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REAUTHORIZATION OF AND POTENTIAL RE-
FORMS TO THE LAND AND WATER CON-
SERVATION FUND (LWCF)

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 22, 2015

U.S. SENATE
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:03 a.m. in Room
SD-366, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Lisa Murkowski,
Chairman of the Committee, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LISA MURKOWSKI,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ALASKA

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. We will call this hearing to order.
We have several votes scheduled in less than an hour and obvi-
ously a great deal of interest in this topic this morning, so I would
like to get started as quickly as possible.

I want to thank you all for being here as we meet to consider
the reauthorization and reform of the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act. I think it is fitting that we look at this Act today
given that today is Earth Day. Over the past 50 years it has played
a key role in creating our nation’s world class State and Federal
outdoor recreation system.

I fully support reauthorizing this Act this year in a way that re-
flects the changing needs and evolving viewpoints about conserva-
tion in the 21st century.

We have a lot to cover today, so let’s begin first with land acqui-
sition. In its first 50 years this Act was largely focused on building
a recreation system. To do that Congress agreed that it was nec-
essary to acquire lands at both the Federal and the State levels.
Back then LWCF land acquisition was largely expected to occur in
the Eastern states. Even 50 years ago there was a strong recogni-
tion that we should focus on areas with a lack of public lands and
therefore, fewer opportunities to recreate.

The Senate and the House Committee reports made that point,
and the Act itself includes an express spending limitation for the
Forest Service. The agency cannot spend more than 15 percent of
its LWCF funds to acquire lands west of the 100th Meridian. How-
ever, over the years we have seen both congressional intent and
limitations ignored. The Forest Service, for example, has spent al-
most 37 percent of its LWCF funds on land acquisition in the West.
Now I am not opposed to reasonable and justified acquisitions, but
coming from a state like Alaska where close to 63 percent of our
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lands are already held by the Federal Government, I do approach
the need for additional Federal purchases with some skepticism,
particularly when we are dealing with tough budgetary times.

It seems counterintuitive, particularly in Western states with
high percentages of public lands, to add more to what we already
have and already struggle to properly care for, except perhaps
when there is a case to be made that the acquisition would reduce
long-term administrative costs. I think we recognize that makes
sense.

As we meet today the Federal Land Management agencies face
a growing maintenance backlog, about $22 billion in total, and
more than $11 billion of that is at the National Park Service. As
we look to reauthorize LWCF, I believe that it makes sense to shift
the Federal focus away from land acquisition, particularly in West-
ern states, toward maintaining and enhancing the accessibility and
quality of the resources we have. This is the best way to put our
nation’s recreation system on the path of long-term viability.

Now some have said that using LWCF dollars for maintenance
is inappropriate, but I would just direct you back to the act itself.
The act states that it is not just about the quantity of recreation
resources. It is also about the quality of those resources.

Using LWCF moneys for maintenance activities is not new. From
FY’98 through Fiscal Year 2001, LWCF was used to address the
maintenance backlog at all four land management agencies. I
strongly believe conservation in the 21st century must include tak-
ing care of what we already have, what we choose to conserve first
instead of simply pretending that more is always better.

We always talk a lot about access to our public lands, and we
have been looking at different ways to use LWCF funds to increase
it. This is another area that is of particular interest to me.

Many of Alaska’s really prime recreation resources are accessible
only by plane or by boat. So access is not just about land acquisi-
tion. It is also about development of recreation facilities like boat
launches, trails, and roads. These are the kinds of facilities that
are a critical link between users and otherwise inaccessible lands.

We also need to recognize that bringing land into Federal owner-
ship does not always equate with making it accessible to the public.
You have heard me talk here in this Committee about the situation
with a day care provider with little children, four, five, and six year
olds, who went out on a picnic in the Tongass, and the day care
provider was fined by the Forest Service for not having a permit
to utilize the picnic table.

The Federal lands access provision’s also one of the primary and
most popular provisions in the bipartisan Sportsmen’s Act that I
have been working on with Senator Heinrich. There are many ac-
cess-related issues we can focus on this year.

I have, again, brought up before the Committee my efforts to
allow small scale filming on public lands to continue by making
sure that they have access to filming rather than be denied access.

For LWCF 1 would like to see greater emphasis on conservation
easements rather than fee acquisitions so that we can continue
lands as working lands and ensure public access.
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When we talk about the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
these days it is almost exclusively discussion about Federal land
acquisition, and that is a little disappointing to me.

Many seem to have forgotten the pivotal role that states have in
conservation and outdoor recreation under the Act. From the start
the Act recognized that states were the lynch pin and provided
Federal funding for state grants for recreation planning, land ac-
quisition and development. The state grant programs require a 50/
50 match. In some cases the states exceed this requirement so that
every Federal dollar is highly leveraged. On the state side these
dollars go to outdoor recreation facilities near where people actu-
ally live from local city playgrounds, baseball fields to local fishing
holes in state parks that clearly rival some of our national parks.

From the start LWCF monies were to be allocated each year so
that Federal agencies would receive no less than 40 percent and
the states, the remainder. But once again, with over 85 percent of
LWCF funds going to Federal land acquisition it is clear to me that
we are not meeting that congressional intent. This has happened
even though states have been strong, public advocates of public ac-
cess and have worked with our sportsmen and sportswomen to pro-
vide hunting and fishing and recreational shooting opportunities on
our Federal and State lands.

The current approach also ignores an area where states can and
are doing a good job.

Alaska State Parks is the largest state park system in the coun-
try. It is our state’s largest provider of recreation facilities such as
public campgrounds and it boasts twice the visitation of Alaska’s
National Parks. So instead of leaving them on the sidelines, I be-
lieve that states need to be given the opportunity to lead here.
States are in the best position to understand and accommodate the
needs of our citizens and not every state has access to Federal
recreation resources.

Now there are some who attempt to minimize the roles of the
states in land management, and there is an attempt to drive a
wedge between those who work and recreate on public lands. In
fact some have tried to politicize an amendment that I offered on
the budget several weeks back that would provide a budget reserve
fund for Federal land transfers and exchanges with the states.

Now those who are not from the West may not realize it, but this
Committee effectively serves as a real estate exchange for the
West. Buying and selling land often takes, literally, an act of Con-
gress. These types of transfers and exchanges both with the states
and private parties are the means of maximizing the value of pub-
lic lands for hunting and recreation while allowing Western com-
munities continued access to those lands best suited for multiple
use.

Ironically these same entities that have criticized the budget
amendment have praised the public lands package that I nego-
tiated and fought to include on the NDAA bill last year. That pack-
age struck a balance. It designated new parks and conservation
units and transferred and exchanged land for development. It des-
ignated new wilderness as well as releasing wilderness study
areas.
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Advocates of conservation and development both recognized that
this type of balance was necessary to move significant legislation,
and that package almost fell apart over budget issues. Facilitating
that type of a package was exactly, what I had in mind with the
budget amendment.

So I do look forward to the discussion about how we deal with
Land and Water Conservation Fund and its reauthorization, but I
think that there clearly and fairly are good issues to be discussing
here. As we begin those conversations I do hope that they will be
productive and constructive as we work to address areas of signifi-
cant interest and concern.

I have taken longer in my opening statement than I usually do,
but I felt it was important to lay out some of the history of this
very, very significant act, its purposes, its design and where, in my
view, we have failed in adhering to the sum of the contours of that.

With that, I turn to my Ranking Member for her comments this
morning.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARIA CANTWELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM
WASHINGTON

Senator CANTWELL. Thank you, Madam Chair and thank you for
scheduling this important hearing today on Earth Day to review
the Land and Water Conservation Fund which is one of our na-
tion’s most successful conservation programs.

I want to say at the outset that I know my colleague, Senator
Wyden, is unable to be here this morning because we are starting
a markup in the Finance Committee on the Trade Promotion Act
which will also pull me away at some point in time this morning.
But he is a big supporter of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, and he and I are co-sponsors of legislation to permanently
reauthorize this and provide certainty to funding.

In addition, we will add his statement to the record and very
much appreciate his leadership on that.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Sen. Ron Wyden Statement for the Energy and Natural Resources Committee Hearing
April 22, 2015

M. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to submit these remarks for the record. This is such an
important subject that I had to have the voices of Oregonians heard on it. As such, I have for the
record, in addition to my statement, letters from Oregonians in support of LWCF — including
letters T have received over the past year in support of the program, letters directed to the
Committee, and letters from several veterans explaining the importance of the outdoors and
LWCF to combat veterans and their families.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is a critical tool for protecting our nation’s
public lands and providing access for the outdoor activities that so many Americans enjoy. In
Oregon, hunting, fishing, and camping are ways of life, and the LWCF has been ensuring that
people have outlets for those activities for fifty years. Since its inception, LWCF has proven to
be a rewarding investment for the places that make this country special, for the people who
benefit from access to those places, and for the local economies that host these truly remarkable
resources. LWCF not only helps protect the environmental health of these places, but it leads to
human health benefits as well: Clean air, clean water, and the mental health benefits of getting
outdoors are great examples.

Well over 50 percent of the sources for clean water in the United States start on public lands.
The 85 percent of our U.S. population that lives in urban areas relies on those water sources and
LWCF has ensured their protection over time. In addition, programs like Vet Voice, which has
supported the LWCF for years, help get our military veterans out into nature with their families
to enjoy the lands they have fought so hard to protect.

I am sure there will be a robust debate today about future funding for LWCF and proposed
changes to the program, and I will submit questions for the record for the witnesses, but I just
want to make a couple of quick points.

First, it’s disappointing that LWCF has been authorized at its full $900 million since 1976, yet in
most years, the program receives far less than that. LWCF is funded through revenues received
from oil and gas leasing — meaning it does not rely on taxpayers to fund this critical program.
And over the years roughly $35 billion has been directed to the program but less than half of
that, only around $16 billion, has actually ended up being appropriated for use by the LWCF
program, since 1965. Making LWCF a mandatory program and fully funding it every year,
which is what the bill that Senator Cantwell and I introduced would do, will allow the benefits of
the program to be fully realized and would be a shot in the arm to local economies that support
outdoor recreation.

Some have suggested that LWCF should be directed more toward paying for maintenance
backlogs than land acquisition. I hear my colleagues’ concerns about caring for the land we
already have. 1share those concerns, but we have one major law for special, unique land
acquisition and a myriad of laws for operations and maintenance. Let’s keep LWCF for its
unique purpose. And let’s work together in a bipartisan manner to fix or beef up those operation
and maintenance authorities.
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1 fully support the need to catch up on the National Park operation and maintenance backlog, and
intend to look for ways to take care of that $11 billion debt. But raiding the LWCF is not the way
to do it. Raiding the LWCF will simply result in lost opportunities, for the purchase of
inholdings, for instance, that will cost us more in the long-run. Another example is the
importance of the Forest Legacy Program — a part of LWCF. Let me quote from one of the
letters submitted for the record from the commercial timber industry: “The Forest Legacy
Program has led to the conservation of over 2.2 million acres of working forest lands, primarily
through conservation easement purchases, with almost 50 percent of project costs leveraged from
other non-federal sources. FLP is a voluntary conservation program that brings together federal,
state and private partners to achieve the common goals of protecting and maintaining forest jobs,
recreational access, wildlife habitat and clean water.” Laudable goals, all.

The success of LWCF is evident and its impacts on local communities are profound. Just
yesterday, I was notified that a northeast Portland neighborhood would be getting a brand new
park and soccer field thanks to LWCF, which is great news for that community. And across
Oregon and the country LWCF has helped secure public access to federal and state lands for
sportsmen and hikers and has helped protect miles of trails, wildlife habitats, and critical
watersheds. Success stories like these are why LWCF works. Fully funding the program, and
keeping its current mix of authorities and flexibilities, will allow for future land acquisitions,
even more state grants, and many more success stories.

T look forward to working with my colleagues in a bi-partisan manner to reauthorize and fully
fund this important law. I ask unanimous consent that my statement and the accompanying
letters be entered into the record for this hearing.
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Senator CANTWELL. In the 50 years since this act was first put
into law, and I should point out by Scoop Jackson of Washington
State and as a suggestion by then-President Kennedy, if you look
at the original focus of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, it
was really in the 60’s as the country started to urbanize and to
grow in population, people wanted to make sure that we were set-
ting aside lands in those growing areas. So I am sure for some of
my colleagues that represent more rural states or less densely pop-
ulated states, the concept of Land and Water Conservation Fund
might not be as prevalent for them.

