

(3) In only rare occasxons do RED personnel

‘remaln ‘at the’ WRDPs once all parcels are acquired.

4. The low level of private concession activity
is reflected in relatively low total capital invested, a _
limited range of facilities built on Corps land, low annual

.rent payments, and a lack of concession. spec;allsts on RED

anlneer Dlstr1ct staffs.

E-15



, (1) Only $13.1 million was invested by
‘privete concessioners at the 29 WRDPs surveyed.

» _ (2) Fac111t1es prov1ded by concessioners are
’largely marinas and fish camps. Totalsrent paid by con-
-cessioners in 1973 was $179,418.

(3) No RED personnel. speCialiZing in céricession
‘management were identified in the 19 Englneer Dlstrlcts visited.

,

e. Admlnlstratlon of agrxculture and grazing out-
.grants as interim uses poses problems- in achieving the full
‘wildlife potential of WRDPs. |

(l) Responsibility for agriculture and grazing
use is d1v1ded among planning, recreatlon-resources management,
and the management and dlsposal element of RED.

(2) There are 542,700 acres outgranted for -
agriculture and 603,550 acresvoutgranted fqr'grazing use
nation-wide. :

(3) Conflicts with wildlife occur when the
cropping pattern is not coordinated with wildlife interests

and when grazing animals compete directly w1th big game

anlmals for available forage.

(4) Such interim uses have become institu-
.tionalized by continued reissuance of leases and by the
nature of the formula dlstrlbutlng Corps lease income to

local governments.

f. The Corps is assuming an increasing role, and
local governments a decreasing role, in operating recreation
arcas at WRDPs. ”

_ (1) Reversion of outgranted recreation areas,
even when developed at Federal expense, is increasing,

twy
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“particularly when rural governments are involved.

(2) In some instances, local governments

;refuse to accept responsibility for operating and maintaining
'rsuch developed areas in the first place.

. {3) This trend will probably contlnue, par-.

:‘ticularly with,retroactlve application of costlsharlng.

6. Corps'Organization

a. OCE has empha51zed the significance of ex1st1ng

?3WRDP resources in prov1d1ng low cost outdoor recreatlon op-
,]portunltles -and contrlbutlng to balanced state. and reglonal

~-land use programs.

(1) Full respon51blllty for. outdoor recrea~

' tion planning was assigned to the planning d1v1s10n and a
-{recroatlon—resources management branch was formed in OCE

in 1967 and 1971, respectlvely._

(2) Englneer Regulations have been issued .

~that accord full “project. purpose"'status to recreation and'

fish and w1ldllfe enhancement at all WRDPs.

b. The decentralized Corps organlzatlon and horl-

:”'zontal staff structure at the Engineer Dlstrlct level
. provide great flex1b111ty to meet a wide variety of condl—‘

" tions and work loads, but fall to prov1de a balanced overview

of resource problems.

(1) Task sharing across lelSlonS permlts

maximum use of professional’ personnel but tends to create an

_attitude that recreatlon—resources management 1s a. perlpheral
activity.

(2) Divided responsibility creates competition

for manpower-and management funds, results in the lack of a



common data base, and makes it difficult to fix responsi~
bility for success and failure.

(3) Project operation personnel (dam tenders)
can also perform recreation-resources management functlons at
the WRDPs. o - )

C. Many of the deficiencies in recreation, fish
and wildlife, Corps and contiguous land use, and real estate
‘programs and practlces are dlrectly attrlbutable to insuf-
ficient numbers of the right kinds of personnel in the right
‘places.

(1) In the sample, 31 Corps profeSSionai
personnel were distributed among 17 WRDPs with 867,819 acres
‘'of manageable land, 8,065 miles of shoreline, and 17.4
‘million visitors days of use oh 31,275;adres qf.Corps
>managed recreatlon area. ‘ T

(2) Of 95 professional’ person—years/year of
'recreation—resburces management branch capab;llty in 19

jEngiheer Districts visited, civil engineers comprised 25 - - -
person years/yea: and headed seven of the branéhes. '

(3) The largest number of persons with
natural resource related training are in Engineer DlStrlCt
level englneerlng/plannlng d1v1s10ns,]not‘1n :ecreatlon—
‘resources management. -

‘ (4) Because supervisory positions at the
" Engincer District level are designed for and occupied by
. engineers, professional resource personnel have few career

‘advancement opportunities and exhibit a high turnover rate.

" (5) Corps WRDP personnel based at the dam

site cannot effectively inspect Corps land, perform visitor
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" contact work, and be aware of resource conditions throughout

the WRDP.
d. Decentrallzatlon over a long perlod of tlme has
encouraged the development of Englneer Districts with mark-

t“~edly distinctive characteristics. State agencies that deal .
" with two or'moreAEngineer Districts report therr relations .
. are akin to working with separate_agencies rather than,field

;ﬁ:offlces of the same-agency.

7. Slx Federal Agenc1es and Six State’ Agenc1es

a. Federal Agenc1es

_ (1) The six Federal agenc1es studled were created
for specific and limited purposes. - Recreation was 1n1t1a11y a

-~ by-product of their originalApurposes, including the National

‘Park_Service'which‘was originally‘established "to promote and

'frregulate the use of national parks, monuments, and reserva-
: 7tibns, for the purpose of conserving'the scenery, the natural

\and historic. objects and the wildlife..."

(2) Actual unlt cost data were ‘not generally avall—
fable for the operatlng land management agencies. The Depart—

ment of the Interior recreatlon and fish and w1ld11fe bureaus

‘ and services use incremental budgetlng for program enhancement

';and have not developed un1t costlng.- It is p0551b1e to take

the number of visitors, or'visitor days, and the total cost

' of operation of a given recreation area and compute ‘a cost per

recreation day. This cost can then be used to pro;ect futurev
‘costs based on projected utilization factors, but most agen-~
cies were concerned about the rellablllty of such a technique, -
fThls technlque assumes all. varlables, other than dollars and

'rccreatlon days, remain constant.

(3) ﬂhe 1973 Natlonw1de Outdoor Recreatlon Plan

svts turrh outdoor rocroatlon fa0111ty cost estimates for

- sc¢lected activities. _Operatlnq\costs based on an -optimum
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staffing allocation are also estimated per unit of recreation.
‘No record was found of direct application of the data to the
incremental units of increased costs for recreation activi-

ties in any land management bureaus and services.

USFS does not have unit cost data at the cen-
fral office in Washington. Forest SuperVisors‘have developed
‘empirical data on the costs of various activitiesrand these
_data generally form a basis for evaluating cost estimates from
‘each national forest. It is recognized that costs vary from
forest to forest, and there are no figures that:are applicable
nation wide. ’ - o

>(4) A continuing review of land.use‘for recreation
(more so than fish. and wildlife.enhanCement);is,being conducted
‘by the National COnferénce on State Parks of the National
‘Recreation and Parks Association. The Cooncil‘on Environmental
Quality has sponsored a related study on recreational use of U
water supply reservoirs; and the American Society of Planning.
iOfflClalS has sponsored an effort by Professor Richard Ragat7,
to evaluate recreatlon homes. '

b. State Agenc1es

(1) The six state agencies studled range from those
"wh*ch admlnlster ‘'only recreation (Pennsylvania Bureau of State
Parks) or fish and w1ld11fe (Tennessee Wlldllfe Resources
'Agency) to those’ whlch admlnlster multlple purpose activities
including parks and fish and w11d11fe (Mlnnesota Department

of Natural Resources).

(2) Certain specific findings may be of use to the
Corps in refining its own techniques of resource allocation
and the enhancement of recreation and fish and wildlife

opportunities:

(a) The Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission
has begun zero-base budgeting for all activities beginning

with the FY 1976-78 biennium. Contrasted to incremental
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budgeting, thiévtechnique requires each activity to be justi-
fied‘anew in each budget cycle rather than merely justifying
increases beyond the prior budget. For Texas, this appears to
heve resulted ih identifying varying levels of expenditure énd,
the‘service or product results of each. |
| (b) The Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks ie

deﬁelcping,fand has under pilot operation at the Pennsulvania

State'UniverSit&, a program for allocating operational costs

to 17 recreational activities. The experimental uses of this
'technlque have been to critique operatlons at the park level
to assist in annual budget preparation, and to assist in long

range plannlng

_ (c) The Washington State Parks and Recreatlon
Comm1551on has issued rules and regulatlons deflnlng the
"pogsessory interest" of concessioners in certain facilities
on state lands.' "Possessory interest" is defined as "... all :
incidents of‘owhership except the right to free transfer of ‘
mortgage and 1egal title,..." The possessory interest is
subject to prov1510ns of the contract, state laws, and regula-
tlons relating to the area. The possessory 1nterest may be
used ‘as securlty for a ‘loan or it may be a551gned transferred,
or rellnqulshed prlor to the explratlon or termination of a.
contract with the prior approval of the Commission. The regu-
lations provide further that the possessory intereSt shall not.
be extinguished’by the expiraticn cr other termination of the
conce351on contract and may not be taken for publlc use or
transferred to a successor without just compensatlon. This
concept has not been in effect for a sufficiently long period

to establlsh its value in encou;aglng recreational investments

or relieving the state of recreational investment responsi-

biiitiest It eppears to offer an opportunity for the use of
private capital-to serve a public purpose. A similar concept
to provide concessioner security was incorporated in the ‘
statutory authority for the NPS in 1965.
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8. There are marked regional differences in the émount
of land needed to meet intensive and extensive recreational
use. The Corps WRDP system constitutes a significant supply ' N
of land and water in'those regions where rapid rates of in- |

creased demand are expected and where there are few alternative

Federal sources of supply.

B. Conclusions:

+ 1. The overall response’of‘thé Corps to the chélQ
lenge of recreation management is good-foi én agency '
that traditionally has'not émphésizéd management of recrea-
Eion resources; the overall Corps responée to fish and
wildlife enhancement opportunities is mediocre to very poor.
This overall conolﬁsion recognizes the extraordinarily un-
even performance of the Corps orgénizatioﬁpat'the’Enqineer
District and WRDP levels. ‘ v '

2. Full realization of the recreatlon and fish and
wildlife potentlals of the Corps WRDP system is dependent
upon national recognition and Congre351onal confirmation of
their importance and sufflc1ent funding and land to meet s
natlonal needs.
a. No conéise Congressionél mandate fo} the

management of these various resources exists.

b. The Nation will need additional public lands
to meet the rapidly increaéing participaﬁion in natural
env1ronment act1v1t1es not normally prov1ded by the prlvate
sector, partlcularly in reglons exhibiting most rapid
population growth. Corps WRDPs constitute a major portion

of the inventory of needed land in these regions.
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.

_focal point for recreation and fish and w11d11fe con51dera-'

c. Many WRDPS -possess insufficient land area to

~‘accommodate recreatxonal demands without resource degrada-
~_tion or conflict with contiguous land use.

B d. National recognitien and CongreSsibnal

 direction to manage the Corps WRDP system will require
hfinancial support for personnel and other management teCh-'
,:n1ques but only modest increases for Capltal 1mprovements.

3. Engineer sttrlcts and WRDP staffs do not prOVLde a

[tlons, nor do they contain a ‘sufficient number of
L profe351onal natural resource management spec1alxsts.

- The largest number of profe551onal natural

“resource management specialists. at the Englneer District ,
. level is not in the recreation-resources manaqement branch.

b. The management'responsibility is diffused

- through the englneerlng/plannlng, operatlons, and real
Qestate functlons._

¢.  Professional natural resource management

- spec1allsts are very limited at ‘the WRDP level. Thls is

true of operatlng personnel, such as rangers, and staff

personnel, such-as foresters and w1ld11fe.blologlsts.

d. - The diffusion. of varlous phases of recreation-.

'resources management at the Engineer DlStrlCt level causes
-confusion and confllcts for WRDP staffs.

4. The planning process inadequately considers
natural resource limitations and opportunltles and llnkages

-_w1th management de0131ons, the private sector, and other

publlc agenc1es.
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a. WRDP personnel are not sufficiently involved'in
dec151ons concernlng staffing requlrements and the locatlon,

: deSLgn, and use of facilities.

b. Master plans do not adequately consider:
specific goals and objectlves for recreatlon-resources
management unlque to each WRDP, optimum water elevatlons for
'alleprOJect purposes,.spec1f1c roles for conce551oners and .
other non-Federal entitizs, and the . 1mportance of integrating
agrlcultural and grazing use of WRDP land Wlth wildlife
_ management. ‘ '

c. Natural resource characterlstlcs, suoh as--
soils, tolerance of vegetatlon, and conflguratlon of the
water body(are not adequately considered 1nrde51gn1ng spe-
. cific facilities for specific sites. v S

- 4. Contiguous land uses contribute to problems of
access, deteriorating aesthetics along approaches to
project lands, increases in percolation of effiuents and
'movement of storm waters into WRDP waters, and éstablish-
| ment of competing act1v1t1es immediately adjacent to
developed Corps recreation areas.

a. Only rarely has sufficient land been acqguired
to protect the integrity of Federal land, water, and facili-
ties from the direct influence of contiguous land uses.

" b.. The Corps has no effective means to alleviate
many of the problems associated with contiguous land use.

5. RED programs and practices have a profound,
and sometimes adverse, impact uponvrecreation?resources

management.’

i
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a. Restrictive lease conditions discourage private
individuals from making 1arge capltal investments, produce

low rent 1ncome, and produce a llmlted range of recreation

. opportunltles.'

b. . Lease generated revenue is a‘function of
capital investment; thus, Corps‘disbursements to local

Jurlsdlctlons will favor those jurisdictions that contain

WRDPs ‘where the Corps has successfully attracted development.

Cc. Agrlcultural and gra21ng outgrants fre~

quently impinge upon wildlife habltat and the appllcatlon
of sound conservatlon practlces.

da. An alarming number of government unlts are.
abdlcatlng responsibility for operatlng and maintaining

~Corps developed facilities, and the Corps has no explicit

f’aluthority to operate and maintain such’facilities_at WRDPs
completed prior to 1965.

6. Nelther the- authorlty for their creatlon, their
'admlnlstratlve procedures and practices, nor thelr budgetary

resources would indicate that the six Federal land management
'agencies'studied have a mission which is broad enough to
encompass the wide -ranging water resource related recreation

“and: fish and w1ld11fe enhancement act1v1t1es 'of WRDPs present4
‘ly under the tewardshlp of the Corps.

7. The rate of state level 1ncrease in these act1v1t1es

has not kept pace with the overall- rate of economic growth

-'w1th1n the states. In some 1nstances, this has been attribu-

’ted to the failure of sources of dedicated revenue to match

‘needed expendltures. Missouri, Tennessee and'Texas are states
with a high level of dedicated revenue. Washington State
recently abandoned dedicated revenues as the primary means of

+ financing their activities. 1In other instances, the slower
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rate‘of growth for recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-

ment purposes is simply attributed to the general extension of ;
state involvement in other social programs and a re—establiShment

of priorities with a fixed level of limited resources. The ‘

validity of this finding is difficult to verify at the indiv- - -
idual agency level because of differing economic bases and

varylng rates of growth for each state. It ‘is, however, the'

general concensus of respon51ble state off1c1als, and is docu- £
mented at the aggregate level by the Bureau of Census in

Topical Studies, Volume 6, Number 4 of the 1972 Census of

Gevernments, issued December 1974.

8. The Corps WRDP system has ‘high potential for,meetiné_
Congressional statements of national need for maintaining. |
environmental quality, providing balanced recreation oppor—‘
tunities, and maintaining wildlife sPecies populations at a
high level for the use and enjoyment. of all Americans. These
are dbjectives.usually associated with public ownership of

resources. _ ‘ ‘ .

c. Management Alternatlves

Four approaches to the management of WRDP lands were
evaluated. lease or sale to the private sector; transfer
to other Federal agencies; transfer to state or local

governments; and retention under Corps management.

Each alternative was analyzed ‘in terms of: (1) effec-
tiveness in meeting the recreation-resources management
responsibility associated with Corps WRDPs, (2) effect
upon local tax structures, (3) effect upon national needs, :
(4) effect on programs of the Corps and other agencies, and j
(5) statutory, fiscal, and policy constraints. ‘

The analyses assume that national needs and policy ’

require that the Corps continue to operate WRDP physical
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-works for floodicontrol, navigation, hydroelectric power,
'low-flow augmentation, and other purposes authorized by
the Congress. Thus, lands required for these purposes
'fcould not be transferred from the Corps.

"l. Lease or sale to the prlvate sector.

a. The private sector can: prov1de hlgh dens1ty,

'~cap1tal 1ntens1ve recreation facilities, develop residences

- ﬁand commercial establishments, and conduct farmlng or

f»Jforest:ry operations. Market perceptions and flow of income
~would determine whlch portlons of WRDPs would be purchased

dor leased if offered.

v ' ngh dens1ty fac111ty complexes made up of
dlmarlnas, lodges, deluxe campgrounds for recreatlon vehlcles,
pcondomlnlums, golf courses, and other amenltles would -
'occupy the best recreation 51tes and ‘would accommodate part
;»of the national need for such amenities. Opportunities
39for extensive recreation expeéeriences, w1ld11fe management,-

: and public huntlng would be reduced. Access to the water
‘ifor flshermen,_sw1mmers, and boaters would become difficult
. and, if carried to extremes, the - ‘general publlc could find
Asltself excluded because of substantlal admlttance or user: fee;;
'Integrated shoreline and contlguous land use would depend |
'ralmost entlrely upon local zonlng and bulldlng codes which
?are now nonex1stent or 1nadequate. o f_;

Sale or 1ease of agrlcultural and forest

"lands could contrlbute to meetlng national needs in those
areas, but would also fail to meet the need for' aesthetlcally
-:plea31ng publlc land with opportunltles for recreatlon,

lflshlng, or. huntlng.

R Leasing selected lands to private interests
wto-achieve specified goals and objectives, such as the



_provxslon of a full range of outdoor recreation opportunltles,
can be accompllshed by modlfylng exlstlng Corps concession
authorities. |

b.  Any sale of land would augment ad valorem tax
income. The net effect upon local tax bases will vary from
" jurisdiction to jurisdiction, dependent upon requirements

for local services.

c. Meeting natlonal needs for intensive recrea-‘
tion would be enhanced by the sale or lease of ‘land to
.prlvate interests. National needs for extensive recreation
' would be adversely affected. The national need for retention
of aesthetlcally plea51ng land with réecreation and fish and
" wildlife value ln public  hands would be adversely affected
particularly in those parts of the country where Corps
| WRDPs can constitute a major portlon of the publlc lands
available for hunting, fishing, and other recreation.

A d. Sale of land would have considerable adverse
affect upon other Corps programs. - Coordination between
Corps interests and those of contiguous landowners would

- require augmented Corps staffs to protect the quality of

f WRDP borders and superVLSe conservation of the shoreline.
Sale to encourage private use also would have a deleterious
1mpact upon state park agencies with heavy capltal invest-
_ment in resort state parks, putting major campetitors with
new fac111t1es in close proximity to older state-built
lodges and marinas. ‘The most serious effect would be upon -
state wildlife agency programs to provide public hunting
opportunities. Lands leased or sold to private individuals
would be largely unavailable for general public1entry.
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Sale of propé:ty on eroding shorelines would result in

'Vrequests for public assistance for shoreline protection.

e. There are significant statutory and pollcy

COnstralnts that would actively inhibit the sale of Corps

land to prlvate individuals. The most 91gn1f1cant are

: the processes described for state and other Federal agency
",rev1ew of real property declared excess. If all present
- properties outgranted to other public agencies were clalmed
~ by those agencies and no addltlonal property. declared

excess is claimed by them, only 464,495 acres of the 2,763, 451

acres in the 29 WRDPs studied would become surplus. In.
e'additidn, mu¢h of the WRDP land is encumbered by existing
‘outgrants. -

2. Transfer to other Federal agenc1es‘

a. Transfer of all Corps recreatxon—resources‘
management to NPS would add 407 units to the Natlonal
Recreation Area system. Such a dramatlc increase in

~ acreage and recreational visitation would require signifi-

cant expansion of the NPS organization. Transfer to the

~ USF&WS or the BLM would impose very large recreation burdens

upon agencies that have little experience with large-scale

visitation. The USFS has demonstrated that it can plan,
" develop, and operate public recreation facilities, manage

forest resoufces, and CObperate in fish and wildlife manage-

ment. The USFS is experienced in administering outgrants-ahd
'fits:operations are well'systemized."USFS'experience‘is enhanced
by  WRDP management'respohsibility shared with the Corps according
to a Memorandum of Understanding first executed in 1964. In

‘any case, dividing project responsibilities between two or more

Federal ageneies wou;d lead to problems of coordination and
probably duplication of effort. Additionally, personnel require-
ments imposed on any of the candidate recipient agencies



3
would sorely tax agency budgets and jeopardize existing
programs. ‘

b.' Local tax structures would be effeéted by the
iformula used to compute payments made in lieu of taxes. ‘
.NPS has no in lleu of tax provisions; the USFS provides for
}payment of up to 25% of gross National Forest receipts.

¢. NPS administration would meet national recrea-.
‘tion needs more effectively than Corps administration, but
;hunting and fishing opportunities might be reduced. Transfer

‘to USFS could mean decrea51ng emphasis upon 1nten51ve recrea-

"tion development, would not effect extensive recreation

' =needs, and could enhance hunting: and fishing opportunltles.

d. The impact upon  the Corps would be ‘substantial.

The cadre of resource professionals who currently sha:e
tasks would have recreation—resourees man3§emeﬁt7work

- eliminated; similarly,1professiona1 personne1,performing
dual functions at the project level would be reduced; and
all personnel devoting full time to recreation-resources
activities,‘including rangers, would‘be released or trans-
ferred to the re01p1ent agency. |

The 1mpact upon the rec1p1ent agency likewise
~would be profound. The NPS would have to become much more
of a multiple use agency. The USFS would have the geo-
graphic distribution of its workload shifted from the
westerhlregions to theISOuth cehtral and southeastern
regiOns; Both the NPS and USFS would requlre admlnlstratlve
reorganization.

State fish and game pfograms currently ad-
ministered on outgranted Corps lands could also be
adversely affected by transfer to another Federal agency.
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e. ' With minor legal adjustments, the USFS could

‘ accept the management responsibility for Corps recreatlon gf'
f~resources. The Congress would have to make individual -
v'determlnatlons of national recreatlon 51gn1f1cance at each
f"WRDP prior to NPS administration. The USF&WS would requlre-
f a redefined agency mission, ‘and the BLM would need an even
:smore extensive legislative reorganlzatlon than was con-‘

- sidered by the 93rd Congress. .USDI .and USDA personnel and
p=state personnel feel that the agenc1es of those departments t‘
”fwould not be successful in securing funds to meet the
fdmanagement objectives c1ted above. R

3. Transfer to state and local governments

, a. The Corps has sought to outgrant as much land
to state and local agencres as pOSSlble, and at - some WRDPs

S has outgranted all pro;ect land to such agenc1es. The land
".now outgranted probably represents all the states would

actlvely seek for recreatlon resource management. The upper

’m’llmlt is probably related to the cost of operatlon and
"ma1ntenance._ States have demonstrated little interest in
v,r,large or 1nterstate WRDPs and currently manage only portlons

“fof the land avallable to them by outgrant.

Nelther state nor local governments possess3

w;the resources requlred to effectlvely meet the full range of
.jrecreatlon resources responsrbllltles assoc1ated with all
" Corps WRDPs._.-- '

b. ° Income now'available'for_distribution by the.

 Corps to local government would be lost. Some'states may

attempt to offset this loss by in lieu of tax payments, but

'costs would. probably be prohibitive for all but a few states.
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_ ¢. The transfer of WRDP recreation resource lands
to the states would continue stewardship in public hands, and
:the national needs for hunting and fishing could be met at
least as well as they are now if sufficient funds were
availeble. Iﬁcreasihgly,national needs for huhting and
flshlng opportunltles indicate that substantlal 1nvestments f
in these areas would be requlred Recreatlon development
would be based upon state needs rather than any presumptlon
‘of national needs. ' '

d. This alternative would have essentlally the
sametaffect upon Corps programs as transfer to other Federal
'agencies. The impact on state parks, fish 'and wildlife; and
_forestry agency programs would be enormous. _Infsome states,
-Corps lands that could be transferred would triple the amount
of land to be protected and managed by state agencies. Nation-
ally, 5,000 permanent and temporary positions would be added
-to state payrolls. Furthermore, the transfer would skew
total state prograﬁs away from other. equally important mis=
sions. Local governments have simply not demonstrated their
ability to undertake the management of more than limited
size recreation areas. If the entire WRDPs were transferred'
to the-states, local governmente would not have the oppor-‘
tunity to share improvement costs w1th the Corps under the
Code 710 program ’

e. 'The largest portion of the funds available to
state recreation resource agencies comes from dedicated in-
come and Federal categorical grants—in-aid,'neither or which
has expanded as rapidly as inflation. New funding from
general revenue would be required, and the probability of
funds sufficient to provide an adeQuate-level of management

is not promising. In addition, most states are looking
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~askance at new programs that place large continuing oper-
~ating and maintenance obligetions upon state budgets.

4. Retention by the Corps of Engineers

" a. Corps retention is the most effective way of

.fmaintaining consistency with other WRDP purposes while en-.

hancing public recreation benefits,.and protecting and im-

:;proying the'quality of fish and wildlife resources on WRDP .

“lands. The Corps has developed a management system that

' combines the best elements of the alternatlves discussed:
-'-encouraglng the prlvate sector to prov1de services for whlch

.there is a clear and_profltable market; outgrantlng approp—f-'

‘riate resources to state and local entities; and cooperating, -,

v'through outgrants'and otherwise) with -state and other Federal

agencies. The principal shortcomlngs of this alternative are

;the current absence of clear direction and admlnlstratlve
grespon51b111ty and the lack of sufficient’ adequately tralned
liprofe531onals.

b. The effect on local tax structures is diffi-

;“cult to assess preCLSely Currently, local communltles
':rrecelve a fixed return based on dxstrlbutlon of a percentage

of lease 1ncome. Thelr return from prlvate development would

" be a functlon of sales and would fluctuate.

c.; Wlthln the framework of the llberal Corps
pollcy of - outgrantlng lands to states and encouraglng
private sector part1c1pat1on, this alternatlve offers the
greatest potent1al for meeting the full range of natlonal

: recreatlon resource needs.

d.~ The effect of the Corps management system on
cooperatlng agencles is basically beneficial to both, with
room forylmprovement in selected areas.

E-33



, e. The statutory constraints are minimal, altheugh
a clear statement of Congressional will is lacking. Within
.the Corps, master planning procedures must be strengthened
'if the potential benefits from the Corps WRDP system are to

be realized.

D. Recommendations

1. Management and administration

. a. Corps WRDP lard should be retained by the
:Corps and managed for public recreatlon, fish and Wildlee

- enhancement, and other project: purposes, 1ncluding expansion
and lmprovement of the outgrant program to other public
~resource agencies. '

_ b, A recreatiOn-reSOurces.management diVision
should be created in the Civil Works Directorate and repli-
»,cated at each of the three major levels of. command, providing
a focal point for the multi disc1plined expertise needed to
manage natural resources in cooperation with other public agen-
cies, provide reéreational opportunities, and assure visitor .

protection.

C. Persons trained to deal with problems and
opportunities of‘expanded concessioner activity should be
- added in some Engineer Districts. '

d. The WRDP professional field force should be
increased by approximately 1,300 profeSSional level personnel
by calendar year 1978, and should be accompanied by a pro-
portional increase in professional‘pesitions at the Engineer
District level. V

e. Budéet regquests for the recreatien-resources
management function should utilize a zero-based budgeting
‘format and contain a yearly balance sheet reporting the
economic goods and services produced by increments of in-
‘vestment in WRDP lands and waters.
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£. :Tne‘master planning process'should:l.(l) estab-

‘ ]llsh the objéctives for the management of a WRDP in concert
with continual refinement of state and regional compreheneiVe
‘vplans (e.g.,VCOmprehensive outdoor recreation plans, regional.

.}water quality'plans mandated by Section 208, Federal Water '
‘Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972);. (2) be conaidered
‘a major- Federal action under NEPA so full dlsclosure, publlc

:1part1c1pat10n, and lntergovernmental coordination will occur,'
‘(3) allocate all WRDP lands to progect operations, recreatlon,
'f;sh and wildlife, and forestry within five years; (4) extend

to all lands and waters within a specified biophysical impact

. area; (5) recognize the primacy of Federal and state fish and
- wildlife agencies in the management of fish and wildlife
‘spec1es and  the respon51b111ty of the Corps to manage habltat

(6) specify specific annual work programs for all involved

f agencxes and become part of appropriate state, . regional, and
'local plans and programs; and (7) prov1de for f1ve -year re-

evaluation to include alternatlve water levels and tlmlng of

=:water levels and discharges. In this process, ‘the extent‘and
nature of outgrants to other public agencies and inefficient, .
-small Corps operated fac1llt1es could be phased out .in favor

of larger, more eff1c1ent fa0111t1es.’

g. Key parcels of 1and, prlmarlly at WRDPs w1th

R relatlvely llttle manageable land, - should be acquired as
‘spec1f1ed 1n the master plans to insulate Corps fac111t1es

and resources from adverse 1mpacts arising from uses of
contiguous land.

2, Leglslatlon

a. Congress should formally recognlze the existence

‘of7a national need for widely distributed lands and waters

that are available for productlon of outdoor recreatlon,

_flsh and wildlife for the use and enjoyment of all Amerlcans.-
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Further, Congress should direct the Secretary of the Army to
protect and manage the public lands and waters that con-
stltute the Corps WRDP system, to be used and enjoyed to the
maximum extent by the American public for recreational pur-
poses in perpetuity consistent with the carrying capacity

of the natural resources and the health and safety of the
using public.

_ b. ?he Secretary of the Army should be authorized .
‘to construct, maintain, and operate facilities for recreation

“and fish and wildlife enhancement at any existing or future

- WRDP consistent with the national interest.

C.. Authorlty ‘'should be. granted to the Secretary
- of the Army ‘to operate and malntaln facilities that are

bullt at Federal expense and abandoned by lessees.

'd._ The Secretary of the Army s authorlty should
be enlarged to facilitate investment in a broad spectrum of
'recreatlon fac111t1es normally assoc1ated with the prlvate
sector of the economy.

o e. TWenty—flve percent of revenues received as

- a result of new conce551on agreements should be paid to the
state in which the concession is located; the remaining 75%
should be used by the Secretary of ‘the Army for recreation

~and fish and‘wildlife purposes‘within the Corps WRDP system.

£. The Corps should.havejspecific, but carefully .
limited, authority to directly intervene in instances where
actions beyond the Corps boundary directly impact upon the
quality of the hydrologic system of the WRDP;.

g . The authority for state agenCies.to recover
reasonable administrative costs incnrred'in managing wild-
life resources on lands outgranted by. the Corps should be
restated and clarified. '

E~36
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h. The Federal Water Project Recreation Act

f(PL 89 -72) should be clarified to prohibit retroactlve appll—

;catlon of its cost—sharlng prov151ons

~ These remedial measures cap sxgnlficantly strengthen
the Corps' ability to better utilize WRDP land for recrea-

Ztidh and fish and wildlife'enhancement-purposes and thus

51gn1flcantly 1ncrease the contribution of these lands and

:waters to the natlonal interest,
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INTRODUCTION

" A.  Background

.The first Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan states that

"The Army Corps of Engineers ... reported'323 millidn recrea~

’tlon days of use in 1972 on the lands and waters at 390 reser-

“vo1rs under its management"a That is a significant amount of

recreational use for any agency to manage, especially an agency
that-ls prlmarxly known for plannlng, building, 'and operatlng
multi-purpose projects to further the development of the Nation's

- water resources.

The Nationwide Plan indicates that there are "...nearly

6,000 desiénated access areas tO'aCCommodate the public ...
'_nearly 2,300 of the 6,000 access areas are specifically

. developed for recreation. The Corps manages 1,750 of these,
f while about 550’are'managed by state and local agencies under
" lease." Increasing recreation v151tatlon to "access areas"

 -managed by the Corps of Englneers (Corps) has raised questlons

about Corps lnvolvement 1n the provision of recreatlon oppor-

:tunlt;es, the rapidly grow1ng budget requests to provide for
ethegsafety and cpnvenience of visitors and the protection

- of resources, and the use fof»oﬁtdoor tecreation and wildlife
--of land acquired by the United States for purposes such as
flood control and navigation. There was and continues to be
sharp division of opinion about the role of an engineering
"agency in the recreatien_field let alone fish and wildlife
~habitat management. 1In an effort to set forth the facts,

the193rd Congress enacted the following ‘language as Section.

325 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1974 (PL 93-251):

5. s, Department of the Interior, Bureau of'OhtdOor Recrea-

tion. 1973. oOutdoor Recreation: A Legacy for America.
G.P.0. Washington, D. C. '
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The Secretary of the Army, acting through the
Chief of Englneers, 'is authorized and directed

to study land use practices and recreational uses
at water resource development projects under his
jurisdiction, and to report thereon to the Con-
gress not: later than June 30, 1975, with recommen-
dations as to the best use of such lands for out-.
door recreation, fish and wildlife enhancement,
and related purposes. '

The language succ1nct1y sets forth the objectlve of the study'

reported here.

The Congre531onal charge was applled to water resource.
development prOJects (WRDPs) that have been completed and
are now providing recreational opportunltles and/or essentlal
fish and w1ld11fe habltats, whether spec1f1cally de51gned
for one or both purposes or not. Mltlgatlon of net damage to-
oc loss of flSh and wildlife habltats caused by constructing .
a WRDP is a complex issue. Some WRDPs .were authorized and
built prior to general recognition of fish and wildlife
values and enactment of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act; since strengthening amendments to the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act were enacted, coordinated fish and wildlife
recommendations, including mitigation, prepared by the U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) are forwarded by District

and Division Engineers to the Chief of Engineers who may or

‘may not consider the recommendatlon consistent w1th the

primary purposes of the proposed WRDP. Even if included in
the Chief of 'Engineers' report. to Congress, the Public Works
Committees may not authorize the works or the. Approprlatlons
Commlttees may not approprlate the money authorized for
mitigating the ~damage perceived by fish and w11d11fe agencies.
A full-scale 1nvest1gat10n of the adequacy and apprOprlateness
of the mitigation activities recommended by fish and wild-

13
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life agencies,'whether finally authorized or not, is beyond
:the scope of this investigation authorized by PL 93:251;
1nevertheless, the use of WRDP waters and lands to enhance
ﬂfiShiand:wildlife'populations was studied. | |

. The Corps sought an independent contractor to carry out

a mult1 task investigation of Corps stewardship of the .
exlstlng lands and waters entrusted to their care and to de-‘
develop findings and»concluSLQns based upon the.lnvestlgatlon._
Tne'findings;and conclusions drawn by the‘contraetor selected,
Coastal_Zone Resources‘Corporation (CZRC), along with support-
iné documentation, are essential bases for recommendations
forwarded by the Chief of Engineers.

B. Study Approach

v Wlthln the broad purpose set by Sectlon 25, several sub—_"
objectlves were establlshed. descrlbe current authority;

'1dent1fy constralnts, conflicts, and-othervproblems associated

with current Corps management; and evaluate major alternatlves
that mlght be recommended by the Chief of Englneers._

To accompllsh these objectlves w1th1n a tiqhtly con-

stralned time schedule, the study was d1v1ded 1nto eight
major tasks._ ' ’

1.- Analyze Ex15t1ng Law

"The basic. 1ntent of this. task was to assess and cla551fy

Corps policies,. laws, and regulatlons as they relate to land
'use, recreatlon, and fish and w1ld11fe practlces. A

general topic outllne, arranged by type of authorlty, was

devised to permlt easy reference between the p011c1es, laws,f
and rcqulatlons and their intent. The categorlzatlon in-
cludcd the gencral authorltles granted by the Congress to
other Fe doral resource management agencies.



2. Rev1ew Pertlnent glterature -and National. Data

Resource related reports and published documents were

:1dent1f1ed and rev1ewed early in the study schedule to pro-
. vide base 1nformat10n for subsequent tasks. Literature .
gathered from the Office, Chief of Engineers (OCE) as well
as that gathered from various'public'and private sources
were Utilized. Quantitative data. complled from OCE data

files prov1ded statlstlcal reference to WRDPs natlonally and

‘at Engineer Division, Englneer District, and WRDP levels. Such-

data were essential tools in establishing a national base. In
‘addition to this early review, literature and data gathered
during field work were rev1ewed and utlllzed spec1flca11y
"during the subsequent analytlc tasks,

3. Inspect and Analyze. Representatlve WRDPS

Informatlon was compiled by field surveys of representa-
tive WRDPs throughout the contlguous United States and
similar surveys of relevant Federal and state resource related

-agencies.

Twenty-nine WRDPs were chosen for detailed study based
~upon their relation to 12 selection factors which encompassed
numerous physical, resource,'and managehent characteristics.
Quantitative and qualitative information was compiled in de-
tailed case studies for each WRDP and provided a basis for
.considering the current situation, ldentlfylng problems, and
:suggestlng alternative solutions.

é Corollary to the WRDP field survey'was the preparation
of profiles for selected Federal and state resource related
agenc1es. Spec1f1c information concernlng authority, admlnls-
‘tration; and responsibility was collected for the U. S. Forest
‘Service (USFS), National Park 'Service (NPS), USF&WS, Bureau
Land,Management.(BLM), Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), and

Bureau of Reclamation (BuRec). Specific information within the

same topics was collected for the Minnesota Department of

»
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Natural Resourees, Missouri Conservation Commission, Pennsyl=~
vania Bureau of State Parks, Tennessee Wildlife Resources
Agency, Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission, and Washington

State Parks and Recreation Commission. Informatlon contalned

'ln the profiles was utilized in establishing 1nst1tut10na1 ’
characterlstlcs -and approaches and in evaluatlng alternatlve
solutlons to identified problems.

4. Appraise’Land Use, Recreation, and Fish and Wildlifg

Central to the accomplishment of this task were the
analyses generated by previous tasks. Key-findings-developedg‘

-;n the case studies provided a focal point for characterizing

various‘WRDPs, the existing resource base, and resource
Management and-utilization.f Data ‘gathered in the field

were compared to data on a natlonal scale and ConfllCtS,

1ntorpretat10nal dlfflcultles, and data gaps were 1dent1f1ed
RClaLlonShlpS among governmental agencies and’ thelr organi-
zation and their management approach to resources at WRDPs
on a national, district, state, and site basis were com-
pared to the magnitude, condition, and utilizatibn of '
these resources. Analyses of existing laws, pollc1es, and
regulatlons prov1ded further 1nsxght into land use,

»recreatlon, and flSh and wildlife practlces at the WRDPs.

- 5. Project’ Natlonal Needs

Exlstlng natlonal policy statements and generallzed demand
foretasts for varylng types of water-orlented recreatlon actlv;-
ties in terms of land requlrtments by . geographlc reglon, served

as a ba31s for a determination of national needs.

. 6. Identify Major Problem Areas

In Task 6, major‘problem areas that result from an inade-

quate resOurce-base or inefficient management of that resource

base were 1dent1f1ed._ Specific eonfllcts; such as that ‘between
fish and wildlife enhancement and other authorized purposes,

or that between governmental 1nvestment and contlguous develop-
ment pressures, were related to field experlences, compiled
data, and exlstlng llterature.
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7. Evaluate Consequences of Alternative Solutions

Four major possible solutions to existing management"'
problems were evaluated: (1) #ale or Teane of WRDP landn to ~
the private sector, (2) transfer of WRDP lands toc the state

governments and their political subdivisions, (3) transfer of

«

WRDP lands to other Federal agencies, and (4) continue adminis-
‘tration of the lands and water by the Corps.- Each alternatlve
was analyzed in terms of: (1) effectlveness in meetlng the'

iy

-recreatlon—resources management respon51b111ty associated w1th
Corps WRDPs, (2) effect upon local tax structures, (3) effect
upon national needs, (4) effect on programs of the Corps and -
‘other agencies, and (5) statutory, fiscal, and pollcy con~-
straints. ' A

8. Recommend A Course Of Action

Based on all the precedlng tasks, a recommended course of.
actlon was prepared for con51deratlon by OCE.

- C. Organization of the Report
The results of the 1nten51ve data: gatherlng and analyti-

cal work are presented in this report.' Chapter 1 outlines
the current national extent of Corps administered land and.
water resources and the legal framework-that both authorizes
and constrains the management of these resources. Chapter 2
summarizes the basic methodology by'whioh 29 WRDPS were

. selected to be oase studies, the manner by which the data

————— e

gathered in the case studies were organized and presented,’
-and the relationship of the'Sample to WRDP national totals.
Chapter 3 summarizes the analysis of major problem areaslln
Corps management of recreation and contiguous lands, real
‘estate programs and practlces, and Corps organlzatlon based
on the case studles. Chapter 4 sets out 1nformat10n
obtained from study of six Federal and six state recreation,
fish and wildlife, and natural resource agencies. Chapter

5 describes national needs. Chapter 6 discusses alterna-
tive management systems. Chapter 7 contains recommendatlons
for Department of the Army Action.

7
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f‘c1tlzens. The documentation has been: complled 1n four

The material and.analyses presented in this report are

,based upon 1ndependently collected fully documented infor- =
mation. Documentation consists of: - (1) automated searches
of the literature and the Unzted States Code; (2) research
_reports, survey documents, Corps master plans,_and operatlng

‘reports prepared by unlverSLtles, state fish and wildlife .

:iagenc1es, regional and state plannlng agenc1es, state park
“yagenc1es, and others for each of the 29 intensxvely studled
-WRDPs, (3) the state constitutions and relevant statutes
’controlllng each of six state recreation-resource management'

:~agenc1ep, and (4) interviews with nearly 1, 000 persons in-

cludlng Federal and state employees, bu51nessmen, and prlvatef

‘fully referenced technical- appendlces._ Appendlx B. contalns

the methodology used to. collect, c1te, categorlze, and

fganalyze the statutory and regulatory materials; Appendix C
“reports the data collected for six Federal and six state

"frecreatlon-resource_agen01es; Appendix D contains the 29
 detailed case studies from which the specifics of currentf:
jwﬁpp,conditions'at'Corps installations‘nationéwide are |
f&rawh; and Appendix E is.a celected bibliography.
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CHAPTER 1
* PRESENT SITUATION

A. - Legal Framework

1. Introduction

A review of the existing statutes and regulations Wthh

‘control the management of resources at water resource devel-
‘opment projeCts (WRDPs) under the control of the Corps of
Engineers, U. S. Department of the Arny  (Corps), was inte-
igrated with the on-site study of 29 WRDPs selected for de-
’talled study. Thls legal review was accomplished in four stages.

In1t1ally, the statutory and regulatory authorltles

Awere.assembled. The collection was effected by surveying the
‘United States'Code both section=by-séction'and by key words,
 1the latter belna perFormed with the aid of "JURIST“, a com--'

'puter system made avallable by the U 'S Deoartment of

'AJustLCe, and through review of various compendia. The titles

of relevant OCE,regulatlons were selected from u. s. Departe_.

”mént of the Army; OffiCéf'Chiéf of Engineers, Militafy Publi-
-catlons, Index of OCE Dlrectlves and Publications Media
4(EP 310-1-~ -1, 1974)

The authorlty and responsxblllty to manage the resources
of a partlcular prOJect are derlved from CongreSSLOnal
directives which are elther spec1f1c or ceneral. - For exampnle,
the‘authorizing legislation for a given WRDP directs the
Corps’to operate and maintain that specific facility. Such
legislation, often a part of an omnibus Flood Control or
Rivers and liarbors Act, desiqnates’the partiCular'purooses
and unlque asoects of a given WRDP, either dlrectly or by
rofeance to the annronrlate House Document descrlblng the



}
mlans and specifications for the dam, reservoir or other
proposed works:

The second and more diverse category of relevant laws
consists of those statutes which deal in more génerel terms
‘with resourcé management. A portion of these laws apply to
?fhe Cbrps exclﬁsively, others apply -to all- Federal .resource

‘management agenc1es, and other apply to other specific
‘agencies exclu51vely. B

- All statutes and regulatlons materlal to the study were .
ireViewed and summarized. The summaries were further - ‘reviewed

fahd-classified.according to a general topic outline which

~recognized five major areas ofmauthority and responsibility:‘

public recreation; fish and wildlife enhancement; private or
commerc1al activities on Federally owned nronerty, .resource
~conservation; and env1ronmental quallty

Thereafter, as an aid to analy31s, thé summaries ﬁere
organized intoc two Qorking»documents. The-first was‘a.compi-
lation of summaries. arranged by'United States Code reference
for statutes and:hy.EngineeringaRegul&tiOn'(ER)vnumber for
Corps regulations. The second Organized>each summary accord-
‘ing ‘to its classzflcatlon within the general toplc outline.

As a further aid, the summarles, organized pursuant to

‘tthe outline, were elaborated upon. The elaborations, including

practical applieations from the field expériehce, and the full
bext of the statutes and ERs were relied upon ln maklng the
various legal analyses required for the study.

‘The review indicated that generally the Corps now has
broad authority to manage multi-purpose WRDPs. Outlined
below are the major authorities relevant to each area encom-
passed by the general topic outline eﬁumerated above. The

1-2
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ioutllne is a general 1ntroduct:on to the legal framework

w1th1n which the Corps manages WRDPs. _The body of law from

“which the outline is derived is both vast and intricate andjis
‘pot readily susceptible to a high degree of simplification. "

:ﬂ2. Recreatlon - , ,
‘The Chief of Englneers is authorized to construct,

3mainta1n, and_operate public park and recreatlonal.faCLIities
;atJWRDPs-under the control of the Department of the Army |
(Flo0d Control Act of 1944, §4, as amended, 16 USC §460d).
The Army is further required to give full. consideration to

the opnortunltles a given pro;ect affords for outdoor recrea—

gtlon (Federal Water PrOJect Recreatlon Act,. §l,_16 usc -
h§460é -12). Addltlonally, whenever a project can serve both’
rthe water resource purpose for which it was proposed and the'
henhancement of recreational oooortunltles,_the recreat1onal '
‘potentlal will -also be developed in accordance with the

var1ous statutory constraints (516 usc 54602 12) Consonant

1w1th the law, adequate interests in land- are ‘acquired for
the reallzatlon of optimum present and future outdoor regrea-

t10na1 potential (Planning and Pro]ect Authorlzatlon - C1v1ll

‘Works Projects, ER 405-2- 150 see also 16 USC 54602 l4(b))

~In general the publlc must be. glven open access to and

| from the water areas of any WRDP for the - purposes ‘of boat1ng,5

swinmihg, fishing and other recreational activities (16 USC
$460d). Unless an area is designated to be included within
a national recreation area, a natidnal forest, or some other

.cherally sponsored oroqram, ‘or a non-Federal public body .

agrees to administer a completed fac111ty and to assume the
costs’ of one half the constructlon and all the operation and -
malntenance, the Coros since 1965 may develoo only m1n1mal

143



N

:recreatioﬁéivfécilitiés which are‘required for public
health and safety (Federal Water Pro;eot Recreation Act, ]
§§1-3, 16 USC 54601 12-14). All olannlng for the development

of rédreatiqnalifaqilities at a glven_prOJeot 1s,to'be coor= -
dinated with existing and planned Federal, state or local

;fac111t1es and to the extent feasible should be con51stent
NWlth the statew1de comprehen51ve outdoor recreatlon nlan‘
uaponsored by the U. s. Bureau of outdoor Recreatlon (BOR)

(Federal Water. Progect Recreation Act, §81, 6(a), 16 USC

{554601-12 and 17). o sig;"'

Non-Federal oubllc bodles can recelve f1nanc1al suoport
from the Land and Water Conservatlon Fund to help defray the’,

-costs of pro;ect plannlng, land acqu;sxtlon, and the develop-:

ment of Federal lands which are under lease to states (Land

" and Water Conservatlon Fund Act, 56, as amended 16 usc

§4601 8(e)) Although the ‘und is also avallable for- numerous

Federal recreational programs, the Corps does not oart1c1pate
(Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, §7,vas amended, 16 USC
§4607-9(a)). | | o

’

No admission fees of any kind may be charged for entranéé

into any Corps recreation areas. Daily use fees may be charged

at certain recreational facilities: such fees, however, may

be charged only for a specialized,outdoor facility which has .

been provided»atAFederal expense. In no event may the Corps:
assess a fee for the following: drinking water, wayside \
exhibits, roads, overlook sites, visitors' centers, scenic
drives, toilet facilities, picnic tables, and in most 1nstan—,
ces, boat launohes. Additionally,Awhenever camping is per-
mitted at a project,_the Corps must provide at‘1east one

1-4
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:priﬁitive campground, without charge,'at which designated
-campsites, sanltary facilities, and vehicular access are
(‘avallable (Land and Water Conservation. Fund Act 54 as
_amended, 16 USC §4601-6). |

.

- The Secretary of the Army may grant leases of 1and
__1nclud1nq the structures or facilities thereon for such
~oerlods, upon such terms, and for such purooses as he may’

deem reasonable in the public interest. Whenever outgrants i_

are made, preference is given to Federal state and local
governnental agenc1es. A lease or llcense to such agency or
‘a non-profit organlzatlon may be granted w1thout monetary -

lconSLderatlon (16 USC §460d). Recreatlonal leases are. ‘granted

j‘or various ourposes 1nclud1ng [ln order of prlorltv estab—'
'llshed in Leases (ER 405-1-830)1: ' :

(a) state fa0111t1es ‘
'v(b)licommerc1al concessions e _
(c). the recreational act1v1t1es of non proflt
_ organlzatlons '
(d) - private recreational'u5es.”t

tIn addltlon, lands which have been retalned for other project

purvoses or for future recreational development may be leased

for agriculture: or ‘grazing (Management and Utlllzatlon of .
'clv11 Works Lands, ER 405-2- ~835) . ‘ -

The Corps is requlred to 1nventory its oroperty from
time to time to determine what properties are excess and to
-disnose of those properties in accordance with regulatlons
promulgated by the General Serv1ces Admlnlstratlon (GSA)

s



(Federal Propérty and Administrative SerVices Act of 1949,

40 USC §§471-475). Annual reports are filed which describe
properties deemed to be underutilized in the sense that

their present use 1is irreqular or intermittent; properties
superfluous to a program; properties suitable for better
purposes; or properties the operation and maintenance costs
of which are tod high relative to similarly utilized proper-=
ties. Those areas judged to be underutilized are dlsposed of
as excess or surolus property, either by the GSA or the
Secretary of the Army (Government Management: Property
‘Management, 34 CFR §231). The Secretary of the Army is
spec1f1cally authorlzed to offer cottage 51tes for sale 1if
"he determines the lands are not otherwise needed for public
recreation, or other prOJect purposes (Act of ‘August 6, 1956,

16 USC §460e), but as noted, thxs use of publlc land is
afforded very low priority.

Activities at any Corps WRDP are governed by rules
and regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the Army.
In no case may a use be permitted which would be inconsistent
with the laws for the protection of fish and game of the
state in which the project is situated (16 USC §460d).

3. Fish and Wildlife Enhancement .

When not inconsistent with the nrimary purposes of a
project, the Corps is required to make . adequate provision ‘or
‘thc conservation, maintenance, and management of wildlife
resources (Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, §3, as amended,
16 USC §663(d): Flood Control Act of 1938, §1, 33 USC §540).
The. term "wildlife resources" is deflned to 1nc1ude birds,
fish, mammals and all other classes of wild animals and all

types of aquatic and land vegetation upon which wildlife is



.ﬂidependent (Fish'and Wildlife Coordination Act, §8, as added,
"'16 USC §666b). All planning for the development or modifica- "
fdtlon of a project is coordinated with the USF&WS (Fish and
f.Wlellfe Coordlnatlon»Act, §2, as amended, 16 usc §622(a)). ‘
© The Corps may acquire lands, waters,_anddinterests therein,
for wildlife conservation in connection with a particular |
"project subjeet to the same Congressional authorization .
:;requirements as ether‘project pnrposes (16 USC §663(c)) . B
Such areas are to be utilized in accordance with a general -
jdplan approved jointly by the Secretary of the Army, the

- Secretary of the Interior, and the head of the state agency

 exercising administration over wildlife resources: in the

state in which the prOJect is 51tuated The varlous areas
f‘may be made- avallable to approprlate state agencies for
'*admlnlstratlon (16 USC §4604; 633(b))

. Areas with flSh and w11d11fe enhancement potentlal Wlll
'fnorﬁally enjoy a mlnlmal degree of develonment, absent an
agreement by a non- -Federal . pollcy body to maintain and operate"
~a given area.- However, lands which potentlally could be '
developed by state agencies are: ‘held in ant1c1pat10n of such
V:an agreement for ‘at least ten years after the lnltlal opera-
t1on of the project (Federal. Water PrOJect Recreatlon Act,._,
§3, as amended, 16 USC §4607-14(b)). The lessee or llcensee;d-
of a fish and w1ld11fe area may be authorized by the Secretary'

. o0f the Army to cut timber and harvest crops as is necessary B

for the beneficial use of the area, and may collect and _
utll;ze,the proceeds of any resulting sales for the develop- .
-;ment, conservation, maintenance;”and utilization of the land'
(16 USC 5460d) . ' | '
“In addition to the authoritieS'cited above, a multitude;d
- af Federal and state statutes bear uponfthe.management of



'wildlife resotuirces at Corps WRDPs. Of particular import
are: The Endangered Species Act; the National Wildlife
‘Refuge System Act; and the Migrétory‘Bird Conservation Act.

4. Prlvafe or Commercial ACthltlLS on cherally Owned
Property :

Approved private and cbmmercial activities ofn ‘Corps

yprooertles involve a diverse grouplng of rlghts and interests, -
e.g., an easement for powerline or plpellne, a conceSSLOn,,or
an adjacent landowner's permlt to use WRDP 1and. The Secretary
‘of the Army is authorized to .grant leases of land, including
-structures or‘fac;lltles thereon, for such pexlods, upon such
'terms, and for-suchipurposes as he mayfdeem reasonable'in the
public 1nterest (16 USC §4604). :The'Chief of'Ehgineers'may
amend any lease for a commerc1al recreatlonal fac111ty to
.provide for a change in the amount of rental or other consid-
eration payable to the United States (PL 87-236, 16 USC

' §460d—1). Seventy-five percent of'all‘lease rentals are
returned to the states in which the proverty is situated to
help defray the costs of county government (Flood Control Act-'
of 1941, §7, as amended, 33 USC §701c-3). |

_ The Secretary of the Army is authorlzed under a varlety
‘af statutes to grant easements or rlghts—of—way. A review of
‘these authorities indicates the Secretary may delegate to the
:Chief of Englneers the authority to grant an easement for |
‘nearly any purpose, SO long as the public 1nterest is ore-'v
‘served. Wheh read together these authorities" glve_the
Secretary the power to grant an easement for an ﬁnspecified
length of timelto a. state, a political subdiviSion thereof; a
‘corporation,‘or an individual, for all reqﬁired lands fof any



.I”‘

purpose. An easement may be terminated on account of: (1)
cfallure to comply with the terms of the grant; (2) non-use
_for two years- or (3) abandonment (PL 87-852, §§1-4, 40 USC .
' §§319-319c; Act of August 10, 1956, 10 USC §2668). In ‘
‘addition, specific authorities exist for the granting of ease-
_*ments for particular purposes, including power and pipelines,
;roads, streets, railroad tracks, - ferry landlngs, bridges, and
fllvestock cr0551ngs. ' |

Use of land and water areas by ad301n1ng landowners nay

1be permltted where such use 1s not lncon51stent with planned
ior ‘present uses of the area, and where such use will not deny
- the general public access to the shoreline. Permits may be
:iesued under Title 36, .cOde-of'Federal RegulationS'(CFR), by
- the District Englneer in the form of a simple authorization
':to perform an’act which would ctherwise. constitute a trespass:
or encroachment (Management and Utlllzatlon of Civil Works
“Lands, ER 405- 2-835).

5. Consérvation

Responsibility for the conservation of the nation's natu-

- ral resources rests primarily with the Departments of the
’Interior and Agficulture. AécOrdingly,'the vast majority of
statutory directives ln this area “pertain. prlmarlly and

directly to these departments, and often only secondarlly or

llndlrcctly to the Department of the Army.

An exceptlon to this general rule is the requirement that

-Lands owned in fee by the Army are to be developed and main-
_talnod to promote adequate and dependable future resources of
.readily avallablebtlmber‘and to increase the value of such
;areas for conservation, recreation, and other beneficial

- uses (PL 86-717, §§1, 2, 16 usC §§580m-n). To implement this

d‘policy, the'Chief of Engineers may provide for the protection

{
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and development of forests and other vegetative cover and is
required to establish and maintain other conservation measures
at reservoir areas under his jurisdiction (16 USC §§580m-n).

A diverse array of statutory authorities relate to the
protéction of wilderness -areas. With‘particularity, various
elements of the National Park'Sysfem; the Natibnal Forest
System and the National Wildlife Refuge System are concerned
with preserving natural settings in their w1ld state. The
Natlonal Wilderness Preservatlon System, created pursuant to
the Wilderness Act of 1964, is composed of Eederally owned
areas'desighated'by Ccongress to>éecure for the American
eneople "the beneflts of an endurlng resource of w11derness"A
(16 UsCc §1131). ’ ' ' '

Similarly, the Wild and- Scenlc Rivers Act created a
Natlonal Wild and Scenic Rivers System which nreserves in a
free-flowing condition those rivers or sections thereof which:
are of outstandingly remarkable scenic or recreational value.
Rivers.may be included by act of Congress or by state action.
In planning the use and development of water and related land
resources, the Corps is required to consider & river's poten—
tial as a Nationai-Wild and Seenic_River-(lﬁ USC §§1271-1287).

6. Environmental Quallty

The Secretary may promulgate such regulatlons for the
use of WRDPs as he deems necessary, 1nclud1ng»proh1b1tlons
against the unauthorized disposal of refuse or litter of any
kind either into the water or onto any 1and-Fedefally’owned
and administered by the Chief of Engineers. As noted pre-

viously, no project area may be used in a manner which is

inconsistent with the laws for the protection of fish and game.

-1-10-
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of the state in which the project is situated (16 USC §460d).

. The Secretary of the Army has authority to control the intro-
';ductlon of obstructions lnto navigable waters, e.g., docks,-_
.or the dumping.of dredged material therein (River and Harbor .
‘Act of 1899, §10, 33 USC §403; Federal Water Pollutlon Control
LfAct Amendments of 1972, §404, 33 USC §1344).

Wlthln the last decade, a number of env1ronmentally-
fﬁorlented Federal statutes have been enacted in an attempt to
jlnsure env1ronmenta1 quallty by the regulatlon of varlous
nprlvate and governmental actlv1t1es. The mandate of each
*onactment extends to most Federal act1v1t1es and there‘ore to

fthe management of resources at Corps WRDPs

. The National Env1ronmental Pollcy Act of 1969 directs
iall Federal agencies to adhere to certaln substantive and '
horocedural requirements in maklng decisions whlch affect the:
.'env1ronment. ‘Before a major Federal action is undettaken
;fwhlch might- 51gn1f1cantly affect the quality of the human
'env1ronment, the Corps, using a mult1 dlsc1p11nary approach
:_must first file an env1ronmental ‘impact statement discussing .

‘fthe env1ronmental 1mp11catlons of the proposed actlon (42 usc
‘ 94332)

The Clean Alr Act 1mposes a number of requirements upon
»:the Corps relatlng to the abatement of a1r pollutlon, 1nc1ud-
_rng compllance with Federal, state, interstate and local

::roquldtlons governlng the control" of alr pollutlon (42 usc
"§1857f) . :

The Federal Water Pollution Controi Act Amendments of
- 1972 provide that all Federal ° agenc1es with Jurlsdlctxon

over any oroperty or fac111ty, ‘or which engage in an act1v1ty
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that migﬁf result in the discharge of pollutants into naviga-
ble waters, must comply with Federal, state, interstate, and
local requiréments governing the control of water pollution.
The Act also prohibits a Federal égency from entering into a
procurement contract with any person who has been convicted
of an offense”uhder the enforcement proVisions of the Act.
Finally, ;hevAci imposes a number of requiremen£5‘oh“thé
issuance of pérmits and licenses by Federal agencies. In
‘general, an applicant for a Federal license or permit nust
Vprovide the agency involved with state'certificatioh that the
activity to be conducted on Federal property will not result
in a discharge into navigable watérs in violation of the '
Various provisions of the Aci-(33 Usc §§1323;,1341(a) (1),
and 1368(a)). T '

The Solid Waste.Disp0561 Aot of 1965 provides that if a
Federal agency'has jurisdiction over any real property or
facility, the operation of which involves the agency in solid
waste.activities or leads the-agency'into‘oontracts with ahy
.persons for the operation of any-Fédéral proéerty or facility,
wherein the perfdrmanoe of such contract would involve'such
persons in solid Vaste disposal aotiVities, that agency must
ensure compliance with the guidelines recommended under the
Act (42 USC 53254e(é)(1))}‘,Furthermore,,an executive agency
must comply with the guidelines recommended under the Act if
it engages in an activity whichogenerates<soiid-waste or '
which, if conducted by a person other than such agency, would
require a permit;or license from the agency .in order to dispose
of the waste (42 USC 53254e(a)(2)). Finally, the Act requires
an executive agéncy which permits the USe,of'Federal property

for solid waste disposal purposes to adhere to guidelines. under
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the Act (42 USC §3254e(a)(3))

' The Noise Control Act of 1972 requlres all agencies which
ihave jurlsdlctlon over property, or which themselves engage
‘rln activity that produces noise, to comply with Federal,
rstate, interstate, and local requirements governing the con-"

ﬂtrol and abatement of noise (42 USC s4903(b))

Moreover, Executive Order 11752 requires the Chief of |
'Engineers, as well as the heads of all other Federal agenc1es(_
iito ensure that all facilities under their jurisdiction'are
| designed, constructed, managed, operated, and maintained
_in’accordahce with the mandates of various environmentally
'forlented statutes, including the laws enumerated above.

(3 CFR 380). | | |

"B,' . Corps Recreatlon, Fish and Wildlife Resources

1. Genesis of Corps civil Projects

The Corps is both a civil and mllltary englneerlng and
i construction agency. From its inception the Corps has been _
'concerned w1th civil functions. The Corps was the englneerlng
,vdepartment of the governmen+ which planned and executed the
national internal 1mprovements program 1n1t1ated in the 1820's.
'Among the first' progects undertaken were improvements of the
7nav1gat10n of the Oth and MlSSlSSlppl Rlvers, the bulldlng of
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal, and the contlnuatlon of the .
“rCumberland Road. In 1852 Cornigress placed rivers and harbors
- work generally. under the Corps, and in 1917 provided that the
laws relatlng to the improvement of rivers and harbors apply
~to works of improvement for flood control.. Flood control. work .
for the nation as a whole was more definitely assigned to the
Corps by the provisions of the Flood Control Act of 1936 .
f(33 usc ss701a—f, 701h) 2 '

aMaass, Arthur A, 1951. Muddy Waters. Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts. . o :




2, ExpanSLOn of the Purposes of Water Resource Development

Corps water resource projects are presently developed to

‘meet specific local or regional problems and include planning
‘for the development of entire river basins. Planning for each
project involves comprehensive studies to ascertain optimum‘
:development of water resources. Planning considerations
‘include navigation, flood control, generatlon of hydroelectrlc
.power, water conservation, domestic and 1ndustr1al water
supply, pollution abatement, flsh-and~w1ldllfe, recreation,
-and other potentlal water resource uses. An example of a
multl purpose pro;ect is J. Percy Prlest which was authorlzed
and developed for recreation, generation of: hydroelectrlc
power, and flood control. Missouri River malnstem :eservoirs
are other examples of multl-purpose pro;ects._ In most corps
WRDPs, nevertheless, flood control ~and naglvatlon remain the
'domlnant project purposes.
3. Progect Characteristics that Influence Recreatlon,

Fish and Wildlife _
Recreation and fish and wildlife ;esourceS-at WRDPs are

-influenced by a variety-of characteristics. However, there
‘are some basic characteristics, such as pfoject-purposes,
'5physica1 charaCteristics; and'project location, which influ~
Hence the magnltude of development, use, and quallty of :
- recreation and flSh and wildlife resources._

_ Phy51cal characterlstlcs of a WRDP are controlled by
progect purposes and the topography of the project area.
Existing projects range from a 51ngle navigation canal with
only one acre of upland to large multi-purpose reservoirs
‘occupying over 600,000 acres. At present, Corps WRDPs
reported in Recreation-Resource Management System (RRMS 1973)
are comprised of 259 feservoirs, 140 locks, seven canals, and
one floodway, a. total of 407 WRDPs in the: contlguous United
States.



o 'Reservoirs constructed in areas of low to moderate
3fopographica1_re1ief are characterized by relatively wide
jpsols; in relstion to the length of reserVoir, and have
ioradual slopes bordering the shoreline. Those constructed in_‘
'rugged terrain are characterized by relatively narrow pools,.
*steep slopes, and/or shoreline bluffs.

. WRDP may be one of a series of supportlng projects- that"
1nf1uence and are 1nfluenced by collateral upstream or -down~- .
'stream WRDPs.' Such interrelated WRDPs occur along large river
jsystems such as the Mississippi and Missouri Rivers. Some
‘WRDPs occur as - single projects along small trlbutarles which .
~1nfluence only the lmmedlate area.

. Location of WRDPS in relatlon to urban, suburban , and

 rura1 areas varies ‘among ' and within 1nd1v1dual pro;ects. At
'OId chkory near Nashville, Tennessee, suburban sprawl has

cncompassed the lower reaches of the project while the upper - .
_Yeaches have remalned rural. ”Other WRDPs located near met-
ronolltan areas, ‘'such as Colebrook River Lake near Eartford,

7Connoct1cut, have remalned surrounded by rural env1ronments

4. Recreatlon Resources

: . Six major Federal agencxes prov1de recreatlon .areas,
].facllltms,,and serv1ce BLM, NPS USF&WS BuRec, USFS
‘and the Corovs. 1In 1972 they admlnlstered over 283 million
‘acres, of which the Corns is resnon51ble for about 10.6
million acres or 3.7%.. In 1972, the year of record for the
'Natlonw1de Plan, Corps WRDPs recorded 323 mllllon visits
'(36 5%) . Durlng this same period, the NPS reported 212

" million visits (23. 9%), the USFs 184 mlllxon visits (20 l%),
the BIM 92 million visits (10.4%), the BuRec 56 million




visits (6.3%), and the USF&WS 19 million visits (2.1%).% By
1973, total visitation to all Corps WRDPs had increased by 16
million to 39 mxlllon in spite of the year-end fuel cr151s
(Table 1-1). These totals include all 50 states, the Common-”
wealth of Puerto Rico, anq the trust terrltorles._'

' In 1973, the Corps administered 407 WRDPs in 42 of the
48 contiquous states. Administration is delegated by the
Chief of Engineers to ten Engineer Divisions and 34 Engineer
Districts (Figure 1-1). There were 2,718 intensive recrea-
tional areas which occupied 943,567 acres (Table 1-2). oOf
these 2,718 WRDP recreation areas, the Corps administered 1,911
areas, 38 were managed by other Federal agencies, 364 were
‘managed by state agencies, 252 were managed by . local govern-—
ments, and 153 were managed prlvately (RRMS 1973) Fac111t1es
available throughout all Coros WRDPs - included 54,093 plcnlc-
sites, Sl,364_camp81tes, 444 group areas, 2,536 boat launch
ramps, 679 swimming beaches, 502 bath/change units, 751
miles of hiking trail, and 311 concessions..ﬂvisitation to
these lands and facilities in the contiguous states reached
262,493,307 in 1973 (Table 1-1). |

‘ Many different organizations have taken advantage of
the Corps' outgrant policies by estabiishing'waterQbased
recreational areaszat WRDPs at costs. generally*dependent upon’
the type of organization, t the nature of the proposed use, and
Dhy51cal site characterlstlcs. '

Governmental agencxes and special dlstrlcts may acquire
outgrants for recreatlonal purposes without charge. 1In

These data are guoted from: U. S. Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Qutdoor Recreation. 1973. Outdoor Recreation: A
Legacy for America. The document does not distinguish among
the cherdl methods used by Federal agen01es to report recrea-
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Table 1-1 ' Water Resource Development Project Attendance
by Engineer Division, 19732.

Division Project Attendance No. Districts
Lower Mississippi River 31,563,800 4
Missouri River ) 23,724,500 2
New England . 4,546,600 1
North Atlantic. | © 2,058,300 3
North Central . 29,800,500 4
North Pacific ~ 14,400,000 3
Ohio River 71,971,400 4
South Atlantic 53,436,400 5
© South Pacific . 9,725,800 3
Southwestern _ o o ‘97,870,600 ' 5
Total 10 = . : 339,097,9odb.. 34
“RRMS 1973.
b

262,443,307 visits to 407 WRDPs in the contiguous 48 states.

“tion visitation. Suffice it to say that the Federal agencies
have not fully'followed the implementation provisions of
Recreation Advisory Council. 1965. Federal Executive Policy

. Governing the Reporting of Recreation Use of Federal Recreation
~Areas. G. P. O. Washington, D. C.. ~
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Table 1-2

Recreation Areas,'Aéreagé, and Visits by State at Corps

' State

Water Resource Development Projects, 1972.

4,891

1-19

0o -

No. of Acreage Visitation .
Recreation Corps Non-Corps Corps Non-Corps .
Areas Y Recreation ) Recreation
‘ Areas Areas
Alabama 110 12,862 - 416 3,888,681 222,766
‘Arizona 2 o 8,892 0 57,800
‘Arkansas 155 23,038 2,262 18,716,960 1,955,966
California 47 1,424 9,377 2,485,400 8,480,200
‘Colorado 4 1,900 2,150 121,200 253,700
Connecticut 11 2,520 4,355 751,262 265,800
 Delaware 1 7,77 . o 153,500 o
" Florida 15 7,099 0 757,199
Georgia 227 15,609 ~ 11,262 8,499,579 5,235,699
Idaho o 3,866 1,112 304,000 1,107,800
Illinois 90 38,075 38,854 - 5,711,088 2,322,231
Indiana 57 37,873 . 19,308 656,560 3,627,337
Iowa: 59 5,025 25,132 3,894,500 1,214,924
Kansas 93 13,896 7,956 ' 6,181,700 3,111,600
Kentucky 156 76,053 17,337 7,534,377 5,138,428
Louisiana 8 a0 1,700 201,300 157,400
. Massachusetts 29 5,119 . 9,099 1,718,900 771,100
‘Maryland 1 as S0 33,200 0
Michigan 2 8 0 967, 806 0
_f&innesota 19 857 113 1,258,460 48,800 -
. Mississippi 67 4,769 10,321 . 5,938,491 1,047,877
© Missouri ‘93 12,116 6,021 7,747,697 . 1,743,518
' Montana 13 3,731 2,075 565,100 90,500
- N, Carolina 24 1,611 2,664 1,035,895 989,900
N. hakota 49 3,903 ' 1,050,240 712,880



Table 1-2  (Continued)

State No. of ; Acreage Visitation
Recreation Corps Non-Corps Corps ~ Non-Corps
Areas Recreation Recreation
Areas Areas

Nebraska 23 ~ 1,688 1,251 = 928,440 560,600
New Mexico 9 208 742 133,500 289,500
New Hampshire 15 3,351 7,853 342,390  ' 183,500
New York 6 25 4,419 600 618,931
Ohio 93 15,396 41,129 4;439,609 15,312,620
Oklahoma 202 36,273 31,426 18,946,900 . 8,121,700
Oregon ' 81 724 2,935 2,743,343 3,322,624
Pennsylvania - 52 27,797 23,966 4,374,875 1,412,998
S. Dakota 82 17,731 5,269 . 3,443,800 1,290,600
S. Carolina 80 4,113 3,253 2,742,995 934,240
Tennessee 144 7}863 4,104 - 9,896,330 2,578,920 .
Texas 240 45,742 7,771 27,788,629 4,648,000
virginia ' 44 3,591 2,931 2,213,350 374,100
Vermont 9 4,897 857 336,500 38,400
W. Virginia 51 8,943 4,947 3,224,862 658,080
washington - 40 84,997 = 4,614 2,703,974 - 2,039,093
Wwisconsin 12 382 240 ' 197,260 78,500
Totals (42) 2,524 542,935 333,004 164,630,362 81,018,632

2,524 875,939 245,648,994°
2RRMS 1972.

Pyisitation at WRDPs in the 48 contiguous states; 77.4 million visits
were reported at Corps WRDPs in the non-contiguous .states, territories’
and .the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. ’



1973, the outqtants to governmental agencies totaled 512,299
acres (Table 1-3). The salutory effect of these Federally
acquired lands is shown in Table 1-4.

Religious groups, youth organizations, and charitable
organlzatlons may acquire outgrants at a mlnlmal fee which
in some cases is one dollar per term of the lease or a dollar
per year. Such‘organlzatlons administered 25,933 acres for
. recreation purposes at Corps WRDPs in 1974 (Table 1-5).

'Private groups, such as sailing and fishing clubs, pay
an annual rent which is based on a percentage of the assessed
land value. 1In 1974, outgrants for private recreation
accounted for 4,158 acres (Table 1-5).

There were 744,outgrants‘for-commercial.recreation pur-
poses on 14,133 acres (Table. 1=5) .. - Although concessions pro-
'v1de a variety of serv1ces to the v1s1t1ng public, most are
marlna type services accommodatlnq the boating public. Con-
' cessioners pay an annual rent based on a fixed rate or a
’.flxed fee plus a percentage of gross recelpts.

Income derlved from the lease of concession sites, agri-
culture and. grazlng prxvxleges, and other rents are deposited

.1n a spec1al ‘account. Seventy five percent of these revenues
are disbursed through the state governments to the county
fgovernments wherein the land leased is located. ~During the
‘fiscal year that ended 30 June 1974, the Corps distributed

$3, 715,061 to local governments in 42 of the contlguous states
(Table 1-6) . . |

5. Flsh and Wlellfe Resources

Uvland b10t1c communities associated with streams and
rlvers afford excellent wildlife habitat which is irretriev-
ably lost when ‘flooded. WRDP lands not inundated have high -
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Table 1-4. Contribution of Corps Land to
Municipal, County and State
Park and Recreation Systems

Total Corps
Reported OQutgrants %
Municipal? 938,100° 22,412° | 2.4
County : 1,29'8,'7>00b 23,061 1.8
state 5,483, 2008 473,826 8.6
15,771,500° 1,440,245 = 9.1

aIncludes'city, township, park and recreation
districts and reglonal councils. .

bReqional. Community and Neighborhobd Parks and
' Recreation Areas,

InCludGb outgrants to mun1c1pa11t1es and specxal
districts. :

a . ' ‘
Regional, Community and Nelghborhood Parks and
Recreation Areas, and other areas.

®Fish and Game Areas.
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Table 1-6 Lease Monies Returned by the Corgs to Local
Governments in Fiscal Year 1974 : :

State ‘ '.‘ . Amount Returned ($)b

Alabama L | 6,191
Arkansas R o 162,643
California | . 184,790
Colorado ' A 4 23,372
Connecticut - : o ".- 9,631
Delaware ~ . - 3,765
Florida o 1,661
Georgia P 148,615
Idaho 1,627,
Illinois - - 104,734 -
Indiana o _ - 27,170
Iowa | | - 295,745
Kansas :v~, o - 221,946
Kéntucky o _ ‘  o o  84,303
Louisiana ' R | . 93,686
Maryland S o I . 386
Massachusetts - e 4,199
Michigan T : ‘  | 1,565
Minnesota - I L -  ',- ‘ B 21,745
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Table 1-6' (Continued)

Stéte _ , | ;AmOunt'Retufned ($)b
Mississippi . - o : 282,912
Missouri SR . 589,325
Montana | , S . ‘5,652'
Nebraska | } ' . 89,834
New Hampshire - S | 2,621
New Jersey ' ‘ _ A ' 40,438
New Mexico o ' ‘ : - 1.688
New York ~ _ ' _ . 374
North Carolina - : _ : 3,859
North Dakota R 89,102
Ohio - - 46,486
Oklahoma | 529,877
Oregon | ‘ : ' ‘ - 7,836
Pennsylvania . _ ' 98,059
South Carolina S R 11,498
South Dakota - ' 48,080
Tennessee .:_ - : : : 80,153
Texas | : 347,715
Vermont ‘ : - ..135
virginia | - | . 14,237



Table 1-6 (Cbhtinued)

State B Amount:RetUrned ($)b
Washington ) o _ ' 10,807
West Vlrglnla - . ' 3,427
Wisconsin : 7,772
Total 42 | o | 3,715,061

Porsonal communication, 2 November 1974, Offlce, Chief of
"Engineers, Recreatlon Resource Management Branch Washlngton,
D C * - .

quuals 75% of amount collected.
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potential fér substituting other species for wildlife lost.
At many CorpstRDPs, lands suitable for wildlife management
are outgranted for grazing and agricultural purposes; in 1974, hd
1,146,262.5 acres were outgranted for these pgrposes vg:sus
1,842,274 acres outgranted to state and Fédéral agencies for |
“fish and wildlife purposes (Table 1-7). IO o

WRDP fishery resources may receive intensive management
:deSigned to mitigate fishery 1losses, pafticglarly when cold
"water streams .are impounded, and to enhance productivity by 
:habitat maniéulatidn and stbckinq; Multi—level.fisheries
have been created at many Corps'WRDPs providing fishermen
;With both cold and warm-water game'fish. ‘Addiinnaliy, |
_cold-water fish (usually trout) have been‘Stoéked in tail-
‘races by state agencies on a put and take basis to replace
~endemic warm water fisheries‘eliminated by cold reservoir

-discharges. L

6. Attractiveness

In his work in landscape'evaluation) Phillip H. Lewis,
Jr. devised an analytic'system_based'upon-Opén water, wet-
land, steep topography, and mature vegetation. By combining
these factors, Lewis identified corridors of environmental
‘quality. During a Wisconsin test, valuable resources speci- -
fically inventoried by many disciplines, such as foresters,
wildlife biologists, and historians, were plotted. More than .
86% of the important resources were located-within the corri-
dors defined by landscape evaluation. Later work by Lewis in
the North Central Engineer Division and elsewhere showed that
on a scale @f 1:250,000 the corridors followed the steep edges

of natural water courses. : | o o
Corps WRDPs have, of course, been largely;b@ilt within

these zones of high environmental quality. The combinations

7
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"-Table 1-7. Corps Land Llcensed for Fish and W1ld11fe

_ Management

by Engineer Division .

. Engineer Division’

Acres Outgranted to:.

USF&WS - States

.‘L;wer Mississiépi Vallef 1,868.9 '381,817.5 )
“Missouri River | 143,485.1° 171,084.8
“New England o | 14,676}0
' North Atlantic 0. 14 ] 86_6l. 2
_North Central 127,110.1 37,853.6
 North Pacific 22,457.8 20,136.2

Ohio River 200.3  251,131.3
ESouth‘Atléntic '15,378.0 78,399.2
“éouth Pacific o | 22,855.7
- Southwestern 67;528.0  467,424.9

Totals for Nation '358,028;2» 1,440,245.4

Oflxac, (hlcf of Engineers, 1974.

31 December 1973 Washlngton, D. C.
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of lake size and diversity,>superimposed upon a high quality
‘landscape, mean that many Corps WRDPs are aesthetically
attractive.

This is bofne out in the preponderance of WRDPs that
report sightseeing and fishing as the number one or number
‘two recreation act1v1ty. This is consistent with the Natlon—
wide Plan findings that "...the\51mp1e pleasures were the
moét favored"av This must be.tempered, of courée, by supply.
WRDPs without developed or de51gnated camplng areas do not -
report high camplng part1c1pat10n. The ‘attractiveness of.
vthése WRDPs begins to draw people ‘from the date they: begin
operation. They have been_created very largely at national
‘expense and the potential recreation:and fish and wildlife
beneflts to the natioh, whether or not specifically recog-

nlzed in project authorlzatlons, are very substantlal

Data pertlnent to analyses of publlc w1111ngness to pay
for recreation and fish and wildlife opportunities at Corps
WRDPs are not generally available. 'Thus, recreation and fish
‘and wildlife enhancement contributions to fegional'econpmic

growth can only be inferred from a limited number of studies. -

'For example, Knetsch found that a WRDP created a dlfference
in land value that is a benefit attributable to the project
;comparable to the other forms of-economlc returns considered
in project planning. Usingldata to approximate a TVA WRDP, |
- he estimated average annual benefits of $160,677 in 1961
dollars. 'His work showed that these values are due mainly to

‘the value of the project as a recreational and amenity

-resource.

a . ‘ . ‘ '
U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau .of Outdoor

Recreation, 1973. Oo cit.

Knetsch, J. L. 1964. "Influence of Reservoir Projects

on Land Values". Journal of Farm Economics, Vol. XLVI,
No. 1 (February). :

. I-30



«

At Isabella, a Corps WRDP, there was a change from a

frural agrlcultural population of 1,000 to a tourlst/recreatlon
ﬁpopulatlon of 5,900, following completion of the lake.

A decade later, work at the Corps' Tenkiller Ferry WRDP

-suggests that recreation visitation, plus its corellary im-
pact upon population, accounted for annual incréases (in 1970
‘dollars) of $4.0 to $4.3 million in personal income in a
vfrelativeiy Small two-county'area-.-b

A study of four relatively small California WRDPs (7,012

_to 10,796 acres) concluded that annual expenditures at or near
thelrespectivé WRDPS which Qere attributable to its reéreational
‘'usage were: $2.6 million at Lake Casitas, $4. 4 mllllon at Lake
_Bérryessa, and $4.7 million at Lake Elsinore. €

Corps respons1b111ty for more dlverse land management

- seems destined to increase. The report of a spe01a1 citizens’
‘group, acting at gubernatorial request, rev1ewed the Corps'

comprehen51ve plan for the Connectlcut Rlver Ba51n and re-
commended a combination of alternatives to proposed structural

solutions, including Federal land acquisition (Citizens Review
‘Committee 1971). |

fC,f Findings

a. The 407 exiSting-Corps'WRDPs constitute a nation-wide
system of resource units comparable to the national park system,
the national forest system, and the national wildlife refuge

3¢zRC Case Study, Appeﬁdix D.

bWarner, L., D. D. Badger, and G. M. Lage. 1973. Impact

Study of the Construction and Ope .
Ferry Lake, Oklahoma. Oklahoma State University, Still-

. water Oklahoma. _
C-Ralph Stone and Company, Inc. 1971. Socio-economic_ Study

of Multiple-use Water Supply Reservoirs. Office of Water
Resources Research, Washington, D. C. ‘
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‘system.

(1) Forty-two of the forty-eight contiguous states
contain one or more Corps WRDPs.

(2) Corps WRDPs occur within zones deflned by land-
‘scape analysts as corridors of_env1ronmental quality. Lake
size'and diversity superimposed upon a high quality landscape
provide an attractive setting for all classes of-water—oriented
recreation. ' o

(3) During 1973, Corps WRDPs in the contiguous
states sustained 262.4 million visitor days of use.

"b. The present Corps WRDP system contributes signifi-
cantly to Federal, state, and local recreation and fish and
wildlife inventories. Corps land comprises:

(1) ‘Approximately'l,Z% (378,028 a¢res) of the land
in USF&WS refuges and game ranges.

(2) Approximately 8.6% (743,926 acres) of state
park acreage and 9.1% (1,440,245 acres) of state fish and.
wildlife lands. ' ‘ ' '

(3) Approximately 2.4% (22,412 acres) of the area
in municipal park systems and 1.8% (23,061 acres) of the land

in county recreation use.

c. The Corps has broad statutory authority to plan,
develop, and operate public recreation facilities, manage
forest resources, cooperate in fish and wildlife management,
and permit use and development of public land; but the
authority is diffused throughout Federal law and is permissive’
rather than directive. '



(1) Corps recreation-resources management programs
at WRDPs completed prior to 1965 are premised on Section 4,
Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 USC §460d), the Fish and wild-
life Coordination Act (16 USC §663d), and Section 1, Flood
Control Act of 1938 (33 USC §540). The acts authorize public
park and recreation facilities but only require adequate pro-
vision for wildlife resources when consistent with primary
project pruposes.

USC §4601-12) requires that full consideration be given to
outdoor recreation at all WRDPs completed after 1965 and

requires cost sharing by non-Federal participants. -

(3) A portion of the Corps' legal framework consists
of the Clean Air Act (42 USC §1857f), Federal Water Pollution
Control Act Amendments of 1972 (33 USC §§1323, 1341(a) (1),
and 1368(a)), the Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965 (42 USC
§3254e (a) (1) et. seq.), the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 USC §4332), and other generally applicable
Federal statutes.

(2) The Federal Water Project Recreation Act (16 \
\.
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CHAPTER 2

CASE STUDY METHODOLOGY

Analysis of the Corps' management of its extensxve sys—

ftem of resource areas described in Chapter 1 was prlmarlly .
;based upon data gathered through intensive fleld study of a
frepresentatlve sample of ex1st1ng WRDPs. It was therefore
lnecessary to exerc;se great care in- establishing the basic
ﬁframework'within which the field study would be executed.
hThe objectiVe of this chapter is to acquaint,the reader with
5the.process by which the'individual'WRDPs were selected to be
case studies, the procedures guiding the collection of data
:from the related sample of WRDPs, and the manner by whlch the
data gathered in the case studies ‘were organlzed and pre-
;sented. ‘

!A., Case Study Selectlon Factors,.

' Criteria for the selection of. the representatlve sample

.0f existing WRDPs were established on the ba51s of CZRC's
?experlence w1th the operatlon of Corps WRDPS and a prelimi-
‘;nary reading by Fried, Frank, Harrls, Shrlver and Kampelman,
fCZRC s subcontractor, of those statutes 1dent1f1ed by OCE as-
‘fcentral to Corps authorlty 1n the flelds of recreatlon,'
;flsh and w1ld11fe, and 1and use. B

The selectlon of a representatlve sample, from among 407

rWRDPs nation- w1de, was based upon two sources of national data
provided by OCE: (1) Recreation-Resources Management‘System
“(RRMS 1973) computer output reports "A" through "H" as of 31

December 1973; and (2) a computer listing of ailvaotiVe out-



grantees on record with the Real Estate Directorate (RED) as
of 31 December 1973, together with a description'of each out-

grant instrument.

Differences in the physical eharacteristics, the range
and complexity of recreation and fish and wildlife programs,'
‘and the management practices at the WRDPs Werevreléted to

‘12 different selection factors. These factors are identified
herein: '

1. Geographic Location: The-sample contained a minimum

:of at least two WRDPsS within each Englneer Division. Further,

‘twelve of the sixteen water resource regions recognized by

the U. S. Water Resources Council were represented. Such a’
'geograpnic range of WRDPs was thought to provide a range of
'hydrological,'economical, environmental,‘and social settings
‘which would be useful in comparing different effects and im-
pacts. ' ' ‘ ' '

2. Concentratlon of Corps Act1v1ty. The -sample contain-

ed five WRDPs within the Ohio River Engineer Division, whlch
had the largest number of WRDPs (127); four within the South
Atlantic Engineer Division (33); four WRDPs within the South-
.western-Engineer Division (70); three WRDPs within the North
Central Engineer Division (52); three WRDPs within the North
Pacific Engineer Division (27); and two WRDPs in each of the

remaining five Engineer Divisions (average 20).

3. Land Acqulsltlon Policies: oOn the aSsumption that
the amount, configuration, and spec1f1ed use of land acqulred
for authorized WRDP purposes depended upon legislative and/
‘or Federal agency policy in effect at the time of land acqui-

s1tion, WRDPs were selected which would represent the his-

P



- torical evolution of policies affecting Corps reservoirs.

Eor'example, authorizations of the 29 sample WRDPs spanned
82 years of Corps activity (1880 to 1962).

';_4; Complexity of Shoreline Management° Two indices of
shoreline management complexity were used. The first, total
length of shoreline created by the WRDP, ranged in the sample
fron39'to 2,250 miles (mi). . The second, the number of per-
mits)hletters of'authorization, or other instruments issued .
for piers, docks, and associated purposes, ranged 1n the '

sample from zero to 2,689.

5. Water Surface Managoment~' Two indices of water_sur- 

. race management difficulty were utlllzed. The firSt,'total
water surface, ranged in the sample rrom 650 to 313, 000 acres
'at normal pool elevation. The second index considered

whether or not an ‘interstate body of water was created by the

' WRDP ‘The sample 1nc1uded ten interstate water bodles.

6. Relation with Other Federal Agencies:  The sample
1nc1uded eight WRDPs where prOJect lands and resources lnter—.

: act with lands and resources admlnlstered by the USFS. At six

of- thc selected WRDPs some Corps .land and/or facilities are
administered by the USF&WS, although one of those licensed

‘to USF&WS is Jo1nt1y managed w1th the BLM. Flnally, three

of the selected WRDPs 1nvolve the 1nterests of Indlan trlbes.m.