But I can walk around the State of Washington today, particu-
larly within Puget Sound, and point to various parks and recre-
ation areas that exist within the urban center that are great exam-
ples of preservation made possible by the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund. They have made the urban center a possible place
to work and live and recreate. That is what is so important to me
about the Land and Water Conservation Fund. To me, this hearing
this morning is about our relationship to stewardship. We should
remember on Earth Day that Earth is lasting a lot longer than all
of us, and the question is what good stewardship we provide in the
meantime.

So this iconic program that has helped protect many of our na-
tion’s most iconic and most popular national parks, forests, and
public lands is, I think, a treasure in itself. The fund has provided
countless opportunities for hunting and fishing and other recre-
ation uses, and it has helped support state and local conservation.

Many of us with significant public lands in our state have seen
the impacts of protecting these landscapes and providing for out-
door recreation which brings strong economic benefits. The Outdoor
Industry Association has estimated that outdoor recreation sup-

orts more than 6,000,000 jobs nationwide and generates almost
5650 billion annually in direct consumer spending. I hate to say
that I am a frequent user of REI, and probably have contributed
somewhat to that number myself.

In Washington State, visitors to Federal lands in the state spent
over $1.3 billion last year. So protecting our public lands is not
only good for our environment, but also good for our economy, and
that includes many of our small, local businesses.

I think it is helpful to keep in mind the history of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund and its funding mechanisms. A few years
ago, after the fund was enacted, it became clear that the initial
funding sources would not be sufficient to fulfill the tremendous de-
mand for land protection and for development of new recreational
opportunities. As a result, Congress amended the law to direct a
portion of the revenue from oil and gas development on the Outer
Continental Shelf (OCS) to the fund.

The concept behind linking OCS to the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund was based on the principle that a portion of reve-
nues obtained from the depletion of non-renewable resources be-
longing to all Americans should be dedicated to preserving other
natural resources of lasting benefit to the nation. It was a sound
concept then and is one that we should continue to adhere to today.
But as the matter now stands, unless Congress acts to extend that
authorization, the authority to credit the Land and Water Con-



8

servation Fund with OCS revenues will expire at the end of this
fiscal year. That is less than six months from now.

So I want to make clear that I will do everything I can to make
sure that funding for one of the most successful conservation pro-
grams will not lapse. I have introduced legislation, as I mentioned,
with Senator Wyden and others to permanently reauthorize the
Land and Water Conservation Fund and to explore opportunities to
move that legislation forward. There has already been a strong
vote for the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund earlier this year on the Senate floor, which I think is evi-
dence that there is broad bipartisan support for this program.

So I hope that today’s hearing will be a good first step in helping
us find a way forward toward reauthorization. I know there are
concerns that our nation should not be acquiring land while land
management agencies have backlogs of deferred maintenance. Ob-
servers of this Committee know that the Chairman and I do not
always see eye to eye, but I hope that she and I can work through
this issue. I do not believe that we have to choose between one or
the other, and I hope that we can work together and find a solu-
tion.

The National Park Service deferred maintenance backlog is the
most often cited example of the agency’s maintenance needs, and
I agree we must find a way to increase maintenance funding. But
it is a mistake to assume that the only funding options we have
are between land acquisition and maintenance.

So, in fact, funding for maintenance is already authorized and
every year the land management agencies receive appropriations
for maintenance activities. So there is not a need to force mainte-
nance activities to compete directly for Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund dollars. Nearly half of the Park Service’s estimated back-
log is attributed to needed repairs for roads and highways within
the National Park. The single biggest improvement we could make
in reducing the maintenance backlog would be to increase the fund-
ing level in the Transportation bill for park roads.

So I think it is also important for our colleagues to recognize that
the fund is already a flexible program that offers many different
tools to enable us to protect and improve public lands. The program
is most well-known for allowing Federal land management agencies
to acquire land within the boundaries of designated conservation
areas, for helping to protect wildlife habitat, and for providing new
opportunities for hunting and fishing and recreation.

In addition, over the past 50 years the Land and Water Con-
servation State Assistance Program has provided over $4 billion
through 40,000 matching grants to states and local governments
for the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation
areas and facilities. In recent years, the Fund has increasingly
been used to conserve private lands as well. For example, the For-
est Legacy Program, which helps pay for protection of these pri-
vately-owned forest lands. I can tell you that I hear a lot from a
variety of groups in my state about their support for that. Simi-
larly, cooperative endangered species grants provide funding to
states to help protect threatened and endangered species. Further-
more, over the past decade roughly half of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund expenditures have been for conservation pro-
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grams directed by state and local governments rather than for tra-
ditional Federal land acquisition.

So I do want to say I support both Federal and State programs
and continued funding for both Federal and State programs.

For those that are questioning whether enough funds are being
directed to the state program, I think it is important to remember
that under the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act, better known
as GOMESA, the states will be receiving as much as $125 million
each year in mandatory funding, not subject to congressional ap-
propriations. So while I definitely want to see something more per-
manent to make sure that funding is spent in the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, I strongly believe that Federal expenditures
need to be part of the equation.

So again, there are not many programs that I think provide more
tangible results than the Land and Water Conservation Fund. I be-
lieve our nation can afford this level of investment. As I said at the
beginning, it is about stewardship.

It is about stewardship. It is not about what opportunities we
take for today, but it is about what stewardship we are going to
provide for the future. I hope all of us on Earth Day will think
about stewardship.

I thank the Chair for holding this important hearing, and I ap-
preciate the witnesses making themselves available for this subject
today.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cantwell.

With that, let us begin with our witnesses. I will introduce each
of you. We will proceed here from my left beginning with Mr. Con-
nor and go down the table.

Given that we have two votes at 10:45 it is the intention of the
Chair that we will hear from our witnesses. We will then proceed
to ask questions of five minutes each, but we will keep the Com-
mittee moving, and therefore, we will not adjourn for votes.

So pardon the jack-in-the-box exercise, but we are multitasking
here today. We appreciate not only your indulgence with that but
your willingness to come before the Committee and provide your
testimony.

We will begin with the Honorable Michael Connor, who is the
Deputy Secretary for the U.S. Department of Interior. We have had
many opportunities to see Mr. Connor before the Committee, and
we welcome him back.

Next to him is Mr. Lewis Ledford, who is the Executive Director
for the National Association of our State Park Directors. Welcome.

Next we also have a familiar face to the Committee from a pre-
vious Administration, this is Ms. Lynn Scarlett, who is the Man-
aging Director for Public Policy at The Nature Conservancy. Thank
you for being here.

Our final witness on the panel today is Mr. Reed Watson, who
is the Executive Director for the Property and Environment Re-
search Center (PERC).

Welcome to all of you.

Mr. Connor, if you would like to begin this morning.
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STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL CONNOR, DEPUTY
SECRETARY, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely.

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, members of
the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to be here today and
discuss reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

Fifty years ago Congress enacted the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund Act of 1965 as a bipartisan commitment to safeguard
natural areas, water resources and cultural heritage and to provide
recreation opportunities for all Americans now and in the future.
The LWCF has been and continues to be an innovative and highly
successful program. By reinvesting revenues from offshore oil and
gas activities in the public lands the LWCF both through state and
Federal programs has proven to be one of the nation’s most effec-
tive conservation tools.

Simply put, LWCF makes economic sense. It makes environ-
mental sense, it makes fiscal sense, and it makes sense for future
generations. For these reasons this Administration believes it criti-
cally important to reauthorize and secure mandatory funding for
this successful program.

I'll quickly summarize some of the key points in my written testi-
mony.

First, LWCF makes economic sense. Today the National Park
Service announced a record number of visitors to the national
parks which translated to $29.7 billion in economic activity and
supported nearly 277,000 jobs, and these statistics just build on
what we already know from a recent analysis by the Federal Inter-
agency Council on outdoor recreation that in 2012 recreation activi-
ties on federally-managed lands and waters contributed approxi-
mately $51 billion to the economy and 880,000 jobs.

Second, the Land and Water Conservation Fund makes ecological
sense. Parks and other public lands and waters are not just sup-
porting our economy, they are supporting critical environmental
needs. Pursuant to another National Park Service release today we
know that national parks in the lower 48 states absorb 14.8 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide each year with an economic value of
about $582 million. In LWCF conservation easements have also
protected water sources, species and ecosystems.

At Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona, through a
years-old public/private collaborative effort, the Fish and Wildlife
Service has partnered with the Bar Boot Ranch to place over
13,000 acres of working land under conservation easement. The
ranch and the refuge are working together to ensure survival of na-
tive fish and wildlife on public and private land by protecting the
upstream reaches of the Leslie Creek Watershed while also helping
sustain the ranching business operation at Bar Boot Ranch.

Third, the Land and Water Conservation Fund makes fiscal
sense. In times of tight budgets we must prioritize programs which
successfully reduce management costs and can be administered in
partnerships across the country. To date, the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund has provided over $4 billion to state and local gov-
ernments for these purposes and over 40,000 projects have been
funded in every state throughout the nation in 98 percent of the
nation’s counties.
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Of particular importance Federal land acquisition reduces land
management costs. In the past five years 99.25 percent of the lands
acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings within
the external boundaries of existing conservation units. The acquisi-
tion of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by
reducing boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management ac-
tivities and easing access to and through public lands.

As an example in the ’16 budget the Administration proposed
Land and Water Conservation funding for acquisitions at Alaska’s
Lake Clark National Park and Preserve, that are expected to yield
significant savings over time from reduced firefighting costs associ-
ated with native allotments. The National Park acquisition of these
tracts would eliminate the requirement to commit firefighting re-
sources to suppress fires on these tracts and would yield an esti-
mated savings of $60,000 per tract during each firefighting season.

Finally, LWCF is important for future generations. A half cen-
tury ago Congress made a historic commitment to the American
people. As a result we have irreplaceable natural, historic and rec-
reational outdoor places that otherwise might not exist or might
have been lost. To try and explain the end of the Civil War without
the Appomattox Courthouse or the sacrifice of those who gave their
lives on Flight 93 would be impossible without the LWCF. To share
with future generations the grandeur of Acadia, the Tetons or the
Great Smokey Mountains could not have been maintained without
the LWCF.

The importance of this funding cannot be overstated. We live in
an era when people, especially young people, are increasingly dis-
connected from the outdoors and history. Maintaining our vitality
as a nation relies in part on more opportunities for outdoor recre-
ation and more green spaces, particularly in urban areas.

Some may argue that spending $900 million on recreation and
conservation is a luxury we can’t afford. In reality we can’t afford
not to. Outdoor recreation is a huge economic engine that contrib-
utes an estimated $640 billion to the nation’s economy and sup-
ports 6.1 million jobs which also translates to increased tax reve-
nues at all levels of government.

For all these reasons and more this Administration strongly sup-
ports reauthorization. And we look forward to working with Con-
gress before the program expires at the end of this year.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Connor follows:]
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL CONNOR
DEPUTY SECRETARY
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BEFORE THE
SENATE ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
April 22, 2015

Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and Members of the Committee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss reauthorization of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss this innovative, highly successful
program.

Fifty years ago, Congress enacted the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 as a
bipartisan commitment to safeguard natural areas, water resources, and cultural heritage, and to
provide recreation opportunities for all Americans, now and in the future. The Act established a
fund in the U.S. Treasury dedicated to preserving, developing and assuring accessibility to
outdoor recreation resources and to strengthening the health and vitality of U.S. citizens by using
a portion of the proceeds from the development of our public lands and waters for investments in
conservation and recreation.

By reinvesting revenues from offshore oil and gas activities into public lands, the LWCF has
proven to be one of the nation’s most effective tools for preserving treasured landscapes;
expanding historic, cultural and outdoor recreation sites; protecting rivers, lakes and other water
resources; enabling access for sportsmen and hunters; and providing grants to states for
recreation and conservation projects. Simply put, the LWCF has greatly contributed to the
quality of life of our citizens.

Furthermore, the LWCF generates economic activity throughout the nation. In 2012, recreation
activities on federally-managed lands and waters contributed approximately $51 billion and
880,000 jobs to the U.S. economy.

To date, the LWCF has provided over $4 billion to state and local governments for these
purposes and over 40,000 projects have been funded in every state throughout the nation. These
projects support local recreation and conservation and impact the lives of people in our
communities every day. And federal land acquisition from the LWCF has protected lands in
national parks, forests, refuges and public lands in areas too numerous to list, from Cuyahoga
Valley National Park in Ohio to Big Cypress National Preserve in Florida; from Harpers Ferry
National Historical Park in West Virginia to Mount Rainier National Park in Washington; and
from Valle de Oro National Wildlife Refuge in New Mexico to Gates of the Arctic National Park
and Preserve in Alaska.

The Administration strongly supports the reauthorization of the LWCF, which, without action
from Congress, will expire on September 30, 2015. In President Obama’s FY 2016 Budget
request, he proposed to fully and permanently fund the LWCF program at its authorized level of
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$900 million. This funding level would support 173 projects across four land management
agencies in 43 states as well as provide assistance to states and local governments for close to
home recreational opportunities.

With respect to reforms to the LWCF, the Administration believes that mandatory funding is a
key component of the LWCF program. The unpredictable nature of discretionary funding has
limited the ability of agencies and partners to engage in the multi-year planning that is necessary
for effective collaboration with local communities, for large-scale conservation projects, and to
provide for recreational and sportsmen access. We look forward to working with Congress to
expeditiously reauthorize this program for another fifty years before it expires on September 30,
2015.

A summary of the LWCF program, the role of the Department of the Interior and a discussion of
the Administration’s budget request follows.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund

The LWCF Act provides that each fiscal year until September 30, 2015, not less than $900
million must be deposited into the LWCF. These funds consist of certain revenues from offshore
oil and gas activities, along with proceeds from the sale of surplus real and personal property and
motorboat fuel taxes.

Although set aside in a discrete fund, these moneys are currently only available for expenditure
through annual appropriations. Each year, in accordance with the Act, the Administration
submits to Congress, along with the budget, a comprehensive statement of estimated
requirements for appropriations from the LWCF. Congress then appropriates moneys from the
LWCEF for assistance to the states and for federal acquisition of lands and waters.

In making its budget request, and in implementing the provisions of the Act, the Departments of
the Interior and Agriculture work in cooperation with focal communities to identify and
maximize opportunities to secure rights-of-ways, easements, and fee simple lands from willing
sellers that are important to the local community. The Administration supports broad
collaboration around locally driven priorities and more efficient and coordinated ways of
investing in, restoring, and managing the Nation’s natural and cultural resources.

LWCF State Assistance Program

Once moneys are appropriated from the LWCF, the Act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior
to provide financial assistance to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, American Samoa,
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands for the acquisition and
development of public outdoor recreation sites and facilities. The Secretary, through the LWCF
State Assistance Program, apportions the grant funds among these states and areas in accordance
with the apportionment formula contained in the Act. This formula includes a factor for equal
distribution of a portion of the fund among the states, as well as factors for distribution on the
basis of population and need. These grants are provided to the states, and through the states to
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local governmental jurisdictions, on a matching basis for up to fifty percent of the total project
costs. Grants to the insular areas may be for 100% assistance.

The National Park Service currently administers the LWCF State Assistance program. The Act
provides that to be eligible to receive the funds, states must submit a comprehensive statewide
outdoor recreation plan to the Secretary, and update it at least once every five years. This plan
evaluates the public outdoor recreation resources throughout a state, identifies capital investment
priorities, assures community participation, and coordinates outdoor recreation programs
throughout the state. Specific LWCF projects proposed by a state are submitted to the Secretary
for approval to ensure consistency with the plan. Any property that is acquired or developed
with LWCF assistance must remain available for public outdoor recreation purposes. However,
the Secretary does have the authority in certain circumstances to convert the property to another
use.

The LWCF State Assistance program has a significant impact on the daily lives of people in our
{ocal communities and touches virtually all of America. State and local parks and projects that
have received assistance from the LWCF are located in over 98 percent of counties in the United
States. The LWCF State Assistance Program has, with the help of local communities, funded
baseball fields, skate parks, and shooting ranges, it has funded access roads in state and
municipal parks, it has helped construct playgrounds, ice rinks, boat ramps and equestrian parks,
it has helped provide lighting for local baseball and soccer fields, funding for swimming pools,
off road vehicle areas, and golf courses. It has funded projects as far away as Nuiqsut on the
arctic slope, where funds were used to develop a softball field, which also doubles as the location
for “nalukataaq,” the spring whaling celebration for the village of 400 people; to an a urban
Bronx neighborhood in New York where the funds were used to develop lighting at the Roberto
Clemente baseball field.

These local recreation areas are the places we visit every day, the places where we go for a walk
in the evening, the playgrounds where parents take their kids to run around between errands, and
the fields used by the youth soccer club. Since the origin of the program in 1965, over $4 billion
has been apportioned to the states for these recreation purposes. The federal investment has been
matched by state and local contributions for a total LWCF grant investment of over $ 8.2 billion.

An additional $66.2 million has been provided to states through competitive grant programs.
These competitive programs include FWS Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation grants
for states and territories to work with private landowners, conservation organizations and other
partners to protect and conserve the habitat of threatened and endangered species, the American
Battlefield Protection program grants, and the NPS Urban Parks and Recreation grants.

Forest Legacy Program

The Forest Legacy Program, administered by the U.S. Forest Service, provides grants funded by
the LWCF to protect environmentally important forest lands while maintaining private
ownership and working forests. More than 50 percent (over 420 million acres) of our nation’s
forests are privately owned, and family forest owners and timber companies are facing increasing
pressure to sell, subdivide, and develop their land. Through the Forest Legacy Program, the U.S.
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Forest Service provides grants to state partners to protect these important lands with the focus on
working forests. Forest Legacy helps landowners continue to provide forest products and
resource based jobs, protects air and water quality, provides recreational opportunities and
important fish and wildlife habitat including for threatened or endangered species. These lands
are protected through conservation easements and fee-simple purchases with partners such as
state agencies, private owners, and other conservation partners. To date over 2.47 million acres
of important forestland has been protected under this program.

Federal Land Acquisition

The Act provides that moneys appropriated to the LWCF for federal purposes must be used by
the President for acquisition of lands, waters and interests in lands and waters as specified in the
Act for the national park and national forest systems, as well as for other federally managed
public lands. It also authorizes acquisitions for the national wildlife refuge system, including
acquisitions for endangered and threatened species.

This funding secures access for the American public to their federal lands for recreational
opportunities—from hunting and fishing to canoeing and bird watching. When done
strategically, these acquisitions of fee title or easement interests in lands strengthen national
parks, national wildlife refuges, and other federally managed public lands, resulting in cost
savings that can offset most, if not all, additional operational costs and provide economic
benefits for local economies.

Federal land acquisition reduces land management costs. In the past five years, 99.25% of the
lands acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings of existing conservation units.
The acquisition of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by reducing
boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management activities, and easing access to and
through public lands. This focus maximizes management efficiencies for the agencies and, in
many cases, reduces costs.

For example, at San Diego National Wildlife Refuge in California, the purchase of inholdings
through the LWCF reduced management costs while conserving wildlife habitat corridors. The
Fish and Wildlife Service added six small, but important, inholdings to the refuge, which helped
consolidate ownership in the heart of the refuge and protect areas of coastal sagebrush and
chaparral that support a variety of rare plants and animals.

Similarly, in the FY 2016 budget, the Administration proposed LWCF for acquisitions at
Alaska’s Lake Clark National Park and Preserve that are expected to yield significant cost-
savings from reduced firefighting costs over time. For firefighting purposes, native-allotment
tracts such as those proposed for acquisition in Lake Clark National Park , are designated at the
“full” protection level, meaning they are high priority for extensive fire suppression actions, and
can incur significant costs to protect. NPS acquisition of these tracts would eliminate the
requirement to commit this level of firefighting resources to suppress fires on these tracts, and
would yield an estimated savings of $60,000 per allotment during fire events.



16

Federal land acquisitions also provide economic benefits. For example, since 2001, the Bureau of
Land Management has acquired approximately 2,700 acres within the Sandy River Area of
Critical Environmental Concern. The Sandy River and the nearby Oregon National Historic
Trail, offer exceptional recreational opportunities for fishing, hiking, wildlife viewing, nature
study, and non-motorized boating and river floating. This area is 20 miles from Portland — the
Northwest’s second largest metropolitan area — and receives approximately a half million visitors
per year. This area is an important economic asset to the local community and supports many
local businesses.

Federal land acquisition also protects history. This month, during her visit to the Appomattox
Court House National Historical Park, Secretary Jewell visited the site of some of the final
battles of the Civil War in Virginia. The LWCF was used to expand Appomattox Court House
National Historical Park by 383 acres in the 1970s. More recently, the LWCF has been leveraged
to enable the NPS to work in partnership with the Civil War Trust to preserve six additional
properties associated with the battles of Appomattox Station and Appomattox Court House,
totaling 108 acres at a value of nearly $2.6 million. Those sites help protect the viewshed around
the historic village where the McLean House — the site of surrender — stands. LWCF has been
used to acquire land at other Civil War battlefields including Antietam in Maryland,
Fredericksburg in Virginia, Chattanooga in Tennessee, Harpers Ferry in West Virginia, and
Gettysburg in Pennsylvania.

Finally federal land acquisition supports local priorities. For example, Secretary Jewell recently
toured the Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area in Georgia. This area was originally
created with support from the LWCF in 1979 and has benefited over the years from additional
LWCEF funding to expand and further protect it. In addition to providing recreational facilities,
hiking and biking trails, and conserving the river and watershed, the area has had an important
economic impact on the local communities. Last year, visitors to Chattahoochee National
Recreation Area spent over $123 million and supported 1,723 jobs.

In the Prairie Pothole Region of North and South Dakota, the LWCF is helping preserve the
ranching tradition, by supporting the rural economy and protecting important habitat for wildlife.
To date, more than 5,000 landowners have partnered with the FWS to place land under perpetual
easements, which preclude land conversion and the draining of potholes but permit the
landowner to retain all other rights of use and access. This conserves the native prairie and
wetlands, protecting important wildlife habitat while supporting the continued operation of the
region’s traditional livestock and ranching enterprises.

And, at Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge in Arizona, through a years-old public-private
collaborative effort, the FWS partnered with the Bar Boot Ranch to place over 13,000 acres of
working land under conservation easement at the refuge with funding support from the LWCF.
The voluntary conservation easement limits subdivision and surface development on the ranch
and permits watershed restoration activities, while continuing to allow traditional ranching uses.
The easement will help ensure continued water supplies to sustain native fish, wildlife, and
plants, including federally-listed threatened and endangered species, while also helping sustain
the ranching business operation at Bar Boot Ranch.
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The Department’s FY 2016 Budget Request

As these examples demonstrate, the LWCF makes economic sense, it makes environmental
sense, it makes fiscal sense and it makes sense for future generations. For these reasons, this
Administration believes it is critically important to reauthorize this successful program.

In recognition of this important program, the President’s FY 2016 budget request would fully
fund the LWCF at $900 million annually and would permanently authorize the LWCF.
Beginning in 2017, funding for LWCF programs would be mandatory. Mandatory funding is
critically important to increasing the financial certainty needed to build and enhance local and
community conservation partnerships. It will also optimize valuable investments by leveraging
other Federal and non-Federal funds, and, with predictability, it will enable efficiencies in
managing LWCF programs and facilitate a more inclusive process.

The FY 2016 budget requests full funding, of which $672.3 million is requested for the
Department’s programs. The request supports simpler, more efficient land management; creates
greater access for hunters and anglers and other recreation opportunities; creates long-term cost
savings, addresses urgent threats to some of America’s most special places; and better supports
state and local conservation priorities.

Some of the highlights for the funding requested for the Department’s programs include:

e $447 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for federal land acquisition, of which
$150 million is for acquisition of Collaborative Landscape Planning projects. These
acquisitions address specific high-priority conservation values identified through
collaboration conducted by the Department’s Jand managing bureaus and the U.S. Forest
Service;

e $15 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for sportsmen access for sporting and
recreation in parks, FWS refuges, and BLM public lands ($20 million if national forests
are included);

o $100 million (both discretionary and mandatory) for NPS State Conservation grants,
intended to create and maintain a legacy of high quality recreation areas and facilities to
stimulate non-federal investment in the protection and maintenance of recreation
resources across the country; and

s 325 million for Urban Parks and Recreation Fund grants, through the NPS.

Overall, of the $900 million funding in FY 2016 for the Departments of the Interior and
Agriculture combined, approximately $575 million will support conservation, sportsmen access,
and recreational opportunities on federal land

As noted above, the Administration’s request includes continued funding for the Collaborative
Landscape Planning LWCF initiative. This important interagency program brings the
Departments of the Interior and of Agriculture together with local stakeholders to identify large
natural areas where LWCF funds can achieve the most important shared conservation goals in
the highest priority landscapes. Conserving large-scale natural areas provides multiple resource
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and economic benefits to the public, including clean drinking water, recreational opportunities,
protected habitat for at-risk and game species, and jobs generated on and off these lands.