'7. Relations with State Governments~' Application of

.thls factor lnvolved selectlng those WRDPs show1ng ‘the largest

acreage outgranted to agencies of state governments. - The
sample includes four WRDPs where the entire'project area,
except that reserved for project operation, was”outgranted to
state»agencies:andvnineteen where varying portions of pro-
ject area have been outgranted to state agencies.
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8. Urban vs. Rural Setting: The number of miles separat-
- ing a WRDP from the nearest Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area (SMSA) was considered as an index of the urban impact upon
the project. Five of the sample WRDPs are within five miles
of an SMSA, fourteen are more than flve but less than flfty
f'mlles from an SMSA, and the remaining ten are more than fifty
'miles from an SMSA. '
- 9. Size of Corps Managemenﬁ*Responsibiiity:  The number
of acres held in fee sample by the Corps is the index associ-
ated with this factor. WRDPs in the sample range from 188 to -
© 589,774 acres. B I

10. Recreation Vieitor Usage:"WRDPs réporting large 1973
attendances, large numbers of Corps-managed recreation areas,
and large numbers of commercial recreation outgrants were
 -selected for comparison with WRDPs having'smaller correspond-
ing statistics,-in order to reflect possible differences in
. .management problems. Included in the sample are WRDPs which
reported 10;432,900 visits, and have 24 commercial recreation
" outgrants directly issued_by the Corps.

11. Interrelationships With Other Project Purposes: The
ability to compare recreation and fish and wildlife manage-
ment approaches with other project uses and purposes was
 enhanced by representing in the sample all possible project

purposes according to RRMS 1973»data.a '

Unfortunately, Engineer DlStrlCtS do not report "Project
Purposes" in the same way. Some Districts report recreation
and fish and wildlife as a "project purpose“ for every project
under the general authorities cited in Chapter 1l; other
Districts report only those purposes specifically authorized
by Congress (usually the House Document, as reported in
Chapter 1). CZRC case studies report only those purposes
specifically authorized by Congress. The error in data used
for sample selection may have weakened the examlnatlon and
analysis of fish and wildlife problems.

2-4
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12, 'Compiexity of Real Estate Programs and Practices:

* 'The record of outgrants made for recreation and resource-
irelated purposes (e.g., agriculture, grazing, private recre-:

?fation, and‘quasi -public recreation) was examined and WRDPs

" with large nufibers of outgrants coverlng a variety of uses

jfand large acreages were included - ‘in the sample.

Comparisons of OCE data, tabulated and ordered accord-

1'ing to the twelve selection factors, were instrumental in
. 'the identification of WRDPs to OCE as the sample. Following
‘7fOCE review of the selection crlterla and the recommended

WRDPs, an addltlonal WRDP was included in the sample by OCE,

'ieand CZRC was authorlzed to initiate the research and field
. work. The 29 WRDPs evaluated are shown on Flgure 2-1.

B. Relevance of the Samg;e

The 29 WRDPs selected for evaluation encompass 28% of
the project acreage and 35% of the shorellne miles of all

R Corps projects (Table 2-1), and 19% of the intensive Corps-

.'managed recreational acreage at all Corps progects. They
-also account for 18% of the 1973 attendance at Corps areas..

ffSlxty-elght percent of all attendance occurred at Corps-

. managed areas for the pro;ects evaluated whereas nationally

v 63% of the total attendance ‘at WRDPs was at Corps-nanaged :.’

" areas. ‘

The prOJects selected for study 1nvolve 18 Corps dis-

. trlcts respons;ble for the admlnlstratlon of 240 progects

RRMS 1973 data indicate the selected proyects involve 19
engineer districts; jurisdiction of John Day was being
transferred from the Portland Engineer. District to the

~° Walla Walla Englneer District durrng the study period.
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(59% of all Corps projects) which received a total 1973 atten-
dance of 226,792,400 (67%:, of ﬂhlch 105,021,767 (64%) were
at 1,379 Corps-managed recreation areas (72%) (Table 2-2).

C. Data Collection ,
The data collection process followed a plan which was

‘established and refined prior to the start of the actual field v
‘work. This plan included the preparatlon of a detalled for-
'mat for data collection and a schedule for f1eld work.

The data collection format was 1n1t1ally establlshed in
a Preliminary Development. Scenarlo, a document based on pre-
llmlnary information, postulated 1nformat10n ‘requirements,
and the need for data cross- checking and uniformity. Guide-
lines for the unlform collectlon of data during personal.
interviews were contalned therein. Addlt;onally, the
'scenario contained standardized proéedﬂres for defining an
‘analytical unit, and for deteimining the regional setting

or geographical perspective of each WRDP. . . et

The fleld work schedule 1nvolved travel and app01ntments
‘for six to e1ght personnel organized into three to four sur-
:vey teams over a 15-week period to inpsect and to analyze
Teach of the sample WRDPs. Each survey team consisted of a
basic two-person crew; one member specializing in planning/
administration and one specializing in fish and wildlife
bioloqgy. When ‘warranted by complexity, additional personnel
‘were added to the basic team assigned to-a spec1f1c WRDPF.
The maximum field strength for a single project’ was four
for 01d Hickory and J. Percy Priest.

prior to each field survey, the evaluation team was pro-
vided with a package of existing data which characterized
the specific WRDP to be visited. Data consisted of RRMS 1973
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dafa} a RED listing of active outgrants, project brochures,
and U. S. Geologlcal Survey maps at 1:250,000 and 1 24,000 -
ecaLe.

anineer District, state, and WRDP site visirs were made
for each WRDP selected for study. 1In the Engineer District
Offlces, 1nterv1ews were generally held with personnel in
‘the englneerlng, planning, operations, and real estate
d1v1510ns and their respectlve;branchee-and/or sections. 1In
iéddition to the collectionvof policies, practices, opinions,
and file data durlng the 1nterv1ews, numerous project docu-
ments (such as real estate and publlc fac111t1es de51gn
memoranda) and related literature were obtalned - At the
state level, information-was generally collected from per-
eohnel within state planning, fish and wildlife, parks
andoreereation,_pollution control,_and other recreation

resource and environmental agencies. At each WRDP site,

Corps project personnel, and other Federal (e{g., USF &WS and. -~

USFS), state, local, and regional personnel.provided informa=
tion through interviews, file materlal, project literature
and reports, and by guided f1e1d tours. More'limited contacts
were also made with home, business, and land owners. in that
part of the analyticbﬁnit‘oontiguoue”to the progect area,
and personnel from banks and sav1ngs and loan institutions,
c1tlzons groups,’ homeowner assoc1atlons, and 1ndependent _
'governmental agencies (e.qg., the.Mlssourl River Basin Commis-
sion). Efforts were made during all field visits to inter-

yiew personnel who were familiar with or had first-hand know-

ledge of the WRDP under consideration. -

'e.Data and information gathered during the field surveys

varied significantly in scope and detail. Uniform, comparable

quantitative information on a range of topics originally



outlined in the Development Scenario, such as water quality,
private sector impacts, contribution to local tax bases, and
éffect on local community facilities and services, were
generally not available. Qualitative informatioﬁ‘conderninq'
these and other factors was gathered when avallable. QuantiQV
tatlve 1nformatlon was, however, avallable for factors such »
as acreage outgranted, project area, v1sltat10n, area popula-
tion, and Corps organization. In some instances; this infor-
matlon ‘'was in confllct with information complled by field
crews from OCE sources before g01ng 1nto the field. Further,.
there were also 1nstances in which the lnformatlon concernlng_
a partlcular WRDP "gathered from dlstrxct, state, -and local
sources appeared to be in conflict. Upon returnlng from the -
fieldqd, fréquent follow—up discussions with district and pro-.
jeét personnel cbncerning partidular_WRDP data»cdnflicts .
aided in clarifying some of the discrepancies.

D. Data Presentation » -

- The data collectibn for each WRDF visited was présented’
in a standardized case study report format which was organi-
zed to facilitate (1) a dlscu551on of quantltatlve and
qualitative information (including data gaps or conflicts),
(2) a detailed consideration of-each_individﬁal_WRDP, and
(3) comparisons of data amohg WRDPs. Four major ﬁeadings

were selected as the means of data preséntation;

1. Setting: Considered under this topic was the geo¥
graphic and jurisdictional locatiOn of the WRDP and; where
appropriate, population, proximity to major urban areas;‘key‘
transportation rbutes, travel distances, and'thé'WRDP's proxi-
mity'to other related projects. A map of the WRDP showing
significant locational features was presented. :Authorized

o
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purpcses and legislative citations were provided. Signifi-
cant features of the WRDP including drainage area, lake size
at verious pool levels, total project acreage, engineering
and'operationai considerations, and topographical charac-
teristics were giVen. Resource statistics for each WRDP
Weieetabulated according to a standard‘format”sc entries
among the WRDPs Gould be compared.

2. Land use, recreation, and fish and wildlife con-
'siderations: A statement of the analytical unit for each
WRDP pfovided background information concerning WRDP impact
on the surrounding area, impact of the surrcundihg area on
, the WRDP, and geheraliland use conSiderations.;‘Discussions
about ownershlp lndxcated the extent of publlc and prlvate
1nterests in land w1th1n the analyt1cal un1t

‘Each 1dent1f1ed WRDP resource was considered in
terms of its characterlstlcs, respon51b1e agency, and overall
management and utilization. Recreatlonal opportunltles,
fac;lltles, and usage at a WRDP were discussed in terms of
10cetion, respons1ble agency, and contribution to recreatlonal
clientele. Lake resources (1nclud1ng the fishery, water
‘qualxty, and water utlllzatlon) and the management of wild-
life resources were also discussed. Other uses of land
w1th1n and ad]acent to a WRDP were cohsidered,-includingc
forestry, mineral extraction, agriculture, and grazing.
wherebappropriate, outgrant data were tabulated for various
pufposes, including type of instrument, effective date and
term, rental basis and annual reut; and non—Corps and Corps
investments. Special emphasis was accorded concessioners.
The existence and utilization of resource use controls were

discussed in terms of agency responsibilities and effectiveness.



Corps organization at the district and. field level was also
discussed and depicted in an organization chart.

3. Key findings: Significant findings representing
problem areas, data conflicts, resource management apprééchés;‘
agency relationships, and viable program practices were dis-
cussed under severa1 major categories. The categdries-in-
clude: (a) recreation, (b) fish and wildlife, (c) Corps and
contiguous land use, (d) real estate ptograms‘and practices,

(c) Corps organization, and (f)‘environmentalAproblems.

4. References: This section lists all reference

materials which were utilized in preparing each case study.

E. Summary of Sample Case Study Characteristics

The 29 WRDPs selected for evaiué:ioh'afé.lbcated in
diverse geographic areas throthout thevnation, in or
- partially in 26 states, with a COmbinéd.acreage of =
2,763,451 (Table 2-3). Total shoreline miles of the WRDPs
evaluated are 12,723 with a total water surface area of
1,428,633 acres (at the average recreation pool elevation
exaluding the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal). Flood control
and power‘were the most common projectApurposes, cited in
72% and 69%, fespectivély, of the cases studied; navigation-
was also a frequently listed project purpose, cited in 41%
éf the cases studied. Impoundment at 43% of the WRDP analyzed,
occurred since 1960; impoundment at 25% of the cases studied
was prior to 1950. ‘

Outgranted acreage varied from zero (Colebrook) to
128,114 (Texoma) with an average of 25,806 (Table 2-3).
The summer recreation season water fluctuation ranged from

zero (at several projects) to 65-70 feet (Colebrook).
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T51m11arly, pro;ect recreational acreage (1ntensxve Corps
_recreatlon arcas plus outgranted areas for public parks and
‘recreatlon) was quite variable and averaged 3,205 for the 29_'J
{projects evaluated. Total attendance (1973) at all,recrea---'
ftion'areas was‘43,476,844 for the 29 cases studied with an
iaverage of 1,499,202 per project. The lowest attendance - -
‘occurred at Alamo (42,000) whereas- attendance was highest
.at Texoma (5 723,500) . Slghtseelng and fzshlng were the two
‘most popular act1v1t1es. Corps recreat10na1 1nvestments as’

fof 1974 totalled $54,838,044 for the oro:ects evaluated.

' _Therc were 5,773 instruments in effect that outgranted
j740 419 acres of land to Federal, state and local agencies,
‘quasi-public organizations, and prlvate 1nd1v1duals.v The
‘recorded anCStmentS made in facilities and improvement at
the 29 WRDPs were $28,585,699. The annual rent paid was.
$656,087. The outgrants verified in the fleld are summarized
‘1n Table 2- -4. .

. The 29 case studles produced a substantlal body of data.
representatlve of the Corps management_of-multl-purpose _
WRDPs throughout the United States. As expected WRDPs thatvv
have been authorlzed, constructed, and. operated in response'L
fto social and economic condltlons durlng an- 80 year span '
'exhlblt great dlverSLty and present complex conceptual prob-r
ulems for orderly analys1s. |

' _ several permutatlons of the available quantltatlve data
were undertaken in an ef fort to flnd dlstlnctlve features of
WRDPs around: which certain resource management problems and -
elmpllcatlons would gravitate. -

Lt socmed a reasonable aSsumption, for lnstance, that
,thero would be a direct relatlonshlp between the size of a.
WRDP and the complex1ty of resource oriented problems

"2-17
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associated with it. However, ranking of the 29 WRDPs from
smallest to largest with associated data did not. substantiate‘
FSuch a relationship. Similarly, rankings accordlng to total
fee simple acreage, number of outgrants, shoreline miles,
authorlzed purpose, proximity to SMSA, or total v151tatlonk
did not establish a clear relationship between the feature
.and the problems. Particular attention was accorded to segre—
gat1on of WRDPs according to the dates of authorization and
of impoundment. because of a general belief that Corps recre-
'atlon-resource management problems have a high correlation
W1th WRDPs built in periods when national pollcy severely
limited land acquisition. Again, there was no clear relatlon-
shlp between this WRDP characterlstlc and management problems
1dent1f1ed in the field.

The raw data obtained from literature, interviews, and
IObservation were organized according to the data collection
formats, then analyzed to 1dent1fy 31gn1f1cant points with
respect to the specific objectives of the study Preparation
of internal summarles and evaluatlons of condltlons, or key

'flndlngs, for each WRDP was the flrst step in analys;s.

Key flndlngs were organlzed by category of major concern
(recreatlon, flsh and w11d11fe, ‘Corps and contlguous land use,
real estate programs and practices, env1ronmental problems,_
and Lorps organization at the Engineer District and field
levels) . Facility cleanliness, impact of water level fluctua-
tiom, site condition, and planning processes were_noted under:
recreation. Level of fishery management, water quality, -and
type of habitat management were noted under fish and wildlife
thancement Ef fectiveness of state and local land use and’
-bu11d1ng controls, use of shorelands,'and»allocatlon of Federal



t

' land were noted under'Corps'and contiguous land use. The con-
 ;dition of eoncessioner operated facilities, encroachment and .
trespass upon Corps administered land, and procedures for
leasing land for agriculture and grazing weré hoted under real
" estate programs and practices. The qualifications of resource

- management respon51b111t1es among elements of district offices,
~and relationships between district- staffs and on-site per-

sonnel were noted in the environmental problems section.

D15crepanc1es and conflicts between field data and RRMS '
1973 data, and between RRMS 1973 data and RED 1973 data,
were identified and documented. Most of the*discrepancies
discovered were of a random nature, p0351b1v offsettlng, and *
did not appear to result from bias, except for visitation.
Visitation reports for state operated recreation areas were
" compared with visitation reported to OCE by the Engineer
Districts. The Corps reports were consistently hlgher than
the state reports. In addition, many districts use-a 3.8
- occupants per vehicle load factor durlng all seasons to obtain
visitor. totals. At WRDPs with active monitoring programs,
nop~-summer load factors can be as low as 1.8. Thus, visita- -
tion seems overstated. None of the conflicts or dlscrepan—'
cies known to exist within the resultant data base are
believed to be of such significance as to affect any of the
conclusions of the analyses of sampled WRDPs. The data base.
is considered complete and comprehensive and provides an
adequate basis for the evaluation of the complete range of
problems and management opportﬁnities existing nationally at
Corps WRDPs. ' A |



. CHAPTER 3

ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDY DATA

. The analyéis of case study data was undertaken with the
:fobjectlve of establlshlng a framework within which meanlngful
‘conclu51ons could be drawn and constructlve recommendatlons
,formulated. To this end, particular empha51s was devoted
’7to the identification of potentlal and actual problems, both
(presont and future. Thls empha51s, however, should not be

taken to lmply that the case study data indicated only -
fproblems. Indeed, as shall be made clear from the mater1al

'in this and subsequent chapters, much which is p051t1ve has
been found.

"Physical characteristics pecullar to 1nd1v1dual WRDPs
Almpose constralnts on deflnlng specific land uses and thelr
'relatlonshlps to Corps management programs and make it
-]dlfflcult to generallze about the present 51tuatlon. The
fmost 51gn1f1cant of these phjelcal characterlstlcs stem

from the varlable water surfacc elevatlon, typlcal of most
‘?WRDPS, which, in turn, ‘directly affects the amount of land
'>available for management at dlfferent times of the year.
:Thus, water surface elevations in WRDPs Wthh generate _

fufflClent amounts of hydroelectrlc power may vary accord;
_flng to a daily cycle, WRDPs which are largely operated for
>f1ood control may show very large seasonal water surface ElEVéf.
“tion variations, while WRDPs designed in conjunction with
: neviqation locks may have water surface elevetions that vary
;only 1 or 2 feet during the year.‘ All variations are subject
. to natural seaqonal variations in the dralnage area and river .
- lows.
. To faciljtate the description and discussion of the

Corps resource management programs in light of such

3-1



peculiarities in the physical characteristics of individual
WRDPs, it was helpful to establish a uniform meaning to the
following terminology: |

1. Land permanently inundated: Land lying below the.
lowest water elevation (sometimes called the cohservation
pool) subject'to permanent inundation, and as-such, able
to support permanent benthic communities and associated .
aquatic resources.

2. 'Land periodically inundated: Land lying between
that which is permanently inundated and thé elevatidn of
the spillway (including flood-prone areas) #ubjéét to peri-
odic inundation whose value for recreation and fish and
wildlife enhancement varies with the frequehcy,.pefiodicity,
and duration of inundation, as well as the topography. For
example, gently sloping areas covered by shallow water may be
valuable as waterfowl habitat or fish nurseries.

3. Land never inundated: Land lying above the eleva-
tion of the épillway not subject to-inundation which can be
utilized for a number of purposes. ‘

4. Project operations land: Land utilized by the
managing agency for project works such as dams, locks,
powerhouses, administrative buildings, and as safety zones
on the tailraces and/or lake side of the dam.

5. Manageable Resource Land (MRL) Thebresidual area
derived by subtracting from the total reported project area
for a WRDP the following areas: (1) the acreage inundated
at normal pool elevationa, (2) the acreage for which the

dNeither the term normal pool elevation nor an equivalent
elevation is consistently applied by Engineer Districts.
RRMS selects the elevation and area that represents the

size of the impoundment during the majority of the year.

-
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‘Corps has only easements or lesser interests above the normal
'pool‘ and (3) the acreage des1gnated as necessary for pro:ect '
operatlon.- ’

_ A very useful tool introduced to facxlltate the analy51s
;of the use of Corps lands for recreatlon, fish and w1ld11fe
fenhancement and other resource management purposes is the

{MRL unit concept. Whlle not perfect, this concept, and

:that of the correspondlng MRL ratio, 51gn1flcantly contrlbutes

_to the understandlng of the problems assoc1ated w1th resource
1nventory and usage.

The appllcablllty and usefulness of the MRL unit
in descrlblng partlcular WRDPs may be seen 1n the follow—
‘ 1nq examples. ' ‘ ’ ' '

‘ The 0ld chkory WRDP. has a total progect land acreage

of 34,184. However, (1) 25,838 acres of the 1and is - ,
actually owned in fee'simple;‘and'a 351 acres of the land
vls under easement or some interest less than fee or is former
rlver bed; (2) at normal pool elevatlon, 22 500 acres of

the ‘total project are 1nundated and are therefore subject

to aquatlc management rather than land management; (3)

'Lhero are 117 acres of prO]eCt operatlons land; such that (4)
_only 7,921 acres of ‘the 34,184 total acres within 014 '
-.chkory are actually subject to reSOurce management.

Further, use of the MRL unit to compare WRDPs repre-
.onta a more accurate picture of management problems and
approaches than total Project land or any one of the 12
'"solectlon factors identified in Chapter 2. For.example,



comparison‘of'OId Hickory and J. Percy Priest on the basis
of total progect land (34,184 and 33,662 acres, respectlvely)
could lead to the conclusion that management considerations
arce sxmllar. Comparlson of the MRL of these. two WRDPs
(7,921 acres and 18,889 acres, respectively), however,
indicates that management considerations at the two WRDPs
are significantly different. S - |

The use of ‘different terms for elevatlon and different
use classifications as applled to WRDP lands, however, causes
some difficulties in using the MRL unlt as a sxngle standard
for comparing all WRDPs.

For example, at Leech and Pend Orellle, the MRL unit
cannot be calculated on the b351svof existing data because
these WRDPs were natural lakes prior to Corps operations
and Corps fce ownership patterns coneist of isolated parcels'
of land with an easement acreage greeter'than that held in
fee simple. o ’

As a second example, at Hopklnton -Everett, the major-
ity of MRL is subject to inundation. Small areas may be
jnundated for up to 30 days each year and many acres may be
inundated for a similar peried»only once every 35 years. '
The MRL area 1s honethelessvstill.manageable foi timber, wild-

life, and extensive recreation activity.

Finally, as an example of classification‘difficulty,
approximately half of the fee siﬁple acreage atbthe Chesa-
peake and Delaware Canal is classified as project operations
land and is utilized for dredged material disposal. These
1ands, howover, can be construed as manageable resource

arcas because current knowledge conccrnlng dlsposal of



Vfdrédqed material and its usefulness in creating artificial

'.habitat is directly applicable to this WRDP.

A weighté& ranking enhances the usefulness of the
:aMRL unit. This ranking is repfesented by the ratio of MRL
‘acrcage to the number of shoreline miles held in fee simple
'ﬁand is termed the MRL ratio. With respect to the 29 WRDPs
téonsidered, this ratio is highest at Alamo .(1,316), lowest
“at Colebrook (13), and has an overall average of 94. MRLs
for»Hartwell and Robert S. Kerr are similar: 22,406 acres
1 and 20, 983 acrés, resoectively Hartwell Reservoir, how-
_tGVer, has 962 miles of shoreline in fee simple whereas '
_'Robert S. Kerr has 250 mlles.- By calculatlna the MRL ratlo;
.&lt can be seen that the former has only 23 acres of MRL per

}shorellne mile whlle the latter has 84.

Although Hartwell has more problems in terms of site
'oVbruse, concessioner turnover, and cbntiguoas develop- -
_ment, the dlfference in MRL ratio alone does not establish a
. clear causc and effect relatlonshlp. The MRL ratio does,
however, provide an extremely useful means of grouping
:tWRDPs as the basis for discussing'their'éharacteristics and.
‘problems ‘and for conSLderlng alternatlve management approaches
wwhlch are appllcable. '

_ The flnal step in the analy51s was 1terat1vely to
examxne the case study statements in each category of major
‘concern (key findings) in terms of 1dent1fy1ng‘51gn1f1cant
positivé.and negative conditions, the causes and consequencés
of such conditions, the frequendy'with which they occur,
and the effcctlveness of various Corps cfforts to deal with
Lhcm



A. Recreation -

kEvaluation of outdoor recreation facilities involves
consideration of subjective factors such as variation in
the quality of human experience as well as cbjective factors
such as the number of units designed and de51gnated to
accommodate flxed numbers of recreatlonlsts. For example,
a site with extensive fac111ty development may experience
crowding which may be satisfying foszome recreationists
but repugnant to others.a Only direct polling of |
visitors (to ascertaln their perception of how well their
experiences compared with their expectations) can uncover
thesc subtle and subjective interactions. Established
unlts of supply may be based upon acres of land de51gnated
for a particular use, such as linear feet of beach, or upon-:
the‘number of facilitles, such as tables, grllls, tent pads,
©or parklng spaces actually installed and avallable for use.
These kinds of data are easily quantified, and are used.
extensively in this study. They alone, however, cannot
adequately characterize the impact of the Corps' recreation

program.

The complexity is further magnified at Corps WRDPs
by three separate but 1nterrelated mechanisms for provxdlng
visitor services: (1) land, water, and facilities (some of
which have been designed and-built.by the Corps) that are
managed by other public entities, such as state and local
park agencies, (2) facilities and services ‘offered by
commercial establishments which may operate either on-
Federal land under concession leases or on land adjacent to
Federal property with permitted access to the shoreline
across ltederal land; and (3) facilities deéigned and built

by the Corps which are operated directly by Corps personnel.

.
Hart, W. J. 1966. A Systems Agproach to Park Planning,
IUCN. Morges, Switzerland.




It was the’ 1ntent of thls part of the study to

determlne the eff1c1ency and effectlveness of the Corps'
management of its recreatlonal facxlltles and areas. On the
ba51s of the analysis of the data gathered during the field
surveys, many éexamples of the good practlce in the Corps'
management of its recreation resources can be cited.
Additionally, areas were identified in which the Corps

management can be strengthened.

First con31der examples of good managenent practlces.
The phy31cal cleanliness ‘and maintenance of Corps recreation-
facilities, partlcularly comfort statlons, was rated excellent,'
:1t 28 of 29 WRDPs in spite of some reported overuse, -dis- '
cussed later. Uniformed, well equipped ranger patrols were
oyident at high reoreation-use WRDPs. All project resource
_ managoment staffs were cognizant of the need for reéular
measurement of the characterlstlcs of visitors to their WRDPs
and they conscientiously sample v151tors accordlnq to OCE
’guldcllnes. Recreation area rotation was . being 1mplemented
'at Hartwell to offset site deterioration from heavy use.
The Little Rock Engineer District contract with the Missouri -
Department of Conservation (Tahle_Rock and otherenon—study
-WﬁDPs) for ‘planning and performing intensive recreation area
'yegetation management is a model that other recreation area -
managers can emulate. Inltlatlon of lakeshore plannlng
during the public facilities plannlng process -at Cordell Huli
ié'now ‘being implemented System—wide. Some new camp-
grounds and other public use fac111t1es that were 51ted on
thL ground by the designer. in company with a resource
manager (New England Division) are as well designed as any

campgrounds in the country.
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Now considef areas in which thevCorpS‘ management
of its recreation resources can be improved. These areas
principally involve the overuse of intensive recreation
use areas and the existence of excessive recreation capac-
ity. " Additional miscellaneous areas are also addressed.

1. Overuse of Corps Intensive Recreation Use Areas

The overuse of recreation lands and facilities could
rcadily be detected by two principal'indicatdrs: " (1} the
physical deterloratlon of a site marked by soil. compactlon
and crosion and damage to vegetative cover; and (2) the
number of permits for private docks and access ﬁo the water
and- applications for new permits. = Other, more-subjective'
indicators of overuse include law'enfofcement responses to
3ctowd disorder, vandalism, ana increasing conflicts among
various types of recreationists. '

CZRC survey teams were alert to evidence of site
detcrloratlon in intensive recreation areas. The overuse_
of terrestrial environments at Corps WRDPS were documented
by direct observations, by discussions with Corps field
personnel, and by examination of use records. Visible site
deterioration attributable té overuse Waé found at 11 WRDPs:
Pend Oreille, Texoma, Wappapello, MRP #21, Cumberland,
Isabella, Clark Hill, Hartwell, Old Hickory, Ouachita, and
Table Rock. Eight of these WRDPs were constructed before
1952 whereas only three were constructed in the post-1952
period. Thus; site deterioration appears to be more pro-
nounced at older WRDPs, a fact with significant management
implications. '
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"The Corpsvadministered-291'intensive recreation areas.
~at the 11 WRDPs where site deterioration was observed.

. These represent 65.1% of 477 intensive recreation areas
administered by'the Corps in the sample. Recreation visits
:gby[29,518,304cpersons to these 291 intensive recreation areas
; Qaé-reported-ihll973. The average Size,of the recreation

: areas at the'29 WRDPs is 104.4 acres; the averége acreage

in the 11 WRDPs where deterioration'is a probiem is 67.7
;(Table 3-1). However, acres pet site,'ggg se, may not be

: indicative of site deterioration since the avefage ranges

u,ffom-165 5 acres per site at Texoma to 7.5 acres per

site at 0ld chkory, both of which exhibited deteriora-

" tion.

Overuse of recreation areas ieade to accelerated
‘fdetorioration;of facilities, such as tables,‘comfort sta-
.‘tions, access roads, and internal circulation-roads and
' trai!s., Evidence of facility overuse was reported at Texoma,
Wappapello, 01ld Hickory, Isabella and J. Percy Priest.

'Note that at the first four of these WRDPs fac111ty deterlor—
: at1on co-exists with site deterioration. J. Percy Priest
~exhibited only accelerated fa01llty deterioration, a cir-

. cumstance poss;bly_explalned by the newness_of the WRDP,
the incomplete status of facility development, and heavy
Luse caused by close prox1m1ty to an expandlng metropolltan

area.

Table 3 l conpares Lhe intensity of v1sxtor use

at (nrps admlnlstered intensive recreatlon areas.g The 11
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Table 3~1: Comparison of Water Resource Development Proaects
: Reportlng Overuse by Category

Category Water Resource

Developmérnt .Project Corps Managéd Recreation Areas
No. .of - Average 1973 a ' Visits per "MRL .
Areas Acres’ Size Visitation~ Area Acre  Ratio
1890-1943 ' g _ _ o '
Texoma 41 - 6785 165.5 4,772,600 116,405 703 134
Wappapello 12 920 . 76.7 1,526,695 127,224 1,653 196
MRP #21 3 h 419 139.7 - 174,400 58,133 - 416 63
Cumberland 19 163 8.6 '1,937,900‘_101(994 11,889 46
Category Total 75 . 8287  110.5 . . -
1944-1952 o - S .
Pend QOreille 1 116 16.6 265,040 37,863 2,285 -
Isabella 13 200 15.4 - 761,790 58,592 3,809 273
Clark Hill 49 6,239 127.3. 1,681,777 34,322 270 77
Ouachita 18 1,651 91.7 2,302,800 127,933 1,39 . 61
Category Total J.87 8,206 94.32 o i‘ - L e
1953-1974 _ g ; : o :
Hartwell _ 79 - 1,285 16.3 - 3,326,124 42,103 2,588 23
0ld Hiqkory 30 . 224 7.5 761,790 78,487 10,512 22
Table Rock ~ 20 1,691 . 84.5 1,585,500 ~79,275 938 -9
Cateqory Total 129 3,200 24.8 : -

Totals Reporting

Overuse 291 19,693 - 67.7 18,569,226 63,812 943
Sample “Totals 447 46,684 104.4 29,518,304 - 66,036 = 632
0/0 of Lample 65 42 - . 62.9 o - : =T

a. RRMS 1973 (Corps Administered Areas Only)
b. Natural lake '
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_WRDPs where site deterioration is occurring account for
'62.9%'of'1973 visitation to all Corps administered recrea-
tion areas in the eample Most unusual is the extreme range
in visitor pressure expressed in visitors per acre per year:
‘5from a low of 270 to a high of 11,889.

The second major indicator of the overuse of recrea-
'tron areas is the number of permits and vermit appll-
cations for private docks and access to the water. Public
‘use of the shoreline and the shallow offshore area is pre?
empted when private docks occupy all available shorelands.
- The potential for localized overuse GXLStS in shifting thls
:strlp—llke shoreland use to a central marina. Increased
'pressure for private dock permits was reported at Pend
Oreille, Jones Bluff, Eufaula, Table Rock, Texoma, Hartwell,
:and 0old chkory, representlng 24. 1% of the sample (Table
"3-2).

_ The greatest pressures occur at WRDPs with very
low MRL ratios (Table Rock, Hartwell, and 01d chkory).
“The expanding pressure at the Jonee-Bluff'and Eufaula WRDPs
- with moderate‘MRL ratios, is explained.by pProximity of the
“projects to urban Centers'(Mohtgomery,'Alabama, and Oklahoma
:City, Oklahoma; respectlvely) ‘and the construction of new .
?buburban hou51ng near the pro;ect lands.- The pressure at
_Texoma is largely centered upon areas that were orlglnally
leased as seasonal cottage sites and subsequently sold to
private owners. Pend Oreille is ‘included although no exist-
-ling-Title 36 CFR permits are reported in the‘RRMS'systems;
~because the lake was a navigable body of water prior to _
project constructlon. The U. S. did not acqulre fee tltle

'to tracts of 1and above the elevatlon of the max1mum power



Table 3-2: (Comparison of the NumberASpecial‘Shoreland'Permits by Catégory

o : _ ‘o/o of No. Title 36 o/o of
Category Water Resource WRDPs - MRL Shoreline - Permits

: Development Project in Sample Ratio Permits® in Sample
Low MRL-Shoreline Ratio

' g . : b )

Colebrook . - 13 0

‘Ashtabula .- 30 50

.Cumberland ' - 46 . 287

0l1d Hickory . - == 22 1,230

Black Warrior B 14 . ' 300

Hartwell : Rt 23 . 2,689

Table Rock - .19 o 945
Category Total ' 221 -- ‘5,501 73.8
Medium MRL Shoreline Ratio

Wappapello ‘ e 196 158

Ouachita R - 61 62

Oahe o - 70 : 20

Hopkinton-Everett - 169 0

Miss. River Pool #2 - 63 0

Leech , -—- -—C

Pend Oreille - --c 0

John. Day ' -- 113 © 10

Dworshak . - o171 o 0

Cordell Hull - : 65 0

J. Percy Priest - 87 : 2

Mosquito Creek , _ - 13 o 21

Joneg Bluff . - 107

Clark Hill - 77 681

Eufaula ' - 86 386

Robert S. Kerr - 84 ‘ 5

Texoma ) o -— 134 : ~ 555
Cathory Total o ’ 58;6 ‘ - . 1,900 25.5
High MRL Shoreline Ratio

Fort Peck ' - 251 50

Foster J. Sayers -— 268 I 0

Chesapeake & Delaware Canal L - 235 3

Alamo ‘ - 1316 0

Isabella - 273 0

17.3 - 53 0.7

Grand Totals - 100 ' - 7,454 100

4. RRMS 1973
b. Excludes Metropolitan District Commission of Hartford land
¢. Natural lake



pool. and does not control the fiéarian land. Thus} Corps
involvement stems from the prov151ons of Sectlon 10, River-
and Harbor Act of 1899, charglng the Corps with responsz-
hiiity to protect the nav1gable waters of the U. 8.2

_ Finally, consider the more subjective indieatore
of»overusage. An example of increasing eonfiicts among
various types of recreationists is typified by the con-
fiictslbetween fishermen vs. docks in the heads of coves and
other shallow areas, and recreation boaters who enjoy beach-
ing for picnicking vs. permanent and seasonal residents who -

own docks ‘and landscape the federal shorelands to obtalni
pleasant ‘vistas.

Preparatlon of Lakeshore Management Plans (author—
1zed by 36 CFR 327 30) is a p051t1ve step to prevent growth
of further user group conflicts. Such conflicts were revealed
in the’ public hearings conducted by the Savannah Englneer
Dlatrlct to receive c1t1zen reactlon to lakeshore management
proposals for the Clark. H111 and Hartwell WRDPs. Strong
support was recelved for Corps proposals to. limit the amount
of shoreland at Clark Hill on whlch private and qua31 publlc
fa0111t1es would be permltted LGBl permlts are reported,
(RRMS 1973) most of whlch are for qua51 publlc facilities,
and relatlvely few barriers to- flsherman use of the lake
ex;s_7 Reactlon_to Corps proposals for Hartwell.were divided

PLfmltS authorlzed by the 1899 Act are 1ssued by a sectlon
~in the Seattle Engineer District which operates and reports
independently of the recreation-resource management function.

The total number of actlve permlts in Lake. Pend Orellle was .
not determlned



between those favorlng limiting areas for docks and those
favorlng expansion of the area and number of facilities

permitted /2,689 permits were reported (RRMS 1973) and there
‘are conflicts between user classe_7

It is significant to note that there were no réeported
conflicts between “hunting and outdoof recreation. Also, the
absence of any controls on boatlng (other than nominal marklng
of bathing areas, no-wake zones in boat harbors, and a buoy
line in Mosquito Creek to separate recreatlon boatlng from
a wildlife refuge) 1ndlcates the’ absence of serlous conflict
between fishermen, water skiers, and the varlous classes of
hoaters. Finally, there was no evidence of overfishing,
although 1t was reported at Table Rock that fishing tourna-
fient pressure had made fishing less. attractlve than in adja-
cent WRDPs (Beaver and Bull Shoals) .

Evidence was found to support contentions that
vandalism and rowdiness are increasing because of over-
crowdlng at Mosgquito Creek, Hartwell J. Percy Priest, 0Old
chkory, and Isabella. The incidence of vandallsm appears
to have a high direct correlation<with proximity of sizeable
dense urban populations. ' o

A major cause of the overuse ‘of the recreation lands
is the inadequate quantlty or quallty of land avallable
for public use. This land shortage is not always simply
lack of Federal property. It can be a lack of land in the
right place (Cumberland), a failure to terminate interim
uses (Texoma), or constraints on public areas imposed by
long term commitments to other uses (as cottage site leases
at MRP #21). Inadequate facilities were found to be a prime

cause of overuse at Corps recreation areas at Texoma, MRP #21,



Wappapello, Cumberland, Hartwell, Old Hickory, and Isabella.
A second major cause of overuse is the failure to A
jdohtrol access to recreation areas. Without such control,
 theré is no practical way to. limit the number of visitors
;who occupy a site at a partlcular time or to "rest" an area
_jas part of a rotatlon system to allow vegetative recovery

A principal reason for inadequate access control
is the configuration of Federal land at Corps WRDPs.
iRecreation areas are‘typically peninsulas bisected by a
froadway 1ead1ng to the shoreline which becomes the basis
'for a launching ramp and, often, a commercial marina operated
by a concessioner. Campgrounds and picnic areas are fre- ‘
mquéhtly»arrayed'off the roadway near_the Fedetal boundary, but-
controlling access at this poiot unfairly restricts other o
’users (for example, fishermen who desire to be on the water |
‘at nlght or the early morning hours) and the business. volume
'upon which the concessioner depends.

lfeulty recreation area locatlon and facility layout, most
often imposed by the confiéuration_of areas available for
“recreation facilities, were observed at ‘Texoma, Pend
Orellle, Jones Bluff Table Rock, Wappapello, MRP #21,
Cunberland, and Isabella._ At Isabella, for example, Corps
fMRL 1s level and covered by ‘sparse semi- ar1d vegetatlon that
,permlts visitors to drive vehicles at random over the entire
area. ‘At MRP $21, the Corps recreatjon developments are
- in areas where mud is deposited each year. At Table Rock
Ethe combination day use/overnlght recreatlon developments are
squeezed into small peninsulas.
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Addxtlonally, unsuxtable areas for intensive recrea-
tion development were found to have been selected in
’the absence of any geographic constralnts. Such poor land
selection has contributed to overuse at Isabella and 01d
Hickory, and could contribute to overuse at. Hartwell, Table
Rock, Alamo, and J. Percy Priest. Conditions which. determine
‘site SUltablllty include slope, depth of soil mantle, ‘
erodability of soil, and characterlstlc vegetatlon. At
 Hartwell, the upland soils of the shorelands. readily erode
‘when exposed to precipitation; at’ Table Rock and: J. Percy
Priest the shorelands are COMpPOSs ed of very 'shallow soil
mantles underlain by slick-rock. In all cases, the .location
and design of visitor facilitiee'should be predicated upon
well identified carrying capacities. Since carrying capa-
c1ty ‘data were not available at the projects surveyed
comparisons of facility design and use w1th site sultablllty_
were not p0531b1e. ' ‘ '

.Another factor influencing .the Corps' abilityutq
deal with .the causes of overuse is the quantity andﬁquality
of personnel at the WRDP. Shcrtages,cf’project personnel
_appear to.contribute to overuse at Jones Bluff, .Pend Orielle,
Table Rock, Wappapello, and Ouachita. ' 1 |

Directly related to the issue of staffing is the
policy posture of managers with respect to limiting occu-
pancy of facilities to design capacity.r The contrast between
cOrps and state park pollcles at Table Rock and Wappapello
is sxgnlflcant. State parks within these projects hold the
number of camping parties entering the campground to. the
designated number of campsites. Thereafter, park per-

sonnel assist campers in locating alternative space at
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‘pdblic and private camping facilities in the immediate

vicinity. Corps operating policy, on the other hand,

permits entry of camping parties until a natural overflow

occurs. When occupancy reachestSO% or more of design
capacity, facilities and resources can be abused. Lack of
CorpS'limitatioﬁ of’visitors significahtly cohtributes to
overuse at Pend oreille, Texoma, ‘Table Rock, Wappapello,'
MRP #21, Isabella and Ouachlta.-

2. Excessive Recreation Capac1ty

' Over capac1ty can be divided into two categorles (1)
water area that is under-utlllzed, and (2),fac111t1es that

’are,under—utlllzed.

Variability in the use of the surface of a body of water
is a functlon of the conflguratlon of the water body, the
OODulatlon of boats that operate on the water, and the types
of boat based activity pursued as evidenced by the types of

’ vcssels employed. For all WRDPs sampled except the Chesapeake

and Delaware Canal, Colebrook, Hopklnton-Everett, ‘and MRP #21,
large, open water areas are seldom used to capacity, but local
areas near marinas and concentrations ofjprivate docks in’ |
small Jbays and coves are heavily'congested' ‘The fact that
nolther the states nor the Corps have lnstltuted water sur—'>

“face use controls: 1mp11es that the water surface of Corps

N

.WRDPs is not now over- utlllzed. _Problems of user_d;strlbu-

tion ex1st however.

-,

Consequences of under-utilized'faoilities can be: (1) -

dlver51on of publlc shoreland to other purposes, (2) in-~

efficient use of scarce capital resources, (3) skewxng of the
WOrk load to sdarce operations and maintenance personnel,
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(4) increased probability of concessioner failure, and (5)
increased. probability of residential development nearby.
The last phenonemon was particularly noticeable at Eufaula,

Robertts.'Kerr; and Foster J. Sayers where recreaticnal areas

were developed. to accommodate anticipated future recreation
demand The aveilability of large- soale; newvwater front
fac111t1es is an attraction that enhances sales of Housing
constructed in close proxlmlty.

One cause of excessive recreational capacity is:
failure to even out the distribution of visitor activities
on. the water surface. The general cohfiguration of a WRDP
consists of a zone of open, deep water near the. dam where
the perlodlcally inundated 1and is steep sloped and a zone
of constrlcted, shallow water near the head. of the impound-
ment where the land perlodlcally Lnundated is’ relatively
level. Recreatlon activity tends to . gravitate toward the
first zone. Dispersal of uniform recreation facilities
&10ng the entire shoreline is intended to encourége use of
the less attractive headwater zone. To counter concentra-
tion of recreation use in the more‘attractiVe'water zonhe,
the location andvdesign of facilities must be coupled with -
superior highway access, proximity to population ooncentra-‘
tions, exceptional water quality,-or uniform sHoreline
characteristics. When these conditions do not mesh, recrea-
tional facilities stand idle. 'The Eufaula WRDP lllustrates
the point. A '

A second major cause of under-utilized faoilities can
be traced to the little control .the Corps has over the
quantity, quality,'or location of access roads to recreation
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axeas. Lack of control over the main highway arteries inhibits

-Visitations to developed recreation facilities not served by -

~highWays. This is illustrated by Oahe, MRP'#21, Ashtabula, .
Cdmberland, J. Percy Priest, Hartwell, Eufaula, and Texoma.

»insufficient aécess.routes, compounded by poor directional

signs and subdivision streets that conceal entry points to

3Corps recreation areas, account for underused facility
;capac1ty at Oahe, Fort Peck, Clark Hill, Old chkory, Wappa-
‘pello, Foster J. Sayers and Dworshak.

Less obvibus causes of excessive recreation capacity

,are‘shifts iﬁ'the.nature»of the commdnities3surrounding the

recrcation area. For example, facilities ‘planned in 1954 for
the shoreland south of Hendersonville at 0ld Hickory were

‘app:opriate to then existingYCOnditioﬁs: an agricultural

setting separated from the small, clustered center of Nash-

‘'ville by low dehsity suburbs. ' Some of.the'recreation areas

developed w1th Code 712 funds were leased to local units of
government who, in turn, entered 1nto leases with private
individuals for the construction and. operatlon of commercial
marina facilities. Durlng the 1nterven1ng two decades, these
rccreatlon areas were surrounded by hlgh density suburban

~development. Competltxve, modern maplnas‘were_bullt on pri-

vate land separated from water's edge by as little as five
horizontal feet, and recreation areas which were designed as

‘regional facilities now serve as neighborhood parks. In
‘bpltv of recreational use of approxlmately 10, 512 visits per

acre per year, the overnlght and marina. facilities represent

'excosu recreational capacity.