Finally, enactment of a mandatory LWCF program is central to protecting the American heritage
of conservation and recreation for the American people. Mandatory funding also will help
achieve the original intent of the LWCF Act—the dedication of a meaningful portion, $900
million, of the revenues private companies pay to access the Nation’s offshore oil and gas
reserves for the preservation of the Nation’s lands and waters for the benefit of all Americans,
now and in the future. The Energy Information Administration projects that offshore crude oil
development is expected to increase an average of 1.3% per year through 2040 (see EIA Annual
Energy Outlook 2015 with Projections to 2040), with production expected to reach 2.10 million
barrels/day by 2020. That is a 37% increase over 2015. At any level of crude oil prices
projected in the Report, the incremental production of offshore oil over current levels would
yield over $2 billion in increased revenues to the Federal treasury, well exceeding the
Administration's funding request.

Conclusion:

Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has reinvested a small portion of revenues from offshore oil
and gas leases on the Outer Continental Shelf in over 40,000 local conservation and outdoor
recreation projects that protect our nation’s land, water, wildlife and cultural heritage. In this
manner, the LWCF has protected conservation and recreation land in every state and supported
tens of thousands of state and local projects. These investments not only conserve lands in or
near national parks, refuges, forests, and other public lands—including landscapes identified for
collaborative, strategic conservation—they also enable access to lands for sportsmen and
hunters, protect historic battlefields, and provide grants to states for recreation and conservation
projects improving the quality of life in cities and towns across this country.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Connor.
Mr. Ledford, welcome.

STATEMENT OF LEWIS LEDFORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE PARK DIRECTORS

Mr. LEDFORD. Good morning, Madam Chairman, Senator Mur-
kowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and members of the Com-
mittee. Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I am Lewis
Ledford, the Executive Director of the National Association of State
Park Directors and prior to that served as the State Park Director
in North Carolina and also the State Liaison Officer for LWCF.

America’s state parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation expe-
riences and unique historical, scientific and environmental edu-
cation opportunities. There are some 2,200 state parks and over
10,000 areas in our country when you consider all the recreation,
natural and historic sites. Further they encompass 18,000,000
acres and include numerous facilities including over 217,000 camp-
sites.

LWCF has been a key reason for this vast diversity of intense
public recreation and accounting places from the expansive moun-
tainous landscapes in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to the long-
est stalactite in the world in an Arizona cavern to locations where
the European settlers first came to America. The splendor of the
beauty of the mosaic of the natural resources and the cultural fab-
ric of America are the reasons that 739,000,000 people visited the
state park systems last year. The economic impact of our state
park system is estimated to be $20 billion annually.

Congress enacted LWCF visionary legislation. It’s forward think-
ing in reinvesting back in the conservation and recreation. From
open space greenways to trails to playgrounds to swimming pools,
camping facilities, ball fields, state-assisted funding has benefited
98 percent of the counties in the country.

The state’s ability to access local decision makers like governors,
commissioners, city managers and most importantly the soccer
moms, the users, the skateboarders, the mountain bikers and their
friends’ groups are crucial to ensure that the needs of each state
and local community are met.

The state assistance funds must be matched on a 50 percent
level. It’s a tremendous fund raising tool for communities that
reach out to many partners, a formal allocation of the funds on an
equal basis to all states and territories. State agencies are well po-
sitioned with good planning and management for LWCF projects
because they’re well connected with their communities.

They’re wonderful examples in the 42,000 projects from the City
of Bremerton, Washington where they restored the beauty of a
park on the Puget Sound Waterfront to the city of Bethel in Alaska
where they provided park improvements for Pinky’s Park, a Native
xbﬁmerican community of 6,300 people accessible only by river and

vy air.

The LWCF Act was designed to create close to home recreation
opportunities. Priorities continue to justify those needs for state
and local level; however, in 1976 a change was made to remove the
60 percent funding guarantee for the State Assistance Program. In
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1998 the program was expanded to allow for spending for related
purposes.

Since Fiscal Year 2004 the state portion of the program has aver-
aged only 12 and a half percent of the total appropriation. The
charts and the table that I provided in my written testimony read-
ily show the impacts of these changes.

Restoring the state share consistent with the original intent of
the legislation would mean more spent on close to home recreation
and on priority projects determined by the state agencies in a
transparent process, who well know what their constituents want
and need in terms of outdoor recreation. While not every commu-
nity has a wonderful national park, every community has outdoor
recreation resources. State and local parks are used by people of all
ethnic groups, all income levels, all abilities and all ages on a daily
basis throughout the year.

The National Association of State Park Directors therefore sup-
ports the reauthorization of LWCF with full and dedicated funding
and equitable allocation up to 60 percent such as in the original
permit or establishment of the law. It supports the use of state
funds for renovation, restoration and facilities and stewardship of
the recreation areas. It also supports the reevaluation of the state’s
6(f) conversion obligation. And it would also encourage addressing
the percentage relative to the citizens living in the urban and the
rural areas.

In 1965 the U.S. population was 194,000,000. Today it’s esti-
mated to be 321,000,000. State and local outdoor recreation oppor-
tunities and demand continue to be there. We need to address the
population and provision for these shifting demographics and in-
creases. Reauthorizing LWCF with a balanced and equitable fund-
ing will have great impact today and for future generations in
meeting the purposes of the original act.

Madam Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and mem-
bers of the Committee, thank you for this opportunity to speak
with you this morning. We appreciate your consideration for the
support of America’s state and local parks, the largest chain of
wellness and economic drivers on the planet.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ledford follows:]
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Lewis Ledford, Executive Director, National Association of State Park Directors

Written Testimony, Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Hearing
April 22, 2015

Good Morming Madam Chair Senator Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and
members of the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources:

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I am Lewis Ledford, Executive Director of
the National Association of State Park Directors (NASPD). I accepted this role just over
one year ago following retirement from a lengthy career that began at the entry level with
North Carolina State Park and Recreation, it concluded with the last eleven as the director.
I also served on the board of directors for the National Recreation and Park Association for
the past six years. I also served as the LWCF state liaison officer for North Carolina for the
eleven years I served as the parks director. Parks and conservation has been the mainstay
of my entire professional life. I appreciate the opportunity to be part of the discussion on
this important issue today about the Land and Water Conservation Fund. (LWCF)

The mission of NAPSD is to promote and advance the state park systems of America for
their own significance, as well as for their important contributions to the nation's
environment, heritage, health, and economy. We are devoted to helping state park systems
effectively manage and administer their state parks. Though it’s preceding organization
dates back to the early 1900s, NASPD officially met for the first time in 1962 at Hlinois
Beach State Park on the shores of Lake Michigan near Zion, Hlinois.

America’s State Parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation experiences and unique
historical, scientific and environmental education opportunities. There are 2,224 state parks
and 10,234 areas when all the state recreation sites, natural areas, historic sites, education
and scientific areas, forests and other sites are considered that encompass 18,207,318 acres.
They include numerous facilities, including 217,367 campsites.

LWCEF has been a key reason for the vast diversity from intense public recreation to iconic
places — from the expansive mountainous landscape in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to
the world’s longest stalactite formation in an Arizona cavern to locations where European
settlers first came to America and much more. The mosaic of the natural resources, the
cultural fabric of America, and the splendor of its beauty were enjoyed by 739,615,816
visttors last year. The economic impact of State Parks exceeds $20B to local and state
economies. Indeed, State Parks provide important contributions to the nation's
environment, heritage, health, and economy.

In preparing this testimony [ have jointly worked with National Recreation and Park
Association (NRPA) and the leadership of the National Association of State Outdoor
Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO). NRPA is a nonprofit organization working to
advance parks, recreation and environmental conservation efforts nationwide. Leveraging
their role in conservation, health and wellness, and social equity, NRPA members touch the
lives of every American in every community every day. Their primary membership of
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14,000 public agencies and 48,000 citizen and professional members represent park and
recreation departments primarily in cities, counties, townships, special park districts, and
regional park authorities. NASORLO represents the states and territories and provides a
liaison to Congress and the Department of Interior in the administration of matching funds
to state and local governments for outdoor recreation. Each state or territory has a
gubernatorial-appointed State Liaison Officer.

Congress created the LWCF in 1965 as a bipartisan commitment to safeguard natural areas,
water resources, and our cultural heritage and provide outdoor recreation opportunities.
This Act will expire in September 2015, unless reauthorization occurs.

This legacy act established a funding mechanism for Federal lands and State Assistance for
state and local parks. For the state and local governments, this matching grant program is
the only federal grant program for outdoor recreation. These funds help develop, acquire
and improve outdoor recreation in parks and protected areas. States and territories have
provided new or expanded recreation and conservation opportunities through more than
42,000 projects. State and local projects run the gamut from open space to trails,
neighborhood playgrounds, swimming pools, camping facilities and ball fields. LWCF
state assisted funding has benefitted nearly every county (98%) in the country.

States select high priority state and local projects using criteria from their Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plans, or SCORPs, as required in the LWCF Act. The
SCORP’s are one of the many ways to assure that local stakeholders, including the public,-
help shape the recreation landscape within the state assistance program of the

LWCEF. Statewide plans along with the states’ ability to access local decision makers like
Governors, County Commissioners, City Managers and local park and recreation
professionals, and most importantly the users (soccer moms, skate boarders and friends
groups) are crucial to ensuring that the needs of each state and local community are met.

Examples:

Washington, City of Bremerton
Lions Park Waterfront Redevelopment grant in 2010 for $510,000.

“The 1970s-era design at this park paved much of the 1,900 feet bordering Puget
Sound and blocked stunning views with non-native trees. In rethinking the park, the
City of Bremerton removed more than 2.5 acres of asphalt, restored the shoreline,
and redeveloped park infrastructure with sustainable elements including porous
paving, green roofs, rain gardens, and a nature-themed playground. The federal
investment, less than 30% of the project, was matched with grants from the Lion’s
Foundation and from the state.” — Source: NPS LWCFE State Assistance Report
Sfrom 2011

Washington, City of Tacoma, George B. Kandle Park Aquatics Facility (Park
Renovation) grant for $509,000 in 2011,
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Alaska, City of Seldovia received a $98,280 grant in 2011 to “Upgrade and
Expand” Seldovia Wilderness Park

Alaska, City of Bethel

A community of 6,300, predominantly Native American, accessible only by air and
river, the community is located inside the Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge.
Pinky’s Park, the City’s main public outdoor recreation site, received a $125,000
grant in 2014 to fund improvements. The Park has received $425,000 in total from
the LWCF State Assistance Program over the past 37 years — first grant of $200,000
was made in 1978,

The State Assistance Program funds are allocated through the National Park Service, for
specific projects; by law, those projects must receive at least 50 percent of their funding
from the state and local project sponsors. The stateside money is apportioned to the
individual states using an established formula. The formula allocates some of the money on
an equal basis across all states and territories, with the remainder apportioned based on
needs; needs are determined, in part, based on the state population. Projects are then
tracked until completion and inspected every five years by the State Liaison Officer (SLO)
or his/her designee to assure compliance in perpetuity.

State agencies are strategically positioned to ensure good planning, budgeting and
accountability for LWCF state assistance projects because we are immersed within our
states and local communities. In general, state governments are in tune with the pulse and
feelings of the population and must assume leadership roles in recreation.

The federal side has provided a funding source for our national parks and monuments to
assist in acquisition and development and the federal side has a pass through funding for
state and local wildlife and wetland habitat, endangered plant conservation projects, and
timberland conservation programs. Recipients of these funds include the Bureau of Land
Management, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service.

The LWCEF is not a true trust fund in the way “trust fund” is generally understood in the
private sector. The fund is credited with revenues totaling $900 million annually, but these
credited monies cannot be spent unless appropriated by Congress.

The national priorities identified in 1965, 1980, and more recently in 2010 continued to
verify needs within local communities and the states for additional outdoor recreation areas
and facilities. The LWCF Act was designed to create close-to-home recreation
opportunities. Originally 60% of the funds in this program were specifically designated
for state and local projects. The remaining 40% was for federal agency land acquisition. In
1976, LWCF was changed to remove the 60% guarantee of funding for the LWCF State
Assistance Program.

Since fiscal year 2004, the state assistance portion of the program has averaged only 12.5
percent of the total appropriation, while the federal land acquisition and other federal
programs have received 87.5 % of the funding. The following chart LWCF
Appropriations: FY1965-FY2014 clearly defines exactly when the State Assistance’s
severe decline started.



tlon Fund: Owerview, Futs

Land and Water Cor

Figure L. LWCF Appropriations, FY1965-FY2014

miilions
S1.000

$900 - - . W Other Programs
S80U
S
S600
$500

¥ State Grants
Land Acquisition

s 190 1875 1980 : 1890 1895 A0 0% 010

Source: The primary source for these data is the DO Budget Office, at hupi/fwww dol govibudgerbudget-
data.cfim, See the entry for “Land and Water Conservation Fund Recelpts: MS Excel Spreadsheet.” Data updated
on March 5, 2014,

Notes: The graph does ot reflect $76 million provided for the transition quarter from July 1, 1976, to
Seprember 30, 1976. Also, dollars are net adjusted for inflation,

The legislative amendments, or changes, that have occurred since LWCF was enacted

include:
® 1968 — Quter Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas royalties added
e 1976 — Removed the 60% guarantee for state assistance program, but left “not less
than 40% available for federal (land acquisition) purposes”
® 1977 — Funding level increased to $900 million
* 1998 — Expansion of funds through appropriations to include “related purposes”

other than land acquisition, no change in the Act.

The following chart illustrates the resulting allocation changes to the LWCF State
Assistance Programs.
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LWCF Appropriations
Prior to 1997 and Since 1897 for "other purposes”

1997-2012 S$45bilion $0.8 billion $2.2 billion
~ . B1% W% (29%)

Technically, there was no change made to the LWCF Act in 1998. The Act says, “Moneys
appropriated from the fund for Federal purposes shall, unless otherwise allotted in the
Appropriation Act making them available, be allotted by the President to the following
purposes and subpurposes ...” It goes on to list the guidance on acquisition of land, waters,
or interests in land or waters for which the President may use the funds. Congress
appropriates funds for other purposes based on the part that is in italics.

Funds used for related purposes have gone towards the following:

e BLM: Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Maintenance

e FS: Forest Legacy, road rehabilitation and maintenance, State and Private Forestry
Programs

e TFWS: State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, Cooperative Endangered Species
Conservation Fund, North American Wetlands Conservation Act Fund, Deferred
Maintenance, Landowner Incentive Program, Private Stewardship Grants

e NPS: Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR), Historic
Preservation Fund, Elwha Ecosystem Restoration, Deferred Maintenance

Some funds have also gone to USGS and Bureau of Indian Affairs for non-acquisition
purposes. The total amount that has gone towards other purposes is approximately $2.1
billion. Funds were appropriated for other purposes in FY 1998, FY2000, and every year
since.

The Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006 (GOMESA) designates 12.5 percent of
revenues associated with certain Outer Continental Shelf leases in the Gulf of Mexico are
directed to the LWCEF stateside program. These funds are automatically available and do
not require any action by Congress to appropriate them. Congress can appropriate
additional funds to the stateside program if it wants to. GOMESA revenues are divided into
two phases. Phase I (FY2009-FY2016) includes qualified revenue from leases issued in
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two small geographic areas within the Gulf of Mexico Program Area. Phase Il includes
qualified revenues from the majority of existing leases issued since December 20, 2006, in
the Gulf of Mexico Program Area and any future leases issued there, Phase IT will begin in
2017 with funds disbursed to the LWCF the following year in 2018, Revenues under Phase
1T are expected to be much higher; however, the combined amount designated to the LWCF
stateside program and the Gulf States is currently capped at $500 million through

FY2055. The most that the LWCF stateside program could receive is 12.5% of revenues
from Phase 1 plus a maximum of $125 million from Phase Il revenues beginning in
FY2018.

Restoring the state share consistent with the original intent of the legislation would mean of
course millions more spent on close to home recreation on the priority projects
determined by state agencies, in a transparent process, who know best what local
constituents want and need in terms of outdoor recreation. It is estimated that
dedicating 60% of funds to the state assistance program would more than triple the funds
available to local communities under the status quo. Ensuring state-controlled planning
(SCORP) that includes mandated federal agency participation is critical moving forward.
Providing flexibility to State Liaison Officers for LWCF stateside funds to include
renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands for outdoor recreation is an important
component of the act. Additionally, NASPD and NRPA are committed to addressing the
increasing urban needs that have arisen over the years. The state representatives know and
understand the needs within their respective jurisdictions.

We all recognize the current limitations on the Federal budget. But every member of
Congress can agree that the dollars invested through the LWCF State Assistance
Program for local prejects like parks, ball fields, pools, and playgrounds which
preserve those spaces in perpetuity are very worthy investments in the future health
and well-being of America. Open space, greenways and trails are vital to the quality
of life in communities. As new initiatives like the “Every Kid in a Park” targeting fourth
grade students to get in a safe outdoors park emerge, so should the ability to provide
accessible and walkable green space. The health benefits are undeniable and new studies
continue to evolve on how important unstructured outdoor play is to all citizens. The
economic benefits of the construction of these projects should not be ignored.

LWCF State Assistance Program funds have been objectively and effectively administered.
Over two-thirds of LWCF State Assistance projects have been awarded to over 10,800
municipal, county and Territorial public agencies including Native American communities.
And nearly a third has been used to acquire and/or develop America’s State Parks. LWCF
State Assistance has been essential in creating the building blocks of State and local park
systems. Assisted sites provide conservation and recreation access for citizens of all ages
and abilities. LWCEF is brilliant in that it is a public policy that encourages truly long-term
investment and fiduciary stewardship.

In summary, the State Assistance Program, which was founded as a core priority program
at the time of the LWCF’s creation, has been especially neglected over the last two
decades.
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It’s a fact that State Assistance has been the victim of the major changes to the LWCF Act
to not only change the mandatory allocations, but also add new and loosely defined “related
purposes” as eligible uses for LWCF dollars. These “related purposes” or new programs
were added to the law in 1997. While certainly serving worthwhile goals, these additional
accounts have effectively squeezed the State Assistance allocation down to no more than
12% to 13% of total LWCF appropriations since 1998.

This has lead the State Assistance Program — again, a core tenant and justification for the
very creation of the LWCF 50 years ago — to receive an average annual appropriation of
about $35 million since 2006, while these “other purposes” have averaged $120 million
annually for the same period. That is $35 million intended to address critical conservation
and outdoor recreation needs in all 50 states and six territories.

All this as state and local agencies must comply with important conditions such as the
dollar-for-dollar match and 6(f), which we do because we understand that those are part of
what makes the State Assistance Program successful. Consider, however, the example of
Alaska, which has received an average of only about $375,000 in State Assistance
apportionment each year since 2000 to address its many state parks and local parks
departments.

Therefore, it’s simple to understand how many states — having seen their funding so
severely diminished while still required to match their grants dollar-for-dollar AND
maintain and protect these sites for public recreation use in perpetuity — have begun to
question the program’s return-on-investment (RO1), let alone the return-on-objective
(ROO) which is to address the critical close-to-home conservation and outdoor recreation
priorities in their communities.

While not every community has a national park, every community has local outdoor
recreation resources. These parks are used by people of all ethnic groups, all income levels
and all ages on a daily basis throughout the year!

The State Assistance Program:

¢ Provides healthy outdoor recreation areas and facilities close to home

e Doubles the impact of the federal grant; many grants are matched significantly
more than the required dollar-for-dollar

+ Stimulates strong support and involvement from the local citizens

* Allows for the ongoing upgrade and renovation of existing facilities

¢ Provides ready access to healthy options to address the national priority for
improving the activity level of children and adults

o Addresses the needs of providing new and improved areas in metropolitan areas to
address urban growth and redevelopment

* Provides economic stimulus through active outdoor recreation that contributes
$646 billion annually to the economy, support 6.1 million jobs, and generates $40
billion in tax revenue

e Makes our communities and cities attractive places for industry and professional
job growth.
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The National Association of State Park Directors, therefore supports:

e Reauthorization of LWCF with full and dedicated funding, including the original
allocation of up to 60% allocation for matching grants through the State Assistance
Program

» The ongoing use of state and local grants to use all or part of LWCF stateside funds
for renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands and outdoor recreation areas and
facilities

¢ Relaxation or elimination of some of the state’s 6(f) conversion obligation
especially for smaller projects

¢ The elimination of 6(f) responsibilities of the states, if adequate funding is
unavailable, as it then becomes an unfunded mandate placed upon the state

o A formula that fairly dedicates stateside funds within each state’s allocation based
on the relative percentage of citizens living in metropolitan statistical areas and
rural areas. For example, if 33% of a state’s citizens live in MSAs, then the SLO
would be mandated to award 33% of funds to projects serving an MSA.

In 1965 the US population was 194 million. The US Census agency projects the
population to reach 321 million this year. State and local outdoor recreation opportunities
must grow to keep pace with a growing population and shifting demographics.

Reauthorization of LWCF, with balanced and equitable funding of the State Assistance
allocation, will have great impact today, and for future generations, in meeting the purposes
of the original Act. Thank you for your consideration.

Madam Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and members of the committee,
thank you again for the opportunity to speak with you this morning. We appreciate your
consideration and support for America’s state parks — the largest chain of wellness
centers and economic drivers on the planet! Thank you.

References:

CRS Land and Water Conservation Fund: Overview, Funding History, and Issues

Outdoor Industry Association, 2012

National Association of State Park Directors, 2013

NASPD, Statistical Report of State Park Operations: 2013-2104, NCSU-PRTM

Attachments:

NRPA LWCF State Assistance Program Fact Sheet, 2015, 1 page

NRPA State Sheets 2014, 50 pages

NASPD Inventory, Total State Park Areas and Total Trails, 1 page

NASPD Inventory, Total State Park Visitation, 1 page
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*  Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including foll and permanent funding.

= Protect the interests of states and local communities by providing fair and equitable treatment for the State
Assistance Program of no less than 40% guaranteed funding for formula grants to the states for active outdoor
recreation. This is the same amount required by taw to be allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program.

.

in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40 percent of

the total LWCF funding in FY16 to the Stete Assistance Program, with a dedicated amount being provided to the
“Outdoor Recreation Legacy Program” competitive grant initiative.

BACEGROUND

In 1965, the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF} was
enacted to help preserve, develop and ensure access to
outdoor recreation facilities for the purpose of strengthening
the health of U3, citizens.

Congress created LWCF to meet the nation’s growing need for
access to close-to-home outdoor recreation. The money for the
fund comes not from taxes, but primarily from ofl and gas lease
revenues derived from federal lands. This heips balance the
environmental impacts associated with rasource extraction by
ensuring that new parks and open spaces are accessible to aff
Americans.

Lasting Impact on Local Economies and Quality of Life

The LWCF State Assistance Program reguires states and local
communities to match the federal investment dollar-for-doflar,
Since 1965, the LWCF State Assistance Program has:

+  Provided over $4 billion to states, territories and focal
communities, Combined with the Jocal match, LWCF
State Assistance funds have yielded a total investment of
more than $8 bitlion,

«  Funded more than 42,000 jocal and state projects in
every county in America,

That Continved Impact js At-Risk

*  LWCF funding to states and locai communities has
steadily declined from $376 million in 1979 to $45 million
inFyid.

*  From 1965-1976, 60 percent of LWCF appropriations
went to the State Assistonce Program.

+  Since 1888, only 13 percent of LWCF appropriations have
gone to the State Assistance Program.

Naitional Recreation

WEY CONGRESS SHOULD 50T
Creating Jobs and Stimulating the Economy

The cutdoor recreation industry is one of the nation’s most
important economic drivers,

*  The LWCF State Assistance Pragram stimulates active
utdoor recreation, which contributes $646 billion
annually to the economy, supporting 8.1 million jobs, as
well as generating nearly $40 billion in federal tex
revenue.“

*  More Amerfcan jobs depend on trail sports {768,000)
than there are lawyers {728,000) in the U.S.

*  Americans spend more annually on bicycling gear and
teips {381 billion} than they do on airplane tickets and
fees {$51 billion), *

+  Americans spend nearly as much on spow sports {353
bilfion} as they do on Internet access ($54 bilion)."

* 20 new jobs are created for every 31 million invested in
park and recreation conservation projects such as those
funded through LWCF State Assistance.”

°  The 725 million annual visits to America’s state park
system - a recipient of LWCF State Assistance funding
- contribute $20 bilfion to local and state economies.”

Every State and Territary Annually Receives Funding

States do not have to compete against other states for funding.
Each year, a set perce of LWCE State funding is
equally distributad to the states and territories, Remaining
funds are then allocated based on population.

7, and Park Association  advocacy@nrpacrg | 800.626. NEPA | www.nrpa.org/ Advocacy
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Availoble To and Used By Every American

While not every community has a national park, svery
community has tecal outdoor recreational resources. These
parks are used by people of all ethnic groups, all income levels
and all ages on a daily basis throughout the year. LWCF State
Assistance funding ensures close-to-heme public recreation
resources with parks and projects located in every county in
America.

Wise Use of Federal Funds With Ne Deficit Impact

* LWCF is budget neutral, having been authorized with a
dedicated funding source of Outer Continental Shelf (OCS)
offshore ol and gas leasing revenues for nearly five
decades.