3. Other Areas To Be Strengthened

Water that has been degraded before enterlng a "WRDP 1s
a cause of thé decreased attractiveness of the WRDP for
recreatzon. Introduction of pollutants into streams tributary
to the WRDP constitutes a growing problem at Eufaula, Robert S.
Kerr, Iexoma,_Ashtabula,-Oahe,‘Jones Bluff, and Table. Rock.
The. potential for decreasing water quality due to upstream
conditions, sush‘as’mine'drainage,‘was reported-at WRDPs 
in the upper Cuiberland River drainage (Cordell Hull).
Accelerated-run—off from urban development adjacent to Old
Hickory was observed,'snd_the potential for similarlnon-
point discharges exists at Table Rock and Hartwell.-sThus,
deleterious impacts on the quallty of WRDPs from sources
‘external to land and water dlrectly admlnlstered by the
Corps occur, or have high probablllty of occurrlng, at 34. 5%
of -the WRDPs surveyed.

Draw1ng the water surface down to lower elevatlons is
often cited as creating exten51ve mud flats and other v1sually
objectionable characterlstlcs. At only three.of WRDPs sur- -
veyed (Dworshak, Alamo, and Isabella), was this characteris-
tic found to be an important deterrent to recreation. A more
~important cause of adversevconseqﬁences is the maintenance of
water at levels that inundate developed reéreafion areas and
facilities during the recreation season. Conditions at

Wappapello illustrate the consequehces;

The questioh of altering the water level regime to enhance

+
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aesthetlc and recreatlon values was ralsed at Texoma where

StablllZIHg the pool at hlgher elevations would increase the

: recreatlonal value of the pro;ect. In all other cases, the -
fwater elevation regime as dictated by other project purposes- -
‘was accepted by Corps planning and operating staffs as un- '
_alterable. ) ' o

Another area in which management can be 1mproved
;s related to the historical 51gn1f1cance associated with the
areas in which WRDPs are located. Historic and prehistoric
travcl and settlement patterns have cehtered On'waterways, and

'ev1dcnce of earlier human occupancy has a high probablllty

of remaining in areas where water resources have been developed
by the Corps. In early projects, the dlscovery, cataloglng,
and . lnterpretatlon of artifacts was not done. ‘

Slnce the enactment of the Anthultles Act (16 USC §431-

'433), Corps personnel have been scrupulous in prov1d1ng funds

‘to.un;ver51t1es, the NPS, and the Smlthsonlan‘Instltutlon

hfor archeological surveys and salvage. Since thé enactment

of the Historic Sites Act (16 USC §§461-467), and the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 USC §§4331 et seq) ; Corps personnel

have identified historic sites as well. 'As a result of the

éurvc?é,Vevidencé of'prehistoric.activities was found at 24

-:HRDPQ and SLgnlflcant historic events have been documented at
for near 18 WRDPs. '

Although the experience of the NPS and state park and
historical agencies strongly suggests that interpretation of
cultural values in the field adds to the value of a recrea-
tlonal experlence, the Corps has not been active in this
fleld. Where displays have been erected, they have been

_aOklahoma State University. 1972. Recreation Study and
,A%sessment of Pool Elevation Effects on Recreation Visita-
~ tion at Lake Texoma. Stillwater, Oklahoma.
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located. near thesdao sites, such as at Hartwell and Oahe
rather than in field locations where family recreation
activities take place.. In some instances, Corps activities
have encouraged Sthers to capitalize on the existing value,.
such as the Pennsylvania Hlstorlc and Museum Comm1531on
development at Foster J. Sayers and the erectlon of state
historic markers at Clark Hill. The sole exceptlon is Corps
administration of the pump house assoc1ated with the hlstory
of the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal. Corps response seems
adequate at the Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, Foster J.

Sayers, and six other WRDPS where minimal'values-are reported *

in master plans} Thus, recreation and educational values-
are not-being. fully utilized at 72. 4% of the WRDPs surveyed.

Slmxlarly, 1nterpretat10n of natural phenomena at WRDPs

is :generally overlooked. All Corps master plans  chronical
fiore, faﬁna; andmgeoldgy of project areas,.but oniy two
short nature treils.represented~the planned.effort‘to
explain the importance of these phenomena to,the Visiting

public.

4. Outdoor Recreation FindinQSt

a. Positive

(1) The 291 intensive recreation areas directly

planned and managed by Corps personnel at the 29. WRDPs sur-
veyed reported 29.5 million visitor days of use in 1973.
The,intensity'of use ranged from 270 to 11,889 visitor '
days per acre per year. .

(2) The water surface of Corps-administered
WRDPs is not being used to full capacity, but'problems of
localized congestion and uneven user'distributiOnfexistu

3-22

e

LA

S



(LY

I‘)

(3) Preparatlon of Lakeshore Management Plans

_1s a major p051t1ve step to reconc1le public interest in

public land and water and the investments made by in-

'd1v1duals as well as reduce congestlon and shoreline use

confllcts.

(4) Corps field personnel are generally hlghly

fmotlvated and’ perform competently and ‘sometimes 1nnovat1vely

the JObS of providing safe and sanltary access ‘to WRDPs for

recreatlom.sts .

(a) The physical cleanliness and maintenance

»_of Corps recreatlon facilities, partlcularly comfort stations,

was rated excellent at 96.5% of the WRDPs.

‘ (b) Fac1llty use rotat1on, vegetative manage-
ment plans, blcycle tralls, and other advanced recreatlon

.management technlques were found at some. WRDPs.

b. Negative
_ } (1) There is a shortage of quallfled personnel
at ‘the field level to regulate the use of resources and

“fac111t1es.

(2) The plannlng process breaks down in one or

'more of the follow1ng areas:

_ .(a) Some Corps administered recreation
arcas and facilities are overused (37.9% showed physical’

_51te deterioration - soil erosion) and some are’ underused

:sometrmes at the same WRDP

(b) The locatlon of fac;lltles and the

’desrgn of fac111ty layout are often 1ncompat1ble w1th the
{ capabllltles of the natural resources.

(c) Changes in the character of recreatlon
demand are not measured over time.
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(d) Planning staffs cannot adequately
evaluate impacts upon recreation and fish and wildlife from
various water level and release regimens.

(e) Competition or complementarity of proxi-
mate private or public recreation facilities and services
are not adequately considered. '

(f) Corps planning does not adequately con- .

51der increasing winter use of northern WRDPS.

(3) Other outdoor recreation. problems encountered

by the Corps 1n areas for which the agency has d1rect respon31-

b111ty are caused principally by'

(a) Water quallty problems that emanate beyond
the boundaries of WRDPs.

(b) Inablllty to control main arterial access
to WRDPs and thus to integrate various areas of the WRDP w1th
the planning, construction, and operation of recreation facili-
ties. R ' L : :

(4) Site deterioration,'including soil erosion,
seems to be more pronounced at older WRDPs regardless of the
amount of manageable resource lands.

(a) Seventy-three percent of(the WRDPs sur?
veyed that were completed prior to 1953 displayed visible
51gns Qf site deterioration. ' -

(b) Seventeen percent of WRDPs surveyed that
were completed in 1953 or later exhibited visible signs of
site deterioration. .

(5) There is a shortage of land, but the shortage
is not always absolute; some WRDPs lack Federal land upon

which to expand recreation facilities, while at~0ther projects
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-ttnefland restraint is imposed by commitments of Corps land to

other ‘ uses.
(6) The educational value of prehlstorlc, hlstorlc,
and natural phenomena is not be1ng fully utilized.

B. Fish and Wlldllfe Enhancement
. The fish and wildlife potentlal at Corps WRDPs is com-

»posed of the flshery within the WRDP the downstream fishery,

and,terrestrlal and avian wildlife on project and adjacent
lands. A discussion of-the'adequacy or inadequacy of Corps"
conoern for the fisheries and wildlife populations is compli-
cated by four factors: (1) fisheries and wildlife popula-

tions are commonlybevaluated as part of recreation use rather
than viability of habitat; (2) the currently accepted relation—
Shlp between state and Federal management of re51dent fish and
w1ld11fe speCLes Wthh is basically that Federal land management
agencres are responsible for habitat management activities on
1ands.under their control, whereas the states are responsible
for actual management of resident fish and wildlife species;
(3) the USF&WS is the Federal agency'charged by”the Fish andv,
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661-666C) with the responsi-
bility of assuring adequate consideration of fish and wildlife
at Federal WRDPs;»and7(4)'separating facilities and land intended
to mitigate ldSsesvcaused:by the project from enhancement of
fiSh and wildlife on-project lands and waters.

, We are concerned here w1th the physxcal aspects of fish
and wildlife management at Corps administered WRDPs. Rela-
tlonshlps with other agencies are discussed in two later

sections of this chapter, Real Estate Programs and Pollc1es,
and Corps Organlzatlon

Habitat management techniques, including some water
level manlpulatlon to. enhance fish populatlons were found
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at five WRDPs: John Day (anadromous fish runs), Oahe, Jones =  _~
Bluff, Black Warrior, and Mosquito Creek. Corps district
:and field staffs are generally receptive to state fishery

management proposals. Specific water level mana@ement to

wy

enhance waterfowl was found at John Day and Hopklnton Everett.

In some pro;ects, for example Black Warr;or and Hopklnton~

' EVerett,vtimbef‘was left standing to lncrease ‘nutrients for : -
fish. Multi-million dollar fish hatcheries heve been con-

structed by the Corps for operation by the USF&WS, as at the

Dworshak WRDP, in attempts to offset loss of cold water stream
fisheries. Expensive mod1f1catlons to works at John Day and

.the injection of oxygen into water discharged through Table

'Rock are examples of Corps w1111ngness to try to moderate
deleterlous downstream affects of WRDPs.

Game habltat management by Corps personnel can be found
at only a few WRDPs. The-fact that a start has been made in
the Nashville and Savannah Engineer Districts is worthy of
note. Convertingwsoftwood stands to hardwood‘stahds, estab-
lishing food plots, and building diked waterfowl areas are all
part of the Clark Hill wildlife habitat enhancement program,

Now consider areas in which the Corps management of its
fish and wildlife enhancement pfogram can be improved. These
principally involve: (1) water ‘elevation fluctuétions; (2)
effects of downstream water releases; and (3) eoncern for
wildlife. '

1. Water Elevation Fluctuation

The artificial control of water surface elevations may .
vhave several siqnificant effects on the Corps fish and wild-
life cnhancement efforts including the following: fish

spawning and nursery areas and waterfowl feeding areas may be



"

I PO

elther damaged or enhanced dependlng upon when the water is
h1gh or low; fishermen access may be made more or less

iﬁdlfflcult, and small game habitat may be lost when water is
:hlgh - In general, the cost of maintaining fish and small
,game populations can be significantly 1ncreased if water

levels do not allow the available habitat to be utilized fully

Pro;ect purposes were in conflict with fish and wildlife
cons1deratlons at: Wappapelio, Cumberland, Ashtabula, Oahe,

Fort Peck, Ouachita, Pend Oreille, Dworshak, Isabella, Hart-

well old chkory, John Day, Eufaula, Robert S. Kerr, Black
Warrior, and Jones Bluff; 55.2% of the pro;ects surveyed.

uApparent conflicts included inability to reduce undesirable

fish and increase game flSh spec1es at Wappapello; leaving
potentlally valuable waterfowl habitat exposed during the-
full months at Pend Oreille; and creating condltlons in
which native fish species cannot survive at Oahe.

The imposition of unnatural and rigid drawdown and storage

schedules 1mposed by the legltlmate requlrements of other

authorlzed WRDP purposes can adversely effect fish and w1ld-
llfe populations. = There 1s a general attltude that change of

“these water level regimes to favor fish and wildlife would _
Tnot be consistent with the other pro;ect purposes . Such was

found to be the. case at Wappapello, and to a lesser extent,

at: Fort Peck, Oahe, and MRP #21.

'Loadershlp in fisheries management is partlcularly
dlfflﬁult at WRDPs that extend into two or more states. At

such- prO)ects as Clark Hill and Hartwell, management plannlng

and plan implémentation between the fishery personnel of
‘the states. 1nvolved is difficult. In some instances, state

' personnel (South Carolina) have recommended that the Corps

develop and coordlnate a fisheries management program for the

interstate WRDPs on the Savannah River. Ten of the WRDPs
-esurvcyed (34.5%) are interstate in nature.



2. Downstream Water Releases

_ A WRDP structure on a natural stream changes the nature.
of the stream channel and the quantity and quality of water
flows. In some instances, prcvisions were made in the design
of WRDPs to permit passage of anadromous fishes (John Day) ,
sustain minimum water flows (Everett Dam 1n the Hopklnton—
Everett WRDP), or art1f1c1ally replace lost spawning area
(hatcheries at Dworshak and Table Rock). At some WRDPs, the
tcmperature and velocity of water releases produce cold |
water tailrace fisheries where none ex1sted before (Hartwell)
Fish deaths downstream may also result from such thlngs as
too little water (Hartwell), or too little dlssolved oxygen
in the water (Table Rock) .

Water releases can reduce fish populatlons for any of
several reasons including: (1) the anaerobic condition of
water released from lower elevations ofsthe leke; {2) A
improper design of the release mechanisms. {causing gaseous
supersaturatlon,_for example); (3) too much, too lltrle, or
surges of water released to satisfy'other»project purposes;
(4)'release of water thermally incompatible with needs of down-
stream biota; and (5) the incomplete understanding of biologi-

cal requirements.

Problems from all these causes were found at Table
Rock Ashtabula, Fort Peck, Ouachlta, Oahe, Texoma, Mosquito
Creek, Hartwell, J. Percy Priest, Isabella, and John Day.
Active Corps financed programs. to correct the causeelof fish
loss are under way at Table Rock (injecting oxygen) and John
Day (alteration of discharge facilities). At Ashtabula, the
loss was attributable to recent floods and is not inherently:
a part of resource management. At the remaining WRDPs

(27.6% of the sample), there are conflicts between project
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v purposes and downstream fish losses that deserve increased’

attentlon.

3. Insufficient W11d11fe Concern

‘ The Corps is conscientious about caring for waterfowl.v
The importance of grain crops as feed for waterfowl, partlcu—
ldrlngeese, is well recognized at all Corps WRDFs énd no
serioﬁs conflicts or problems were’reported. Such 1is not -
the case, however, with upland and big game. Indications of
the insufficient'concern for these segments of the wildlife -
population include: (1) lack of conscious,-plehned habitat
manipulation to augment game carrying capacities; (2) con-
fusxon over the responsible leadershlp role on land leased

-and/or llcensed to state flSh and wildlife agencies, particu-

]arly if parcels-are also leased to farmers and ranchers; (3)
decllnes 1n game populations and hunter success; (4) increased
hunter pressure on prlvate land.

" The causes of the v151b1e problems w1th game resources

.at - Corps WRDPs are: (1) confusxon over the role and level

of COrps responsibility in wildlife management; (2) a general
éssUmption by the Corpsvthat'state's rights preempt the field
leav1ng no role for positive Corps management- (3) theeShort—_
age of trained Corps biologists at the project level- (4)

poor consideration" of w1ld11fe requirements during project
plannlng so that lands available for wildlife habitat manage-
ment are too small, of ‘the wrong kind, or. poorly located, ,
(5) program emphasis upon water-oriented recreatlon visita-
tion rather than habitat ‘management and use by hunters, (6)
;nadequate funding; and (7) leasing and f1nanc1al arrangements

" that make Corps leasing for interim uses, such as agrlculture

dnd grazlng, flnanc1ally more benef1c1al to local governments



than leasing the same lands to public agencies for wildlife
management. '

Serious wildlife management»problems were rep@rted at 19
"WRDPs (65.5% of the sample), and there is evidence that game
management could be materially improved at three others.
Hence, there is an indicated need for improved wildlife
programs at 22 or 75.9% of sampled Corps WRDPs. Those
WRDPs surveyed by CZRC whlch are not included Ln the above
are: Leech and Pend Orellle (except waterfowl referred to
above), which ‘are large natural lakes with mlnlmal Corps MRL-
Hopquton Everett, Foster J. Sayers, Mosqulto'Creek, and
Alamo, where all MRL has beeﬁ leased to state_governmenté;
and MRP #21 where most MRL is leasedeto»the USF&WS.

'Although very diverse, the observed wildlife.  manage-

ment problems can be attributed to the causes cited above.

The specific cause at WRDPs with low MRL ratios (Table Rock,5
'Hartwell, 0l1d Hickory, Black'Warrior) is lack bf sufficient
land to do more than conduct token wildlife habitat programs..
In other instances, the specific causes of problems were:

a ‘lack of undersﬁanding by state personnel of_the flexibility
available to them to finance timber harvesting to enhance
wildlife habitat (South Carolina at Clark Hill); the adminis-
tration of domestic livestock use'on Corps land by the BLM -
as agent for the USF&WS at Fort Peck; a lack of clear physical
and fiscal relationships of agriculﬁurallcrops and wildiife
food production at Wappapello, Oahe, and Cordell Hull; live- .
stock and big game conflicts at Ashtabule, Tekomé,.Eufaula,
and Oahe; conflicts with forest management at Ouachita;
slowness in obtaining big game land (mitigation) at Dworshak
(a source of sportsmen's consternation); and pressing urbani-

l

zation at J. Percy Priest. Improved management could be
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,achieved at Colebrook, Chesapeake and Delaware Canal, and
anes'Bluff. ' ’ '
©. 4. Fish and Wildlife Findings

‘ a. Positive ' ’

(1) Corps personnel at Englneer DlStrlCt and
WRDP levels practice limited flsh and wildlife management
w1th1n the WRDPs in cooperatlon with state and Federal fish

Aand w11d11fe agencles.

. (a) The water level at some WRDPs is manlpu-'
lated to enhance fish nursery and waterfowl values, such as
Eufaula. ' '

. : (b) Per1phera1 vegetatlon is encouraged
w1th1n some of the storage pools as food and cover for fish
and w1ldllfe. S

(c) Release schedules and structures are

' modxfled to enhance downstream flsherles.

Q) Wlldllfe blologlsts employed at WRDPs

.have 1n1t1ated w11d11fe habltat improvement programs.

‘(e) The Corps has issued. 217 instruments

‘outgrantlng 1. 8 m11110n acres of land to fish and wildlife

agenc1es. .

(2) The water bodies and shorelands . of the Corps
WRDP system are, for the most part, man-created environments
which can be managed more Lnten51vely for fish and wildlife

productlon than 1s now the case.

(a) Maintenance of constant water elevatlons_

tdurlng approprlate seasons 1ncreases the waterfowl ‘carrying
- capacity at prOJects such as John Day; similar opportunities

exist at WRDPs such as Pend Orellle.



‘ (b) Wildlife habitat improvement programs
at a few WRDPs, such as Clark Hill, are enhancing waterfowl
w1ld turkey, and other upland game populations.

(c) Approximately 31% of Corps WRDPs have
converted downstream areas from warm-water fzsherles to cold-
water fisheries, the most notable example being Lake Taneycomo
belOW'Table Rock, but release of water thermally incompatible
with needs of downstream biota is always possible;' e

b: Negatlve : _

(1) Realization of the full flSh and. wildlife
- potential of Corps WRDPs has been hampered by lack of funds,.
qualeled personnel, and policy direction.

(a) conflicts between water elevatlons
presently maintained and fish and waterfowl needs occur at
55.2% of Corps WRDPS. '

, (b) Corps solutions to fish and waterfowl
problems emphasize structural modification and mechanical

manipulation rather than resolving conflicts améng competing -

resource uses,

(c) Corps WRDP personnel have not assumed
strong coordinative leadership at 1nterstate WRDPs even when
requested to do so by state agencies.

(d) Corps programs empha51ze water—orlented
recreation rather than habltat enhancement and hunting.

(e) Fish and wildlife enhancement receive a
low priority, uSually below all other Corps programs.

(2) Lake fishery and waterfowl receive more
attention than stream fisheries or upland wildlife.

(a) The quantity, gquality, and tlmlng of
water releases downstream deserve increased attention at 27.6%
of Corps WRDPs. '
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| (b) Responsibility for fish and wildlife
management is divided between the Corps and state and other |

4Federa1 agencies with no clearrleadership role established

_(c) Wlldllfe habitat management problems and -
underuse of potentlal exists at 75.9% of Corps WRDPs. Par- )
tlcularly noticeable is the lack of conscious planned w11d-n
llfe management programs. '

(d) At some WRDPs, so little emergent land

'was acqulred that mean1ngful w1ld11fe management activities
'”are not 90531ble.

. (3) Shortages of qualified professional personnel
and funds extend to state fish and wildlife agencies that

fdepend largely on dedicated revenue from user fees and

license sales.’

(a) The majority of state fish and wildlife
expertlse is concentrated in the headquarters staffs where -
one or two biologists may have responsibility for management -
of ‘all state game land and fisheries programs; single dis-

trict biologists often administer total fish and wildlife

programs. in very large areas.

(b) Increases in present dedlcated revenue

‘sources have by and large not kept pace with decreases in

purcha51ng power and state fish and w1ld11fe agenc;es are

- reducing programs or’ seeklng new sources of revenue.

c. Corps and Contiguous Land Use

The use of land resources at Corps WRDPs is influenced
by actions in three distinct but tightly interrelated Zones
of the analytic unit: (1) the shoreline, including shallow:
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water offshore; (2) Corps lands, particularly those lands
that are seldom or never inundated; and (3) lands that are
contiguous to Corps administered property. The location,
'size, and timing-bf land,allocations by - the CorpSgahd'invest~'
ments in specific land uses influence-andfare influenced.by
the use of the shoreline. For example, Corps investment
decisions in designated-redreation areas at Eufaula and Black
‘Warrlor affected investment decisions by private developers.v
Conversely, prlvate development decisions at- Wappapello were
exerting considerable. access. pressures to whlch Corps per—
sonnel felt obllged +to respond

. The ‘actual.dimensions of the. three zones are dependent
upon variations in shoreline elevation, w1dth of the Federally
owned strip of shoreland, the_locatlon and size of -Federally
owned parcels, the:amount of land owned byfcthef.public
agenCies,uand-the.biophysical‘Characteristicsﬁof'the lend—

.scape. The case studies . .show a physiographic.area‘surrounding' —

each WRDP within which.more or less direct physical..cause-
effect relationships -exist,.and a generally larger :and
- more indistinct .area where changing socioeconomic condi-

tlons have a direct. bearlng aupon recreatlonal use of the WRDP.

The aesthetics of scenes perceived by man .are. dlfflcult
to state in. absolute terms because different persons derive
different levels of satisfaction from the same scene. In the
case of outdoor recreation, aesthetics were related to
naturalness and orderliness of the scene perceived from the

water surface and from access corridors leading to the WRDP,

The following discussion of Corps Iahd and contiguous
land usage is limited to the relationships that directly
influence the quality of the biophysical environment at Corps
WRDPS. | ' |

*
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1. Adverse Effects of Contiguous Commercial and
Residential Use of Land

Encroachments upon Federal land were reported at

‘eHartWell, ol1d Hickory, Isabella, Ashtabula, Cumberland Foster
'VJQ:Sayers, wépoapello, Table Rock, John Day, Eufaula, Black™”
%Warrior; Pend dreille, Mosquito Creek, and Texoma; 48.3% of
.'the'projects éhrveyéd. Although the majority of MRL at
fMosqu1to Creek and Foster J. Sayers Ls outgranted to'state

_governments,vencroachment remalns a Corps problem. Loss of
“natural aesthetic appeal was observed at Texoma, Eufaula
‘John Day, Wappapello, Ashtabula, Cumberland, Isabella, Old

llickory, Hartwell, Ouachita, and Oahe; 37.9% of the projects

‘surveyed. Development of commercial and residential fac111-
‘ties adjacent to the Federal boundary was found to be’ '
‘ suff1c1ently dense to block public access to Corps land and
'the shoreline at Hartwell,'Old.Hickory,lTable Rock,,Texoma, ’
’;and Pend Oreille; 17.2% of WRDPs surveyed.n Except~for Texoma
;andiPend Oreille (a natural lake where Corps ownership and
control is very limited), the conséquences are limited to-
. WRDPs with low MRL ratios. Urban runoff with attendant soil-
'er051on and locallzed (often short term) degradation of ,
‘water quality were reported or. observed at Texoma, John Day,
:Eufaula, Jones ‘Bluff, Wappapello, 014 chkory, and Hartwell
724 1% of the WRDPs surveyed.

- Other observed adverse effects of high density commercial

'and rosidential_development included: overcrowding of'public

recreation areas and facilities; increased workload on WRDP

‘and Engineer District staffs to accept applications from

" .and lissue permits and other outgrant instruments to private'

individuals authorizing them to modify shorelands or install

floating facilities; and requirements for staff time to ensurg

‘the integrity of Federal property.
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One of thé primary causes of the adverse effects of
- contiguous commercial and residential use of land is inade—
}quate Corps acquisition of key parcels of land. Control of
:'such key parcels on some WRDPs is essentlal to effective
fmanagement of the MRL.

Inadequate Corps land acquisition was cited as a cause

.of adverse effects at Oahe, Hartwell, Isabella, 0ld Hickory,

Ashtabula, Cumberland, Table Rock, Eufaula, Black Warrior,
_Jones Bluff, and Pend Oreille; 37. 9% of the WRDPs eurveyed.

- 8ix of the seven low MRL ratio WRDPs reported inadequate
'land as a cause of adverse 1mpacts on the resource units.

At Colebrook, the only low ‘MRL WRDP without a problem,
_Corps ownershlp is coupled w1th Metropolltan District Com-
mission of Hartford ownershlp to afford nearly complete _
~control of the ‘lands within the analytical unlt, Similarly,
there is a lack of negative lmpacts at the Leeeh'Lake WRDP,
where ownership and management of over 50% of the lands
‘within the analytical unit by the USFS and the Minnesota -
Department of Natural Resources is coupled with state man-

dated zoning and building codes on private lands within one-

quarter mile of the shoreline.

A second important cause of WRDP reeource degradation
from contiguous commercial and residential land use is the
lack or inadequacy of local land use planning and ‘develop-
ment regulations and/or the lax enforcement of those that
exist. This situation was found at Pend Oreilie,‘Texoma,'
Mosquito Creek, Eufaula, Jones Bluff, Foster J. Sayers,
MRP #21, Wappapello, Table Rock, Hartwell, Isabella, ,
01d Hickory, Ouachita, and Oahe; 48.3% of the WRDPs in the
sample. All but two of. the WRDPs (Hopkinton—Everett and

-
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Leech) do not have local land use and building fegulations |
covering all lands abutting WRDP lands. At four other WRDPS,

‘portions of lands abutting WRDP lands lie within urban juris-

dlctlons with strong conventional controls, e.g., those por-
tions of 0Old chkory and J. Percy Priest within the ]urlsdlc—
tlon of the Metropolltan Government of Nashville and Davidson
County. This means that 79.3% of all WRDPs surveyed lie in
-]urlsdlctlons where there are no land use controls to comple-
fment Corps management. ’

Opportunltles for Corps project personnel to capitalize
“on the potentlal for contlguous development and to work ‘co-

_operatlvely to control or guide development when 1t occurs_
‘exist to some extent at all 29 WRDPs included in the sample.

" This exténds_tovcoordinative and cooperative relation-

‘ships with state and other'Federalvagencies in planning and
managing contiguous lands. At all of the WRDPs where USFS

’;Lands constituted a significant portion of the analytical

unit, attitgdes of Corps and USFS personnel can best be des-
cribed as very formal. True coordination means that both

parties are willing and able to give up some things in. return

for gains elsewhere - an atmosphere of reciprocity.

Inadequate definition'and prOtection of the boundaries
‘of Corps-acquired land was found to be a cause of adverse
:effects at Oahe, Ouachita, Isabella, Harfwell,NOId Hickory,

3Ashpabula, Cumberland, TableaRoek; John Day, Pend Oreille,

.and Téxdma: 37.9% of the samplé.

2. Effects of Corps Development on Contiguous Land

-The value of land increases with proximity to safe and

sanitary access to the lakes. This increase in land value

represents a portion of the land development process generally



leading to the de#elopment of housing and/or commercial
_establishments at a rate faster than on parcels not so
‘favored. The process quickly limits the pbtential for en-~
larging the area of public land adjacent to Corps develop-
ments.

Where WRDPs are constructed in areas exhibiting low
:density suburban or exurban housing patterns; Corps‘devélop-
ment decisions may alter the land use patterns to include
‘service establishments and tq'change‘from single unit residen-
tial to either high density subdivisions, apartments, or -
condominiums. Corps- induced changes are most evident at
Texoma, Pend Oreille, Table Rock, Wappapello, Hartwell Cum~ .
;berland,-Isabella, Oahe, and Ouachlta

. This process occurs 1n at least two stages at low MRL
rat;o»lakes. The first increment of development occurs
linearly on the strip of land immediately adjaéent to Corps
land, but not necessarily evenly along the entire shoreline.
For example,_although the portion of 0ld Hickory which is
nearest to downtown Nashville (but outside the zoning juris-
diction of the Nashville-Davidson County Metropolitan | |
Government) is'high density‘subdrban development, upstream
housing density grades downward to exurban and rural. The
second stage occurs when the accessible shoreline areas are
filled; second and third tier_development;then radiates from
places where the second and third tier homeowners can gain
access to the water. The Hendersonville portion of 01d
Hickory may represent a third stage of development: whole
peninsulas are'entirely developed, (Figure 3. l) and the mag--
‘nitude, pace, and location of future development is not in-
fluenced by Corps development decisions (perhaps not even by
lCorps lakeshore management plans). )
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. Middle and high MRL ratio WRDPs begin w1th stage two,
:and as at Eufaula, the sequence of development responds to
:the proximity of transportation arteries and the capacity of
jcdrpé development. The volume of subdivision activity at
:Corps projects is indicated by the data shown in Tablev3-3.
J Another consequence of Corps development décisions is -
competition between concessioners and private recreation
service establishments. Concessions, whether operating under
fleasés issued by the Corps or other agencies, offer a mix of
facilities and services prescribed by the public¢ agency;
the quality and price of the goods and sérvices offered are
subject to public regulation and inspection. On the other
Hhand; faciliﬁiés operated on private land are subject only
to the forces of the markét, such local controls as exist,
and sometimes Corps supervision of the location’and quality‘
of floating facilities installed. Thus, Corps decisions con-
cerning the construction and operation of facilities that
:detract from the. business of a Corps conce551oner may cause-
business fallures such as at- Hartwall

There is generally a uniform lack of analysis of the
impact of Corps investﬁent'and policy decisions upon contiguoﬁs
land in Corps master plans; in fact, no data were discovered
at the project level that would facilitate such analyses.

Additionally, sites chosen by the Corps for development
often do not have sufficient size to buffer the effects of
development from contiguous lands. This characteristic was
reported at Oahe, Ouachita, Isabella, Hartwell, 014 Hickory,
Cumberland, Ashtabula, Table Rock, Texoma, Pend Oreille,
Leech, Eufaula, Robert S. Kerr, Black Warrior, and Jones
Bluff. These 15 WRDPs (51.7% of the WRDPs surveyed) lacked
adequate key land for recreation facility development.
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.Table 3-3 Summary of Known Platted Subdivision, Number of ‘Lots, and Lots
Abutting Federal Property at 29 Corps Water Resource Develop-
ment. Projects.

# Platted . Number of Lots

_ Co Sub- Number of Abutting Coxps .

WRDP " ) divisions Lots . _.Property
.'i.  wappapel1o N , _ | 3. _ 5,100 o N/Aa
}2. ¥Ou§chita‘ : g 2,020 N/A‘
‘3;_“F9rt peck - N/A - N/A : N/A
é4.£‘0ahe | .' _ N/A o N/A . i'. 110

5. Colebrook | o "_ 0 0
“6.~'ﬁopkinton-Everétt -0 N/A - |

7. Foster J. Séyrgs N/A _._v N/A ; N/A

8. Cgesapeake & o ‘ | .

Delaware Canal 0 N/A : N/A

9. MRP #21 ; NA wa N/A
io.. Ashtabula “N/A N/A 100
11. Leech? o . NA o N/A N/A
12. Pend Oreille®  ° N/A A N/A
13;r;Q¢hn Day © .. _' o | 0 0
‘;4, ;DQorshak L | N/A | N/A . N/A
15..'Cordell Hull - o N/A WA o N/A
16, Cumberland 120 N/A - N/A
17. oOld Hickory - 14 29,000 _ | 2,700
1&3; . Percy Priest N/A "~ N/A S N/A

8]
}

41



Table 3-3 (Continued)

# Platted ' Number of Lots
- _ Sub- Number of Abutting Corps
WRDP ) divisions Lots o . Property _
19. . Mosquito Creek’ . N NA . . N/A
20& Black Warriof . N/A' N . ‘N/A", o , N/A
21. Jones Bluff . N/A : N/A o v_ N/A
22. Clark Hill . 35 CowvA 598
23. Hartwell 00 | wa : 2,6?;‘
24, Alamo S 0 B - ‘.", o
25. . Isabella N/A - - N/A B N/A
26. Table Rock 284 o 18,534‘ S 6,721
27. Eufaula 136 ﬁ/A - N/A
28. Robert S. Kerr ~  N/A | NA N/A
29. Texoma - 70 o N/A .,  N/A
- | Summary - 1,064 54,654 I 12,302

éNot available.

bﬁatural lake, no exterior Corps boundary.



S Corpé and Contiguous Land Use Findings

a. The interrelationship between Corps and adjacent

51and use has been shown 51gn1£1cant1y to effect recreation

"ovcruse and/or underuse at WRDPs.

. b. Corps planning considers soc1oeconom1c condl—'

.tlons in large geographic areas that influence recreation
v;use, but does not adequately include detailed socioeconomic

and land use conditions in the much smaller area -- up to.
0.75 miles of the shoreline -- within which 1mpacts are most
 severe.

c. Corps policies and dec151ons 1nfluence invest-
ment decisxons within the biophysical area, and decisions by
contiguous owners force responses»by the Corps on the Federal

 lands they manage. Failure by Corps officials to recognize

and act upon this relationship has resulted in:

1) Increased presSure for'dockvand‘landscaping'
outgrants (24.1%). ‘

2). Loss of aesthetlcally pleasxng approaches to
WRDPS (37 9¢) . ' '

3) Encroachment by adjoining landowners (55.2%).

4) Intensive déVelopment constituting a barrier
to ready access to the water (17.2%).

5) Accelerated, nutrient rich runnoff from .
intensive contiguous dévelopment'Causing poténtial-
water quality degradation in the WRDP (24.1%).

d. Inadequate land in key locations is a major con-

‘tributor to the adverse biophysical impacts being experienced
at Corps WRDPs (37.9%).



|

_ e. There are no controls on the development process
exerclsed by local government jurisdictions at 79.3% of the
- Corps WRDPs surveyed. The~51tuatlon is exacerbated by the
fact that only portions of four additional WRDPs are subject
to stringent development controls. '

f£. Inadequate definition and_protectionfof the
~ Corps boundaries_is a significant cause of encfoachments in
it3749% of the WRDPs surveyed. g

_ _ g. Interrelationships between-conoessioners on

' Corps land vary by WRDP‘and by time. Corps prOJect personnel
do not now monitor this changing: relatlonshlp, ‘thus,. there
1sAno basis- upon: which to adjust Corps concessloner rela-
“tionships to accommodate changes in’competitive position.

D. Real Estate Programs and Practices

From the standpoint of recreatlon, fish and w1ld11fe
'enhancement, and land use, Real Estate Directorate (RED)
5personnel function in six areas: (1) as a rep051tory ‘for
.all land titles; (2) issuing easements; iicenses,and permits -
-to. agencies and individuals for_rights-of-way ecross Federalj
land; (3) issuing leases and 1ioenses to public agencies for
ﬂpublic recreation and for fish and wildlife enhancement; (4)
.issuing leases to quasi-public agencies for the use of
'Federal lands and the development of group recreation
facilities; (5) issuing leases and llcenses to private indi-
“viduals for a variety of activities on Federal land, including
iprivate cottages, commercial concessions, cultivation of row
crops, and grazing; and (6) supérvising the sale of products,
‘such as timber, from civil and military proPerty.



- In each of the areas, RED personnel are charged with

" assuring the integrity of the land entrusted to the Corps,
?fincluding: resolution of encroachment upon Federal

- property and trespass;‘imposition of special terms designed
to protect and enhance the Federal lands and inepection to;
assure compliance by grantees with the special and general
*terms of outgrant instruments; and periodic calculation of
;dfalr and equitable amounts due the U. S from the grants

-of use privileges. ’

Successful accompllshment of these tasks requires skllls_
_in- real estate law and practice, bu51ness admlnlstratlon '
‘(partlcularly marina and food and 1od91ng management), land
'Amanagement and publlc affalrs.

In fulfllllng-thelr responsibilities; REdeerSonnel are
‘constrained by: (1) conditions imposed in’ the project authori-
zatzon, such as the recognltlon of exlstlng utlllty rights-
of-way, rlghts of first refusal and/or rlghts attached to the

racqulsltlon of the property,vsuch as the right of - llvestock
‘to-Cross Federal land to water; (2) master plan designation
: of ‘arcas for intensive recreation development, interim uses, -
~and wildlife management- (3) acceptance by state and local
pgovernments of national policies: for assuming development
operating, and maintenance costs; ‘and - (4) the effectlveness
'd_of progect level Corps organlzatlons.

The RED staff at the fleld level can domlnate recrea-
- tion and resource admlnlstratlon, or they can be only a ‘
_service unit sub31d1ary to the planning and/or operatlons
‘funttlons. Some of - thevproblems in the real estate area
'cannot’be attributed solely to the real estate staffs.
These problems are the result of joint decisions made with

.-pcraonnel in other substanttve d1v1510ns



In this ﬁart of the study, the effectiveness of the

- Corps' real estate programs and policies with respect to
recreation, fish and wildlife enhancement are dealt with.
Flrst,examples of good management practices are cited,
‘followed by a discussion of problem areas ln whlch 1mprove—
‘ments could profitably be made.. |

First consider examples of the strong poxnts in the

: programs and policies. Corps real estate practlces represent -
- very high standards. There is openVCOmpetitive bidding for

concession privileges, full disclosure of negbtiétidns for
agricultural and grazing leases,.and use of a base fixed fee
* plus gradﬁated:percentage of gross ‘income to CQmpute.con— 
"cessionér rents. All these practices are recognized by public
agencies such as the Office of Ménégement and Budget asvfair
and eguitable ways to grant prlvate use of. nubllc land whlle
,protectlng the national lnterest.

Now consider areas in which the Corps' real estate
practices can be improved with respeét to its recreation,

- fish and wildlife enhancement efforts. These areas principally
involve: (1)‘instrument conditions and enforcement; (2)
inadequately defined and/or unprotected boundaries;  (3)
‘concession practices; (4) interim land uses; (5) reliance on

'state and local governments; and (6) use of other Federal |

~ Resource Management Agenc1es.

l. Instrument Conditions and Enforcement

Instrument éhd enforcement deficiencies génerally lead
to poor use or overuse of land resources. Overgrazing and
'poor agricultural practices, for example, evidenced by exposed
soils and accelerated erosion, were reported at Ouachita,

Fort Peck, Oahe, Isabella, Ashtabula, Wappapello, Texoma,
John Day, and’ Eufaula- 31.0% of the progects sampled.
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‘ Instrument and enforcement deficiencies also génerally
lead to the presence of poorly operated and maintained con-
T“ce551on areas. The evidence most often found was run-downf
’.buildings, house trailers used as rental units scattered
~ about a concession area, and the presence of abandoned
'stehlcles, appllances, and other debrls. Poor conce551oner
~ compliance with the maintenance provislons of Corps lease
7 instruments’ was noted at. Leech, Cumberland, Hartwell, and o1d
flﬂlckory, or 13 8% of the sample.

_ There 1s -a 1ack elther of - reallstlc grantee 1nvestment
“rschedules in the terms of the outgrant or. of evidence that o
-existing schedules are belng met at Isabella, Pend Orellle,-.
"‘Dworshak Hopklnton-Everett, and Eufaula, or l7 2% of the
WRDPs sampled.  More serious is the lack of an accounting of
 cumulative investments in recreation and fish and wildlife .
-made'by non-Corps entities. At all WRDPs except Colebrook ;
-f(where there are no outgrants) and Cumberland records of
*mthe cumulative total of- 1nvestment per lessee and forecasts
:of planned lessee anestment are lncomplete.' At the WRDPs
;iwhere the records and forecasts are incomplete, their

- existence in - any form seems to be more nearly attributable _
ffto the lnltlatlve of the lessee fan example is the forecast‘.
;pof planned 1nvestment by the Qulncy (IllanlS) Park Dlstrlct-
'g(MRP $21)] than to Corps management of the lessees.' '

,_Enforcement def1c1enc1e5‘lead to afterethe-fact dis-
ﬂcOvory of encroachments and trespass.r Encroachments are
evident at John Day, Eufaula, ‘Black Warrlor, Jones Bluff
lPend Orellle, Texoma, Table Rock, Wappapello, "Ashtabula, :
{Cumberland Isabella, Hartwell, 014 chkory, Ouachita, Oahe;

Spoc1a1 care was taken not to include in this enumeratlon 4
those facilities built upon private land adjacent to a’ Corps
_boundary but. operated as part of an area covered by Corps
lcasc or Title 36 permlt. .
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.and Fort Peck; 55.2% of the WRDPs surveyed. Lack of interest
“in field inspecgion and enforcement activities by RED and

- lack of RED professional staff at field locations from which

- frequent, irreéular observations of conditions could origin—
ate were reported at Black Warrior, Jones Bluff, Pend Oreille,
jJChesapeake and Delaware Canal, Wappapello, MRP- #21, Foster J.
’Sayers. Ashtabula, Leech, Isabella, Oahe, and Fort Peck-
+41.4% of the Surveyed WRDPs.

In one field, wildlife enhancement, RED'personnel have

" difficulty in identifying adverse effecrs’Of poor . land
‘‘management praCtices. Wildlife outgrants (leases and licenses)
. are made to state and Federal agenc1es w1th blologlcal exper-‘
tise. RED off1c1als do not have the necessary expertise to_
ijudge the adequacy of proposed state or Federal investments
and operatlng and maintenance schedules.. Further, compliance
~with schedules that are submlttedbls difficult to enforce. .

'Part of the problem in the wildlife enhancement field
is the incomplete understanding by state lessees of the
.financial alternatives open to them.for managing habitat on
WRDP land. For example, tbp South Carolina Wildlife and
- Marine Resources Department staff were uncertain as to the
extent departmental personnel could mark.and cause to be sold
bstandlng timber on land leased from the Corps at Clark Hill. -
The lease provides that such proposals be made as part of
"the state's annual work program that is reviewed by the Corps
for technical competency and that reéeipts'from the sale be-
earmarked for further improvement of the leasehold.

The degree of RED reliance upon progect level personnel
is conditioned by the quality of the field force. In the
‘South Caroliha case cited above, project level professional



eféffdcan relate_hebitat management on Corps land to state
_hanagement proposals; at other prOjects, there are no profes-
“sional personnel other than the district environmental
ﬁreSGQrces staff on whom RED can call for assistance. Under.
‘theee'circumStahces, it is difficult to obtain flexibility in
balancing the technical 1an§uage of the instruments against
‘pragmatlc field relationships w1th1n the context of 1egal and
fpollcy requxrements. '

‘A well recognized cause of encroachment and trespass is
“the absence of well marked boundaries on the land outgranted.
In 'some cases, this situation is synonymous with faild:e,to
~mark"c1early the limit of intensive recreation areas where
speciel visitor regulation authorities apply. In ‘these
cases, RED respon51b111t1es can be coordlnated with Corps
fleld personnel, especially the growing ranger force. Mutual
confidence may require frequent RED/Recreatlon Resource
”Manaqement coordlnatlng sessions to assure 301nt famlllarlty

with conditions in the field and with RED requirements. .