NOTE: OCS revenues for 2013 olone totaled 59 BILLION
States and localities are requirad to match federal funds
dollar-for-dollar. This doubles the investment in state and
local park and recreation projects, thereby creating more
jobs.

Land used for LWCF Stote Assistance projects must remain
in recreational use in perpetuity, This ensures that the
federal, state and local investments remain availabie for
future generations of Americans.

" Source: Qutdoor Industry Association 2012
* Political Economy Researeh Institute University of MA
" National dssociation of State Park Directors

LW

'$300,761,000 | $40,000,000 | 13.3% | $120,304,400

FY12 | $322,517,000 $45,000,000%* 13.9% $129,006,800
|

FY13 | $305,479,000 $39,934,400 13.1% $122,192,000

FY14 305,043,000 $45,000,000%** 14.7% $122,417,000

*Source: Dept. of Interior LWEF funding history
Lorwiw. ciod o /bucieet fupload/LWCERECEIPTS o)

**in FY12, the final conference appropriations bill provided $45
miilion for the LWCF State Assistance program. However, an
across the board gevernment funding eut resulted in that number
being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the smount appertioned
o states.

**® In FY14 LWOF State Assistance funding totaled $45m, which
included $42m in formula grants to the states and $3m in
“eompetitive” grants,

(Date: March 2015)

National Recreation
% and Park Association Advocacy@nrpa.org | 800.626. NRPA | www.nrpa.org/Advocacy




31

$k4 National Recreation
@ and Park Assodiation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the [WCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by Nationat Park Service {NPS}

oo ding provided &

$659,868 $2,025,000
$625,353 $1,927,000

LWCF appropriations totafled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.dol.gow/budaet/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS xls

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Pragram. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportionsed to states.

¥ iy Y 13, LWCF State Assistonce was funded ot $42.138,000. Howsver, the final amount apportioned to stotes wos $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ABSISTANCE:

Sk Revipiant Ay
Phit Camphell Splash Pad Project Town of Phil Campbell 8/28/2012 $149,100
Every Child's Playground City of Guntersville 3/26/2012 $50,000
Troy Recreation Sportsplex Playground City of Tray 8/31/2012 $50,000

Development
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%4 National Recreation
and Park Assoclation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimurm of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is afiocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the IWCF federal tand acquisition program.

® In ahsence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority fo allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

12 $45 million* $381,919 $1,170,000

13 $39.9 million ** $361,943 $1,109,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.dol.gow/budget/uplosd /LWCFRECEIETS.XIs

*in FY12, the finai conferenced approprigtions bill provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resufted in that number being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stutes was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

Prodact Fesiptent Date Ap; A
Skater’'s Lake Park Metlakatla indian Community 4/6/2011 593,280
Jahnson Lake SRA Wast Campground Alaska Division of Parks 7/25/2011 $172,133
Upgrade

Seidovia Wilderness Park Upgrade and City of Seldovia 4672011 $98,280

Expansion

pate:
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{;@ National Recreation
O and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
% Support the reauthorization of the IWCE including full and dedicated funding.
* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of

the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

= In ahsence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to altocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 8TATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$162,700,000

$838,710 $2,576,000
$39.9 million ** $794,841 $2,538,000

$45 million*

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/uptoad /LWCFRECEIPTS.xIs

* In FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 enilfion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an ocross the beard government funding cut

resulted in that number being rediced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

s FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was furided at $42,138,000. However, the final ameunt apportioned to states was $39.934,400 which reflected the mondatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED RBY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

Project o Approve A
Slide Rock State Park improvements Arfzona State Parks 3/13/2008 5174,071
Fagar Sports Compiex Town of Fagar 3/13/2008 $148,995

Pinetop-Lakeside Multi-Use Facility Lighting Town of Pinetop/Lakeside 4/25/2007 $155,000
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Arkansas ‘X4 National Recreation
Land and Water Conservation Fund St and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legisiation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 409 of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 o the State Assistance Program.

LWOCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$231,716,346

$45 million* $525,907 $1,613,000

$39.9 million ** $498,399 $1,637,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miliion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gow/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS xls

* n FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Progrom. However, an across the board goverrment funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which s the amoint spportioned to states.

** i EY 13, LWCF Stote Assistonte was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned ta states was $39%,934.400 which reflected the mondatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

et Dats Appry A

Delta Meritage Trall Arkansas State Parks 9/18/2013 $398,228
Monticello Multi-Park Development City of Monticella 5/2/2012 $128,442
Pine Bluff Park Improvements City of Pine Bluff 7/31/2012 $258,950

Date:
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i P

Land and Water Conservs and Park Association

California 2!1.@ National Recreation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
= Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

s Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program,

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$4,850,000,000

$45 million* $3,603,254 $11,089,000
$39.9 million ** $3,414,784 $10,443,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: wiww.doi.gow/budget/upload/lWCFRECEIPTS.xis

*{n £¥12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided S45 eniilion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being rediced to $42.138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

5 i FY 13, LWEF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39.934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

proved Amaunt
Live Oak Park Amphitheater ego County 5/16/201! $214,000
Brentwood Park Development City of Costa Mesa 5/16/2012 $294,250

Griffith Recreation Center Development City of Los Angeles 9/18/2002 $389,614
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Mational Recreation
and Park Association

Colorado

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LIWCE including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at feast 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $734,450 $2,255,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $696,034 $2,175,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Seorce: www.doi.gav/budget/upload /iWCFRECEIPTS.xis

* In F¥12, the finat conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 mifiion for the LWCF State Assistance Prograrm. However, an ocross the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apporiicned to states.

**in FY 13, LWCF State Assistonce was funded at 542,138,000, However, the final amount epportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mondatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Praject alert ¢ 3
Fossil Creek Trail at East Tritby Road City of Fort Callins 8/15/2012 $258,320
Cottonwood Creek Trail - Safe Passage City of Colorado Springs 9/24/2011 $222,713
Dog Off-Leash Area at Cherry Creek State of Colorado 9/14/2011 $547,565

State Park
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Connecticut

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LIWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

® Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! LWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the IWCF federal land acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

s 1 funding peoy

$87,000,000

suistance Piogra; . e wil ;
$45 million* $640,008 $1,965,000
$39.9 million ** $606,532 $1,832,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Soorce: www.doi.gow/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xIs

* in £¥12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided S45 million for the LWCF State Assistonce Program. Fowever, on across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

*n EY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at 342,138,000, However, the final amount apportioned to states was S3% 934,400 which reflected the mandustory
spending cuts coused by "Sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF ST

E ASSISTANCE:

Projset » Data & T
Facility Upgrades at Four State Recreation Connecticut Department of Energy & 8/31/2012 $1,200,000
Sites Environment

Hammonasset Beach State Park Nature Connecticut Department of Energy 8 9/9/2011 $563,000
Center Enviranmental Protection

Sitver Sands Boardwalk Cennecticut Department of /1112007 $801,415

Environmentat Protection Data: Marah
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Delaware ;@ Mational Becreation
Lant and Water Conser i Siate . ' and Park Assodiation

WRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCE including full and dedicated funding.
= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local c ities by requiring a minimum of 40% of

the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at jeast 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 o the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
Al data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$12,250,000

$401,465 $1,230,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $380,468 $1,172,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and 3305.4 million in FY13. Seurce: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS. xls

*ia FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 mitfion for the IVWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the boord government funding cut
cesalted in that pumber being recuced to $42,138,000 whick is the amaunt apportioned to states.

** i FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amaunt apportioned to states was $39,934.400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTAMCE:

ang

Rgproved
Cape Henlopen State Park ~ Primitive Cabins DNREC ~ Division of Parks and Recreation 3/29/2012

Trap Pond State Park — Baldeypress DNREC ~ Division of Parks and Recreation 9/8/2008
Nature Center

Delaware Seashare State Park — Southeast DNREC ~ Division of Parks and Recreation 9/9/2008 $775,000
Day Area

te:
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Mational Recreation

Florida ]
Land ‘ and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWCE, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ jties by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS})

$1,878,632 $5,777,000
$39.9 million ** $1,780,369 $5,642,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload /IWCFRECEIPTS xis

* in F¥12, the final conferenced appropristions bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Progrom. Mowever, an across the board goverament funding cit
resulted in that number being recuiced to 542,138,000 which Is the amount apportionsd to staes.

¥y £Y 13, UWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the finl ameunt apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandautory
spending cuits caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Frojert Recipient Date Approved
Sims Park City of NRE Port Richey 8/23/2012 $200,000
Sanford Marina Day Boat Slips City of Sanford 5/10/2012 $200,000

Mobbly Bayou Wilderness Preserve City of Otdsmar 3/26/2012 $150,000

Date:
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% & National Recreation
and Park Association

Georgia

Land ar

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
= Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

s Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! LWWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount requirad by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 8TATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$123,000,000

66 Prog i
$45 million* $1,045,953 $3,213,000
$39.9 miflion ** $991,244 $3,146,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi gow/budget/upload /LWCFRECEIPTS. x5

* in FY12, the finat conferenced approprictions bifl provided $45 million for the WCF State Assistance Program, However, an cross the board goverpment funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to $42, 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ In FY 13, LWCE State Assistonce was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount upportioned o stotes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Project 2 il H Approesd S
City Park Playgroeund City of Maysville 8/30/2012 $52,500
Wills Park~City Poot City of Alpharetta 8/2z/2012 $105,000

City Pond Park~Miracie League Complex City of Covington 8/21/2012 $105,000
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National Recreation
and Park Assoclation

n Fund State

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.
% Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of

the total annual IWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

¢ In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to alfocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$2,000,000

an ith :
$45 million* $446,693 $1,369,000
$39.9 million *> $423,329 $1,299,000

SWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 mitlion in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/hudget/upload/LWCFRECEPTS.xis

* In F¥1Z, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board goverament funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to S42, 138,000 whick is the amaunt appertioned to states,

¥ i FY 13, IWEF State Assistance was funded ot S42,138,000. However, the fintl amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Ay

2 0 i St

Ala Wal Camyaunity Park, Oahu City and County of Honolulu 9/9/2011 3518,656
Hapuna Beach State Recreation Area Department of Land & Natural Resources 9/8/2010 $100,000
Pana'ewa Rainforest Zoo and Gardens County of Hawati 9/8/2010 $290,000

Date: March

’
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Idaho

Land and Water Con

X4 National Recreation
and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the IWCE, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and jocal ities by reguiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program., This is the same amount required by law to be
alflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

= In ahsence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWLF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by Mational Park Service {NPS}

$45 million™ $441,329 $1,353,000
$39.9 million ** $418,245 $1,302,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/butiget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS.xis

*in FY12, the finai conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 enitfion for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber heing reduced to 542, 138,000 which is the amount apportinned to states,

** iy £Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandetory
spending euts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STAT

E ASSISTANCE:

Mermorial Playground City of Barcroft 9/20/2013
Amnerican Falls Skate Park City of American Falls 4/5/2012 $82,250
Majestic Park Development City of Rathdrum 2/7f2012 $117,927

Date: Marah
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[

Mlinois f;&, National Recreation
Corser d Siate Assistance Program W and Park Assodiation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
& Support the reauthorization of the LWCE including full and dedicsted funding.

s Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

® In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at jeast 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 o the State Assistance Program.