: A principal cause of the problems associated with instru-
ﬁent conditions and enforcement is the lack of direct'inVOIVe¥
ment by project level personnel in the formulatlon of the
.condltlons to be attached to outgrant 1nstruments and the
yery.uneven division of responsibility between RED personnel
énd-Operations_Division personnel stationed at or assigned to
the WRDPs. In some instances, prOJect personnel warn con- '
ce531oners of unsatlsfactory .conditions only to see RED
inspectors ignore their recommendations to penalize repeat _
offenders} in some cases, outgrant-inspections_are made by ..
RED onlylence per year. Such conditions were found to exist
at Ouachita, Fort Peck, Oahe, Isabella, Ashtabula, MRP #21,
 Pend Oreille, and Texoma; 27.6% of the sample.
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2. 1Inadeduately Defined and Unprotected Boundaries

The incidence of management problems related to inade-~
-quate ‘boundary location and marking is identical to that
aSBOCIated with contiguous land use. There are, however,

dlfferent con51deratlcns more dlroctly related to RED act1v1t1es.‘

Lack of ¢learly marked boundarles makes prosecutlon of
;violators difficult. Examples of inability to prove trespass.'
_v1olat10ns were found at Quachita, Oahe, Isabella, 0ld
chkory, Hartwell, Ashtabula, Cumberland,'Table'Rock, and
;Pend'Oreille; 27.5% of the WRDPs-surveyed, Fregquent grazing,
timber, and wildlifevtrespass is'another'problem. The cause-
effect relationship~between trespass.frequency'andvboundary
definition is not clear. 'Rustlingfis'a»national phenomenoh;
felling mature walnut trees is a function of the market
value of a highly demanded material in short sﬁpply.
,FreQuent abuses and unsuccessful prosecutions were
- reported at Texoma, MRP #21, Wappapello, Ouachita, Oahe, and
Fort Peck; 21.6% of the projects in the sample. |

The causes of this situation mainly stem from the low
:priority'assigned to boundaryrproblems, such as was'reported
:at Ouachita, Oahe, Fort Peck Hartwell, old chkory, Ashtabula,
Table Rock, Foster J. Sayers, Wappapello, MRP #21, John Day,
1Eufaula,‘Robert S. Kerr, Black Warrior, andAJones Bluff;

51.7% of the'projects studied. Low priorityemeans too few
~personnel in the field and a reluctance to prdSecute encroachj
ment and trespass cases vigorously. .Some evidence of this -
exists in the level of staffing of RED Management and Disposal
Branches (or its equivalent) at the districtileVel. Lack of
vigorous enforcement is indicated when resolution of en-
croachment cases consists of the sale or lease of the property
encroached upon to the offender (four such sales and three
such leases reported in one: year at a 31ngle WRDP)
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-3, Concession Practices -

A’3The 39 case studies include 117 concessioners operating
under leases issued by the Corps. Two_of the leases were for
térms exceeding 25 years, 78 were for terms of 16 to 25 years{

17 were for terms of 6 to 15 years, and 20 were for texms
of 1 to 5 years.

The basis upon-which annual rent is paid varies widely.
District RED personnel are»cenverting to the system of
ﬁiniﬁum fixed fee plus a graduated scale based upbnvthe
relationship of gross income to investment. The rate at
which this conversion is occurring also varies widely. Some
districts are renegotlatlng leases on their initiative while _
other districts wait for the termination of the present lease
or a request by the lessee for major modifications. During
1973, 47 leases spec1f1ed a flxed annual rental 37 were
based upon a small fixed minimum rental plus a percentage of
g:oss,lncome, and 33 speclfled the graduated system.

Ahaleis offthe characteristics of the 117 coneessions,

-shown in Table 3-4, reveals that the term of lease is. relatlvely

short. In an earller study ' concessxoners indicated that un-

-cértalntles of‘prOJect operatlons~beyond the control of con-

cessioner, requirements to remove all facilities on 30 day
notice if the land is to be converted from recreation to
other project purposes, and inability to secure capital at

reasonable cost when tenure is less than 50 years all con-

tribute to llmlted concessioner investment in recreatlon
facxlltles. In this regard, the exlstence of run-down or
substandard facilities was noted at Oahe, Hartwell Old
Hickery, Leech, Eufaula, Cumberland and Isabella; 21.6% of
the projects surveyed

Coastal Zone Rcsources Corporation..1973. The Private Sector
and Cost-Sharing Recreation Development and Maintenance at
(u;p of’Englneers Multi-Purpose Projects: An Initial In-
quiry. Offlce, Chlef of Engineers, Washington, D C.

4
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- Survey team observation of concessions revealed that
with few exceptioné concession'operations are primarily marinas
‘and. fish camps that vary only in scale. This situation con-
‘trasts with resort type facilities found on private land
contiguous to low MRL ratio WRDPs, such as Table Rock, which
only require passage across a narrow strip of Corps-land and
a permit for floating facilities. Hence, the full potential
range of visitor demands for fishing,.boating, and other
fam1ly activities which could be offered by Corps WRDPs 1s
_11m1ted ba51cally to water related act1v1t1es.

A corollary problem is the concession fallure or turn-
over. Definitive measures of the turnover rate are not avail-
‘able for a variety of reasons. An operator ‘may assign his
interest in a lease.and facilities to another party with
approval .of the District Engineer.‘vThere.is no easy way to
determine whether such assignment is made because of financial
difficulties or because of speculation. In addition, although
a large number of lease amendmehts record internal reorgani-
zation of lesSees, it is not possible to teli whether the
reorganization was caused by a need to save an operation by
infusing new capital or the emergence of a domihant.individual
in:a viable operation. Thirdly,.turhovers may be caused by
Corps operation of WRDP water ievels,rather than private in-

vestment or the management capability of the'oéerator.

A cause of poor concessioner selection is inadequate mar-
ket information upon which to base,the‘contentvand timing of a
concession prospectus. .Forecasting recreation visitation
‘accurately is difficult, particularly in view of the varlety
of purposes to be served by Corps project forecasts. Plannlng;
staff forecasts during the preauthorization period and the



dégfee of subsequent forecast refinement depend upon whethef
‘recreation is intended as an authorized purpose for which
benefits must be calculated as directed by Supplement 1,
Senete Document 97, or whethe: only an estimate of the'oost
of minimum basic facilities is needed. Other forecasts are
made during the post-authorization master planning process
in order to determine facility needs. The methodology for
this process, devised by the Sacramento Engiheer District

. for the Office, Chief of Engineers, is a useful guide for
determining service areae and capacities needed?®.

In no case, however, do forecasts isolate the

'competitive and/or oomplementary relationships between
different levels of publiC'investments and pfiVate invest-
meﬁts. Distinctions are not made between gross visitation
and visitors WhOAWill contribute to the cash flow of a con--
‘cessioner ’ ' ' '

Finally, although not guantifiable, there was a feeling
‘in. some districts that persons with the,prerequisites for
a good Corps concessioner are hard to find and, therefore,
. every consideration should be glven to exlstlng operators

to prevent a lease cancellatlon and a vacant conce851on
" operation. '

4. Interim Uses of Land

Land acquired as part of‘WRDPs may be allocated only for
“éuthorized uses.- Where recreation and fish and wildlife
‘cnhancement are recognized as project purposes, allocatlons

of land for these purposes may be made. During the transition
from land use patterns existing at the time of WRDP authori-
zation and full operation of the project, lands not immed-
\iately needed for project operations, recreation development,

: Sacramento District. 1969. Estimating Inltlal Reservozr
Recreatlon Use. Sacramento, California. .
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or habitat improvement can be used for other purposes, most
often agriculture and grazing practiced by owners and/or
operators of adjacent land. The Corps designates such use
of a WRDP as "interim" .and issues short-term leases (usually
S years or less) to private individuals permlttlng the
planting and harvesting of crops’and grazing of livestockK.

in theory the system permits pfoducfive use of land .
‘until a highef‘publicvdemand develbps In practice, however,'
‘the interim use tends to become permanent. The lessees
become accustomed to u51ng the land and oppose evenﬂgeneral
‘policy moves to limit private use (Wappapello); some request
| pe;mission-tb.post the land to prevent entry by sportsmen
,(Hopkinton-Evéfett) Efforts by the Corps to encourage good
husbandry increases the possessory feeling. For example,
when -the Corps included application of fertlliZer,'seed) and
fencing as lease conditionsv(Hopkinton—Everettvand Clark Hill),
the concomitant investment was considered as’sécuring a right
to the use of the land that should not be abrogated. Reduc- ~
tion of this lease program is also resisted byziocalﬂgovern—
ments who receiVe 75% of the lease income received by the
Corps. At Fort Peck and Wappapello, the short-term, interim
leases have beén repeatedly renewed £o the same individuals
oY their‘assigns~for thirty or more years. '

_ In cases such as Wappapello and Hopkinton-Everett, where
MRL is in large part level flood plain, Subjeét to only
infrequent inundation and surrounded by steep, rocky slopes and
ridges, maintenance of open pasture and the gering of grains
may be beneficial to upland wildlife. If the'Samé land were
leased to a wildlife management agency, similar agricultural
practices probably would be prescribed (as was found at Oahe: .
by the North Dakota Department of Fish and Game and at MRP #21
by the USF&WS), and there would be no lease income to dis-
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‘tribute to the counties, since .the lease income accrues to the

‘managing agency.

The situation becomes more sensitive when grazing of

open range land is involved. Such cases often result in

“direct competltlon between livestock and big game anlmals
' (Texoma, Eufaula, and Fort Peck). '

The Corps finds itself between opposing forces with
very little internal expertise available. This observed lack

‘of professional expertise;is corroborated‘by the following:

(1) specific land treatment provisions included in the
Hopkinton—Everett and Clark Hill cases are the exception

‘rather than the rule, (2) good husbandry is recommended by.

general reference to conservation districts and the cdoperating

‘U. S. Soil Conservation Service, and (3) no lease instruments
‘examined in thls study expressed pasturage or grazing in
:anlmal unit months (AUM) at specific times of the year.

5. Reliance on State and Local Governments

The intent of Congress to encourage state and local

~governments tb'develdp and operate pub1i¢7parks has been

implemented by the Corps. Five-hundred nineteen thousand
acres of Corps land have been'outgranted’to states, coun-
ties, mun1c1pa11t1es, and other local publlc bodles for

‘public recreatlon purposes.

In addltlon, state governments who' desmre and are able to
assume management respon51b111t1es for all MRL 1n a project
have been encouraged to do so as in the cases of Mosquito
Creek, Hopkinton-Everett, Foster J. Sayers, and Alamo; 13. 7%
of the WRDPs surveyed. The Congressional 1ntent_has been to

provide basic minimum safe and sanitary access to the water



fesource at .Federal expense; more sophisticated facilities,
such as full-service campgrounds and lodges, are to be
provided at .non-Federal expense. The states héve taken
advantage of the opportunities offered, as exemplified by
Cumberland State Park (Kentucky), Lake Texoma State Park
(Oklahoma), and the Baker Creek State Park (South Carolina)
under developmeht at Clark Hill. Complexes such as these

i

(with lodges, cottages, golf courses, and air strlps as well
as more conventional campgrounds ‘and marinas). constltute a
new type of state operatlon. ,the resort state park.

The following are some state.characteristics discernible from
the WRDPs studied by CZRC and from other studies. (1) Once
é-state commits itself to the long~term (50 years) administra-
tion of Federal land, it honors thé,commitment; there were
no repo:ted,attémpts by the states to .abrogate existing leases
on the Corps WRDPs surveyed. (2) State nétural resource
departments are more interested and able to accept manage- .
ment of all project MRL than single purpose state agencies. e
The Ohio (Mosquito Creek) Department of Natural Resources
exemplifies the point. Relations wlth Corps personnel are
better because inter-functional disputes are internalized.

Where consortia of .state agencies are 1nvolved, as in the
case in New ‘Hampshire (Hopkinton-Everett) and Arizona (Alamo)
coordination may become a problem. (3) There seems to be an
upper limit on WRDP size and tota1-WRDP acreage that state
agencies are able to handle financially; Most. state parks

do not meet their operations and maintenancée cost from income,
let alone accumulate reserves equal to depréciation.a

Ystates that finance capital improvements with proceeds from
the sale of revenue bonds may be an. exceptlon - Here, as in . “
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QThe;QZ,SSG acre outgrant to Afizéna at Alamo is equal to the"_
“total project acreage regorted.in RRMS 1973, and is the
’iaréest single project of this type managed by state govern-
‘fmént; . Even the size of this prdject as an upper limit is-
”mifigated against by the relatively small sizé of the recréa-f
3tion water bodyf(li,OOO acres), relative distance from popula-
..tion genters, and the fact that the capital cost of initial -

. facility development was borne by the Corps.

- The success of the outgrant policy with respect to local'.
“governments is mixed. At the 29 WRDPs surveyed, 50 recreation
-areas presently managed by the Corps were originallY'designéd
'dhd developed for operation by local governmentsa; 11.1% of all
Corps operated recreation areas in the sample WRDPs. The full
‘cost of developing these facilities Was paid by the Corps from
‘project or Code 710 funds. |

: The complexity of Corps resumption of_ﬁaﬁagement is
fincreased.when a third party concessioner has invested in
‘nfédilities and, in some cases;‘acts as park mahager for the
ﬁchal»government. The common Corps praétice obéerved-in the

. -the case of Kentucky, park operations must be profitable

. (Robert R. Nathan . and Resource Planning Assoc. 1967), but
.in the process non-revenue generating facilities, such as
- sand beaches, are often neglected in favor of facilities

.~ that do generate income, such as lodge swimming pools.

“The total of 50 represents known areas where management has re-

. verted to.the Corps.. The point was not pushed in early

- field work and some reversions may have been missed. Nash-

:'ville Engineer District personnel reported that at least two

~other recreation areas outgranted to.local governments were
likely to revert to the Corps. S



study was to honor existing lease agreements between local

agencies and concessioners.

Sparsely populated, rural jurisdictions are most prone
to request cancellation of leases in favor of Corps manage-=
ment (Table 3-5), In the Mosquito Creek and Hopkinton-Everett
cases, the state leases contemplated third party arrangements
with a local government. When local participation did not
materialize, the areas were dropped from the state lease and
management was assumed by the Corps. At 0ld Hickory, lease
cancellations were requested by public utility districts and
suburbanizing government jurisdictions but not the Parks and
Recreation Department of Nashville-Davidson County Metropoli-
tan Government. One reason for these changes may be that there
is seldom a staffed park and recreation agency within the lessee
jurisdiction. There is no established commitment to recreation
services for residents by the legislative body of the juris-
diction and operating a recreation area at a Corps WRDP is
the first venture of the government into recreation administra~-
tion. Thus, when the composition of the legislative body
changes, there is no accepted voice to advocate appropriations
to continue operating one or two.recreation areas that may, in
fact, be little used by a rural constituency. Their needs may
be well met by the free, minimum basic access the Corps is
required by law to provide. This general pattern does not
apply universally. At Isabella, all recreation areas were ohce
managed by Kern County, California, which has a well developed
county park and recreation department and a broadly based

county budget; nevertheless, these areas have also reverted
to Corps management.

(V%)
|
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;:Table_3-5- Recreation Areas Developed for Operation by Local

Governments Now Operated by Corps.

: : iProject _ ~ Number

e ‘ ' of Areas
3 Hopkintonfﬂverett ' 3
i.AShfaﬁula o , : 7
~Pend Qreille | . » 2
’kJéhn Day .3_ ‘ 8
Old'Hickory ‘ 4
luééquito Creek " . 1
_Isabella ’ ) 13
_Tabl_é.‘ liocl_c - 12
Totals - 8 - : 50
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‘A qqantitative analysis of muhicipal park performance
was not possible. It did seem, however, that the proximity
of a town or city to the recreation pool at 10‘WRDPs is a
major reason why the 17 municipal public park 1essees have
continued to manage their recreation areas. Data presented
in Table 3-6 show the number and acreage of municipal park
outgrants at the 29 WRDPs studied. '

~ State and local response to the retroactlvely applied
cost sharing principles of the Federal Water Project Recreation
Act (PL 89-72) to Code 710 funds are low. Within the sample
studied, only the State of Arkansas and Montgomerv County,
Arkansas (Ouachita), the State of Texas (Texoma), the State
of Arlzona (Alamo) , and the State of New Hampshlre (Hopklnton-
Everett) had expressed interest in ‘the program, and are the
only WRDPs where an active non-Federal 1nterest was reported.
No cost sharing concepts had been executed

This information is confirmed by ‘a report on Code 710
contract status compiled by OCE as of 2 May 1974 (Table 3-7).
Twelve states, 16 cities, and only 7 counties expressed in-
terest in the programs. Again, the preponderance of non-
state interest came from urban jurisdictions. -

6. Use of Other Federal Resource: Management Agencies

Some of the recreatlon—resource management load at Corps
WRDPs has been assumed by other Federal agenc1es. As shown in
Chapter 1 (Table 1-7), 378,028 acres in the Corps WRDP system is
outgranted to USF&WS for management as. parts of the national
‘wildlife refuge System.a In a ‘Memorandum of Understanding be-

. tween the Secretary of Agrlculture and Secretary of the Army,
originally executed in 1964 and subsequently amended, the Corps

Management for that part of Charles H. Russell National Game
Range withdrawn for the Fort Peck WRDP is shared by USF&WS
and BLM, according to Corps outgrant documents.
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'éhd USFS recognize a community of interest in those WRDPs that
l_areror may be created within or adjacent to the boundaries of
fgthe national forest system. The Agreement between thetagenCies

'recognizes that Corps WRDPs are or may be built so that a.~

ﬁfmajorlty or all of the shoreline consists or .may consist of

;fland held by the United States and entrusted to USFS administra-
“_tlon, Corps WRDPs are or may be built within National Forest
“rfboundaries; but where a majority or all of the MRL has been
g orrmay be acquired for the United States by the corps Withr
;'project funds; and Corps WRDPs are or may be built adjacent to
fNationaIJForest boundaries._ In the first situation, USFS
jcontlnues multlple use management of the land; aséﬁmption of -
'the add1t10nal recreation work load caused by the WRDP (in-
Hcludlng progect financed facilities) can be accomplished by
e_only addlng dlrect recreation employees Sane District Ranger
'fand Forest Supervxsor staffs are already in place._ In the
"latter two situations, USFS assumptlon of recreat;on—resource

fgmamagement of all or part of Corps acquired MRL is judged upon

. the relative efficiency of using in-place agency management

r staffs, Wherever possible, management is outgranted to USFS.
'?eoperations under the Memorandum of'UnderStanding‘(formaliZed’_
ﬁ“asde>cOrps Engineering Regulation)-recognizes the'urgency“of
1‘apply1nq skilled management to WRDP lands and achleves economles

:_through efflclent use of avallable manpower.

7. Real Estate Programs and Practices Flndlngs
a. P051t1ve . ' ,
- (1) Real Estate Directorate personnel are com-
w'petent profe351ona1 realty specialists, lnterested in their
3.work and well equlpped to Support recreatlon—resource
. management programs.

(2) The organlzatlon of the real estate function

_at the Enq1neer Dlstr1ct level is very unlform, sometimes overly
SO. '

3-63



.
}

1

Table 3-6. Municipal Outgrants for Public Parks.

Number of ,

WRDP Outgrants Acres Term .

Oahe 3 137.7 25
Foster J. Sayies 2 45,5 . .28
C & D Canal 1 s 25
MRP #21 1 35.5.. 25
John Day 2 56 s
Cordell Hull 1 116.0° 20
old ﬁickozy 2 1.0 L 2-28
Clark ‘Hill 1r 160.0 | 25
‘Hartwell | 1 28.0 25
“Texomé 3 462.0 ‘ 10-25
Totals 10 17 1032.8 -

%For use of the Town of Gainsboro’as part of a municipaluéolf course.
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if""x_'a_x_ble 3-7.

iWRDP/Recreat1on Area

' Nationwide Corps Code 710 Cost Sharing Responsefa

Sponsor

" Ouachita

3 Sisters Park
South Twin Creek

Sakakawea
Four Bears

<+ Hazen
‘Little Muddy Creek
Mountrail

AIWW
Waterbury Lake -

Hopklnton-Everett
Tully

Fall .Creek

..~ sky Camp
McNary

- ‘Columbia
Gen. Groves

- West Fork Mill Cr.
..~ Atwood Lake
' Greenup Lake

. Dillon Lake

. Berlin Lake

- Belleville

.. Bluestone Lake
Center Hill

J. Percy Priest

. Dale Hollow

Dale Hollow St. Pk.
: 'Standing Stone

' ‘Lakce Barkley '
‘Cheatham

Wolf Creek
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State of Arkansas
Montgomery County

3 Tribal Councils

City of Hazen

City of Williston & W1111ams County.
Mountrail County

City of Chesapeake
State of Vermont

State of New:Hampshire
Commonwealth of Massachusetts

~ School Distriqt

- Benton County

City of Richland

Hamilton County
Muskingtum Conservative Dlstrlct
City of Huntington

‘State of Ohio

State of Ohio

City of Parkersburg
State of W. Virginia
State of Tennessee

. City of Nashv111e

State of Kentucky
State of Tennessee
State of Kentucky
City of Nashville
State of Kentucky
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Table 3-7. (Continued)

" WRDP/Recreation Area

Allatoona :
Acworth Sub Impoundment
Red Top Mt. State Park
Lake Sidney Lariier
John H. Kerr '

.. Jemez Canyon
‘Grapevine Lake
Somerville Lake
- Whitney Lake
. Nimrod Lake
Bull Shoals
:Shadow :Rock. Park
Bull Shoals St. Pk.
Dardanelle
Millwood
Lake Texoma

- Alamo Lake
Carbon Canyon
“‘Fullerton Dam
Hanson Dam
Prado Dam
- ‘Whittier Narrows

Sponsor

City of Acworth

Lake Lanier Islands Authority

State of North Carolina

City of Albuquerque
City of Grapevine -

. State of Texas

State of Texas
City of Plainview

City of Forsyth

State of Arkansas
State of Arkansas
State of Arkansas

‘State of Texas

State of Arizona
Orange County
Orange County

City of Los Angeles

City of Corona & Riverside County
City of Pico Rivera &.Los Angeles

County

ca

. 20 May 1974.
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(a) Instrument format, record keeping, and
t'organlzatlon of branches and sections are nearly 1dent1cal
}'ln all Englneer Districts visited, except those in the North

. Central Engineer Division.

(b) The practices'followed e-g., establlsh-
_ment of fees and awarding of outgrants, are recognlzed by
cognizant authorities as belng well suited to the task of
‘?encouraglng private use of Corps resources whlle protectlng
the public 1nterest

(3) Most management and dlsposal branch personnel
gtake a direct 1nterest in the successful ~operation of recrea-
rt1on facilities at WRDPs, especially meeting the .unusual
'problems faced by concessioners.

{4) WRDP land, including recreation facilities-
"bullt with progect and Code 710 funds, have been made avallable
?gto state governments and their political subd1v151ons, in many
t‘cases non-Federal public bodies have been encouraged to develop
‘and manage WRDP land for recreation and fish and wildlife under
-the outgrant program. '

(a) Natlonally, 473 826 acres are leased to
the states for publlc park purposes; 45,473 acres are leased
f'to polltlcal subd1v151ons for publlc recreatlon.

(b) In some cases, entlre project areas are
outgranted to one or more state agenc1es, but there seems to
‘be a maximum size -- the largest WRDP totally outgranted is

24,000 acres —-- beyond wh1ch states will not assume manage-
ment responsibility. '

b. Negative

_ (l) Some Engineer District Real Estate Dlrectorate
'-(RED) personnel interpret their custodial responsibility

to encompass- areas in which they lack profe551ona1 expertlse
- and operatlonal capablllty.
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(a) In the absence of forceful recreation-
zresources management leadership, RED personnel may take a
‘policy making posture in recreation affairs.

(b) Inadequate coordination between RED per=

.sonnel and WRDP staffs intensifies éncroachment and trespass

-problems and permits poor operations and malntenance by
‘concessioners. ‘ ' :
. (c) In only rare occasions do RED personnel
remain at the WRDPS-once all parcels are acquired.

(2): Planning and management provisions .in
Corps lease'décuments are perfunctory paragraphs béafing
iittle'relatiénship to specific'development.nééds or neces-
sary management practices, providing little opportunity to
-match lessee performance against master plan objectlves, and .
"maklng enforcement difficult. '

(3) The low level'of'private concession activity

is reflected in relatively low total’capital invested, a
llmlted range of fac111t1es bUllt on Corps land, low annual.

rent payments, and a. 1ack of concession spec1allsts on RED
Englneer District staffs.

(a) Only $13.1 million was invested by
Private concessioners at the 29 WRDPs surveyed.

(b) Fac111tles provided by conce551oners are
1argely marinas and fish camps.. Total rent paid by con-
cessioners in 1973 was $179,418. '

(c) No RED personnel specializing in con-
cession management were identified in the 19 Engineer
Districts visited.
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(4) Administration of agriculture and grazing out-
_5qrants as interim uses poses problems in achieving the full
_.wxldllfe potential of WRDPs.

_ (a) Responsibility for agriculture and grazing
. use is divided among planning, recreation-resources management,
_-and the management and disposal element of RED.

(b) There are 542,700 acres outgranted for
agrlculture and 603, 550 acres outgranted for grazing use
: nat10n—w1de.- ’
' _ (c) Conflicts with wildlife occur when the
- crqbping pattern is not coordinated with wildiife interests
: andxwhen grazing animals compete directly with big game
~animals for available forage." |
, (d) Such interim uses have become institu-
tlonallzed by continued reissuance of leases and by the
-'nature of the formula distributing Corps lease income to
3local qovernments.

(5) The Corps is assumlng an increasing role, and
_flocal governments a decreasxng role, in operating recreation
fareas at WRDPs. ' } .

_‘b (a) Reversion of outgranted recreation ‘

" areas, even when developed at Federal ekpense,-is increasing,
"particularIYIWhen rural governmenté are'involved; ‘

(b) In some instances, local governments

‘refuse to accept responsibility for operating and maintaining
':such-devcloped arcas in the first place. '

(c) This trend will probably_continue, par-
~ ticularly with retroactive application of cost sharing. !

(6) USFS administration of Corps WRDPs under the
'Mcmorandum of Agreement reflects the agency phllosophy toward
‘rccrcatlon development whlch will be’ enlarged upon in Chapter 4.
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E. ._Corps Organization

The case studies considered in our study show water and
land env;ronments have been under Corps control for as long as
80 years. Untilsrecently, their potential as recreation, fish
and wildlife resources was’recognized by a-relatively small
number of persons scattered among Engineef-District and Division
offices, OCE, and the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
ﬁarbors. These individuals, through personal interest or
training, actively promoted development of the'recreation and
fish and wildlife potential of existing and planned WRDPs and
c:eaﬁed the climate for professional consideration of these
matters that endures to this day. Their~persona1 imprin; _

- extends  beyond simple recognition of importance to philoso-
phies of management. A sehior‘Corps civil sér&aﬁt with a‘NPs‘
background emphasized résource protection  (Savannah); another
with an outdoor recreation Background emphasiiéd facility .
development and people management (Nashville).

The wave of public participation in, and concern for,
outdoor activities of the 1950's and 1960's broke upon this
emerging framework. At the same time, the backlog of
authorized WRDPs built up during the 1940's was funded and
district engineering and construction staffs expanded
accordingly. - v V |

' As national attention inéreasingly highlighted outdoor
recreation and natural beauty, OCE‘sought to improve the out-
door. utility of WRDPs and to emphasize thé significanée bf
existing WRDPs in state and regional outdoor recreation, land.
use, and environmental planning. A report to the Chief of
Engineers examined these issues and recommended separating
the recreation planning function from -engineering and relocating
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‘1it{ih the planning division in the Civil Works_Directorateé.
e-&vélenning division assignment was made in OCE and the
v_Enéineer Divisions quickly followed suit. By fall, 1974,
ehoweﬁer, only 4 of the 19 engineer districts visited had
:esﬁéblished pianning divisions (Table 3-8). Recreation plénning,
'-env1ronmental ~resources, and master planning branches or 'v
sectlons are found in a wide array of conflguratlons w1th1n

the plannlng and engineering lelslons.

Rapidly 1ncrea51ng outdoor recreation use of Corps WRDPs
and the impact of the Water Resource Project Recreation Act
(PL’89 72) upon Corps policies and practices prompted the o
:Chlef of Engineers further to investigate ways to meet publlc'
' recreat1on needs. - A report wrltten by Edward C. Crafts
vplaced considerable empha51s upon professional personnel and
program modlfleatlons.b Shortly thereafter (1971), a recrea—"
.'(ion—resources management branch was established within the
.'eohstruction—operations division of OCE. Of the 19 Englneer
Dietricts'visited, all but three had establlshed a compara-

- ble branch or sectlon in the operations division.

_ " A series of Engineer Regulatlons (e.qg., ER’1110-2?400, _
 LER 1120 2-400, ER 1120-2-401, ER 1130-2—400, and ER 1165-2-400)
”nqw-fully and competently describesfsound_approaches to the

.:1design, operation;_and'maintenance of recreation}and fish
giéhd~wildlife enhancement programs.

Thus,'recognition of resource management as a legitimate_.
part of the Corps Civil Works Program has developed very
recently It is against this backdrop of change-that this

"discussion of existing Corps field organization is set.

aKnoLsch J. L. and W. J. Hart. 1967. Outdoor Recreation _
Policy of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers: Initial Review

and Suggcestions for Improvement, Office, Chief Of Engineers,
ashington, D. C. . : o

b
Craltﬂ, E. C. 1970. How to Meet Public Recreation Needs

At Corps of Engineers Reservoirs. Office, Chief of Engineers,
Washlngton, bD. C.
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: .Table 3-8, Location of Recreatjon Planning Function, 19 Engineer

_ Districts.
Disfrict Engineering Separate Opérations
 1. ‘ﬁemphis x
2. Vicksburg’ x
3. Omaha
.4; New England
5. Baltimoreé x
6. ‘Phi1ade1phia' X
7.  Rock Island. x
_8.1 St. Paul
9. Portland x
10. Seattle x
11. wWalla Walla X
12. Nashville X
13. Pittsburg X
 14. Sévannah_ x
15. Mobile x
- 16. Lostngeles x
i7r Sacramento x
18.. Little Rock
‘_19. Tulsa . X

a . ‘ o e .
The -environmental resources branch, planning division, and the design
reports section, engineering divison, share responsibility.



1. Horizontal Division of Functions
Tradltlonally the conceptualization of projects from

broad-gauged river basin analysis through the preparatlon of

i'ja definite project ‘report is the respon51b111ty of the Englneer

' District engirieering division. Determination of needs for flood
- orotection, hydroeleetric power, waterborne commerce, and .
"Water supply, and the economic and environmental benefits: to

‘be gained by meeting these and other needs, are compared
' .against the supply of water, the physical feasibility of con-
' struction, and the economic and environmental cost of. capturing
'Sthe bencfits.. Once authorized, detailed design and the drawing
'fof.specifications is performed, again by the engineering

- division. The construction- operations lelSlon(s) then

o assures construction to the specified standards and assumes

respon51b111ty for the management of the fac111ty. "RED per- .
sonnel (assigned division status within‘mosthngineer District
- - offices) support both functions. The planning and control
>:branch est1mates the real property that should be acqulred
and contrlbutes the estlmates of acreage and costs to the
'fenq1neer1ng d1v191on s prOJect report . Upon authorization,

- specific parcels to be acqulred are 1dent1f1ed and appralsed

- Thurecafter, the acqulsltlon branch actually acqulres

‘ " the real property ‘When - the prOJect 1s complete, management

S

- _of the property is the respon51b111ty of the management and
-'disposal branch. ' o ‘

There is a marked difference in the time frames within
which the enqineering.and management functions are con-
sidered. The engineering function is discrete; that is, even
'tnough a single WRDP is only one of a series of WRDPsS en-
visioned, the engineering function ends withvoonstruction..
-Munaqement's involvement, on the other hand, extends over the
- entire life of the project, during which conditions not fore-

scen at the time of design may develop.
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The horizontalvdivisionaof,the-manégement function at
“the Engineer bistrict level does not provide an adequate
overview of the total water and land management . picture.
‘This situation was noted at Alamo, Ashtabula, Cordell Hull,
Cumberland, Leech, MRP $21, Foster J. Sayers, Oahe, Ouachita,
and Fort Peck; 34.5% of the sample. |

There is also a resultant competltlon among divisions ,
_for manpower and funds. This situation, ‘while not exp11c1tly
'cited, is endemic in all Englneer District offlces. In
:addltlon, there is insufficient cooperatlon and communlcatlon
:among the three main elements of management‘— planning, opera-
‘tions, and‘RED.' A closely allied problem is the lack of a
.common information base. Planning personnel tend to rely’
upon data used to generate prevauthorlzatlon reports, opera-
tibné division personnel work within the data-préscribed by
“the RRMS because'opérating and Code 710 budgets are allocated
‘from th1s base, and RED personnel utilize those data pertlnent

to the admlnlstratlon of outgrant 1nstruments. “/

It is dlfflcult to assess<respon81b111ty fdr success
and failure. If a facility‘is;poorly located, operations
'personnel'point‘to the lack of practical know-how on the part
‘of the planners; if an internal circuiation_roéd system
6pefates ineffiéiently, thevplannerS'pcint to inept manage¥~
ment; and if a concessioner fails, both poiﬁt to the realty
specialists. . |

Another-pfoblem-is the lack'ofva focal pbiﬂt for commun-
ications with other public agencies. Should a state or
Federal agency address its recreatioh and/or fish and wild-
life questions, proposals, and criticisms to the planners,
the managers, or the outgrant administration? o
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?:Of'COnsiderable importance is the confusion of project
personnel concerning responsibility for recreation, fish and
wildlife, and land use decisions at the Engineer District

‘level. The project staffs are nominally responsible to an

Engineer District recreation-resource management branch or

»sectlon, yet major policies and decisions that affect their .

_work and relatlons with visitors and local res1dents are, or

seem to be, made by Engineer District personnel 1n other
major lelSlonS. Project personnel were found who believe

:that facility plans prepared at the Engineer DlStrlCt level

are unrealxstlc and must be modified before they are imple-.

mented (Hartwell), that their recommendations will not be

-accepted or sought by Englneer Dlstrlct level staff (Ashtabula,’
'Table Rock, Hopklnton-Everett, and Wappapello), and that only_

Engineer Dlstrlct level personnel can deal w1th lessees and -
‘local government officials (Mosquito Creek) This confusion,

of course, reduces the ‘effectiveness of progect management. -

- Solutions proposed without the beneflt of field experi-

{ence may not be cost effective. The State Park_Superlntendent
fat»Alamo indicated that some state reluctance to manage Corps~
jbuilt'facilities_Stemmed from the custom made nature of even:

standard items such as pumps and light-sockets; at Clark

ﬂill- the design of comfort statlons was reported to make

routlne repairs dlfflcult.

_ A cause of inefficiencies is an attitude by Engineer
'District planning personnel that recreation and,'particularly,‘
fish and wildlife activities, are peripheral to their main
work. They must travel from the Engineer District head-

‘querters to field locations and confront strange conditions.

Instances where recreation and fish and.wildlife were thought



}

of as add-ons were reported at'Alemo, Cumberland, Foster J.

"Sayers, Eufaula, Robert S. Kerr, Colebrook, Isabella, Ouachita,

Oahe, ‘and Fort Peck.

.Also noted was a. tendency to solve problems through
constructlon rather than appllcatlon of 1mproved management.
. Evidence of this bias was spec1f1cally noted at Oahe, Fort
Peck, Alamo, and Ashtabula, but is probably more pervasxve.

_The degree to which management'lsvdelegated to project.
level personnel>i$ diredtly related to the professional
eapabiiities of the project staff.  Manyfof'the'probleﬁs‘ ‘
enumerated»oécdr et WRDPs where all or most of MRL has.been
outgranted to;srate agencies, and Corps.officialsvaSSume' :
there is no Federal management responsibility other than
speration of the project works. inbsuch cases, Corps pro;ect
staff may consist of a dam tender and assistant allotted
vonlyfsuff1c1ent operating and malntenance funds to care for.
the grounds around Corps buildings (Hopklnton Everett
’Foster J. Sayers, Mosquito Creek, Alamo) .

v2, Uneven Distribution of Corps Progeet Personnel

. One of the consequences of uneven distribution of Corps
project personnel is the infrequent inspection of Corps lands
and inadequate contact with visitors and contiguous land
owners and residents. Encroachment, trespess,‘and vandalism,
go undetected for longiperiods. v ‘

The role of the Corps as a builder and operator of
engineering'works and the location of offices and‘buildings

at construction sites has focused Corps field activities

2an ahalogous situation exists at natural lakes where Corps
MRL. acreage is small (Leech and Pend Oreille).. -
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around the major facility such as the dam. ‘Customarily,

'_Corps offices occupy construction era bulldlnos at this loca-

tion while new bulldxngs are located nearby. ThlS arrangement;

is very satlsfactory for those operations associated with the'

dam and/or other project works. There are no sub=-project
offlces or statlons distributed along the length and breadth

v of the pro;ect

‘This arrangement may be adequate for relatlvely small

'WRDPs, but when a WRDP has a 11near conflguratlon of 100 mlles
‘or more without a road system on Corps land close to the

shoreline (Oahe, Clark Hill), adequate monitoring of activities

. on and adjacent to Corps land from a 51ngle headquarters is
7very difficult. '

]3. Numbers andICOmgetence of Personnel.

 Management of renewable natural resources 1s a fleld of.

iendeavor that has evolved in this country durlng ‘the past 50

years. Recognltlon of the 1nteractlons between the natural
scrences, de51gn sciences, and soc1al sciences ‘is even . more
recent

‘It has been demonstrated that the Corps exercises manage-
ment respon51b111ty for a 51gn1f1cant amount of lmportant and[
valuable natural resources.' The effectlveness of the Corps' ‘
response to the management challenge is as dependent upon the‘

* number of persons competent, by tralnlng, interest, and

experience in this field, as is the demonstrated effective-

ness of the Corps in engaging persons competent in planning,

,constructing;fand operating engineering works.

"Analysis is complicated simply because no one discipline
has a preeminent position in the field. Sanltary englneers,_
foresters, landscape archltects, wildlife blOlOngtS,
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'geographers, economists, and sociologists are among the dis=
ciplines that make valuable contributions to resource
management. Thus, it is not possible to draw conclusions
solely from the training of an incumbent or a job title.

.~ Two measures of resource management effectiveness, how=
' ever, are the-number of professional persons occgpyinq respon-
sible field positions in an_organizatibﬁ,-ana the professidnal
‘épeCialties of the technical support staff. ' ‘ -

- Poor resource management by the Corps, whefe it ocdurs,
results from_an.inefficienﬁ administrative structure and/or
_insufficient numbers of the right kinds of personnel at the
right place. Part of the poof management problem may be attrib-
‘ﬁted to the relatively recent natibn*widé entry of the Corps
into the direct mahagement of_resdurdes._ The Corps' organization
simply has not had time to adjust to the newly acknowledged obli-
ﬁgatiohs (as noted, some Engineer Districts had not established

a recreation-resource management function at the time of the’
sfudy). |

' Nonetheless, the dimensions of the issue can be seen by
‘the types of permanent civilian recreation-resource managers
employed by the WRDPs surveyed (Table 3-9). oOnly 48.16 per-
son-years/year'of professional level staff (8.8% of all field
staffing at 29 WRDPs) are permanently assigned to these pro-
jects. The rahger and park techniciana force émounts to 88.3
person years (16.2%), and there are 61 person-years of sub-
profgssional, primarily clerical, personnel (11.2%), and 347
person-years of maintenance and laborer effort (63.7%).

 significant numbers of professional personnel at the
project level were found only at the six WRDPs studied in the
Savannah and Nashville Engineer Districts. With the excep-

a, .. . . . v
fhis is arbitrary. Some rangers have natural science

degrees and are professionals, but there is rio requirement
thap rangers meet professional standards. Thus, ranger
positions arxe reported separately.
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b’fable 3-9 Ppermanent Resource Personnel at 29 WRDPs.>

~ Project

Total

Professional Rangers & Sub~Pro- Main-
Titles Park Techs fessionals tenance
fWa?pépello 3 1 1 5 10.61
- Ouachita 2 2 16 22.0 -
" Fort Peck 5 2 io 25 42.0
. Oahe .50 5P 5 15 25.5
Colebrook .14 .14 2 2.28
Hopkinton-Everett .20 0" 4 4.2Q
'f_Foster J. Sayers 0 0 3. 3.0
C & D Canal -~ < 2 52 57.0 .
MRP #21 | o . .16 2 11 13.16
Ashtabula .16 0 2 0 2.16
_ Leech Lake .16 0 1 0 1.6
" Pend Oreille 3 1 3 17 24.0
“John Day 2 6 0 12 20.0
| Dworshak 2 0 1 3 6.0
* Cordell Hull 2 4 1 11.0
' Cumberland 2 6 1 18.0
- 01d Hickory 2 6 1 10 19.0
- q;'pefcy,priest" 2 5 1 11 19.0
Mosquito Creek 0 o 0 3 3.0
';;Wairior Lake 3 1 2 11 17.0
 Jones Bluff 3 5 2 2 12.0 -
Clark Hill 6 5 7 17 35.0
© Hartwell 3 8 3 17 31.0
‘Alamo o 0 2 o 2.0
. Isabella 1 10 1 4 16.0
Table Rock 3 3P 0 22 28.0
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" Table 3-2. (Continued)

Project Professional

Rahgersks. Sub=Pro- = Main-

Total
Titles Park Techs fessionals tenance
Eufaula | 0 5P 0 34 39.0
Robert S. Kerr 0 5b 0 14 19.0
Texoma 1 7P 2 33 43.0
Totals ‘ ' 48.16 88.3 : 6L . 347 544.46
% of Total "~ 8.8 1100

6.2 1Lz 63.7

ain person yearS/year."When personnel have responsibilities for more than

one WRDP, the person year .is evenly divided by number of WRDPs those

persons cover.
'.:bPark"managers below GS-9.

“park guide.
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‘tion of seven civil engineers, these persons are trained in

some-resource management discipline (forestry, wildlife

‘management) and account for 17 of the professional person

YearS/year available for resource management. The remaining

‘31 professional person years/year are allocated among 23
WRDPS. Even when the WRDPs consisting of former natural lakes
~and. the WRDPs where most of the MRL acreage is outgranted to
‘other public agencies are deducted from the totals, the 31
:Corps_professional personnel must cope'with 17 WRDPs with
867,819 acres ef MRL, 8,065 miles of shoreline,_which recorded
f17 4 million vieitors'on 31 275 acres of Corps managed recrea-
‘tion areas in 1973 (as derived from Table 2-3). |

Analy51s of staffing levels and resource management

,Capabllltles at the Englneer District level is far more

difficult because personnel from various divisions are used

to perform recreation-resource management work. This com-

plexity is evident in the organization charts and tables for

319'Enaineer Districts. No two are the same,. and '‘comparable -
fbranches or sections in the englneerlng division, say recrea-

tlon plannlng,_may differ w1dely in the number and types of

lpexsonnel available for recreatlon resource management work.A

A 51m11ar s.1tuat10n ex15ts 1n env1ronmental resources

,branches and sections. At,Hopklnton Everett, New Englandj-'
.Engineer Division personnei reported that approximately 75%
~of three environmental resources branch professionals (2.25

person years/year) was devoted to recreation-resource manage- -

ment work; two of the individuals referred to are engineers

1ahd'one is a landscape architect. The majority of resource

management professionals at the Engineer Dlstrlct level were -

located in the environmental resources branch/section.



1
N

. .Matters 1n the recreatlon-resource management functlon

-are more clear cut. ‘The total number of professional- person
years/year 1n the 19 Engineer Districts was 95. Althongh

the allocation of- the 95 ‘person.years/year to the 1nd1vidual pro-
Jects was not ava11ab1e, 25 person-years/year were 4dn. englneerlng
“mnd the recreatlon-resource management functlon wasﬂheaded

by. an engineer in 7. districts.

There are. two reasons why the number of: professional

personnel in the real estate division- management ifunction- ln‘.
rthe 19 Engineer. Dpistricts ‘cannot. simply. beztotaled ..... from the
rorganization charts: 1ncluded 'in the case studies: (1)
-uncertainty about:the-distribution of- profe551onal tlme~between
“management and disposal ‘when. the two activitiesiare comblned
Ain aisingle branch; and (2) uncertalnty abaut the.civil -
~responsibilities of resource professionals w1th.mllltary
respon51b111t1es (for example mllltary timber management by
‘RED foresters in the Savannah Engineer DlStrlCt). "The total-
.professxonal ‘management force at: the 19 Englneeerlstrlcts

is 146 person-years/year.

Use of the: tables of organ1zat1on to descrlbe the: profes~-
sional characteristics of Corps. personnel may be: mlsleadlng.
In the course of -the. study, -an Aincumbent dam tender :had been.
-retitled resource manager (Mosquito Creek), a superv1sory
.recreatigon planner was trained as a forester (Nashville), a
park ‘manager was-a civil. engineer at one WRDP (U..Percy
Priest) and another was a retitled park ranger -(Oahe) . The
individual - dlscrepancxes may not appear serious,.but in the
aagregate, one cannot be uniformly sure of what .kind of
‘management expertise the Corps is employing to. manage land
.and ‘water resources.
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Another factor that affects the number and type of
recreation and fish and wildlife personnel at the Engineer
District and project levels is the rnature of the overall
Engineer District workload. This factor alone is the reason
that some Engineer Districts have very few WRDPs in which the
recreation, fish and wildlife potentials are presently recog-
nized. (Table 3-10 shows the unevenness of the district
recreation potential.) It is unreasonable to expect the same
level of resource management awareness and expertise in the
planning, operations, or real estate functions of the Memphis
Engineer District with only one moderately large, attrative
WRDP or Nashville Engineer District (8 large, attractive WRDPs)
or the Tulsa Engineer District (27 large WRDPs). The im-
portance of a WRDP to the visiting and regional populations
and its susceptibility to degradation, however, is no
different whether the WRDP is one of a 100 or the only project
in an Engineer District.