LWCE STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million™ $1,451,699 $4,464,000

3 $39.9 million ** $1,375,767 $4,105,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322,5 million in FY12 and $305.4 maitlion in FY13. Source: www.dol.gow/budgetfupload/IWCFRECEIPTS xis

*in FY12, the finai conferenced approgrintions bili provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Srogram. However, an across the board government funding cut
resufted in that pumber being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

S% fn £Y 13, LWCF State Assistonce was funded at $42,138,000. Howsver, the final amount apportioned to states was S39.934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCYF STATE ASSISTANCE:

: Date Approved Smount
Mossville Soccer Complex Peoria Park District 8/18/2012 $393,700
The Grove Addition Glenview Park District 8/25/2011 $750,000

Wise Ridge State Natural Area Hlinois Depariment of Natural Resources 7/23/2009 $476,026
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¥4 National Recreation
and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including full and dedicated funding,
= Co-Sponsor legislation {(H.R, 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of

the total annual LWCF funding is alfocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by faw to be
aflocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$510,000,000

$45 million* $830,292 $2,550,000

$39.9 mitlion ** $786,863 $2,398,000

LWCF appropriations totailed $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.dolgow/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xls

* n FY12, the fina) conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an aerass the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced (0 $42,138,000 which s the omotnt apportionsd te states,

5 FY 13, LWCF Stote Assistante was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportionsd to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandutory
spending euts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Robe Ann Park City of Greencastle 9/13/2013 5200,000
Riverside Garden Park ten~Cedarville Park Board 4/18/2012 $199,550
Archbold Wilson Memorial Park Qssian Park Board 4/9/2012 $137,058
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Mational Recreation
and Park Association

n
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NRPA POLICY POSITION:
# Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

= Co-Sponsor legislation {M.R. 2727} which protects the interast of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aflocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to altocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 o the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$249,500,000

$45 million* $852,351 $1,694,000
$39.9 miflion ** $523,460 $1,598,000

{WCF appropriations totalled 53225 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.dol.gow/budget/upload/tWCFRECEIPTS.xis

* 0 FY12, the final conferenced apgropriations bill pravided $45 miliion for the LWCF State Assistauce Program. Howsver, an acrass the board government funding cut
resufted in that pumber being reduced to S42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

i Y 13, IWCF State Assistance was furded at 542,138,000, However, the finel amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending euts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCYF STATE ASSISTANCE:

ety Apgroved Amsunt
£.B. Lyons Interpretive Area City of Dubugue 9/13/2013 3175,000
Pool Renovation City of Postville 12/8/2011 $75,000

Bigelow Park improvement Woodbury County 9/8/2010 5179,427
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and Park Association

1‘;’1@ National Recreation
L

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

¥ Co-Sponsor legisiation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the tatal annual LWCF funding is aliocated to the [WCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federat fand acquisition program,

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at ieast 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 miilioa* $551,903 $1,693,000

$39.9 mitlion ** $523,035 $1,599,000

LWCF appropriations totafled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.dol.gaw/budget/uplond/LWCFRECEIPTS xis

* tn FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bil provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the boord government funding cut
resuited in that pumber being rediiced to S42.138,000 which is the amount apportioned to sates.

¥ i FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

ot i s Agpresnd
43rd Avenue Park City of Hutchinson 8/16/2013
Hillsdale State Park Camoground Department of Wildlife and Parks 9/16/2013 $253,236

Perry State Park Improvements Department of Wildlife & Parks 9/15/2009 $170,000
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and Park Association

ﬁ(& National Becreation
L

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LIWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

% Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is alfocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to alfocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCYF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 8TATE

All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

sslstanes 19
$60,239,893

$45 million* $630,368 $1,934,000
‘ B $39.9 mitlion ** $597,396 $1,833,000

LWCF appropriations totailed $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.dol.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS Xls
* in FY12, the finat conferenced approprictions bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an acrass the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount epportioned to states,

¥ 0 BY 13, LWCF State Assistunce was furided ot $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandutory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

Prodect

s Amannt
Pikeville Bob Amos Park Horse Riding Ares City of Pikeville 8/7/2012 $60,000
Calvert City Country Club Tennis Court City of Calvert City 7/18/2012 $50,000
Lake Reba Handicap Accessible Playground City of Richmond 3/12/2012 $50,000
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Louisiana sk4 National Recreation
Land e Conservation Fund 5t ap @y and Park Assoclation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
% Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legisiation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local « ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the totat annual LWCF funding Is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
altocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORN IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $693,004 $2,127,000

$39.9 million ** $656,756 $1,970,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPYS.xls

* in FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 milfion for the LWCF State Assistonce Program. However, on aoross the boord government funding cut
resufted in that pumber being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ FY 13, LWCE Stote Assistonce was funded at $42.138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 whick reflected the mandstory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

pent approved 2
Lamendola Dog Park City of Gonzales 8/9/2012 $200,000
William T. Polk City Park City of Vidalia 8/9/2012 $200,000

Cassidy Spray Park and Canoe Launch City of Bogalusa 8/27/2012 $200,000

Daste: March
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%4 National Recreation
and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federal fand acguisition program,

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$34,500,000

$45 million* $412,512 $1,264,000
$39.9 million ** $390,935 $1,188,000

{WCF appropristions totalled $322.5 miflion in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doigow/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS. xIs

*in FY12, the finai conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resuited in that pumber being reduced to S42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

¥ in Y 13, LWEF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandotory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FURNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Prajact Tota Aot
Sebago Lake State Park infrastructure State of Maine, Bureau of Parks and Lands 7/13/2012 $59,141
improvement

Colonial Pemaquid Pier Restoration Project State of Maine, Bureau of Parks and Lands 7/12/2012 $107,530
Standish Johnson Park Playground Project Town of Standish 5/24/2012 $27,966

Date: Marah 2014




50

Marvland ¥i 4 National Recrestion
{ ,,y Fun @ﬁ and Park Association

NEPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWCE, including full and dedicated funding.

= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LIWCF funding is aliocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program,

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWOCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $815,659 $2,505,000

$39.9 mitlion ** $772,996 $2,363,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/butget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS.xls

* tn FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided 345 milifon for the EWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to S42, 138,000 whick is the amoint appostioned fo states,

€ i FY 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded ot S42,138,000. However, the final amotnt apportioned 10 states wis 539,534,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTAMCE:

Project Reciglent Agprovad HAmount
Newtowne Neck State Park Maryland Dept. of Natural Resources 9/13/2011 $400,000
Spriggs Farm on the Magothy River Marytand Dept. of Natural Resources 8/8/2010 $700,000
Harriet Tubman Underground Railroad SP Maryland Dept. of Natural Resources 9/9/2008 $1,191,312

Data: Masch 2014
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Massachusetts $X4 National Recreation
Lang ey Conser s Fund State A ¢ @’ and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:

® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor jegislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiting a mini of 40% of
the total annual IWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount reguired by law to be
altocaied to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary apprapriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LIWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

e Hiog ik
$45 million* $915,594 $2,813,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $867,703 $2,597,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Socrce: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xis

*in £Y12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided 545 miffion for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the boord government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

A in £Y 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at 542,138,000, However, the final amount apporticned to states was 539,934,460 which reflected the mandetory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PFUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Projast Bacimont Dt 3 E %
Goodwill Park Playground Town of Holliston 441172011 $111,587
Fisher Hill Reservoir Park Town of Brookline 8/9/2010 $500,000

Community Field City of Holyoke 9/3/2010 $500,000
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M
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L

and Park Association

}:@ Mational Recreation
A

NRPA POLICY POBITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local c ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aliocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federat fand acquisition prograrm,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program,

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$3,503,000
P $39.9 mitlion ** $1,080,179 $3,183,000

$45 million* $1,139,797

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.dol.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xls

* in FY12, the final canferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an acrass the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to $42, 138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states.

5 i BY 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ABSISTANCE:

Frojedt Fecipient 8 A

Bayfront Phase I: Clinch Park Beach City of Traverse City 7/18/2012 $113,550
Crawford County Sports Complex Crawford County /82012 $113,550
Tewnship Park Multi-Purpose Pavilion TJownship of Plymouth /872012 $113,550

Date: sarnh 2014
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Minnesota }_@ National Recreation
La nservation Fund State f s Brog W and Park Association

NREA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aflocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by faw to be
allocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program.

@ In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWOCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$737,644 $2,264,000
$39.9 million ** $699,061 $2,142,000

LWCF appropriations totalied $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Seurce: wivw.doi.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTA xis

* in FY12, the fina} conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board goveenment funding cut
resuited in thet pumber being reduced to 542,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned to states,

" I £Y 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by "sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Projact seiplent Apgroved Amaurg
Forestvilie State Park Department of Natural Resources 7/9/2012 $489,662
Memorial Park Dougtas County 1/17/2012 $50,000

Stan Holmass Memorial Park City of Newfolden 1/17/2012 $58,000
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and Park Association

ﬁg& MNational Recreation
L

NRPA POLICY POBITION:

# Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. Thisis the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federa! fand acquisition program.

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Frogram.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$90,000,000

gsistance Prog, ?
$45 million* $527,054 $1,616,000
$39.9 million ** $499,486 $1,518,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gow/budget/upload/LWCFRECEITS.xis

* tn FY12, the finai conferenced appropriations bill provided S45 milfion for the LWCF State Assistance Srogram. However, on across the boord government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reciiced to 542,138,000 whick is the amount apportioned to states,

¥ in FY 13, IWCF Stote Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the finol amount apportioned to stotes wos $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

7 Recipiant v Fam

Roosevelt State Park — Water Park Dept. of Wildiife, Fisheries & Parks 3/29/2012 $505,170
Great River Road Day Use Area Dept, of Widife, Fisheries & Parks 8/27/2012 $150,000
Tishomingo State Park ~ Swimming Pool Dept. of Wildlife, Fisheries & Parks 12/17/2008 $415,000
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%4 National Recreation
and Park Assoclation

oy

7 Fund State A

WRPA POLICY POSITION:
= Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local « ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority o allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $787,059 $2,416,000

$39.9 million *~ $745,892 $2,271,000

{WCF appropriations totailed $322,5 miflion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Seurce: www.dol.gov/budget/upload /IWCFRECEIPTS xis

* in FY12, the finai conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the EWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ in Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the finad amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by "sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Frodet k H Date Approverd Amanw
Gerald City Park ADA Improvements City of Gerald 8/21/2012 $83,334
Houston Soccer Fields City of Houston 8/1/2012 $52,500
Parr Hill Trait Renovation and Extension City of Joplin 6/18/2012 $222,253

Dte: afa
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$X4 National Recreation
@y andPark Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
% Support the reauthorization of the IWCE including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local o ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! LWCF funding is aflecated to the UWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

% In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority fo ajlocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 fo the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$200,000,000

$45 million* $397,434 $1,218,000

$39.9 mitlion ** $376,646 $1,154,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gow/budget/upload /UWCFRECEISTS.xis

* in FY12, the final conferenced appropriotions bill provided $45 million for the {WCF State Assistance Program. However, an oross the board government funding et
resulted in thot number being reduced to $42,138,000 which Is the amount eppartioned to states.

¥4 FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at 42,188,000, However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

BIOUE

SE ks gy

Shelby Splash Park City of Shelby 8/23/2012 $91,200

Whitehall Community Outdeor Whitehalt Schoo! District 8/23/2012 $91,200
Recreation Park

Mount Ascension Matural Park Expansion City of Helena 8/23/2012 891,200

Date: #arch

’
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Nebrask $k4 NationalRecreation

Lat Conser and Park Assoclation

WNRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including fult and dedicated funding,

s Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federat fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$98,500,000

sistance dwit
$45 milion™® $470,250 $1,442,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $445,653 $1,366,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doigov/budget/upload/ IWCFREGEIPTS.xis

* I Y12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Progrom, However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number bing redvced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportionsd to states.

¥ {0 FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stetes was 39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Avproved
Cambridge Splash Pad City of Camnbridge 8/7/2012 $62,500
Spartsman’s Park Village of Johnson 8fi/2012 $112,004
Ceresco Playground improvements—Ceresco  Village of Ceresco 5/21/2012 494,134

Data: daron

2
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National Recreation
and Park Association

NRFA POLICY POSITION:
# Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual IWCF funding is allocated to the IWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the LWCF federal tand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discreltionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the fotal LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

5 ; ved with 40
$45 million™ $540,654 $1,658,000
$39.9 miflion ** $512,375 $1,643,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.govw/budget/upload /IWCFRECEIPTS xis

* fn F¥12, the fina} conferenced appropriations bill provided S45 miliion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. Howsver, an acrass the boord government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being rediiced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

"% £Y 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded ot $42.138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCTF STATE ASSISTANCE:

iy

i

vl Fumgunt

Wiidhorse SRA Campground Renovation Nevada Division of State Parks 7/31/2012 $150,000
Mogu! Park Plavground Resurface Washoe County 2/6/2012 388,750
in~Town Skate Park Refurbish City of Fernfey 112472042 $42,450

Date: Aarmh 2014
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servation Fund Stz and Park Association

New Hampshire $ké National Recreation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LIWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which pratects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aliocated to the LWCF State Assistance Pragram. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program.