Examination of the organization charts also reveals
that the largest number of natural resource related di%t;élines
are slotted in the district engineering/planning division(s).
The number of persons and their titular discipline are shown
in Table 3-11. The preponderance of engineers is evident.
Th%s is not as significant, h&wever, as the dominance of
section and branch chief positions by supervisory civil
engineers. This number of civil engineers and their dominance
in supervisory positions is not as surprising as the number of
civil engineers in the recreation-resource management branches/
section.

Resource trained personnel may enter Corps service at
the Engineer District level. They may be called upon to




Table 3-10. fmotal Projects and Recreation Areas by Engineer Districts

Selected.
No. of
No., of Projects Recreation Areas
Memphis 1 19
Vicksburg 7 117
Omaha 10 152
Baltimore 6 6
Philadelphia 4 . 5
Reck Island 14 . 201
St. Paul 26 36
New England 31 65
Portland 15 100
Seattle 5 17
walla walla 7 : 41
Nashville 8 226
Pittsburgh 127 580
Mobile 18 ‘ 282
Savannah 3 156
Los Angeles 8 13
Sacramento 8 34
Little Rock 20 153
Tulsa 27 277
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ﬁ_participate'in master planning an‘existing WRDP without
- having had any field experience; they can look forward to

very little advancement within the district, and their chain .

f_of'advancement is by and large limited to the planning or
“engineering divisions. A person with similar training who -

enters Corps Service at the project level has little room..

. for vertical career movement.

4. Corps Organization Findings

a. Positive
(1) OCE has emphasized the significance of

existing WRDP resources in providing low cost outdoor recrea-

' tion opportunities and contributing to-balanced state and.
~.regional land use programs.

(a) Full respon91b111ty for outdoor recrea-»:

tion plannlng was assigned to. the plannlng division -and a
_1recreatlon—resources management branch was formed in OCE. 1n
. 1967 and 1971, respectively.

(b) Englneer Regulatlons have been issued

J‘that accord full "progect purpose" status to recreation and
.. fish and w1ld11fe enhancement at all WRDPs.

(2) The decentrallzed Corps organization and

. horlzontal staff structure at the’ Englneer District level
_'prov1dengreat flexibility to meet a w1de variety of condi~-" -
. tions and work loads. ’

(a) The horizontal, staff type, organization.at

‘the Engincer District level permits task sharing by professional
" 'pérsonnel; for example, landscape architects in the englneer

n'd1v1510n may work on definite progect reports part of the ‘
~ time (an cngineering division task) and on public facilities
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plans for a 20-year old WRDP (an operations division task).
Project operations personnel at WRDPs (dam tenders) can
perform recreation-resource management functions simply
because they are headquartered at the WRDP.

(b) Project operation personnel (dam tenders)
can also perform recreation-resource management functions at
the WRDPs.

(3) The Corps is recruiting and employing
trained resource professionals at the Engineer District level.

(4) The Corps organization exhibits the charac-
teristics of an agency shifting from an advance planning/
construction posture to a management posture.

b. Negative
(1) Many of the deficiencies in recreation,
fish and wildlife, Corps and contiguous land use, and real
estate programs and practices are directly attributable to
insufficient numbers of the right kinds 6f personnel in the
right places.

(a) In the sample, 31 Corps professional
personnel were distributed among 17 WRDPs with 867,819 acres
of manageable land, 8,065 miles of shoreline, and 17.4
million visitor days of use on 31,275 acres of Corps managed
recreation area.

(b) 0f 95 professional person-years/year of
recreation-resource management branch capability in 19
Engineer Districts visited, civil engineers comprised 25
person-years/year and headed seven of the branches.

(c) The largest number of persons with
natural resource related training are in Engineer District



(o

level engineering/planning divisions, not in recreation-

. ‘resources management.

(d) Because supervisory positions at the

"Engineer District level are designed for and occupied by
f"engineers, professional resource personnel possess few career
fadvancement opportunities and exhibit a high turnover rate,,f.‘

. : (e) Corps WRDP persennel based at the dam |
site cannot effectively inspect Corps land, perform visitor

V;contact work, and be aware of resource conditions throughout
- the WRDP. ' :

(2) Task sharing across divisions permits

aﬂmaximum:use of.professional'personnei, but tends to create an
’»attitude‘that recreation-resources management is a peripheral"
"activity. Divided responsibility creates competition for
" manpower and management funds, results in the lack of a com- -
- mon data base, and makes it difficult to fix respon51b111ty '

‘for success and failure.

(3) Decentralization over a long period of time -

~5has encouraged the development of Englneer Districts with-

'amarkedly distinctive characteristics. State agencies that
deal with two or'more'EngineernDistriéts report their rela-
Irtlons are akln to working w1th separate agencies rather than
‘field offices of ‘the same agency '
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CHAPTER 4 ,
SELECTED FEDERAL AND STATE RESOURCE AGENCIES

Selected Federal and state agencies with the respon-

151b111ty for. recreatlon, fish and wildlife, and general
.resource management were studied to establish a baseline
jégainst which alternative courses of action with respect
,te;cprpsﬁland and water resources could be'evaluated and
ite serve as a qdide in describing the Corps general perforﬁ-'
'jance with respect to executing its recreatlon and fish and
"w11d11fe enhancement respon51b111t1es.~

Four Federal.agenc1es were selected by OCE for study:

' USFS, NPS, USF&WS and BLM. - Two additional agencies, the TVA

ahd BuRec, were added on the recommendatlon ‘0f CZRC with the;.

fannloval ‘of. OCE. ~In addition, discussions were held ‘with
totllclalf of the BOR and the Counc1l on Ernvironmental Quallty.

Factors con51dered in the selection of the 51x state

_recreatlon and/or fish and wildlife agenc1es included: (1)
the total Federal, state, and local public recreation
;oppottunities within each state: (2) the interrelation-
 ships'that exist between”the Federal and state fish ‘and

wildlife prograﬁs;'(3) the numbertof Corps WRDPs that are

'entirely or partially within each state;’ (4) the ex1stence

of lnnovatlve land use, recreatlon, ‘and flsh and wild-

Allfe practices; and (5) the structure of the state re-
f$ourcc'management program.'

Each state was evaluated accordlng to these factors -

.through the use of data from the Bureau of the Census,
'National Recreation and Parks Association, Council Of: State



- Governments, aﬁd the Corps. -Additionally, recommendations wefe
solicited from the American Forestry Association, American
Fisheries Society, National Wildlife Federation, Wildlife
‘Society, National Recreation and Park Association, Interna-

tlonal Association of Game, Fish and Conservatlon Comm1551onersg
" and the Sport Fishing Institute.

On the basis of its evaluation, CZRC‘recommended and OCE
~approved the following six state agencies as represenﬁativee,fv
of state recreation and fish and wildlife experience: Wash~. -
-ingtaon State_Parks and Recreation Commission,:Texas Parks -
~and Wildlife_Commission, Pennsylvania Bureau 6f‘State_Parks,?
‘Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency, Missouri Conservation
" 'Commission, and Minnesota Department of Natural“Resources.

Individual profiles were developed for each Federal and =
‘state agency which consist of. statutory references, raw :
:budget data, tables of organlzatlon,_1nformatlon derived
from interviews with key agency personnel and executive
and legislative budget staffs, and'a‘study of annual reports = -
and information system documents. The profiles were organized'
into seven seetions which consider: (1) the nature of their
statutory authorities and responsibilities for managing

recreation and fish and wildlife resources; (2) their adminisél
trative organizations; (3) the sources and elzes of thelr-
recreation and fish and wildlife budgets, (4) their prov1310ns
for payments to local governments in 11eu of taxes; (5) their
admihistrative fees and charges; (6) their,authority to :
acquife land for recreation purposes; and (7) their authori--
ties and procedures for leasing land and/or feciiities to -
private individuals. ‘ :



The results of the research are presented under the head—'

;1ngs used to organlze the basic materials.

A;ﬁ Authorities and Responsibilities

1. Federal
The six Federal agencies studied were created for and
originally authorized to perform limited spec1f1c purposes,

,Mu1tip1e .use laws which specifically include ‘recreation as

an authorlzed management objective have only been added durlng

’the last twenty years.,

The USFS was created in 1905 to administer forest re-

‘serves in order to improve and protect the forest, secure
favorable condltlons of water flow, furnish a continuous
;supply of timber for the needs and use ofvc1trzens of the

United States, and to eliminate agriculture and mineral ex-

_traction. It was not until 1960 that the USFS was given an
explicit Congressional directive to manage forest resources

. for outdoor recreation, range, t1mber, watershed and fish’

and wildlife purposes.

The basic authorlty for the NPS was enacted in 1916

*"to promote and regulate the use of nat10nal parks, monuments,

and reservatlons, for the purpose of conserVLng ‘the scenery,
the natural and historic objects and the wildlife...". RecreaF

tlon was not authorized until Recreatlonal Demonstratlon Areas

'wor transferred from the Resettlement Admlnlstratlon to the

Secretary of the Interior in 1942, Further, the NPS did not

_expand its definition of other publlc purposes to include

recreatlon until. 1954.

The BLM, Successor to the General Land Offlce, was _
created ‘as a vehicle for the transfer of publlc domain lands

.to states, local governments, corporations, and private



individuals, under the provisions of the public land laws.

The USF&WS implementing legislation was specifically
oriented toward the acquisition of lands for fish and wild-
life management. The UFS&WS did not have a comprehensive fish
and wildlife policy, nor did it include in its policies
attempts to meet the public demand for recreational fishing
until 1956. Recreation as a management objective of the
national refuge ‘system was not recognized until 1966.

The TVA was created in 1933 "...te improve the
navigability and to provide for the flood control of the
Tennessee River, to provide for reforestation and proper use
of marginal lands in the Tennessee Valley, to provide for
agricultural and industrial development of the valley and to
provide for the national defense...". Recreation has never
been a specified purpose of TVA programs and is therefore
only authorized on a project by project basis. -

The BuRec was created in 1902 to locate, construct,
operate, and maintain works for the storage, diversion, and
development of waters for the reclamation of arid and semi-
arid lands in the western states. Recreation and fish and
wildlife considerations have been a part of individual pro-
ject authorizations.

Whereas present management responsibilities for
recreation, fish and wildlife in the USFS and the NPS are com-
prehensive and have broad application, they are narrowly
applied to specific situations in the BLM, TVA and BuRec and
are often delegated to other Federal and state agencies.

Generally USFS policy prefers permanent, maintenance-
free recreation facilities that enhance the natural landscape,
serve the public need while protecting public health, and
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whlch do not confllct with other resources uses. Federal law

requlres USFS employees to aid in the enforcement of state

1aws designed to protect fish and game.

. NPS recreatlon authorities are not as concise as

"those of the USFS. Administrative policies for natural areas,j
"~ historical areas, recreation areas, and cultural areas cover.

“resource management, resource use, and physical development._,

The BLM recreation policy encourages state and 1oca1 -

;fgovernments and private agencies to develop publlc fa0111t1es'.
7{whenever such development will be consistent with long range |
~ management plans of the Bureau and will give priority to un-
hfdeveloped sites-Where public recreational-demand'exceeds

ﬁfpresently available opportunities.' It is'generar policy to.
Tgadminister all.public lands‘for the benefit of all Qildiifef
“‘with an added empha51s on the protection and restoration ofuf
fthe habltat of rare and endangered species.

The USF&WS permits publlc recreatlonal use of fish and

- 'wildlife areas wherever practical and consistent w1th}autho-lv
dgri:ed Federal operations‘and the USF&WS's primary objective -
“'to aid in the conservation of the nation's fish and wildlife.
~The USF&WS acts as the Federal government s main consulting .
u.agency for the conservation and enhancement of fish and wxld-"
tlife. '

" The TVA and the BuRec generally dlrectly develop areas

;gdfor publlc recreatlon and manage w11d11fe habitats on a very

" limited basis. Each agency has made lands available, however,'
"to other Federal agenc1es, states, local governments, and
fprlvate inviduals, through transfer, lease, and licens'ing

procedures The TVA has encouraged the development of state{

' regional, and local planning and zoning activities and has
‘provided technical assistance and land for state and local

parkﬂ fish, and wildlife activities. Even with decades of'_



of encouragement to state and local agencies, TVA hias found
'1t necessary, beginning in 1970, to begin direct admlnlstratlon
of publlc recreational access areas.

2. State ,
7 The state agenc1es selected represent a nat10na1 cross
sectlon of the admlnlstratlon of parks, fish and: game, ‘and
_other natural resource functions by 51ngle purpose ‘and multl—’e
ple purpose agenc1es. Most of the state parks and wildlife
dutles of. each agency began elsewhere in the state government
‘and were moved by reorganizations within the last flfteen
Ayears. -A-notable exception is the Missouri’ Conservatlon ‘Com-~
m;ssxon whlch was' constltutlonally created in 1936 and ‘has
retalned its orlglnal ‘duties and organization since that tlme.
There have been only three dlrectors of the department 51nce
its creation.

Like the Federal agencies, the states do not include
recreatlon and fish and wildlife as authorlzed purposes for.
every agency. Table 4-1 presents the authorltles, responsi-
‘bilities, dated created, and administration for each state

_agency studied. Table 4-2 summarizes'basic‘deseriptive
information‘about each agency. ' : |

Three agencies, the Washingtoﬁ State Parks and'Recrea4
tlon Cowmxsslon, the Pennsylvania Bureau of Statae Parks and the
Tennessee W11d11fe Resources Agency, have only 51ngle func-
tions. On the other hand, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commis-
sion, the Missouri Conservation Commission and the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources divide multiple functions
amoﬁg departmental divisions such as parks and recreation,
forestry, fish and wildlife, and soil and water.
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The Washington Parks and Recreation Commission is

. generally respohsible for the care, charge, control and super-
‘vision of all parks and parkways acquired or set aside by thez

f state.

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Comm1551on formulates oark

.and wildlife policy which is in turn administered by the

. Parks and Wildlife Department. The Department is organized

:into four divisions: Parks, Enforcement, Wildlife, and Fish-
“eries. Divisional responsibilities are: - ' |

Parks - to execute the department's opera-
tional responSLbllltles for the State Parks
System, .

-Enforcement - to enforce the more'thaﬁ 1,000
. state laws which relate to parks and wildlife;

Wildlife - to promote sound wildlife manage-
ment and to increase recreational opportunity
through improved methods of game production

and harvest;

‘Fisheries - to proVide‘maximum fishing oppor-

tunities and optimum seafood.product yield. '
‘The Pennsylvanla Bureau of State. Parks is charged

w1th the effectlve management of all Commonwealth state park g

rcsqurces.'

The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency is responsible for
the protection and conservation of wildlife through the acqui-.

sition of lands and waters suitable for the operation of fish

- hatcheries and for wildlife management, and for providing

public use by entering into cooperative agreements with private -
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individuals and governmental agencies for management purposes.

The Missouri Conservation Commission has the Quty to
control, manage, restore, conserve, and requlate all bird,
fish, game, forestry, and wildlife resources. '

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources is a cabi-
net level executive department which reviews land appraisals,
installs and operates recreation facilities on public land,
protects forest lands from fire, manages state forest and
swamp land, controls hunting and fishing, enjoins inter-
ference with extra-territorial waterflow, establishes bounda-
ries, stipulates low water marks, rents and leases property,
issues licenses and permits, manages recreation areas, con-
serves wild rice, designates wilderness areés, grants ease-
ments to the United States and performs topographic surveys.

B. Administrative Organization
l. Federal
Administration of the Federal agencies is decentra-

lized. The Washington offices generally rely on regional
offices for identification of problems, the issuance of per-
mits, financial management, site planning, contributions for
reports, drafting of environmental impact statements, coor-
dination with other governmental agencies, and the inventory
and classification of lands.

Since its interest is regional rather than national,
the administration of the TVA is centralized under a Board of
Directors directly responsible to the President of the United
States. District activities are nonetheless maintained for
the purpose of implementing policies.

With the exception of the TVA and BuRec, each

J
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Federal agency is headed by a director or chief who is assist-

-ed by five deputies. BuRec is headed by a Commissioner who
Qhas four assistants and the TVA has an Office of the General
--Manager who'is directly responsible to the Board of Directors. .

2. State
The organlzatlon of Washington, Texas, Tennessee,

;end Missouri is similar to that of TVA, each being headed by
'ﬂa commission app01nted by the governor and approved by the:

-fstate senate. Generally, commissions institute pollcy‘and_f:7 
eappoint an executive director to administer sophisticated _
gprofe551ona1 departments that implement the pollc1es. Each
fexecutlve director is assisted by deputy dlrectors for
:tvarlous line andtstaff functlons._ :

The Pennsylvanla Bureau of State'Parks and the

}Mlnnesota Department of Natural Resources are subcabinet and
ecablnet level executive departments and are headed by a

!Deputy Secretary for Resources Management and a Comm1551oner,ﬁa
1respect1vely.. '

Pennsylvanla, Tennessee, and Mlnnesota use a- regional

5structure and reglonal managers with assistant managers for . -

vfunctlonal programs in enforcement, fish ‘and . w11dllfe, fores-
'Vtry, recreatlon and water, Washlngton,gTexas, and Mlssourl ;f:
1pperate similar functional programs through a direct Iine v
'Tbrganization. - ' '

C. ~ Budgets, Funding and Unit Costs

1. Federal -
With the exceptlon of the TVA, budgets for the _
!Lderal agen01es are developed in Washington, and the actual

admlnlstratlon and detailed allocation is made at the reglonal'

‘level. TVA's budget is developed in the main offlces in
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Knoxville, TN, and is allocated from the regional offices.

Agency fiscal data are not comparable because actual
fiscal data were either: not available; available as a
total budget outlay or appropriation rather than as an
appropriation for recreation, fish and wildlife; not
available for comparable years; or only available as a budget
request rather than an appropriation. Hence agency fiscal
data is noted here only for general reference.

(a) USFS: Budget outlays for recreation
and fish and wildlife for FY 1972-1975
are $47,661,000, $52,652,000, $59,038,000,
and $61,306,000, respectively.

(b) NPS: the total appropriation for FY
1973 was §120,941,000.

(c) BLM: budget requests for recreation and
fish and wildlife for FY 1975 and FY 1976
were $9,500,000. The budget estimates
were equal because most recreational pro-
gram estimates did not significantly in-
crease and planning related to recreation
and wildlife was not funded for FY 1976.

(d) USF&WS: operation and maintenance appro-
priations for FY 1973-1974 were $79,284,000,
$85,989,000, and $101,295,000, respectively.

- (e) TVA: total appropriations for FY 1973~
1975 were $64,550,000, $45,676,000, and
$74,600,000, respectively.
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(f) BuRec: there was no budget information
available for recreation and fish and
wildlife management at the 18 Bureau

administered areas.

Most Federal agency funding is directly appropriated.
Some agencies such as TVA and BuRec use special sources of

- funds, such as monies from the sale of hydroelectric power,

as part of their program budgets.

Funding for USFS recreation activities is from three
sources: Interior and Related Agencies appropriations, the
revenues dedicated to the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
and 65% of the admission and user fees collected by the USFS
under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (only about 10%

of annual budgets are derived from the latter source).

NPS park management functions are divided into two
portions. The first, operation of the National Park System
is funded from general appropriations; whereas the second,
the planning, development,and operation of recreation facili-
ties, is funded by the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

The BLM directly funds recreation and resource manage-
ment, construction, and maintenance on the public domain and

on the Oregon and California reverted grant lands.

Information on USF&WS funding specifically for recrea-
tion, fish and wildlife was not available. Funding is by
general appropriations, and special funds are used to pay
expenses necessary for scientific and economic studies,

(=N
]
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conservation, management, investigation, protection,

and utilization of sport fishing and wildlife resources.

TVA derives its funds from general appropriations and
the receipts from the sale of power. All recreation funding
comes from appropriations. TVA power vroduction and distri-
bution is a self sustaining program that sells nower at
wholesale rates to 110 municipal and 50 cooperative electric
distribution systems.

Most of the recreation and fish and wildlife funding
for BuRec is from general appropriations; however, under
svecial cost sharing agreements the Bureau administers spe-
cial revenues or advance project revenues from general apbpro-

oriations to be later reimbursed by non-Federal entities.

Federal budgeting procedures use incremental budgeting
and do not include unit costing. The USFS computes costs
per recreation day but only on a limited basis which relates
to administrative, cleanup, and maintenance dollar needs for
various recreational activities at selected Mational Forest

areas.

2. State

The budgets, sources of funds, and use of unit cost
analyses are more diversified at the state level. State
budget data, as is the case with Federal budget data, were
not available in comparable form and will only be noted
briefly.

(a) Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission: total expenditures and re-
quests for operating expenses in FYs
1972, 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977
were: $6,242,818, $7,566.743;

4~14



\

(b)

{c)

(d}

(e)

58,957,926; $9,195,299 (estimated);
$15,227,761 (reguested); and $12,671,572
(requested), respectively. In addition,
there is a capital budget request of
$17,030,200 for the FY 1975-1977
biennium.

Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission:
requested appropriations for FY¥Ys
1976 and 1977 were $58,443.670, and
§63,754,535, respectively, for both
operating and capital expenditures.

Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency:
expenditures for both operating and
capital expenditures, for FYs 1973,

1974, and 1975 were $6,211,724,
$7,257,830, and $6,310,846, respec-
tively.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources:
expenditures and requests for both opera-
ting and capital expenditures for FY¥s
1971, 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975 were
$19,308,823; $22,529,956; $24,283,084
(estimated); $21,939,570 (legislative
conference report recommendation):; and
$21,981,431 (legislative conference
repoxt recommendation), respectively.

Missouri Conservation Commission: bud-
get request for both operating and
capital expenditures for FY 1975 is
$13,821,028. ‘



(f) Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks:
expenditures and requests for "Develop-
ment, Operation and Maintenance of Re-
creational Areas and Facilities" for
FYs 1973, 1974, and 1975 were $13.6
million; $15.2 million; and $16.6
million (requested), respectively. 1In
addition, there is a proposed capital
budget expenditure for forestry, flood
control, and recreation of $10.2 million
in FY 197sS.

Funding is generally from two sources, general and
dedicated. Dedicated funds are usually derived from collec-
tioh of entrance and user fees or from the sale of hunting,
fishing and boating licenses. The Washington State Parks
and Recreation Commission, the Tennessee Wildlife Resources
Agency and the Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks are funded
primarily from general funds. The Missouri Conservation
Commission is funded by dedicated funds. The Texas Parks and
Wildlife Commission and the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources allocate dedicated and general funds among parks,
wildlife, and occasionally forestry activities.

Generally, the Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission is an independent agency almost totally funded
from general revenue. Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission
funding is 80% dedicated and 20% general. All funding is
divided between the parks and wildlife functions. The
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources is
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supported by the general fund and its revenues, with minor
excentions, are returned to the general fund. Most Tennessee
Wildlife Resources Agency funding is from the Wildlife
Resources Fund, which is supported by hunting and fishing

. license sales and concomitant Federal grant funds.

The Missouri Conservation Commission is funded from

' dedicated sources of funds. Dedicated funds are divided

among forestry, fish, and wildlife activities; 12.1% to
forestry, 16.4% to fish ‘and 39.8% to wildlife.

Funding for the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
is generally received from dedicated sources for fish and
gamc activities and from the general fund for park and recrea-
tion activities. '

Texas uses a unit cost budgetary procedure while Tennessee
and Pennsylvania are currently developing unit cost computer
Capabilities. Washington and Missouri have no systematic
approaches to the development cf unit costs but do budget by
program goals and workload indicators.

The budget proposed by Texas for the 1976-1977 biennium
is a zero-based budget submission as contrasted with an incre-
mental budget. Agency program managers prepare activity
decision packages and program decision packages. Each set
of activity and program packages is ranked by priority and
all operations within each package are identified in the
budget request. This technique highlights service and product
results of varying levels of expenditure.

The Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks, in collaboration
with the Pennsylvania State University is developing a unit

costing technique through the allocation of operational costs on
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17 recreational aétivities. Cost allocations are used to
provide the activity days per unit of facility, the operatiops
and maintenance costs per unit, and the overation and mainte-
nance costs per activity day of usage by unit. The resulting
information is used to critique operations at the park level
and to assist in budget preparation and long-range planning.

The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency currently has
no unit cost procedures but is working on a comprehensive
wildlife plan to include unit costs and regional program
package budgeting by Fiscal Year 1975-1976.

D. Payments in Lieu of Taxes

l. Federal

The USFS distributes 25% of all revenue earned from
the sale of forest products or the use of National Forest
and National Grassland land to the states where the National
Forests are located to be used for county schools and roads.

. There are only two instances where the'NPS, as authoriz-
ed by a special act of Congress, makes payments to local
governments.

The BLM makes payments from the receipts for the use
of the public domain for grazing, mining, forestry and from
the sale of land to local governments in lieu of taxes under
a variety of legislative provisions. Special state situa-

tions exist in Alaska, and the revested lands in Oregon and
California.

The USF&WS has one in lieu tax payment derived from
the sale of products from the national wildlife refuge system.



Other USF&WS payments to states are really grants-in-aid for
the acquisition of migratory bird refuges and waterfowl pro-
duction areas, support of fish restoration and management
projects, and for the acquisition and development of land
and water areas for wildlife management research.

The TVA has an extensive system of in lieu payments to
state and local governments but it is expressly associated
with power program rather than the recreational program.
Five percent of TVA's gross proceeds from the sale of power
(except sales to the Federal Government) is paid to states
and counties by TVA as payments in lieu of taxes. The
states are free to distribute these payments as they see
fit. Local distributors of TVA power also.pay taxes or tax
eqﬁivalents to state and local governments%under various
state laws.

The BuRec has no general statutory obligation or adminis-
trative policy concerning payments to local governments in '
lieu of taxes. However, at least three prdjects {Columbia
Basin Project, Klamath Project, and the Trinity Division of
the Central Valley Project) have special provisions in
their authorizations for payments in lieu of taxes.

2. State
The state agencies studied typically make in lieu tax
payments on forest croplands and park lands.

Most states include revenue for payments in lieu of taxes
in their budget requests. Only Tennessee and Texas have
special funds for these payments. The Texas fund must be
reimbursed by the Federal government from fish and wildlife
restoration funds, whereas Tennessee makes its payments from

a fund made up of license payments, sale of contraband, fines,
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penalties, and forfeitures used for administrative expenses and
for the purchase of land suitable for the efficient manage-
rnent of wildlife. . '

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission has

no provisions' for payments to local governments in lieu of
) . -
taxes. :

The Texas Parks: and Wildlife Commission has authorized
payments in lieu of taxes to counties and school districts.

Prior to 196@, Pennsylvania had two prévisions forf
payments in lieu of taxes: $0.20/acre on state forest lands
transferred into the park system and $0.20/acre on the total

amount of forest lands. In 1964, Pennsylvania added a $0.20/
acre payment for park lands. :

Lk .

The Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency has no statutory
provision relating to payments in lieu of taxes. ~ However,
the authority to acquire lands has been administratively in-
terpreted to include acquisitions of tax delinquent laqu.

The Missouri Conservation Commission as provided by'state law,
pays $0.35/acre to the county for all state:and brivate lands
classified as Federal Croplands within the éounty. These funds
are appropriated annually by the Legis

lature from- general revenue
sources.

13

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources has no
payments in lieu of taxes provision on propérty acquired by
the state. Minnesota law requires that all.assessments and
taxes due at the time of acquisition be paid as taxes. If
the state permits occupation of the property through a rental
agreement, 30% of the rental received is returned to the -
local government in lieu of property taxes. .
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E. Fees

l. Federal

The authorization for and the extent of admission and
recreation use fees at Federal projects is contained in the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended. In
its present form, admission fees can be charged only at de~-
signated units of the NPS administered by the Department of
the Interior and those National Recreation Areas administered
by the Department of Agriculture.

NPS entrance fees may be Golden Eagle Passports ($10.00/
year), Golden Age passports (free entrance to citizens
over the age of 62), or park admissions fees which average
$1.00 per day. National Recreation Area admission fees are
not charged at all areas; if they are charged, the fee is

minimal.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund Act stipulates that
Federal agencies furnishing specialized outdoor recreation
facilities, equipment, or services can charge user fees sub-
ject to specific criteria.

When setting rates for recreation areas the USFS
Regional Foresters consider the direct and indirect cost
to the United States for developing and operating the
area, the cost charged for private and other public faci-
lities in the vicinity, the quality and variety of re-
creational opportunities in the area, and state, local
and private contributions to maintaining and developing
the area. The USFS establishes user fees at levels com-
parable to rates justified by private investments in the
same vicinity. Concession fees are also determined on
the basis of prevailing private and commerical rates
charged in the area.



The NPS concession fees are based on a franchise fee
formula promuigated under the Concessions Policies Act
which directs that they "be judged primarily by comparison
with those current for facilities and services of comparable
character under similar conditions..."

BLM user fees are determined by the state director who
is the line manager for 11 western states and Alaska. BLM
user fees are charged according to the sophistication of the
facilities. Concessioners may establish changeé at a com~
parable level with that of private facilities in the vicinity.

The USF&WS may establish reasonable charges and fees
for public use of national wildlife refuges, game refuges,
national fish hatcheries and other conservation areas.

TVA has no user charges. Concessioners charge rates
comparable to rates charged by private facilities in the
vicinity.

The BuRec has no recreation fee schedule for the 18
areas that it administers. The Fontennelle Reservoir of the
Seedskadee Project in Wyoming is the only one with recrea-
tion facilities approaching those specified in the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act. This reservoir is being studied
to determine if user fees should be charged.

2. State

State fees are often lower than those charged by private
investors. Many states, including Tennessee, are considering
raising their fees. Texas is the only state that charges
entrance fees to state parks. These funds go into the Texas
Park Development Fund for acquiring and developing lands
as state parks.



F. Authorities to Acquire Land for Recreation, Fish and
wildlife Management

l. Federal

Federal agencies may generally use Land and Water Con-
servation Funds for the acquisition of land and the develop-
ment of recreational sites. 1In addition, most authorizing
legislation contains authority for the acquisition of lands.
The NPS, TVA and the BuRec may have authorization to acquire
lands in the general description of the park or project
areas.

Federal authorities for land acquisition include:

a) USFS: Weeks Act of 1911 which allows the govern-
ment to purchase and exchange lands for national

forests.

b) NPS: No general authority exists to acquire or
dispose of park lands. Authorities for land
acquisition and disposal are contained in the
specific legislation for each area in the
system.

c) BLM: No explicit authority to acquire land for
recreation.

d) USF&WS: The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956
directs the Secretary of the Interior to acquire
refuge lands. The Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp
Act authorizes acquisition of waterfowl production
areas. The Refuge Recreation Act authorizes
acquisition of lands adjacent to existing con-
»servation areas for recreational development and

to protect the natural resources of the refuge.
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e) TVA: Recreation was not specified as a major
purpose of TVA programs at the time of
authorization, but the acquisition of speci-
fic project lands may include authorizations
for recreation.

f) BuRec: No general authority for recreation
and fish and wildlife programs although re-
creation and fish and wildlife considerations
are a part of individual project authoriza-
tion. '

2. State

State authorities for the acquisition of land for recrea-
tion, fish and wildlife purposes are more explicit than the
Federal authorities. States may institute condemnation pro-
ceedings in order to acquire lands. The specific authori-
ties are as follows:

a) Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission:
The general powers and duties of the Commission,
as set forth in Section 43.51.040, RCW, include
a broad grant of authority to acquire land for

park and parkWay purposes either by purchase or
by condemnation.

b) Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission: The Land
and Water Conservation Act (Chapter 112, 1965
Regular Session) provides the basic authority
for the acquisition of land for recreation
purposes to construct and maintain facilities,
or to enter into agreements with any other
agency to construct, maintain and operate
facilities. '



-

c)

a)

e)

s

.démnation-provided that the amount expended for .

Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks: The Bureau .
of State Parks, through the Department of Environ-
mental Resources is given specific powers (in
Section 1906-A, (2), Act No. 275, December 3,
LQTO)'to acquirevnaturai areas or other areas

with unique features by purchase, lease, or coni"
acquisition does not exceed the amount specific-
ally appropriated for such purposes and that
mineral rlghts, rlghts-of-way, and other en~
cumbrances are not 1ncon515tent w1th recreation
purposes. '

Tennessee Wlldllfe Resources Agency.: Public
Acts of 1974, Sectlon 5, prov1des authority to

acquire areas, and fish hatcheries. _Lands can

'also;be acquired by gift, condemnation, or lease.

The Missouri Conservation Commission: Empowered

' to acquire land by purchase, gift, eminent domaln,
"Oor otherwise for the control, management, res-

toration, conservation, and regulation of the bird/
fish, game, forestry, and wildlife resources of
the State. There.is no. stated authority to

acqulre land for recreatlon purposes except as

' related to the above authorlty..

The'Minnesota Department-of Natural Resources:
Generel authority to carry out recreational'

prOJects and acquire interests in land is 1n-
cluded in the basic laws. Specific authority

is-included in the 1eglslation creating each -
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park. I1f power of eminent domain is not granted,.
and if the land cannot be acquiréd by other
means, another legislative»enaqtment is required -
aufhoriZing,condemnation, |

G. . Authority and _Proceduxe for Leasing Land. and/or
' Fac1lltles to Individuals

l. Federal _
~ The USFS is authorized to issue spec1a1 use permits (with

long term leases) for a wide range of purposes including
agriculture, community uses, public and private recreational
uses, industrial uses,. public information reséarch, study
and training, transportatlon, utilities and communlcatlons,
§nd water. Another set of term permlts is 11m1ted to
d maximum of 80 acres and 30 years duration and applies
$ole1y to National Forest lands. Term perﬁits for the use
of’strﬁctures or improvements under the administrative
control of the USFS are limited to 30 years.

USFS conce551ons come under the aegls of spec1a1 use permlts.
‘Current USFS pollcy discourages expansion of present long-term
residential occupancy of sites on national forest System - lands.‘
Approximately 18,000 recreation reSLdence sites on Federal land
have been occupied continﬁously for extended periods. The
residential special permits and all other licenses may be
terminated only if the land is needed for a higher use (dis-
cretion of the USFS) or breach of permit terms;:‘ |

NPS has a basic authority to lease or permit
the use of land for the accommodation of visitors in the
various parks,'monuments, and other reservatiohsrfor a
period not exceeding 36 years. The 378 operafing con-
" cession activities include restaurants, snack bars, lodging,
camp~-grounds and related facilities, trailer‘parks, general |
merchandising, souvenirs and curios, marinas and tackle
shops, and transportation. -
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_ The NPS is authorized to negotiate concession contracts -
without soliciting bids, however, a prospectus is normally

issued for the information of all persons known to be interest—'
;ed 1n prov1d1ng that particular ‘type of concession. When the
1NPS determlnes that concession facilities should be built,
'a bidding procedure is used that begins with a prospectus

that'Clearly delineates NPS requirements. NPS also has the

‘authorlty to permlt a "possessory interest", i.e., "all

“incidents of ownershlp except legal title," in concession

facilities under the Concession Policies Act, PL 89-249 79
Stat. 969). NPS has the authority to terminate a concession
permlt with prior warnlng lf the permlttee has not met NPS

: standards.

The USF&WS may issue permits for publlc xecreathnal

‘use in national wildlife refuges only if the public recrea-

tional use does not interfere with the primary'purpese for

which the area was established and if funds are available

'fof'the development, operation,zand maintenanee Qf the per-

mittcd forms: of recreation. The. permittea recreational

uses, usually. operated by conce551oners, are boat rentals,

campgrounds, traller hookups,'and marlnas.

The TVA has no formallzed conce551on policy. There are

"only seven areas with activities considered by TVA to be
Conce551ons, each is prlmarlly a marina. The TVA pollcy for

‘permits, leases, and permanent recreational easements 1nvolve

negotlated sales to prlvate owners who then make substantlal

jlnvestments.. Currently TVA has - leases and permits for the
following uses:



Agriculture - 1,100

Public Parks - 75

Private docks and resorts - 65
Wildlife - 9 + 41 separate permits

All TVA leases are made for 30 years and are'fevocable.-

BuRec has-no statutory authority for leasing land
although the Secretary of'the”Inferior may-adoptlsuCh methods
as he deems to be in the best interest of the United States
and the‘project}' Most BuRec project‘areas are administe;ed_
by other agencies (233 out of 251). Twenty-one of the
leases are under current Fedéral Wate:_?roject Recreation Act
(PL- 89-72) cost sharing agteements for recreation and fish
and wildlife. | | B

2. State

State agencies typically grant leases and permits for
recreational and educational facilities in state parks or for

mining, grazing, or farming of undeveloped state lands.

The Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission has

three types of leases - concessions in state parks,'indivi-»
dual leasingvof undeveloped parks, and leasing-of.lahd to
television stations. All leases are subjéct to conditions
approved by the Commission. Park concessioners must '
generally provide for publié access. These leases are
usually for periods not longer than 20 years with the excep-
tion of special high investment cases. Individual‘leases of

undeveloped land for grazing, agriculture or mineral develop-
ment do not exceed 10 years. ‘

The Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission grants park con-
cessions under two policies: if the net investment is less
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ghaﬁ'sls,ooo,_thé lease may not exceed three years; if net

investment is greater than $15,000, leases are negotiable up -

to five years. = The Commission may also lease grazing rights -
and harvest and sell or to sell in place any tlmber, hay or
other.product grown on such lands when these products are

found~to be in excess of wildlife needs.

. The Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks will lease a
portion of any Btate park, whether owned or leased by the
Commonwealth, as a site for buildings and facilities to be
ﬁsed'for health, recreational, or educational purposes, or
for parking areas and concessions for the convenience and

‘eomﬁort of the public. The term of the leases'nay not ex-

éeed 10 years unless a substantial capital investment is

involved and it is deemed intthe best interests of the
':Commonwealth to extend the term of the lease to‘35'years{
‘Mining leases grant rights to mine or remove ahy oil or gas
,fodhd in a state park These resources may be mined if it

'1s con51dered to be in the best interests of the state.:

Begxnnlng in 1913, the state forest system leased 1/4 acre

~lots to individuals and permltted the construction of hunt-

_;ng_cablns. No ‘new leases have been granted since 1970 but‘

many of the exxstlng leases have. followed the reclassifica-

.tidn-of state forests to state: parks. Pennsylvanla has no_;”
:Written concessions policy but the conce551ons that exist,

most of which are assoc1ated with three ski areas, 1nvolved‘
a b1dd1ng process.

Tennessee does not lease lands to any state, local or

; private agency. The_state will, however,_lease or lénd to}v
sell or exchange land with the Secretary of the Interior for



Wildlife refuges under the authorities of the Migratory Bird ~
‘Treaty Act and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. Tennessee

will lease lands from any governmental agenoy or private

individual to.obtain exclusive game and fish rights and for

the right to manage the areas. ‘Leases from Federal agencies
typically run 99 years at a cost of $1.00. The state

~acquires game and fish.rights from private owners for any *
mutually agreeable period. The Wildlife Resources Agency may

sublet the rights secured from private individuals to any

other publlc agency of the state or Federal government for

management purposes, but has not done so except for coopera-

‘tlve flshlng,.huntlng, or trapping.‘ '

The Mlssourl Conservation Comm1831on has no specific
Authority for leasing land or facilities to private individuals.
The Commission may enter into sharecrop type arrangements with
farmers as long as the use is compatible with the goals of '
the Commission.. The terms of agreement are negotiated by the - - _,
field staff. Missouri has a standard concessions contract
but the Commission has difficulty acquiring concessions be-
cause the business activity level is not generally high
enough to support large, long term investments. Fewer than
lO-conce551oners are operative, primarily for boat rentals,-
and the total income for F¥,1973 was less than $15,000.

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources leases have a
renewable ten year term with.a three month concellation notice
clause, under an authority which includes leasing for taking
and removing sand, gravel, clay, rock, marl, peat, and black
dirt. A second-authority is limited to lands and buildings
not presently needed to meet Department objectives. These

JiN
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_leases must be made in "furtherance of the lnterests of con-

servation", are for a two year term, and 1nclude cooperatlve,

3fa;m1ng agreements. A sPecial type of lease called the _
"Lakeshore Leasing Law" subdivides land into convenient lot }
sizes and ther leases them for cottage and camp purposés for

not.more than 10 years at a time. The Department does not

have a standard concessions policy.

'H.  Findings

“1l. Federal v
a. The six Federal agencies studled were created for

Spe01f1c and limited purposes. Recreation was initially a

by product of their original purposes, 1nclud1ng the Natlonal
Park Service which was orlglnally established "to promote
dnd regulate the use of national parks, monuments, and reserva-

.tlons, for the purpose of conserving the scenery, the natural

and hlstorlc objects and the wildlife..."

b. Actual unit cost. data were not generally avail-
able for the operatlng land management agencies. 'The Depart-~
ment of the Interlor recreation and fish and wildlife bureaus
and services use incremental budgetlng for program enhance-
ment_and have not developed unit costing. It is possible to
take’ the number of visitors, or visitor days, and the total

cost of operatlon of a glven recreation area and compute a

oost per recreatlon day. ,Thls cost»can-then be used to pro-
ject future costs based on projected utilization factors, but
most agencies were concerned about the'reiiability of such a .
technique. This technique assumes all varlables, other than
dollars and recreation days, remaln constant. '



c. The 1973 Nationwide Outdoor Recreation Plan sets
forth outdoor recreation facility cost estimates for selected
éctivities. Operating costs based on an optimum staffing
allocation are élso estimated per unit of recreation. NB
record was found of direct appllcatlon of the data to the
incremental units of increased costs for recreatlon activi-
ties in any land management bureaus and services.

USFS does not have unit cost data at the central
office in Washington. Forest Supervisors have developed
empirical data on the costs of various activities and these

data generélly form a basis for evaluating cost estimates from:

each national forest. It is reéognized”that’coSts very from
forest to forest, and there are no figures that are applicable
nation wide. ' B ‘

d. A continuing reV1ew of land use for recreation

(more so than fish and wildlife enhancement) is being conducted-

by the National Conference on State Parks of the National
Recreation and Parks Association. The Council on Environ-
mental Quality has sponsored a related study on-recreatiénal 
use of water supply‘reServoirs; and the American Society of
Plénning Officials has sponsofed an effort by ProfeSsqr
Richard Ragatz, to evaluate recreation homes.

e. Meither the authority for their creation, their
édministrative procedurés and practices, nor their budgetary
resources would indicate that the six Federal land management
agencies studied have a m1s510n which is broad enough to
encompass the wide-ranging water resource related recreation.
and fish and wildlife enhancement activities of WRDPs present-
ly under the stewardship of the Corps. | »

®
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- 2., State

a. The six state agencies studied range from those

fwhlch administer only recreation (Pennsylvanla Bureau of State'
fParks) or fish and wildlife (Tennessee Wildlife Resources’
;Agency) to those which administer multiple purpose actlvitleS'
‘including parks and fish and w11d11fe (Minnesota Department
 of Natural Resources) |

b. General findings indicate that the rate of state

level increase in these activities has not kept pace with the
‘overall rate of economic’growth within the states. In some . 1n—
~'stances, thls has been attributed to the failure of sources
‘of dedicated revenue to match needed expenditures. Missouri,
‘Tennessee and Texas are states with a high level of dedi-
»cated revenue Washlncton State recently abandoned’ dedl—?
jcated revenues as the primary means of flnanc1ng thelr
“act1v1t1es. In other instances, the ‘slower rate of growth
for recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement purooses is
-_c51mply attributed to the general extension of state involve-
_ﬂnent 'in other social programs and a re- establishment of ‘
fprlorltles with a fixed 1evel of llmlted resources The
nivalldlty of this: flndlng 1s dlfflcult to verlfy at the A
flnd1v1dua1 agency level because of differing economic bases
‘”and varylng rates of growth for each state. 'It is, however,
}the‘general concensus of responsible state officials, and

is dogumented at the aggregate level by the Bureau of Census
in Topical Studies, Volume 6, Number. 4 of - ‘the 1972 Census
of Governments, issued December 1974.




¢. Certain spec1f1c flndlngs may be of use to the
Corps in refining its own techniques of resource allocation
and the enhancement of recreation and fish and wildlife
<opportunities: _

(1) The Texas Parks and W11d11fe Comm1351on has
begun zero-base budgetlng for all activities beginnlng with

the FY 1976~ 78 biennium. Contrasted to 1ncremental.budget1ng,;

this technique requires each activity to be justified anew

in each budget cycle rather than nerely. Justlfylng increases
beyond the prior budget. For Texas, this appears to have
resulted in 1dent1fy1ng Qarylng levels of expendlture and the
service or product results of each. '

(2)4 The Pennsylvanla Bureau of State Parks is

developing, and has under pilot operation at the Pennsylvania

State University, a program for allocating operational costs-
t¢;17 recreational activities. The experimentel uses of this
technique have been to critique operations at the park level,
to assist in annual budget preparation, and to assist in

long range planning.

(3) The Washington State Parks and Recreation
Commission has issued rules and regulaticns defining the
"possessory interest"'of concessioners in certain facilities
on state lands. "Possessory interest" is defined as "... all
incidents of owuership except the right to free transfer of
mcrtgage and legal title,..." The possessory interest is
subject to provisions of the coutract, state laws, and regula-
tions relating to the area. The possessory'interest may be

used as security for a loan or it may be assigned, transferred,

£

BN



r!.‘

(&

or-relinquishéd‘prior to the expiration or termination of a
contract with the prior approval of the Commission. The
rcqgulations provide further that the possessory interest
,hall not bc extlngulshed by the explratlon or other termlna—
tlon of the concessxon contract and may not be taken for _
publlc use or transferred to a successor without just com- o
penéation. This concept has not been in effect for a suffi-
c1ently long perlod to establish its value in encouraglng
recreatlonal investments or rellev1ng the state of recrea-
tlonal 1nvestment respon51b111t1es. It appears to offer an
opportunity for the use of private capital to éerve a public
purpose.b A similar concept to provide conceSSLOner securlty
Wao 1ncorporated in the statutory authorlty for the NPS in

'1965
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 Projection Series’

. Projections:. 1960—1985. Washington, D. C.

CHAPTER 5

NATIONAL RECREATION, FISH AND WILDLIFE
ENHANCEMENT NEEDS

.This Chapter presents a statement of natlonal outdoor

nrecreatlon and fish and wildlife enhancement needs. First.
o generallzed forecast of the demands for selected types of -
f:outdoor activities is made. This is followed by flndlngs of
:aCongreSSLOnally authorized Commissions and references to
H‘specaflc leglslatlve acts which prov1de an authoritative
hlndlcatlon of publlc policy 1n this general area. Flnally,--
_'the degree ‘to which the Corps WRDP land contributes to both
dfsatlsfylng the prOJected demands for outdoor act1V1ty and
“-stated publlc pollcy is 1dent1f1ed .

A, Generallzed Outdoor Recreatlon Demands Forecast

'- A methodology was’ formulated for pro;ectlng the demands

" for land and water area assocxated with selected outdoor
ferecreatlon act1V1t1es normally found on Corps WRDP land.

Major elements of thlS methodology are brlefly summarzzed iV‘

fjbelow.,'

: F1rst, resxdent populatlons for 1970 and 1980 by major.

dtgeographlc reglons ‘and dlstrlbutlon by 1ncome class were
'ihobtalned from the National Planning Assoc1atlon (NPA) ‘
- Reglonal Demographlc Pro;ectlon Serles and Regional Economlc‘

b and are shown in Tables 5 1 “through 5-<4.

2National Planning Association. - 1972. Regional'Demographicv

bNatlonal Plannlng Association. 1973. Regional Economic
Progectlons', 1960-1985. Washlngton, D. C.
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‘National Planning Association regional projections are

the'only projections available in the U. S. that contain
forecasts of income by income-class. Income is one of the
~cardinal determinants of outdoor recreation participation
‘rates. ’ ' '

The Regiéhél Economic PtojectionS'Serie§ ié pubiished

" annually, and contains 5 and 10 year forecasts of metropoli-
;tan, state and regional populaﬁidn, employment, household
“and famlly formation, personal income, and consumptlon. _

~-Emphasis is placed upon estimating future patterns of inter-
- state mlgration and industrial location. -

Whenever_possible,.popula-lon p:ojectidhs:prepared by
the National Planning Association have been drawn from work
~in this area. by the Bureau of the Census.; ‘

To prov1de populatlon pro;ectlons NPA employed the
istandard.cohort survival method on a five-year basis vital
statistics (fertility and survival rates), These statistics
' were calculated by assuming that such rates will bear the
fsame relationship to the corresponding ratesvfor the whole

- population as occurred in the most recent Census data. 1In
‘all population projections the Census Series E-fertility
‘assumption has been used which most closely fits recent
‘experience and which is also used by most recent U. S.
fGovernment projectxons.- ' ' .

‘The Natxonal Planning Assocxatlon s pro;ectlons were
derived by using the macro-economic and industry models
built by Michael K. Evans and his associates at Chase |
Econometrics Asgsociates among others. ' '
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The projections for consumption and investment by

 detailed commodity types are produced by the models built
- at the National Planning Association.

,The NPA regions consist of the following states:

ﬁewiEngland. Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
: Massachusetts, Rhode Island and
Connectlcut

Middle Atlantic: New York, New Jersey,
' Pennsylvania, Delaware, Maryland, and
District of Columbia,

Great Lakes: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michiganrb
and Wisconsin. .

Southeast: Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky,
- Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina, -
Georgia, Florida, Alabama, MlSSlSSlppl,'
Louisiana, and Arkansas.

Plains: Minnesota, Iowa, Mlssouri, North Dakota,.
South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas.

Southwest: Oklahoma, Texas, Arizona, and New
Mexico. o : B

Mountalns. - Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Utah, and
Colorado.

Far West: Washlngton, Oregon, and California.

Since the NPA income sxze dlstrlbutlon did not dlrectly

-kicorrespond to the income size dlstrlbutlon used by_BOR,
_fthese were aggregated to make the NPA series compétible with
_‘BORQ Participation rates for each of seven income class
"sizes were  obtained from BORZ. ‘Those obtained were for

boatlng, sw1mm1ng, hunting, camplng, plcnlcklng, and
fishing (Tables 5-5 through 5-10).

~ %Unpublished data from BOR 1970 Survey of Recfeatibn.
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_ Multlpllcatlon of the reglonal populatlons by the
participation rates resulted in estlmates of numbers of
“part1c1pants in each reglon for 1970 and 1980. These are
shown in Tables 5= 11 through 5- 22 ‘ The annual number of
activity days per partlcxpant for each of the six recreatlon
" activities was obtalned from BOR? Multiplication of this
_.number by the- number of part1c1pants 1n each reglon resulted
. in the total number of recreation days for each of the six

- activities for 1970 and 1980, as shown in Tables 5 23, 5-25,
'3—26, 5-28, 2-30, and 5-31. |

In the case of boatlng, huntlng, and camping, the total
number of activity days was further subd1v1ded boating in-
to marina based and trailered boats, huntzng into small game,
big game, and waterfowl huntlng, and camplng 1nto trailer
:and tent camplng.

Thus, a total of ten outdoor recreatlon categories are
reported upon in this report Other categorles were con-
sidered: retail and service establlshments and hotels and .

- motels were deleted because it was not possible to separate

' recreation act1v1ty levels from levels attributable to other
? activities in these establlshments, ‘but in the case of
i'marlnas, harbors and sw1mm1ng .beaches the pro;ected land

. use requirements include land areas 1mproved by such
f:establzshments. Upland game,. cold and warm water flshlng,
and wilderness and natural area categorles were deleted .

- because of a paucity of 1nformatlon.

vaUnpublished'databfrom BOR 1970 Survey of Recreation.
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‘'These breakdowns, expressed as percentages, and the
resulting activity»days are shown in Table 5-24 for boating,
.Table 5-27 for hunting, and Table 5-29 for camping should
" be regarded as estimates.

In order to estimate the number of pa:ticipants in
- each recreation activity per day during the season, the
total annual number of activity days was divided'by the
number of days’ Ln the season of each recreatlon activity as
'obtalned from a varlety of unpubllshed sources. The re-
sults of the division are shéwn in Tables 5-32 through 5-37.

Selection of appropriate standards for land/water area
requirements associated with outdoor»recfeatiqﬁ activities
is difficult."The-major reasons are the abserice of uniform
"definitions and very large numerical differences in the
"land and/or water areas specified for outdodrafecreation
'activities.' o ' : -

'In order to select the land/water area standards used
~in this report a comprehen51ve examlnatlon was made of the
;space standards compiled and published by the BOR in a re- |
"pbrta that summarizes oveér 130 fepOrts'and'studies. “
Land/water area standards used in’ thls report were:
-selected to represent the average representatlve size of the
.standard areas reported. It is pertinent to note, ‘there-
fore, that the selected'standards-1is€ed~beiowfrepresent |
‘professional judgment. ' ' ST '

The following standards were used:

3Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 1970, Outdoor Recreation -
Space Standards. G.P.O. Washington, D. C.
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Boatinga
~ Land area requirements: 2 acres per 100 boats

Land area requirements: water-based boats, 1.1 acre .
per boat

‘Water surface requirements: water-based boats, 1 acre
per boat -

Trailer boat: 1 acre per boat
Swimming®
. Land area requirements: 130 sq. ft. per swimmer
. Water area requirements: 70 sq. ft. of surface per
‘ swimmer ‘
 Hu . b
unting 7 ‘
Land requirement for small game: 9 acres per hunter
Land requirement for big game: 64 acres per hunter
~ Land requirement for waterfowl: 4.5 acres per hunter
camping®

‘Land requirement for trailer camping: 35 persons per
acre C ' : ‘

‘Land requirement for tent camping: 12 persons per acre

Sources' Wisconsin Conservation Department 1966. A

"comprehen51ve ‘plan for Wisconsin outdoor recreation.™

Madison, Wisconsin, and U. S. Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.
'1966. Water-oriented outdoor recreation: Lake Erle Ba51n.
"Ann Arbor, Michigan.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Resource Development.
'1962.° Recreation in Wisconsin. Madison, Wisconsin.

-GSource; Wisconsin Conservation Department. 1966. A dompre—‘

hensive plan for Wisconsin outdoor recreation. Madison,

. ‘Wisconsin, and California Outdoor Recreation Plan Com-
- mittee. 1960. - California »ublic outdoor recreatlon plan.
‘“ggrt II. Sacremento, Callfornla.

Note: In all cases, the Wisconsin Standards shouidAnot be
’ regarded as design criteria.
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R -
: Picnicking
Land requiremerit: 35 persons per acre
. . ._ Db
Fishing
Land requirements for fresh water: 800 square feet
per fisherman

surface water requirements for water: 3.6 acres per
fisherman ' o

_~ The standérds reflect the actual land required for
construction 6f a facility, plus parking, plus a buffer
zone allowance to separate the activity from other recrea-
tion activities‘and from contiguous uses. No standard or
set of standards were found that adequately cbhsider multiple
recreation activities at a'singie-tomplex; Private sector
and state park resorts make effective use of the complementarity
between overnight accommodations, marinas, campgrounds, swim-
ming beaches, and golf courses ‘in a single recreation ‘area.
Use of individual standards may overstate total acreage
requirements, but addition of the additional acreage
to buffer the lafger recreation complex from incompatible
cdntiguous uses seems appropriate. o o

Table 5-38 sets forth these standards expressed in
uniform units in terms of acres per‘participant.

d5ource: Wisconsin Conservation Department. 1966. A com-
prehensive plan for Wisconsin outdoor recreation. Madison,
Wisconsin, and Calitornia Outdoor Recreation Plan Com-
‘mittee. 1960. California public outdoor recreatlon plan:
part II. Sacremento, California.

bSources: Wisconsin Conservation Department. 1966. A com-
prehensive plan for Wisconsin outdoor recreation. Madison,
Wisconsin, and U. S. Bureau of Outdoor Retcreation. 1966.

Water-oriented outdoor recreation: TLake Erie Basin. Ann
Arbor, Michigan.. g

5

44

#

N



1

vvfiable 5-38. Land and‘Water Use Standards

'ﬁ_¢railered Boats (@ 2.3 participants/boat)
Land

Water = 0.435 acres/participant

0.0009 acres/participant

--Marina—Based Boats (@ 3.7 participants/bpat)
B ‘Land
Water

4\\,‘

0.300 acres/participant

0.270 acres/participant

Swimming _
’ Land = 0.003 acres/participant
‘Water

0.002 acres/participant

' Hunting
' Land
Small Game

9 aéres/participaht

Big Game = 64 acres/participant
Waterfowl = 4,5_acres/participant
,‘CamEing . _ _ |
Land . b

‘Trailer = 0.029 acre/participant

.- Tent = 0.083'acres/participant
 Picnickih9 ‘ _ , _ o
~ Land = 0.029 acres/participant
‘Fishing

Land = 0.018 acres/participant

Water‘=

3.6 acres/participant

e

5-45



Multiplication of these standards by the number of parti=
oipants per day for each outdoor recreation activity resulted
in land and surface water area requirements. These are shown
in Tables 5-39 through 5-44,

' As noted earller, data were sought for natural area
recreatlon use to support comparable calculations of require-=
ments. It is reported that wilderness recreation and'recrea-
tion 1n undeveloped natural areas has been grow1ng at the
rate of approxlmately 10% per year over the past -several
decades without evidence of slackenlng.

B. National Expressions of Need

Congress has been responding to the nation'e needs for
recreational opportunity and fish and wildlife enhancement
programs since the turn of the century. The natibnal forest
reserves, now under the management of the USFS, for example, were
originally established by Congress in 1891. Twenty-five
years later in 1916, Congress created the NPS to conserve
the scenery, natnral and historic objects, and wildlife in.
various areas of the country. Other early>landmark statutes
include the Recreation and Public Purposes Act of 1926, the
Fish and Wildlife Coordlnatlon Acts of 1934 and 1946, and the
1944 Flood Control Act.

. Beginning in the early 1960's, Congressional concern
for recreation, fish and wildlife enhancement, natural
beauty, and environmental quality intensified and the pace

aFisher, A. C. and J. V. Krutilla. 1964. Valulng Long Run
Ecological Consequences and Irreversibilities. Resources

for the Future, Inc. (Reprint No. 117), Washington, D. C.

and Fisher, A. C. and J. V., Krutilla. 1972. "Determination
of Optimal Capacity of Resource-Based Recreation Facilities."
Natural Resources Journal. Vol. 12 No. 6 (July).
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of legislative action markedly quickened. Thus, in 1960
Cohgrosé passed the Multiple Use and Sustained Yield Act
whxch declared. that the National Forests were to be admin-
1stcrod for outdoor recreation and fish and wildlifc, as
wel;_as-range, timber, and watershed purposes. In 1964,
the-Secretary of the Interior was directed to classify the
various'uses to which each parcel of Federal land could be
put to avoid the loss of nationally benef1c1a1 uses, e.g.,
recreatlon and fish and wildlife, by the unw1se transfer

of certaln parcels to different ownership (C1a551f1catlon

and Multlple Use Act of 1964). That same year Congress

_establlshed a framework for creation of a natlonal network

of Federal w11derness areas. (Wllderness Act of 1964)

_ Two major statutes ev1denc1ng an 1ncrea51ng natlonal
interest in recreation and wildlife resources also became
law 'in 1965. 1In the Federal Water Project Recreation Act, .

»Congress recognlzod recreatlon and fish and wildlife

activities as purposes which should recelve full con51der-
atlon in the plannlng and operatlon of every Federal WRDP.
In the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Congress pro-

vided a means for improving the quantlty and quallty of out—r"

door rccreatlon fac111t1es.

~“The Transportatlon Act of 1968 prov1ded that the plan—
nirnig of highways should give special recognltlon to preserva- -
tion of the natural beauty of the country51de, publlc parks
and recreatlonal fa0111t1es, w1ld11fe areas and hlstorlc '
31tos.' Durlnq the same year, a statutory ba51s was estab-
lishodiforicrcation,of a national system of outdoor ‘trails
(Natioha} Trails System Act of 1968)¢ahd a national system‘

to. preserve rivers possessing outstanding scenic, recreational,



fish and wildlife values (Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968§).
Finally, in tHe National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
Congress declared a national policy of encouraging the .pro-
ductive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment,
and directed all Federal agencies to consider environmental -
values when proposing most major Federal activities.

_ In addition to legislation, Congress focused attention
upon recreation, fish and wildlife, and other natural re-

sources of national value'through formation of two commissions,

one to review Federal public land law (PLLRC) and the other
to study outdoor recreation policies.(ORRRC) ORRRC's" report
recommended the establlshment of a national outdoor recrea--
tion policy, the ‘creation of a systematized classification
scheme for recreatibn lands, state-by-state lbngerange
recreation master plans, a Federal grants- -in- ald program, and
the creation of a Bureau of Outdoor Recreation -- recommenda-
tions which have since been partlally 1mplemented. Congress
has not yet acted upon PLLRC's flndlngs, though a BLM Organlc

Act .and a. Natlonal Land Use Pollcy Act are presently being
given active consideration.

With the exception of participation in the Land and
Water Conservation Fund, the Corps has been a551gned manage-
ment respon51b111t1es under each of the fore901ng statutes,
including recreation. development fish and wildlife enhance-
"ment, and natural resource protection.

C. Corps WRDP Resources and National Needs

The acreage required to satisfy national recreation,
huhtinq, and fiehing demands was shown to be increasing.
Some regions of the nation will demonstrate dfamatic changes,
for example, a forecasted 42% increase in land needed to

5-54
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3upport swimming activity in the southeast region.

Table 5-45 shows the supply of Corps WRDP lands and
waters by regions appropriate to the prOJectlons of need.
'In the U. S., there are 4.3 million acres of surface water
.1n Corps WRDPs avallable for swimming, fishing, marlna-based
boats, and trailered boats; 33,000 miles of shoreline to
support fishing, boating, and swimming activities (RRMS 1973).
There -are 5,532,245 acres of. land above normal pool elevation®
held in fee. by the Corps available to meet the needs for |
1and -based recreation activities (RRMS 1973). Of the 5.5
'mlllxon acres, 418,400 acres are classified by the Corps
ds. suitable for intensive recreation development and are
avalldble to meet needs for marinas, 1aunch1ng ramps,. camp-
grounds, ‘Pichnic grounds, and sw1mm1ng beaches, 2.4 mllllon
acres are classified by the Corps as primarily valuable
for upland and/or big game and are available to meet hunting
needs. The remaining 2.6 million acres, 1nc1ud1ng 191,412 .
3acres of 1dent1f1ed natural area, are avallable for exten51ve»
,recreatlon use requxrlng minimal 1nvestment in facxlltles.
ALl of the 5.1 mllllon acres of exten51ve recreatlon and
w11d11fc lands and part of the 1nten51ve recreatlon area acreage
are uvallable for compatlble multlple recreatlon uses, that 1s,
‘mort than 5.1 mllllon acres. are open for public hunting ln
:season.and_the same acreage 1s available for. extensive

reoreation users during the balance of the yearw

" 'he supply of land and water in the Corps WRDP system
“takes an, added significance in three NPA regions not par-
ticularly well served by other national systems as shown in

Case study analyses show that normal pool elevation may not
" always. be the best dividing line between aquatic and terres-
trial environments because of the zone partlally above and

partially below normal pool elevation that is periodically
inundated. '
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.}thé Nationwide}Plana. In the southeast, plains, and south-
;‘weSt regions, demand for WRDP-related activities is high and
}pro;ectlons show 51gn1f1cant percentage increases in the
1 future. Data in Table 5-45 show that Corps WRDPs have more-
?fthan-3.5 million acres of water surface, 28,444‘m11es of
 shoreline, and 2,141,413 of upland and/or big game land -

© available to meet the demand.

There are'legitimate national needs for various types =

';of intensive recreation opportunities. Decisions to provide'
 5these opportunltles at specific times and places are far |
’ttmore subject to market conditions. _Some of the opportuni-

" ties can be provided at some Corps WRDPs throﬁgh innovative -

Awerrangements, such as the Lake Lanier Islands.Authority

(Georgia) under existing authorities; others, such as

fﬂvacatlon -- or second -- homes, will be dlfflcult to
__accommodate at Corps WRDPs.

.Second homes would be a serious resource allocation

-;problem if Corps WRDPs were the only supply of land to
_ymeet water-oriented second home demand. The data shown
- in Table 5-46 indicate a ‘reasonable supply of land avail-

able at WRDPs created by private and quasx-publlc utlllty

'-companles. Hou51ng development focused on these WRDPs is
;exemplified at Lake-of-the-Ozarks (Missouri),'beep Creek ‘
.Lake {Maryland), and Lake Gaston (North Carollna) Natural

lakes, some TVA and BuRec WRDPs, and Great Lakes and sea

‘coasts should be added to this stock. Also, Corps WRDPs

Whére very little manageable land was acquired have already -

“experienced intensive housing development.

QBu;éau of Outdoor Recreation. 1972. Outdoor Recreation:
. A Legacy for America. G.P.0., Washington, D. C.




Tablé 5-46. Federal Power Commission Licensed Water
Resource Development Projects by NPA Region

Region  Wmberof susface Shorlite Nuwer ol
_ Frojects’ (acres) |

‘‘New England 74 121,864 1,410 196
Middle Atlantic 39 36,614 394 152
Great. Lakes 107 261,269 2,498 662
“Plains o 19 . 113,616 1,79@' 1,355
‘Southeast 75 - 493,021 9,418 . 1,830
Southﬁest T'A‘i 'ks'_  -284;374, 3,094 - 916
a:Mqunt'a'ins - 38 . 214,680 1, 063 . o .30."9'.
 Far West 166 223,027 1,853 393
'TOTALS - 524 1,748,465 21,520 5,813

' CZRC from U.. S. Federal Power Commission. 1970. Recreation 
Opportunities at Hydroelectric Projects Licensed bx,the
Federal Power Commission. Washlngton, D. C.

Does not 1nclude 1rrlgat10n dlStrlCt, state agency, pump
storage, or. non—reserv01r ‘licenses. :

(.
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S It was not possible to reaggregate existing data to

-qudntify specific national needs for housing-based recrea-

tion\opportdnities that could be met by Corps WRDP resources®’

~..In some cases, particularly at those WRDPs where housing

' éévelopment is already well advanced and is part of con-
1’tiguous land use problems, Corps authority to work cooper-ﬂ
  a£ivqu with local governments -- and perhaps directly with;
1de0elope;s -- could meet a portion of the needs while main-.
‘~taining the integrity of the resources. 1In all such cases, .
5iana1yses of the tracts in question should be conducted to
_~detérmine whether the value of the natural recreation

- resource would exceed its value as high-density recreatlonal

b
resource”.
-'D. ~Findings

- ’l.. The lands and water of the Corps WRDP system
constitute a major segment of the supply of resources

‘available to meet these needs both nationally and in the
“xégions showing largest percentage increases. '

2. The national need for outdoor recreation and fish

‘and wildlife enhancement as expressed by the findings of Coﬁ—_
--gréSSionally authorized Commissions and specific legislative
-acts can better be met by insuring that the full supply of
;Corps WRDP land is available to the publlc.

: éfﬁe~demand, in aggregate, is very large. See: Richard L.
.. .Regatz Associates, Inc. 1974. Recreational Properties:
- An Analysis of the Markets for Privately Owned Recreational

‘Lots and Leisure Homes. Council on Environmental Quality,
Washington, D. C.

bFisher, A. C. and J. V. Krutilla. 1972. "Determination of

. Optimal Capacity of Resource-Based Recration Facilities".

'~ Natural Resources Journal, Vol. 12, No. 6 (July).

5-59
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3. There are marked regional differences in the amount -
of land needed to meet intensive and extensive recreation '
.use. The Corps WRDP system constitutes a significant supply
:of land and water in those regions where rapid rates of in-
‘crease are expected and where there are few alternative |
‘Federal sources of supply.

4. The Corps WRDP system has high potential for meet-
.ing Conéressional.statements of national need for maintain-
ing environmental quality, providing balanced recreation

opéortunities, and maintaining wildlife species populations
at a high level for the use and enjoyment of all Americans.
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CEAPTER 6
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

A ihfroduction'

‘;»]The Congress has granted to the Coros broad discretion-
dryﬁagthority to plan, develop, and operate public recreation ’
facilities, more specific authority to manage forest re50urces;e
and authority to cooperate in fish and wildlife management
censistent with project purposes. These grants of authority
constltute the present Corps resnon51b111ty for utilizing

Lorns managed land and water areas to. pbrovide for outdoor

'recreatlon and fish, forest, -and wildlife enhancement 1n‘the

oublic interest. .

Recreation-resource manacement however, 15 but one func-
tlon of the total resource development and oreration program
of he Civil Works Directorate of the Corns. Recreatlon—

resourco management must, at the same time, be both consistent

with the other authorized purpvoses and enhance public recrea-
iioh benefits and protect and enhance the quality of the
resources. It has been shown: "Operation of a series of '
water rcsource development progects on a 51ngle river system :
is a very complex decision- -making process.  The dec1510n' .
to sava or release water at a given point for a glven month
affects not only the situation for that site and that month,

but albo for every other month and site as well."a

In this chapter, the follbwing alternative management

systems by which the Corps could digcharge its recreation-

a -v._ - .

King, D. H. 1972. Effects of Reservoir Operating Polic
on Recreation Beneflits. Virginia Polytechnic Institute
&, State University, Blacksburqg, Virginia.




resource management responsibilities are evaluated:

(1) Lease or sale of WRDP lands to permit private use.

 (2) Transfer of WRDP land to state governments or other
Federal agencies. '

(3) Retention of WRDP land under Corps management.

The evaluation of each alternative includes the assess=

ment ‘of the following major considerations:

(1) Effectiveness of the alternative system in meeting
the recreation-resource management responsibilities
associated with Corps WRDPs. :

(2) Effect of the alternative system upon local tax
‘ structures.

'(3) Effect of the alternative system on national needs.

(4) Effect of the alternative on the programs of the
Corps and other agencies.

(5) Statutory, fiscal, and policy constraints that -
attach to the alternative. '

B. Lease or Sale of Land to Permit Private Use

©o1. The Nature of Private Sector Involvement
In general, firms have successfully entered the recreation
industry by developing and-operatihq capital intensive, high
density facilities in regions where there is high year around
visitation or where a market can be developed. In these’

profitable areas, entrepreneurs can bid land away from other
uses such as agriculture. ‘

The unprofitable nature of some activities, 'such as
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érimitive camping, hunting, and nature study, have inhibited
infcnsive private entry. Yet significant segments of
Amvricans have expressed high levels of.demand for oppor-
tunities to enjoy solitude while fishing, camping and boatlnd.
The prov1510n of these non-market opportunities tradition-

ally has been the role of the public sector.

i2;j Discussion
' a. Effectiveness.of.Sale or Lease of Corps WRDP Land
in Meeting Corps Responsibility
The private sector can effectively perform certain
oarts of the Corps recreatlon resource management reSpon51—
blllty nationwide: provision of high dens1ty,vcap1tal
ihténsive fecreation facilities; development of'residehceé
and .commercial establishments; and farming, graZing, or ‘
forestry Market perceptions and 5low of . income would deter-

mine which portions of WRDPs would be purchased or leased
1f offered.

v Because of existing long-term leases, the sale
or_long—te;m lease of all WRDP lands to the private sector
cou1d conceivabiy take 30 years to complete and would lead
to land use at most WRDPs quite 51m11ar to that currently
found at low MRL ratio WRDPs, The best recreation sites
would be occupied by high density faClllty complexes made up '

. of marlnas, lodges, deluxe campgrounds for recreation

vehxcles, and even condominiums, golf courses. and other
amenitles associated with planned communlty development;
the,intervening lands would have a strip of houses bordering
the shoreline; and the balance would be subdivided (014
Hickory), farmedi(John Day), grazed (Oahe), or subject to
intensive industrial forest management (Clark Hill). '

¢



Present trends observed at the 29 sample WRDPs lead
to the expectations that: the agricultural and forest land
would be posted; cropping and silvicultural praétices‘would
only peripherallv consider wildlife habitat; and grazing
(except pasturage in the east) would compete with game.

} Within this context, only part of the recreation
responsibility would be met. Extensive recreation experieneeé,'
wildlife manaéement, and public hunting would_hot be met.
Access to'the»water for fishermen, swimmers, and-boaters
would become difficult. HoweVer, the responsibility to
contribute to the Nation's forest supplyvtould be met.
Lakeshore managemeht planning would be materially inhibited,
and integrated shoreline and contiguous land use would depend
almost entirely upon local zoning and buiiding codes which
are now non-existent or cover only small portlcns of the WRDP*
at an estimated 93.1% of all WRDPs. '

A concern, however,‘is that pfofitable_Users wili
be in a position to bid the intervening land into higher
yielding uses. This would further reduce the availability‘
ef lands for extensive rec:eation and for fish and wildlife
enhancement. | ' | '

b. Effect of Sale or Lease of Corps WRDP Land

' Upon local Tax Roles

Any sale of land would augment local ad valorem tax
income. 1In most states long term leases would not alter the
prcsent 51tuatJ.on .

The economic costs and benefits resulting from
sale of Corps recreation-resource land are not clear. Costs
to local governments increase as more facilities are built,
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(a

{partiéularlv as housing is built, occupied seasonally, and

'thenroccupied permanently. The margin between tax income

~and service costs varies with balance and density (planned
_uhit'developmeﬁts with multi-occupant structures and commef¥rt
eCiai.activitv vs. subdivisions).® Typical problems evidenee§~
'bvvfrequent complaints from homeowners in the vicinitv of

bothfprivate and public WRDPs include inadequate police and
fire protection, solid waste service (including collection

and disposal), and roads and streets.?

Whether or not the taxes received by local government
from development on property purchased or leased from the
Corps exceeds the cost of the new serv1ces demanded cannot

be determlned w1thout further study.

The development found at ll of the surveyed WRDPs con-
31stcd of extensive (0.5 acre to 5 acres) suburban-type

'hou51nq. Accordlng to a recent Council on Env1ronmental

.Quallty (CEQ) report ’ thls_type of growth is most injurious

to the landscape, and costs local government more to service -
than is derived in tax income. . Conversely, the CEQ report
ahd'other research has shown that large-scale, well-planned

multi-density developments such as Reston, Virginia, vield

tax streams to local government that are higher than the

i

®Real Estate Research Corporation. 1974. The Costs of Sprawl.
G.P.0., Washington, D. C. . = : -

b-'Bu_rby, R. J. and S. Weiss. 1970. Public Policy and Shoreline
:-Landowner Behavior. University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill,
‘North Carolina : : ‘ : -

cReal_Estate.Research Corporation. 1974. .



cost of providing services.® Commercial establishments on
‘prlvate land pay taxes that exceed service costs.

_ Tax ;ncome from major commercial recreatlon facili-
ties exceeds local government service costs. The degree to .
which the margin between revenue and service cost is related
to land purchased or from lease income rebated to local
government by the Corps without concomitant local government
service costs, cannot be estimated without further study;

Current assessment practices undervalue agriculture
and forestry land . but there are few local costs to service
such land. Sale of lands to encourage prlvate agrlculture,
forestry, and qra21ng would have a p051t1ve effect upon_
local tax bases.-

. The net effect of sale or lease of land to permlt
prlvate use upon local tax bases w111 vary from jurisdiction
to. jurisdiction, dependent upon whether the initial capacity
of‘local services is high and adeqnate development regula~
tions are in existence, or whether a service infrastructure
.and development control mechaniSm hust be created.

c. Effect of Lease or Sale of Corps WRDP Land on

Existing National Needs : .

Meeting national needs . for intensive recreatlon

would be enhanced by the sale or lease of land to prlvate

interests. National needs for extensive recreation, however,

would be adversely affected. - The national need for retention

aBooz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc. 1973. The Economic Impsct

.0of Reston on Fairfax County Government. Gulf Reston, Inc., -

‘Reston, Vvirginia.

bLiner, C.W. 1972. "The Effects of Alternative Tax Policies .-

on Land Use." 1In: Proceedings of the 1972 North Carolina
‘Land Use Congress. Durham, North Carolina.

.d' .
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ofﬂaesthetically.pleasing land with recreation and fish and
wildlife value in public hands would be adversely
affected, particularly in those parts of the country where
Corps WRDPs coﬁstitute a major portion of the public lands
available for hunting, fishing, and outdoor recreation.

a. Effect of Lease or Sale of Corps WRDP Land on

Programs of the Corps and Other Agencies

Sale of land could have con51derab1e adverse effect
upon other Corps programs. - Corps personnel would continue to
develop lakeshore management plans to protect the nation's
nav1gab1e waterways and the public 1nterest in those bodies -

-0of water, as the St. Paul Engineer District is doing at

Leech Lake, and the Little Rock Englneer DlStrlCt is doing at
Lake. Taneycomo. Both coordlnatlon between-Corps interests and

'those of contiguous landowaners, and augmented staffs would

be requlred to protect the quality of the WRDP waters and
superv1se conservatlon of the shorellne as is now the case
at Old chkory.

Sale to encourage private use would have a delete-
rlous impact upon state park agenc1es with heavy capital
1nvestmcnt in resort state parks. ‘Indlscrlmlnate sale
could put major competitors with new fac111t1es in close'
proxlmltv to older state-built lodges,and_marlnas. As des-
cribed in 014 Hickory, a shift to larger, more modern
marinas on private land diverted customers from the older
fac111t1es built on Corps land under lease. Thus exposed,
some state park unlts_could suffer losses.

. The most serious effect would be upon state wild-
11fe dqency programs to provide public hunting opportunities. -

Lands leased or sold to private individuals would no longer
be" avallable to the general public.
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I1f property is fronted with land that is subject to
erosion nr other threat, sale or lease to private individuals
could result in some immediate public program to protect the
shoreline. A Spec1f1c instance was found at Clark Hill where,
under a now abandoned policy, the Corps issued -long-term

lease agreements for private cottage constructlon to lndlvide,"

uals. The lots upon wh1ch the cottages were bullt were sub-
sequently sold to the,lessees. Washlng away of shoreland
material is placing some houses in Jeopardy,leadlng Corps
pro;ect staff to propose protective structures to stabilize
the land and protect the cottages. '

.e.' Statutory, Flscal, and Pollcy Constralnts in

Performance
A significant existing statutory constraint is the

prescribed process for conveying title to Federal land into
the private sector (notsimilar obstacles currently exist to
leasing). First, the Corps must determine. that the land is
in excess of the needs of the Civil Works Directorate;

'secondly. all other Federal agencies must be offered oppore

tunity to acquire the land; thirdly, state park and recreation

agencies may choose to request transfer of the land to their
jurisdiction uhder the Leqacy of Parks Program (PL 91-485,
§2, 40 USC 484(k)(2)). If all Federal and gqualified '
park'and recreation agencies find no use consistent with -
their mission for the land, it becomes surplus-and available

for competltlve dlsposal by GSA.

 How much land mlght be affected by the statute 1s»
closely related to statutory and policy constralnts. Data

from the 29 case studies show that of 2,763,451 total project

b
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acres; only 1,091,046 acres are MRL. Of this total,
45,832 acres are under 25 to 50 year leases to state and

;1o¢alfpark and recreation agencies, and 464,000 acres are
.}ééééd or, licensed to USF&WS or state fish and wildlife
.Qgéﬁcies. An additional 7,573 acres are leased to quasi-
publlc bodies; such as Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and 4-H Clubs

Thus, all but 573,600 acres are committed to purposes recog—
nlzed as high priority public purposes and are 1nellglble '

'for.transfer as excess property.

‘Not all of the 573, 600 acres, however, could be
_classed as excess by the Corps. Some WRDPs have large amounts

of land below maxlmum flood pool, as at Hopklnton-Everett _
and Wappapello, and others have some more narrow land between._'

normal pool and maximum pool elevatlons. If this amount 1s
ssumed to be 10% of MRL, or 109, 105 acres, 464,495 acres

'could be avallable as surplus

3. Finding _ o
~ a. Sale to achieve greater private use of WRDP land

fwouid'be an ineffective policy for meeting national needs;
would reduce the area of land available for public hunting.‘;
7and other outdoor reéreation, and would have a negative
impact upon residuai‘Corps programs and thosé of.existing
'fpfivate_codperafors.. Sale would have a goodvchAnce to

gimprdve local tax bases, but the net improvement is not o

¢1ear. In at least the short-run, sale would not promote
Corps recreation-resource management opportunities.
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b. The private sector can: provide high density,
capital intensive recreation facilities, develop residences
and commercial,establishments, and conduct farmihg or fores?
try operations. Market perceptions and flow of income would
determlne which portions of WRDPs would be purchased or
leased if offered.

, ngh dens1ty facility complexes made up of
marlnas, lodges, deluxe campgrounds for recreation vehlcles,
condomlnlums, golf courses, and other amenities would occupy
the best recreation sxtes and would accommodate part of the
natlonal need for-such amenities. Opportunltles,for exten-
sive recreation experiences, wildlife management, -and public
huntihg would be reduced. Access to the water for flsherman,
swimmers, and boaters would become d1ff1cu1t and, if carried
toiexttemes, the general public could find itself excluded
because of substantial admittance or user fees. - Integrated
shoreline and cohtiguous land use would depend almost entire-
ly upon local zonlnq and building codes which are now non-
exlstent or 1nadequate.

Sale or lease of agr1cultural and forest lands
could contrlbute to meeting national needs in those areas,
but would also fail to meet the need for aesthetlcally pleasing
public land with opportunities for recreation, fishing, or |
hunting. ‘ ' o -

Lea31ng selected lands to prlvate 1nterests to
achleve specified goals and objectives, such as the prov151oh
«of a full range of outdoor recreation opportunltles, can be

saccomplished by modlfylng ex1st1ng Corps conce551on authorltles.

c¢. Any sale of land would augment ad valorem tax
income. The net effect upon local tax bases will vary from

jurisdiction to jurisdiction, dependent upon requlrements
for local services. '

v

(g4



e

"%

_ d. Meeting national needs for 1nten51ve recrea-
tlon would be enhanced by the sale or lease of land to
Drlvate interests. Natlonal needs for extensive recreatxon
would be adversely - affected. The national need for retention
of aesthetlcally pleasing land with recreatlon and fish and
w1ld11fe value in public hands would be adversely affected,,ff
partlcularly in those parts of the country where Corps WRDPs
can constltute a major portion of the publlc lands available
for huntlng, fishing, and other recreation.

e. Sale of land would have con51derable adverse,'
affect upon other Corps programs. Coordlnatlon between
Corps interests and those of contiguous landowners would
rtqulre augmented Corps staffs to protect the quallty of

WRDP - borders and superv1se conservatlon of the shoreline.

Sale to encourage private use also would have a deleterlous
1mpact upon state park agencies with heavy capltal 1nvest—
ment in resort state parks, putting major competitors with

’_new fa0111t1es in close proximity to older state-built

lodges and marlnas. The most serious effect would be upon
state ‘wildlife agency ‘programs to provide public’ huntlng
opportunltles. Lands leased or sold to private individuals _
would be largely unavailable for general publlc entry. Sale ‘
of property on eroding shorelines would result in requests
for publlc a551stance for shorellne protection.

f. There are 51gn1f1cant statutory and policy
constralnts that would actively inhibit the sale of Corps
land to. prlvatc 1nd1v1duals. The most significant are
the processes descrlbed for state and other Federal agency -
revxew of real property declared excess. If all present
properties outgranted to other public agencies were claimed
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by those agencies and no additional property declared excess
is claimed by them, only 464,495 acres-of the 2,763,451 acres
ln the 29 WRDPs studied would become surplus. 1In addltlon,
much of the WRDP land is encumbered by existing outgrants.

C. Transfer of Corps WRDP Land to Other Federall State
or Local Agencles

1. Federal Agencies

a. The Nature of Other Federalenvolvement

Excluding the Corps, the U. S. Department of the
Interlor (USDI) and the u. Ss. Department of Agrlculture ‘
(USDA) possess the majority of Federal resource management
experlence. Within each. department, one or more agencies -
have experlence in plann1ng and 1mplement1ng recreatlon,
fish and wildlife, and forestry programs. -

In USDI, the BuRec most closely parallels the Corps>‘
7C1v11 Works act1v1ty. All C1v11 Works ‘pPrograms except ' ‘
navigation have.counterparts in the BuRec. BuRec, however, _ ~
is concerned-with irrigation, distributes project costs to
local sponsorlng agencies based upon water values dlfferently
from the Corps, and tradltlonally contracts recreation
,manaqement to other agen01esa Only six BuRec WRDPs do not
‘_have all MRL outqranted to other aqenc1es.

qWhen peripheral development and heavy recreation visita-
tion occur, local contracting agencies encounter serious
Problems. Special legislation enacted by the 93rd -
Congress provxded for transfer of the Federal land at

the BuRec's Berryessa WRDP in California from a local
cooperator to the NPS.

_ae
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The NPS, another USDI agency, has beén the primary

~consu1tant to BuRec in the planning and design of WRDP
»recreatan facilities and programs. The NPS has an active

admlnlstratlve role at WRDPs such as Lake Meade, Lake Powell,

fBLue Mesa, and Grand Coulee? that have been included in the
'Natibhal Park System as National Recreatlon Areas (NRA).

A third USDI agency with both an 1nv01vement and 1nterest

tis the USFWS. Some 378,028 acres of the National Wildlife
;Refuge System are located at Corps WRDPs.

Operations of the fourth USDI agency, the BLM are o
llMlted to the outer Continental Shelf and west of the 100th

'merldlan. Further, the agency is severely limited by lack

of a comprehen51ve resource management statute.

Of the four USDI agencies, only the NPS and the ‘
F&WS report to the same assistant secretary. Program coor-

:dlnatlon among them emanates from the secretarlal level.

In USDA the USFS is a well 1ntegrated line organi- =~
zatlon with 70 years of forest, watershed, flSh and wildlife,

4range, and recreation management experience. USFS experlence
‘is enhanced by WRDP management respon51b111ty shared with the

Corps accordlng to a Memorandum of Understandlng flrst entered.

flnto by the Secretarles of Agrlculture and Army in 1964 ‘The

aThese NRAs are in the west and that WRDP take-lines
“extended primarily into public domain which could be
withdrawn for reclamation purposes. Thus, the MRL
ratios are high, the scenery is expansive, and, since
the WRDP has been withdrawn from public domain, the

~majority of the contiguous land within a reasonable

'analytxcal unit is in public ownership.
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Memorandum guldes the roles of the agencies when a WRDP is:
‘constructed entlrely within a national forest involving land
already owned by the U. S., constructed within a national forest
but involving land acquired by the Corps with project funds,

or constructed so WRDP lands acguired by the Corps are con-

‘tiguous with a national forest boundary.

b. Discussion

1) Effectiveness of transferrlng Corps WRDP
land to other Federal agencies.

o 'The only Federal agencies with experience in the
dual recreation-resource management responsibility assigned
to the Corps'are’the BuRec and NPS. BuRec WRDPs are adminis-
‘tered in a mode. 51m11ar to Corps WRDPs except that the BuRec
enters. into contracts w1th local special purpose districts to
operate WRDPs. By doing so, however, WRDP special purposes
are sharply defined by binding repayment schedules. For
example, a recent report illustfates the role 6f the Casitas
Municipal Water District as WRDP operator, employer of
uniformed park personnel to operate NPS designedlfacilities,

and planner of contiquous land use®.

‘ Transfer of all Corps :ecreationQresource
managemént to the NPS would enlarge the NRA system by 407
units. Such a dramatic increase in acreage and fecreational
visitation would require expansion of NPS regional organi-
zation and shift the main focus of the organization from its
generally accepted role as protector of natural and cultural
trcasures of national significance to a provider of recrea-
tion services. The dichotomy between recreation use and
resource protection has become a particularly difficult issue:

within the NPS in interpreting its basic charge.b

aMontgomery Research, Inc. 1972. Watershed Development Impact

on_Lake Casitas. Venturg County Planning Department, Ventura,
California.

Pyational Park and Conservation Association. 1969. Wilderness
and the National Parks. Washington, D. C.
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Transfer of recreation-resource management to

- the USF&WS or the BLM would impose very large recreation
~burdens upon agencies that have little experience with large-
scale visitation.

- The USFS has demonstrated that it can plan,
Adevelop, and operate public recreation facilities, manage

- forest resources, and cooperate in fish and wildlife manage--

*ment. USFs'is'experienced in administering outgrants and its -
“operations are well systematized. Thus, the USFS could meet
_the Corps' obligations for management.

} Dividing project respohsibiiities between tWo_or
'?more Federal égencies would lead to problems of coordination
anq probgble duplication of effort. Additionally, personnel
“requirements imposed on any of the candidate_récipient agencies
would SOrely tax agency budgets and could jeopardize existing
'Qprogréms. - ‘ ' o '
2) Effect of tranéferring Corps. WRDP land

to qther Federal agencies upon local

tax structures. o : -
» The '‘only effect would be the formula used to
determine payments in lieu of taxes to local governments.
The NPS has ho_in,lieuiprovisions._'ihe USFS provides for
~payment to local governments of up to 3582 of gross receipts
from all nationai_forest sales and rentals,rconSiderably
iless_than presently distributed by the Corps.

’dethUSFs provides for payment of 25% of gross receipts from all

- national forest sales and rentals to local governments where
the income was earned. An additional 10% of gross receipts is
expended for roads and trails within the national forests.
Thus, jurisdictions containing high income producing national
forest resources receive larger annual payments than juris-
dictions where national forest use yields low revenues and high
income national forests reinvest larger amounts for development

~of roads and trails than low income national forests.
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3) Effect of transferring Corps WRDP land

to other Federal agencies on meéting
existing national needs..

'Transfer to the NPS would provide recreation
administration to meet national needs more effectively than
Corps admlnlstratlon. In meetlng national needs for huntlng
and fishing, it is assumed that the primacy of state owner-
ship of fish and wildlife resources would be recognized by
the NPS, but it is not cerﬁain whether existinq outgrants
to state fish and wildlife agencies would be continued. Out-
grants to‘the'USF&WS would be feasible; conceivébiy,as a
jointly administered NRA. Thus, national hunting and fishing
needs may not be met. ' ‘ ’

Transfer to USFS, on the basis of Ehat agehcy's
‘history, could mean that a decrease in emphasis upon inten-
sive recreation development could occur. unless the expertise
of the agency in cooperative FederalfpriVate development of
winter spbrts areas could be brought to bear. Extensive ,
recréation needs would be uneffected}“andghunting and fishing
needs would be better met. |

4) Effect of transferring Corps WRDP land
to other Federal agencies on the programs
of the Corps and other agencles.
The impact upon. the. Corps would be substantial.
The cadre of resource profeSSLOnals who devote time jOlntly to
assessing environmental impacts and to recreation-resource
planning would be reduced; similarly, professional personnel
performing dual functions at the project level would be '
reduced; and all personnel devoting full time to recreation-

resource activities, including rangers, would be released or

transferred to the recipient agency. Thus, a growing conserva-

tion force operating within the Corps would be lost. Howéver;
all personnel now responsible for the operation of waterways,
powerhouscs, and dams would remaln at the WRDPs, but their
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utlllty to perform recreatlon-resource management work would
be negated.

The impact upon the recipient agencies would be
profound. The NPS would have to become much more of a multiple
use agency. The USFS would have the geographic distribution of

'~1ts work load shifted from the western reglons to the south

contral and southeastern census divisions -- areas where
admlnlstratlon of the national forest system is dlffused
WLthln ong very large region.

o The NPS currently has no 1nvolvement with Corps
WRDPs; the USFS administers land for multiple purposes,ln con-

junction with the Corps as outlined above. Both NPS and USFS ..

would require substantial staff and administrative reorgani-
-zat1on to cope w1th the problems of resource management,
VlSltor protection, cooperative relations with state and 1oca1
agencies, and the boundary, access, and fish and wildlife
problems unique to WRDPs. '
| 5)‘4Statutory, fiscal and policy constraints

~on transfer of Corps WRDP larnd to other

Federal agencies.

Only the USFS could, with minor legal adjust—

ment, accept the management respon51b111ty for land and water

at Corps WRDPs. For the NPS, the Congress would have to make

1nd1v1dua1 ‘determinations of the national recreation signi-

ficance of each WRDP to be entered in the system._ USF&WS

would need a completely redefined agency mission and the  BLM

would need an. even more extensive legislative reorganization
than was considered by the 93rd Congress, although many

~aspects of tho'proposed leglslatlon are apropos to Corps
WRDP problems.



Transfer of the recreation-resource management
1function implies retention of the majority of the present
1Cotps district and project level staffs since these reflect
‘the basic requirements of the Corps' engineering,responsi-:'

'bility. Assigning the recreation-resource management function

. to another Federal agency would cause dupllcatlon of fleld
_orqanlzatlons and inefficient use of manpower.

Oplnlons expressed by field offlcers of USDIY and
USDA agencies and state personnel indicate that the Corps has.

an enviable record for receiving the apprOpriatiOns requested"

and that the»potentiél recipient agencies would not be success-

ful in securing funds to develop and manage the resources to
adequately provide quality outdoor recreation experiences at »
the levels expected. USFS officers have not been aggressive in

extending USFS management to WRDP lands for this reason. USFS

recreation operations and maintenance appropriations approxi—‘
mate 50% of the amounts needed according to the Recreation '
Information Management System.

Closely linked to the availability of adequate
~funding levels 1s the neceSSLty for the new rec1p1ent agency
to adapt to the complex funding provisions such as spec1al
repayment schedules and cost sharing assoc1ated w1th each

WRDP or system of WRDPs.

c. Findings
l) No single Federal agency matches the Corps
in breadth of management responsibility, staff, fundlnq,
and, most 1mportant, experience with continuocus hanagement
of large complex structures, water resources and land re-
sources as interrelated regional systems.

2) It would be possible to transfer the manage-
ment of recreation, fish, wildlife, and forest mahagement to



,enother ?ederal agency. The agency best suited by existing
fstatutory authorities and experience to meet multi-purpose
' national needs would be the USFS. The NPS, USFsWS, and BLM
;could concelvably be recipient agenc1es. Transfer to any
_of these agenc1es would require:

N (a) A very large proportional Shlft in
fcxlstlng phllosophles and program empha51s. '

_ v(b) Major, large-scale administrative
reorganization. -
: (e} Revamping of in-lieu of tax payment
authority. | | .

3) Transfer of resource management functions
would result in: | B S
(a) Duplication of field operations staffs.

‘ | - (b) Less ablllty to share recreatlon tasks
‘with other prOJect operatlon functlons now performed by
vCorps WRDP staffs

2. State and Local Agencies

a. The Nature of State'Involvement
» Threebmajor elements,are essential fof recreation-
fesou:ce management: (l)/policy, land use, and functional
‘blanning; (2) field.monitoring and key environmental résource
Control, and (3) development and management of ‘state owned |
land and water resources. None of the six state agencies in-
vcstlgated contained all of these elements.

Pollcy‘plannlng is usually associated with a state

planning office. Usually, a multi-disciplinary group acts

o
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.as staff to the governor and cabinet-level officials in
Lestablishing state recreation-resource managcment objectives,
--roles, and relationships. 1In some states, this work is done:
,by a division within the executive office of the governor '
(Texas) and in some by a major staff department (Economlc
Plannlnq and Development in Arizona, Department,of State
Planning in Maryland). These staff-departmentsjalso adminis-
tnr communlty plannlng programs and attempt to. achleve coor-

dlnatlon through the units of general government.

In some states field monltorlng and . control of

.key env1ronmenta1 resources have been comblned with other
(Pennsylvania Department of Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon) or

all (Maryland Department of Natural ReeourceO) aspects of
resource development and management. In some-states, all
development and management is censolidated in a single
department (Ohio and Minnesota Departments of -Natural
Resources); in other states (Texas Department‘of Parks and
Wildlife and Missouri Department of ConServatiOn), feseurce'

development and management’ are only partially consolidated;.
while in some states there is little or no consolidation

(Washington Departments of Fisheries, Natural Resources,
Ecology, Game, and Parks and Recreation). The greater the
consclidation, the more comprehensive functional planning

and agency progtamming beconme.

Principal state involvement in recreation-resource
management at Corps WRDPs is through agencies charged with
responsibility for fish and wildlife, parks and/or recreation,

and forestry. Even within these agencies, variations are



ESignificant. Fer exaﬁple, a law enforcement group may have
‘a ficld organization separate from the management organiza-
>3t10n, while in other states, enforcement may be a secondary
frospon31b111ty of managers.

b. Discussion

1) Effectiveness of transferrlnq Corps WRDP
~ land
Ana1y51s of 29 Corps WRDPs revealed that the
.'Corps has actlvely sought to lease or license as much land .
-ito state agencies as possible. The amount outgranted is
representative of'state interest and capability. A portion
.of'all WRDPs surveyed, except Isabella, Colebrook, Black
_Warrior, Leech, Robert S. Kerra, and Dworshakb is currently.
Aoutgranted to state-agencies. | ”

At Hopklnton—Everett the state plannlng agency;
‘:prepared a land use master plan allocating the WRDP land to
"recreatlon, recreatlon reserve, agriculture, forestry and

"7}watc:fowl. Agrlcultural leasing is performed directly by

TS

_‘the Corps while the remaining acreage is leased to the New
eiHampshire Department oflResources'and Eéonomic‘Development '
e(NHDRED)- The Pafks‘DiVision of NHDRED is reSponsible for
:@the state park (200 acres). The balance of land is subject
‘to-multiple use management administered by the Parks and
'korestry Divisions of NHDRED and the New Hampshire Department

The majority of MRL at Robert S Kerr is outgranted to
U%F&WS

The Corps has been negotlatlng with the State of Idaho for
state operation of a recreation area.
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of Fish and Game (NHDFG). State park development costs are
paid by the Corps. Staffing from all agencies is minimal

and management is not intensive. Three small recreation ,
arcas originally designed for use and operation by municipal
government were deleted from the state lease when the munici-
pality failed to assume responsibility.

Outgrants at Foster J. Sayers have been made to
the Pennsylvania Bureau of State Parks. (PBSP), the Pennsyl- |
‘vania Game Commission (PGC), and the Pennsylvanié Historic
and Museum Commission (PHMC). Additionally, two small
municipal recreation areas are outgranted to local governments
by the Corps. Recognition of.area wide water_qﬁality problems
by the PBSP and the Corps has resulted in ihnovative planning
dnd proqrammlng, 1nclud1ng a waste water collectlon and treat-
ment system built by the Corps and operated by PBSP.
Neighboring municipaliites may connect to the system. PHMC
development is very limited in scope,. and PGC has no

specific plans for its area.

Lands at Mosquito Creek are outgranted to thei
~OHio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR).- All divisions
and bureaus of the departmehtfcooperate in mahagiﬁg_the
resources. Typlcal WRDP conditions prevail: Deeper, hich_
value recreation water near the dam; and shallow, marshy
areas at the head of the lake. The Ohio Division of

Parks (ODP)vmanages the recreation resources at the dam,
where the recreation area (designed, built, and operated by
ODP) is among the ten most heavily visited in the Corps
WRDP system. The Ohio Division of Fish and Game (ODFG)

‘manages the shallow water and adjacent land. The dividing
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line between the two divisions is marked by a buoy line in

'_the lake. Significantly, ODFG has acquired additional con-
'tiqaous land for game'(primarily waterfowl) management.
eThere is little or no difference in the intensity‘of manage-
iment applled to fee land as contrasted with leased land.

_ At Alamo, all project land is leased to the
Arizona Department of Game and Fish (ADGF); 4,800 acres
of these projectAlands are also leased to. the Arizona State

’Parks Department (ASPD) . Recreation planning and'develop-

ment is done by the Corps 'and no conflicts between the depart—v_

' ments are evident.

_ These four WRDPs are relatively small,

and are almost .exclusively flood control structures that
feqpire a much different Corps involvément in structure
operation and maintenance than structures that include
'hYdroelectric power and/ér navigation locks.

At the remaining 19 WRDPs, state park agencies

have leased specific, usually choice, parcels for development

and operation as self-contained parkS'(thatfis the day use,
evernight,.and interpretive facilities, including trails, are

11m1ted to the: leased area),’state flsh and wildlife agenc1es

.may either have llcenses or leases coverlng all MRL

or spec1f1c parcels.

All WRDP lands, except those needed for project
operations and those outgranted as parts of the National
wildlife refuge system are subject to state seasons,  bag
llmltS, and enforcement of state fish and game laws and
regulat1ons. This provision of law is not always formalized

_except when all project lands are outgranted to a state fish
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.and wildlife agency subject to multiple use of specific

-parcels by thé-Corps or other agencies. Qutgranting parcels
‘to a state fish and wildlife agency implies that only those
‘parcels have value for fish and wildlife, which is not true.

Of the four WRDPs where the totdl MRL was outgranted
to the states,fbnly at Mosquito Creek is the outgrant to a
single state department which includes all the éétively engagded
line functions. 1In all other cases, comprehen51ve management

‘requlres interagency coordination.

The amount of Federal land now outgranted
probably represents all that the states would actively seek
for recreation-resource management. States have demonstrated
little interest in WRDPs that are large or that are inter-
state in nature. Particularly with respect to fish and
wildlife resources, the states’ actlvely manage only portlons
of the land’ outgranted to them.

2) . Effect of transferring Corps WRDP land

to the states upon local tax structures

Presently, the Corps distributes 75% of all in—-
come derived from leases to local government. Any transfer
to the states of land now outgranted to private individuals
would reduce the incomeAavailabie for distribution to local
government. This was illustrated in Oklahoma where the
Department of Wildlife Conservation was anxious to assume
mahagement of land outgranted to them for fish and
wildlife. The same land was also leased by the Corps to
individuals for livestock grazing. Elimination of the grazing
leases would reduce not only competition between livestock and
gamc animals bﬁt also the funds received by local governments.
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Some states attempt to offset loss of ad valorem

5pronorty tax income that results from state acquisition of
ffland In New lHampshire, the NHDRED must pay to the town (s) _
;ithe existing 1eve1 of taxes where property has been acqulredfdh‘
ffor park purposes until development is complete and the park
hls ‘declared open for publlc use. Thereafter, the in lieu of"
_ftax payment is reduced 20% per year until no further in lieu
:Ipayments are made. Also in New Hampshire, towns may apply

fto'NHDRED for payments in lieu of taxes on state and Federal
forest land. The payments are calculated by applying the

dcurrent town tax rate to a value of the land comparable to

1ts current assessed value.

- In North Dakota, the- Department of Fish and
;Game must pay from its revenue sums in lieu of taxes thatv
‘equal the taxes. yielded by the property at the tlme of -

‘ﬁaoqulsltlon. Other examples are cited in Chapter 4.

3) Effect of transferring Cotps WRDP land
to the states on existing_national needs

, The transfer of WRDP recreation-resource landS'
to the states would continue stewardship 1n public hands.
Basod upon condltlons found at 29 WRDPs, the natlonal needs
for huntlng and’ flshlng would be met at least as well as they
are now leen future increases in flshlng demand, however,
1nvestments in flsh enhancement would be needed.. Investments
in wildlife habltat enhancement ‘would also be’ necessary
although this cannot be demonstrated by ordlnary demand calcula-
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Recreation development choices would be made
+based upon state needs rather than a perception of national

or even multi-state regional needs. The differences in how

‘these perceptions would work are intimated by the orqanizational

‘location of the parks function, e. g.,‘tourism and parks, oarks
‘and recreatlon, parks with economic development, and parks w1th
-env1ronmental protectlon. '

Transfer of all WRDP recreatlon resource manage-W“
ment to the. states would only partlally meet national needs.

4) Effect of transferrlng corps WRDP land

* ' to the states on the programs of the
Corps and other agencies

Transfer of Corps WRDP land to the states'wouid;
require the coordination of other Corps responsibilities
with one or more states and, if the present situation is
~indicative, more than one aoency in each state. The inte-
grated management ofvthe full complement of water'and'land
resources within each WRDP and system of WRDPs would become.
much more difficult. |

The impact of nationwide transfer on state
park, flsh and wildlife, and forestry agency programs would'be
enormous. 'For some states it would be a 300% or more in-
crease in state lands to be afforded-protectxon_and management.:
To replace existing Corps recreation—resource management
personnel at WRDP lands would requlre at least 2, 800 permanent
employees and 2,300 temporary employees, whlch we found to be
1nadequate, in the state forestry, park, and f1sh and wildlife

agenc1es in 42 states.
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Equally important, acceptance of recreation-
resource management responSLbllltles would skew total state
programs in states where WRDPs are concentrated toward the
recreatlon poteritials of WRDPs and away from other areas
‘w1th equally important fish and wildlife potentials. The

vdrrgctor of Oklahoma's state park agency was espe01a11y
foroeful about this point in explaining his state's lack

of‘intcrest in participating in the cost-sharing provisions
of the Federal Water Project Recreation Act (PL 89-72).
GiQen'the choice of providing recreation and hunting'and
sthlng opportunltles statew1de or concentratlng on Corps
WRDPs, most states would choose the former.

While administration of recreation and other

_rosoﬁrces at Corps WRDPs fits very well in the plans of some
~states, as demonstrated in Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky, and
- Tennessee,. it is not the case nationwide. '

There will be some impact on local cooperators

'1f respon51b111ty is shifted to the states. Local govern-

ments have been able to avail themselves of recreation areas
and facilities acquired and buvilt by the Corps; presently
they are able to~share‘the-cost offimprovement and expansion

of these areas wrth the Corps under the Code 710 program.

‘Under state admlnlstratlon, cost sharing would be limited to

the Land and Water. Conservation Fund. As a result local
governments would be less able to maintain ex15t1ng fac111t1es
at the WRDPs, '

Transfer of Corps WRDP land to the states must
ultxmately require state planning and environmental agencies
to become more actively concerned with the multiple problems



found on the c0n€iguous lands, most of which degrade the

aesthetics and other aspects of environmental quality at
the WRDPs.

5) Statutory, fiscal, and policy constraints

on transfer to the states.

Nat10na1 Data Series? indicate a decline of com=
blned general and dedicated fund appropriations to state
‘natural resource agenc1es relative to total state budgets.

Data from the state resource agencies surveyed show that the
‘largest portion of the funds available to them came from dedica-
tion of hunting and fishing license sales and'Federal categorical
‘grants-in-aid. The dedicated revenue sources<have noti
expanded as rapidly as inflation.: All state fish and game
agencies visited during this study reported cut-backs in |
programs largely due to erosion of the purchaSLng power of

the funds available. New fundlng “from general revenue would
be‘requlred and in the face of mounting competition from othet
state égencies and current state budget short falls,'the pPro-
bability of this happening is not good. Missouri took a pro-
posal to dedicate revenue from a tax on soft drinks to state-
wide referendum where it failed passage. '

The director of planning, Tennessee Department
of Conservation, reflected the view of a large number of park
and recreation officials and state legislative budget analysts
when he emphasized that shortages of funds at the state level -
are most acute in. continuing oporatlons and malntenance. The

U. S. Bureau of the Census. 1974. Census of Governments.
Washington, D. C.
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concensus is that states must increasingly quantify the con-
ftinUing costs of new program starts, even if their capital
‘nceds are funded by grants-in-aid or gifts of lands, and reject
'those new projects which will cause the state budget to exceed
vrevcnues. The point is particularly significant for fish and
‘ﬁildlife which is labor intensive rather than capital intensive
:and-for state park and recreation programs which seldom meet
foperation and_maintenance oosts from revenue.
c. Findings , :
. Transfer to state agencies of the full respon51b111ty
',for present Corps recreation and resource. management lands does
.not appear feaSLble because of severe fiscal constralnts.
tThese fiscal. restralnts are even more evident for local govern-
ments. State admlnlstratlon of the resources would in some
instances be a more effectlve way of dlscharglng Crops responsi-
bility for recreatlon and fish and wildlife, and it is toward.
‘this end that current Ccorps policies ‘encourage state part1c1pa—'
‘tion tp the maximum extent possible. - This part1c1patlon should.
be continued and further encouraged even to the extent that
psome small or anachronistic WRDPs could be transferred to appli--
.cant states ‘upon a finding by the Chief of Englneers that
suff1c1ent operatlnq competence exlsts to protect the pub11C"
'lnterest, with reversion provisions.?

, Addltlonally, a voluntary national program to trans—‘
fer present Corps management responsibilities to state and
local government will not materially change the present size
or nature of the Corps management role; if successful or .
mqndatod, the impact upon the Corps would approximate that of _'

a, : : .
‘An cxample in the WRDPs surveyed in Leech Lake



transfer to another Federal agency. Plus the Corps would have
to lntegrate water resource management with many state agencies
and land’ ‘management programs. '

.D. Retention 6f Corps .WRDP Land by the Corps of Engineérs
1. Discussion
Analyzing this alternative according to the five con-

siderations used to evaluate other alternatlve manaqement
systems reveals that-

a. Corps retention is the most effective way of
‘maintaining consistency with other WRDP purposes while en-
hancing public recreation benefits,vahd protecting -and im-
Pproving the quality of fish and wildlife‘resourcesbon WRDP
lands. The Corps has developed a management‘system that
combines the best elements of the alternatlves discussed:
encouraglnq the private sector to provxde services for whlch
‘there is a clear and profitable market, outgranting approprlate‘
- resources to state and local entities, and cooperating, through
outgrants and ctherwise, with state and other Federal agencies.
The principal shortcomings of this alternative are the current
absence of clear direction and administrative responsibility
and the lack of_sufficient adequately trained professionals.

b. The effect on local tax structures is diffi-
cult to assess precisely. Currently lccal commﬁnities receive
a fixed return based on distribution of a percentage of lease
income. Their return from private development would be a
functlon of sales and would fluctuate. '

c. Wlthln the frame work of the liberal Corps
policy of outgranting lands to states and encouraginq
private sector participation, this alternative offers the
greatest potential for meeting the full range of national

recrcat ion resource needs.

h
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e. The statutory constralnts are minimal, although
a clear statement of Congressional will is lacking. Within
the Corps, master planning procedures must be strengthened.
if the potential benefits from the Corps WRDP system are to
be reallzed.

The Corps has recognized oppdrtunities for inhbvative
manégement in the new aquatic environments created'by water
resource developmént projects. This recognition is evidenced
by : supbort of research in reservoir management at the
USF&WS stetioh et Fayetteville, Arkansas, symposia on reser-
voir fishery resources (Unlver51ty of Georgia 1967), and
construction and operatlon of pro1ect-related fish hatcheries;
cooperatlon in reservoir and tailwater fisheries. manaqement
by state fisheries agencies; and the specific steps taken to
correct tailwater deficiencies at WRDPs such as John Day and
Table Rock.

The Corps has evolved a management system that combines
the best elements of the alternatives discussed which: en-
courages the private sectbr to provide those services for |
which .there is- a clear and prbfitable mérket;_outgrants to
state and local entities of resources that contribute to the
goals and objectives of the respective agency; and is coopera-
tive, through outgrants and otherwise, with state and other
Federal agencies. ' - '

Hence, the best utilization of Corps WRDP land is achieved
by ‘this alternative, subject to the provisos thatﬂparticular
deficiencies are overcome and opportunities are created to

transfer title to certain lands to Federal and state aqencies.'
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CHAPTER 7
RECOMMENDATIONS

Corps WRDP land should be retained by the Corps and
managed for public recreation, fish and wildlife enhance-
ment; and other project purposes, if certain deficiencies
are overcome. The most significant of these def1c1enc1es
and proposed remedlal measures are dlscussed below.

A; National Policy and Statutes ‘
‘The majority of problems associated with Corps use of

VWRDP land for recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement

can be attributed to the lack of firm national pollcy direc-

tion. It is necessary for Congress to - clarlfy the national

p051t10n with respect to the use of Corps lands for such
purposes. For example, while Corps WRDP land outgranted to
the USF&WS are inviolate parts of the national wildlife

’refuge.system, adjacent land used for extensive recreation
‘and non-migratory wildlife is subject to continual evalua-
tion for relevance to. authorized project purposes.

1. There'should be a congressional declaration of

pOllCles toward recreation and fish and w1ld11fe resources

at WRDPs under the control of the U. Ss. Army Corps of
Englneers. The pol1c1es should con51st of:

| a. A flndlng that the WRDP system admlnlstered
by the Corps has substantial potential for recreatlonal use
by the people of the United States, and that the provision
of facilities for outdoor recreatlon at such progects will
contrlbute substantlally to the health, v1ta11ty,,and well-
belng of the publlc
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b. A-d{rective that the WRDP system administered by

~the Corps can'and should be managed in such a manner as

will contribute to the preservation, protection, and en-
hancement of the. Nation's fish and wildlife resources in
perpetuity. ' ' ' '

_ c. A declaration that it is important to the
‘effective utilization of the WRDP system administered by

‘the Corps that the Corps have adequete authori;y'tdfpro?'
tect and maintein'the quality df water at euchfprojects;

The declaration of policies for the WRDP system:

‘restates 'and clarifies-previously'enunciated‘cbngressional '
declarations of purpose which have recognized»the intrin-
_sically 1mportant role Corps WRDPs can and should play in _
~our nation's recreatlonal and conservatlon programs. These -
declarations also charge the Corps with the perpetual -
vresponsibility for'protecting and managing these resources.v-

2. Although the Secretary has possessed authorlty since.
1944 under 16 USC §4604 and 51nce 1946 under 16 USC §663c
.to manage land for the enhancement of fish and wildlife,
‘there still exists a lack of Corps authority in this field =
‘with regard to older WRDPs. Thus, the Secretary of the
Army should have specific authority to set asidé and manage’
lands at present and future water resource devélopmeht ,
projects for the enhancement of fish and wildlife and enter
into leases or other agreements with state or 1ocal public
agencies to further the enhancement of w1ldllfe resources
through proper management. .

At a significant number of the lakeS'surveyed, areas
outgranted to state or local wildlife agencies were not

”
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adequately moniEored by Corps personnel. This, as well as
other problems, are due in large part to the lack of a

specific legislative directive to the Corps to develop,
;bpe:ate and maintain areas for the enhancement and protectiqﬁ
of fish and wildlife, particularly at older prcjects.

3. The Secretary of the Army should be authorized to _
construct, maintain, and operate facilities for recreatlon x

- or flsh and wildlife enhancement which are beyond the minimum

level establlshed by section 3 of the Federal Water Project

,Recreatlon Act (16 UscC 54601 14) in two well-defined

s ituations:

a. The proposed facilities must serve a nafional;
as opposed to a merely local interest, and there must be no

‘likelihood that any non-Federal public body will agree to

administer the facility and contribute to its costs pursuant,
tofsection 2 of the Federal Water Project Recreation Act.

b. Facilities which have been provided at public ---
usually Federal -- expense would be operated‘ahd maintained
at whatever level of development they had achieved whenever _'
thelr admlnlstratlon is turned back to the Corps.. Additional

_dovclopment would be permltted only when a natlonal 1nterest
also cx1sted ' ‘

These provisions are not intended to defeat the

.conccpt of local cooperation for local beneflts which 1s
7cmbod1cd in the Federal Water PrOJects Recreatlon Act as
amended. The first merely provides for the construction of

facilities which would benefit the nation as a whole rather
than merely a local area. The second avoids the wasteful



situation where a facility which has been returned to Federdal -
-administration would be permitted to deteriorate to a "mini- -

‘munm" level regardless of its present level of development.

4. The Secretary of the Army should be authorlzed to

acqulre lands or interests in lands, by condemnatlon or otherf"

means, for recreation, fish and wildlife enhancement, if<
cluding public access routes across contiguous lands, at

any existing or future WRDP under his control

5. The‘present general authorlty to lease concessions
at projects under the Secretary's cohtrolrsheuld be clari-
‘fied and defined with the objective of encburaging major-
private investment in facilities when consistent with
coordinated WRDP master plans. A special fund should be
created with the new revenue produced by the capital inten- -
sive concession units to help finance facilities and pro-
grams fer recreation and COhservation at WRDPs nation-wide.

It is recommended that the Secretary of the Army be
granted the same authorlty, with respect to- concessions at
WRDPs under his control, which presently applles to areas
administered by.the NPS, and that 25% of all monies col—
lected ftom agreements executed under such new authority
shall be disburSed to the states in which such projects are
situated to be expended for public. schools or the general
operation of county government. The remalnlng '75% would be
expended by the Secretary of the Army for recreation and
fish and wildlife purposes in the Corps WRDP-Syetem._

6. The Secretary of the Army should be directed to
protect the integrity of water quality at WRDPs under his
control through negotiations, and where necessary, applica-
tion for injunction to the U. S. District Court which has

7-4
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frjurisdiction over the WRDP in question. A second device to -

combat some problems attributalble to use of contiguous land

" would be a grant of authority to the Secretary to enter into- '
:cooperative agreements with local agencies for the constriction
.Tof'éewage treatment plants in excess of project needs, on the

 joondition that a local agency bear the additional costs in—i -

volved.

This concurrent. authority is proposed to ensure that

_ethe Secretary of the Army will have adequate authority to
lfprotect water quality at Corps WRDPs .in the event a given.
-project is threatened by pollution, but a remedy is not
‘immediately available due to the low priority of the
_ project withih the U. S. Environmentaerrotection‘Agency's

‘national program for clean water.

Where a statewide planning and zonlng mechanism

,:GXlStb controls over use of contiguous land necessary to
Vprevent degradation of WRDPs should be spe01f1ed and enforced
by the cognizant state agency. '

- 7. A number of non-Federal grantees find it dlfflcult

,to finance the administration of fish and w1ld11fe fac111t1es.‘
’fOne cause of this problem is. the present interpretation of -
'fsectlon 460d of Title 16 which restrlcts the application of. ‘
eeprooeeds from the sale of timber or crops, raised on an out-
“7graht{to the oevelopment, conservation, méintenance, and
':utilization of'the outgrant. -Presently, granteee mey not

"apply any proceeds to the overhead incurred in the administre—

tion of an outgrant. This problem would be rectified by a

‘minor amendment to 16 USC §460d which would indicate that
_maintenance is defined to include a proportionate share of
administrative overhead.



_ 8. Section 3(b) (1) of the Federal Water Project
_Recreation Act, as amended (16 USC §4601-14), which requires
 a~npn-Fedena1'pub1ic body to agree to administer a facility
and bear not iess than one-half the cost of construction er 
_recreational facilities and not less than one-quarter the
cost for fish and wildlife facilities, should be amended
- to -the effect that the provisions shall not be applied
--retroactively to projects the ¢onstruction of which had
. been commenced prior to the enactment of that Act.

. B. Internal Improvements -

1. Professional Staffing
- Resource’ management today must be multi—dis¢ip1ina:y.
Landscape architects, recreation‘specialists,»Civil éhgineers,‘
economists and marketing experts, sociologists, physical '
educaﬁors, ecologists, architects,'hotel'and'motel managers,
band others make valuable contributions to the'field. Fish
and_wildiife is no longer the exclusive realm of the biologist.

These are professional discipiines. They are,impof—
tant to the success of each public and privéte'enterprisé. Té
‘attract and retain such professionals, the Corps must have a
‘well-defined program of recreation and resource management
that has an impact ﬁpon'agency policy, is respected in the
field, and offers opportunities for satisfying career develop-

ment.

The present Engineer District and field staffs are
relatively immobile. Upward movement is restricted by low
grade ratings, there are few opportunities to mpve‘laterally
among WRDPs in the Corps system; and there is little two-way
movement between the Engineer District offices and the WRDPs.

\,e



Profe551ona1 people should be moved from field to
offlce to field in different Engineer Districts. Those per-
sons with Corps recreatlon—resource management experience
should be the nucleus for staff expansion.

Entry and supervisory grade levels should be raised.;
Entry level rangers at GS-5 were found at surveyed WRDPs;
iesource managers are, for the most part, GS-9 and GS-11;
the chiefs of recreation-resource management in the Savannah
and Nashville Engineer Districts are GS-12 and GS =13, res-
pectlvely. These_are below comparable positions in the USFS
supervisor and district offices visited. '

Recrultlng professlonal level resource and people
managcrs at less “than GS-7 is inconsistent w1th Federal
agcncy practice. Professional entry should be GS-7 (proba-
tionary) with advancement to GS5-9 after tne probationary-
training period. Recreation-resource management chiefs at
thc‘GS—l4.level would not'be.inappropriate.

In-service training is 1mportant Profe551onals
rccrulted from other agenc1es or from universities must be
acqualnted with the multlple use land and multl-objectlve

water management that is. unlque to the WRDP system.

Corps. WRDP fac111t1es are malntalned by permanent

_Corps pProject personnel augmented by contractors and

temporary personnel. The fact that these facilities are,
with rare exception, clean and well maintained indicates
that this work force is generally adeqguate.

The ranger and supporting sub-professxonal technician
Eorce was found to be 1nadequate in number. The shortage is -



difficult to quantify because the character 6f work performe&‘

is varied. At WRDPs in or adjacent to urban areas or which

receive very heavy visitation, ranger work resembles a police .

unit. At WRDPs with extensive remote segments, ranger wdrk >j‘

can concentrate upon resource management. The purely law
enforcement aspects of Corps recreation-resource activities
‘were not a pﬁrpose of this inquiry. It can only be asSumed'
Ethét a .portion of -the badly needed police-tyﬁe support is
‘provided partially by professional resource people (filling
the same type role as NPS park rangers or USFS'district ranQ
gers) and partially by'persons with desire for_iaw enforce-
~ment careers (such as the NPS Park Police and Corps police—“
‘men in the national capital area). ”

The. case studies clearly show the need for an aug-
mented natural resource management capability. The success

of the wildlife biologist unit at Cumberland and the excellent

‘forestry programs at Clark Hill that recorded nearly $.5
million in timber sales in FY 1974, are indicative of the
enhanced fish, wildlife and productivity possible at WRDPs
when the resources are professionally managed. The need
for additional professional staff'applies.equally to the
district and WRDP staffs. | |

. No professional stahda:ds are in use by any agency
to calculate the number of professionals needed per unit of
acrcage, per unit of recreation facility supervised, or per
unit of visitation. USFS and NPS base their Staffing on
workload analysis. Resource management workloadsAat USFS
fanger districts have been.under some study. for decades and
records for timber volume handled and range livestock grazed
under permit are available to evaluate personnel needs.

y
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" An additional dlfflculty in forecasting Corps needs

‘for professional resource-recreation managers ls the varia-
:fblllty in distribution and organization of resource managers
;and staff between the Englneer District office and in the
'ffleld This variability is illustrated by comparisons -
Cof the Savannah Engineer District and the Nashville _
_J}Bnglneer District. The Savannah Engineer District recrea-
f»tibn?resource'management branch has two professionals;
" Clark Hill is staffed with 11 professionals and Hartwell

is staffed with six professionals. .The field organizations

“at Clark Hill and Hartwell are in a line and staff arrange-

. ‘ment where the staff persons are foresters and biologists

sdand the line persons are rangers. The Nashv1lle Engineer
.‘z‘DlStrlct recreation-resource management branch has seven

-'profe551onals, J. Percy Priest, 01d chkory, Cumberland,

fland Cordell Hull are staffed by 25 professronal blOlOngts

t organlzed in line structure .who report to a ‘resource manager
ffiat cach of the. WRDPs.

Ev1dence developed by the Natlonal Recreatlon ang -

_Park Association (NRPA) indicates that one ranger is needed
. for every 250,000 v151ts._ Based on 339 1 million v151ts in~
~+1973, a total force of 1,360 rangers would have been requlredg”
p Instead in 1973, there were only 310 permanent rangers and
j’.";_516 temporary rangers. If the temporary rangers worked '
" during the 3-month peak season, the total force for 1973
~ would be 439 rangers or 921 less than was requlred

If visitations increase annually at the 1972/1973," |
. rate of 5%, there will be 430 million visits in 1978 requlr-‘
“ing 364 addlt1onal rangers for a total addltlonal ranger

farce of approxlmately 1,300.
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“The lncrease in professional staff will perform more
effectlvely 1f project staffs are dispersed within the WRDPs.
‘Fourteen of the 29 WRDPs surveyed would benefit from rangers
‘stationed awéy_from-the control structure. Thus, ranger
:stations should be built at the same pace as staff is in-
icreased. | | ' 4

2. Corps Organlzatlon »

The recreation-resource management respon51b111ty at
OCE, Engineer Division, and the overwhelming majority of
‘Engineer Districts exists as either a branch or section
Jw1th1n the operations leLSlon. At the Englneer District -
level, resource managers must rely on personnel from. plannlng:
land englneerlng d1v151ons for master planning llncludlng land
mse planning), site plannlng, and for the de51gn of facilities,
and upon personnel from the Real Estate Dlrectorate for the:
selection and SquIVlSlon of lessees. These resource managers
are also faced with a wide variability in the WRDP staff. In
some Engineer Dlstrlcts, the WRDP staffs have good depth and
capability, while in others, they are sub—profe581onal ‘in
capability and limited in number. '

This management structure is a major cause of in-

efficient recreation, fish and wildlife, and land management

at Corps WRDPs. Additionally, it is a poor vehicle to achieve

the career development mobility within the recreation-resource
management function.

Instead, the creation of a recreation-resource
management division in the Civil Works Directorate should
be considered. Such a division would draw into one organi-ﬂ

ization that would be repeated at each of the three major



&

(v

i

levels of command within the Corps the multl-dlsc1pllnary
expertlse needed to manage natural resources and prov1de

recreational opportunltles. It would build upon the small
cx1st1ng recreation- resource management staffs at the OCE

'Lnglncer D1v1510n, and Engineer District levels. To "thesc

cadres would be added environmental resource, master

plannlng, and récreation planning elements from the engineer=-

‘ing and/or plannlng d1v1510ns and the management element

of the Real Estate Directorate.

Such a d1v1510n would: (1) prov1de the flexlblllty
needed at the project level to organize the ranger force and
the management force, and at the Engineer Dlstrlct level to

© organize the master'plan force, resource'management'force,

and the realty force in staff-line relatlonshlps approprlate ‘
to the workload (2) provide the structure to encourage vertlf,
cal professional staff mobility from entry ranger level to
division chief; and (3) locate the responsibilities for
recreation and the protection of environmental quality at a
level suitable for District Engineer decision making. Further,

the division would facilitate relatlonshlps W1th other .resource -

management agencies with respect to both expanding and 1mprov-
ing the exlstlng outgrant system and developlng cooperatlve,
area -wide resource management programs.

Additionally, a coordlnated 1nternal tra1n1ng pro—
gram, 1nc1ud1ng personnel exchanges among the Corps, NPS,
USFS, and USF&WS, and an augmented ranger and resource manager

staff would improve Corps recreatlon and fish and wildlife
performance.
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Replication of this organization in all Engineering
Districts may not be necessary or decirablé. District recre-
ation-resource management services could be centralized in

‘the same way single Real Estate Directorate Offices provide

"civil and military services in mere thar cne fhgineet Distsri .

As a corollary to the reorganization, the RRMI and FPOD auto-
"mated information systems shculd Lbe consolidated. The resul:
‘would be a more accurate and more useful systewm for manage-
ment. '

3. Budqet'nq

Budget . requests for the ror“c EIORSTOIOUNOer Rmanase-
ment function would be onhanced by use of a qvctem that showead
the relationship of increments of output *0 ancremente of

input. The Texas system of zero-based budget lU\ format wowld

. facilitate the.preparatlon of a yearly bala“LO shent regorting

the economic goods and services produced by WRDP lands and

waters.

4. Master Planning _

WRDPs exhibit conditions, probleme, wurd solutions
that requive special approaches to resource management.  coch

ol the 29 WRDPs examined -durina this study profoundly alt o
oxisting natural resource svstems and patteins of yesouros
nse.  Only one pro}ect of tho 29 (the Chesavenks znd Delasors
“Canal) was not a part of a moroe comprehensive program to

stabilize wator lovvls in rivers and lakes.

One cause of the recreation and fish and wild-
life enhancement problems at Corps WRDPs is the fazilure of
the master plan process. The master planning process should
begin by establishing the objectives for the management of a

WRDF' and then continue periodically to measure conditions

»
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. Establlshlng the objectlves for a WRDP requires
1nventory1ng the carry capac1ty of that WRDP and those other
WRDPs qeoqraphlcally located so as to form a single area
avallable for satisfying recreatlon-resource demands. Next,'
the gross future demands for recreation-resource goods and
services in the overall area must be estimated. Through a -

process of comparing the available supply within the overall

aree to the expected demands, the objectives for each of the

-WRDPs can be selected. Choices would be made, for example,

aS’to‘committing all or part of a particular WRDP to inten-
sive recreation development, moderate dlspersed development;

or to minimal development as a function of the supply of

resources and the demand upon them in the overall geographlc
area . )

The 'steps outlined should be 1ntegrated with the
contlnual refinement of state and reglonal comprehen51ve

. plans. Examples are: state comprehen51ye outdoor recreation,

transportation, and fish and wildlife plans; state and/or

'regiOnal water quality plans mandated by Section 208, Federal

Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (§404, 133 UscC
§l344) ‘and state plans prepared pursuant to the Clean Alr
Act (42 usc’ §1857f), and state mandated local land use and
Zonlng plans. Integratlon with the states, regions, and
localities will not be easily accompl;shed because of dlf-
ferences in methodologies, standards, and objectives,
?erceptions of priority needs identified by jurisdictions,
however, may shift Corps objectives at individual WRDPs ;
end,Corps'policy decisions may effect state calculations.



At any rate, the establishment of management
objectives for each WRDP should be considered a major
Federal action under the Natlonal Env1ronmental Policy .
Act of 1969 (42 USC §4332) S0 full dlsclosure and public
participation as requlred-by the Act as well as a formal
coordination as'requifed by the Intergovernmental Coopera-
tion Act of 1968 are made part of the planning process.

Once management objectives are chosen, alternatlve
.de51gns for allocatlng land to recreation and wil dllfe

enhancement can be formulated. A WRDP chosen Lor intensive'

development could emphasize people management and prov1de
for heavy involvement of concessioners and dGVPLOPETS of
contiguous lands for the provision of all fea51b1iy mar-—

- keted services, state development and operation of comple-
mentary facilities, and Corps maintenance of minimum basic
access; a WRDP chosen for extensive development could
emphasize habitat management and provide.primative camp
sites, foot trails, and unpaved vehicle access roads. ‘
Transfer of all or part of the WRDP to state and/or Federal
agencies could be considered at this time. ’

The provisions éf the master plan would extend to

" . all water and land in the WRDP biophysical impact area.

In the process, all WRDP lands, except necessary project
operations land, would be allocated to recreation, fish and
wildlife, or forestry after the first five-year period -- no
further outgrants for "interim" uses. The master plan would
dCtdll five-year actlon programs for all involved agencies
and jurisdictions. The agreed -upon actions should become
part of the appropriate state, regional, and local plans

and programs. ' '
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Parficular,note should be taken of fish and wild-
life management. Findings of this study include: "The

- water bodies and shqrelapds of the Corps WRDP system are,

for the most part, man-created environments which can be

- managed more intensively for fish and wildlife production
fﬁthan_is now‘the case"; ”Respdnsibility for fish and wild-
”'life management is divided‘between the Corps and state and
f,bther Federalvégencies with no clear leadership role
':established";”and "All WRDP lands, except those needed
];for'project_operations and those outgranted as parts of the
2national wildlife refuge sYstem are sﬁbject to state seasons,
';bag‘limits,’and enforcement of state fish and game laws and
;regulétions.' This provision of law is hot always formalizéd
éxcépt when all project lands are outgranted»to a'stategv

fish and wildlife agency subject to multiple_USe,of Spéqific

-parcels by the Corps or other agencies. - Qutgranting par-
‘cels to a state fish and wildlife agency implies that only

" those parcels‘have value for fish and wildlife, which is not
lftrue“; (Some 5.1 million acres of Corps WRDP lands are

‘open to public hunting.) The planning process 6utlined

: recognizes the primacy of the USF&WS with respect to migrae ;
tory waterfowl and ehdangetéd species and of the primacy of

~ the state fish and wildlife agencies with respect to all -
ipther;species;},Recognition of'leadefship fof species

- management on-ail_WRDP land should not, however, absolve

the Corps from.responéibility5in»realizing the full fish

~and wildlife potential of WRDP land. The agumented wild-
“life staff recommended abové would conduct counts and
_habitat surveys, make the data available to fish and .
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‘wildlife agency personnel for'planning and management
 purposes, plan and perform habitat improvement projects

'in keeping with the jointly approved master plans andvannuai

.work programs, offer assistance to the fish and wildlife
:aqen01es managlng those landb designated exclu51vely and
outgranted for - wildlife management, and, lmportantly,
‘represent the - 1nterests of fish and wildlife in lnternal
Corps budgetlng and programmlng activities.,

At least each .5 years - (as is now Corps pdlicy), the
‘master plan would be updated. The beneflts derived from
'alternatlve water levels and tlmlng of the water 1evels for

recreation, fish and wildlife, and other authorlzed pu:poses

would be calculated from the current data base. Changes in
“Federal pOlle, ‘land use downstream, regulatory structures

-on the river, and many other factors may chande the relatlon-‘
ship of downstream benefits to on-site benefits and the up- -

- dated master plan would state the new operating constraints
.as.well as detailed proposals for people and resource man-
_agement in the ensuing five-year period. Some.of these
‘issues and an approach to analyz1ng them have been explored
at the Tenklller Ferry WRDP.

In this process, 1nefficient,'emall'Corps operated
" facilities could be phased out in favor of larger, more '
-efficient facilities that can return a larger portion of

" operations and'maintenance costs through collection of fees

and charges.

aWarner, L. D., D. D. Badger, and G. M, Lage. 1973. Impact

Study of the Construction and Operaticn of the Tenkiller

Ferry Lake, Oklahoma. Oklahoma State University, Stillwater,

Oklahoma.
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5. Land-Achisiﬁion‘
Key parcels of land, prlmarlly at low MRL ratio
should be acqulred to 1nsulate Corps fa0111t1es and:

' resoqrces from ~adverse contlguous uses of land.
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