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSBISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 8TATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$424,156 $1,300,000
$39.9 miflion ** $401,970 $1,228,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13. Seurce: www.doi.gow/budget/upload /LWCFRECEIPTS.xis

*in FY12, the finai conferenced appropriations bili provided $45 miftion for the IWCF State Assistance Program, However, an across the baord government funding cut
resufted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

S g £V 13, IWCF State Assistante was funded ot $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mondatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Rt =
Town of Belmont Pavition and Riverwalk Town of Belmont 499,244
Newfound Pathway Town of Hebron 3/16/2012 $112,070
Carpenter Park Recreational Enhancement Town of Chichester 1/31/2012 $110,590

Data: ffaroh
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Mational Recreation
and Park Association

New Jersey
Landand ¥

i or Lonser

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the IWCF including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the IWCF federal land acquisition program,

* In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discrelionary appropriations authority to altocate at least 40% of the fotal LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$1,124,387 $3,456,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $1,065,575 $3,193,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 mittion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS.xIs

*in FY12, the final conferenced apprapriations bill provided $45 milfion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that pumber being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states,

¥ in £V 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded ot $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportionsd 1o stotes was $38.934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending suts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ABSISTANCE:

Frojact App A 13

istand Beach State Park New jersey Department of 9/20/2013 $1,038,000
Environmental Protection

Riverfront Park New Jersey Department of 8/28/2012 $679,335
Environmental Protection

Addition to Forest Education New Jersey Departiment of 9/6/2011 $360,000

Resources Center Environmental Protection oate:
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National Recreation
and Park Assoclation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legisiation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual IWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the IWCF federal fand acquisition program,

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LIWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
Al data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million™ $489,038 $1,500,000
$39.9 miflion ** $483,459 $1,430,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gow/budget/upload /LWCFRECEIPTS.Xis

* in FY12, the finat conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 milion for the {WCF State Assistance Pragram. However, an across the board government funding cut
resuited in that numper being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned ta states.

5 in Y 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states wos 538,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestraifon.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

B & it E Amount

Oasfs State Park Development New Mexico State Parks 7/23/2012 $175,000
Bluewater Lake State Park Development New Mexico State Parks 7/23/2012 $400,000
Pancho Villa State Park Development New Mexico State Parks 72372012 $175,000

Date: March 2014
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and Park Association

_zi% National Recreation
k

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including full and dedicated funding,

« Co-Sponsor fegislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to aliocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS})

12 $45 million® $2,030,805 $6,247,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $1,924,583 $5,693,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY1Z and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gow/budget/uplaad /LWCFREGEIPTS.xis

* n FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 miliion for the EWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being rediced (o $42.138,000 which s the amotnt apportioned to states.

€ in FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. Howsver, the final amount apportioned to stutes wos 539,934,400 which reflected the manda tory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

A
Sunkan Maadow Golf Course irrigation New York State OPRHP 8/31/2012 $1,200,000
| of Play Equi at 4 Parks New York State OPRHP 7/26/2012 $60,000
Chenango Valley State Park — Water Systerns Mew York State OPRHP Central Region 9/9/2011 $525,000

Date: Aernh 2014
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Land and and Park Association

North Carolina jg&@ National Recreation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R, 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program.

*® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority fo allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$1,378,948,051

$45 million* $983,747 $3,020,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $932,292 $2,988,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13, Source: www,doi.gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS.xls
*in FY12, the final conferenced approprictions bill provided 345 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resuited in that number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

*jn Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded ot $42,138,000, However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was 539,934,400 which eflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:
Diats rovved
Research Trisngle Park Town of Morrisville 9/13/2013
Neighberhood Park Town of Castalia 9/13/2013 $200,000

Buri Gillette Athletic Complex City of Wilson 1/16/2008 $100,000
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North Dakota i d National Recreation
Land and | n Fundl State Assistan and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
¥ Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

® Co-Spansor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate st least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWOCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$100,006,000

$45 million* $377,509 $1,156,000
$39.9 million ** $357,763 $1,095,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS.xIs

* I FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, ar across the board govemnment funding cut
resufted in that number being reduced to SAZ, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.
¥ (o EY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stutes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandotory

spendling euts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Profact Apoung
Grahams island State Park Campground State of North Dakota 7/27/2012 $316,680
Development

Bismarck Lions Park Playground Renovation Bismarck Park District 1/5/2012 435,362
Beulah Central Park Playground Renovation Beaulah Park District 1/5/2012 526,445

Dater Mproh 2014
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$¥4 National Recreation
@ and Park Assodiation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

s Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $1,281,884 $3,940,000

$39.9 mitlion ** $1,214,835 $3,611,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miition in FY12 and $305.4 mitlion in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload /AWCFRECEIFTS.Is

* in FY12, the finol conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 miflion for the LWCF State Assistance Prograrm. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulter in that pumber being recuced to 542,138,000 which Is the amaunt apportinned to states,

=¥ i Y 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded ot $42,138,000. However, the finat umount apportioned to stutes was 538,934,400 which refiected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “Sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF S

TE ASSISTANCE:

Hecipient Date
Elyria Township — The Rowland Nature Elyria Township 7/16/2012
Preserve
Winesburg Park Paint Township Trustees 3/30/2012 354,320

Hiram School Park Village of Hiram 3/21/2012 $75,250
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Oklahoma 4 Mational Recreation
Land and Water Conservation Fus ; 6 Progra and Park Association

WRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R, 2727} which protects the interest of states and local « ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the tota] annual LWCF funding is aflocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the LWCF federal tand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$4,580,640

$45 million* $606,648 $1,861,000

$39.9 miflion ** $574,917 $1,758,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/buttget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS. X1

® in FY12, the finaf conferenced appropriations bil provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Prograsm. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to S42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

* In FY 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount opportioned to stistes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
Spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

Prajet B e Hamonnt
Sunrise Park Splashpad City of Yukon 8/28/2012 $107,200
Hennessey Park & Aquatic Center — Phase | Town of Hennessey 8/13/2012 $390,708

Callinsville City Park City of Collinsvitle 8/13/2012 $132,303
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Oregon $X4& National Recreation
Land and ¢ i x @y and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727) which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aflocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the IWCF federal land acquisition program.

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 8TATE

All data provided by National Park Service {NPS)

sistancs 1965-201
$59,121,585 $5,314,495

Assistance Prog ,
$45 million™® $634,155 $1,946,000

$39.9 million ** $600,985 $1,857,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and 3305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/butiget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xis

* i FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program, However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to $42,138,000 which is the amount opportioned to states,

S in FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded ot 542,138,000, However, the final amount appartioned to stotes was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Profact et s A it
Pioneer Park Develapment City of Silverton 8/30/2012 $140,888
Valiey of The Rogue & Tumalo Oregon Parks and Recreation 7/24/2012 $414,808
State Park Rehalb

Lake Ewauna Trail — Phase 2 City of Klamath Fall and Klamath County 8/24/2011 $72,516

Date: M
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P@nnsy"ivama fi4 NationalRecreation
Land and Walter Conser el 8 A : @ and Park Assoclation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
s Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation (H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local « ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is ailocated to the [WCF State Assistance Program, This is the same amount required by faw to be
allocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $1,366,663 $4,201,000
$39.9 million ** $1,295,179 $3,893,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Seurce: www.dol.gow/budget/upload/ L WCFRECEIPTS.xls

* in FY12, the final conferanced appropriations bill provided 845 million for the EWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
restlted in that pumber being rediced to 842,138,000 which is the amount apporiioned to states.

** I FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final umount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCYF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Project Tiate Appie
Altoona Cty - Juniata Memorial Spray Park Altoona City 8728/2012 $318,500
York City - Penn Park Phase { Yark City 8/28/2012 $265,000
Brentwood Borough —~ Brentwood Brentwood Borough 8/1/2031 $838,000

Community Park
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¥k & National Recreation
o and Park Assodation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aliocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federat fand acquisition program.

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discreticnary approprialions authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$4,722,500

$45 million* $425,690 $1,305,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $403,424 $1,220,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 milion in FY12 and 5305.4 million in FY13. Source: wivw.doi. gow/budget/upload/ LWCFRECEIPTS x1s

* in FY12, the finaf conferenced appropriations bill provided S45 million for the IWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in thot number being rediced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportionsd 10 states,

4 £Y 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at 542,138,000, However, the finat amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Profact @ Aggproved

East Matunuck State Beach State of Rhode islend Department of 4/11/2011 $727,845
Environmental Management

Ponagansett River Greenway State of Rhode island Department of 472612008 $281,280

Environmental Management
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$0uth Camima

Water G

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

% Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual IWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LIWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWOCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$220,000,000

Prog b i
$45 million™ $651,500 $1,999,000
$39.9 million ** $617,423 $1,944,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 mitlion in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/uploud/iWCFRECEIPTS.ls

* n £¥12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 milion for the LWCF State Assistance Pragrom, However, an across the board government funding cut
resutted In that number being rediced 0 $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ in FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded ot $42,138,000. Howsver, the final amount apportioned to states was $39.934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending euts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Fro aireh S

MeCleod Plantation Park County of Charleston Park & 9/18/2013 $250,000
Recreation Commission

Riverview Park Adaptive Playground City of North Augusta 9j4f2002 $100,000

Givhans Ferry Stae Park River Access SC Dapartment of Parks, Recreation & Tourism  9/4/2012 $150,000

Date: March 2014
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National Recreation
and Park Association

outh Dakota

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal tand acquisition program,

= in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at feast 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Agsistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by Nationat Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $385,024 $1,179,000

$39.9 millien ** $364,885 $1,121,000

LWCF appropriations totatled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Sewrce: www.doi.gow/budget/uplond /L WCFRECEIPTS.xis

* (n F¥12, the final conferenced appropriations bill pravided $45 mifiion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resutted in that number being reduced o S42. 138,000 which s the amount apportioned to states.

** Iy £Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STAT

E ASSISTANCE:

et

o Arngunt

E i Tt Appe
Starline Park Project City of Sturgis ¥12/2013 $29,486
Blood Run Road/Camfort Station State of South Dakota 7/24/2012 $179,096
Madison Westside Park Tennis/ City of Madison 12/15/2010 $46,376

Basketball Court

te: Warch
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Tk & National Recreation
and Park Association

Tennessee

1 ag

NRPA POLICY POSITION:

* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

# Co-Sponsoer legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

" In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $786,939 $2,416,000
$39.9 million ** $745,778 $2,312,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in £Y12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doigow/butdget/upload /IWCFRECEIFTS. xls

* n FY12, the fina) conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in thot number being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to stotes.

% in FY 13, UWCF State Assistunce was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount opportioned 1o states wos $39.934.400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Frojaet s ¢ Dates Approved B 2
So. Cumberland State Park Tennessee State Parks 9/18/2013 359,866
Plavground Development

Pickwick Landing State Park Playground Tennessee State Parks 8/30/2012 838,610

TO. Fuller State Park ~ Nature Center Tennessee State Parks 8/31/2011 $466,527

Cate:
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NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
affocated to the LWCF federal land acquisition program,

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority o allocate at feast 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 1o the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

Asgi: Progra ¢ th
$45 million* $2,297,113 $7,063,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $2,176,962 $6,987,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 milfion in FY12 and $305.4 mitlion in FY13. Seurce: www.doi gov/budget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xls

* i FY12, the finof conferanced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the EWCF State Assistance Program. However, an ooross the board government funding cot
resufted in thot number being reduced to $42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ i Y 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,188,000. However, the finat amount apportioned to states was $39,934,400 which reflected the mandotory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Rotary Park City of Fort Worth 9/17/2013 $110,000
Shady Lane Park City of Houston g/17/2013 $220,000
Willacy County Laguna Point ‘Wwillacy County 9/1/2011 $500,000

Recreation Area

Cate: March 2014
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Mational Recreation
and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

= Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local communities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federat land acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discreticnary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$551,042 $1,690,000
$39.9 million ** $522,220 $1,645,000

LWCF appropriations totafled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.dol.gov/budaet/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS.xis

* fn FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 mifiion for the EWCF State Assistance Program. Howsver, an across the boord government funding cut
resulted in that number being recuced to S42.138,000 which s the amount apportioned 16 states.

*¥ I Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was 538,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequeseration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

Fradact Resipiant Ao
Sky Ridge Park City of Hurricane 7/11/2012 5148,117
Salt Hallow Park City of Hyrum 1/26/2012 $150,000

Fairview City Sports Park Fairview City 2/15/2011 $200,379
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¥ & National Recreation
and Park Association
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NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the IWWCE including full and dedicated funding.

* Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is aliocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
allocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discrelionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE 5TATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $368,626 $1,129,000
$39.9 mitlion ** $349,345 $1,067,000

LWCF appropriations totafled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 mitlion in FY13. Source: www.dol.gov/udget/upload/LWCFRECEIPTS xfs

* fn F¥12, the final conferenced appropriations bil provided $45 miliion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an acrass the boord government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to 42,138,000 which Is the amount apportioned 1o states.

% i £Y 13, LWCF State Assistonce was furided ot $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was $39,934.400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCT STATE ASSISTANCE:

o it Famound
Cabin Construction ~ Three State Parks State of Vermont, Department 2/18/201% $153,638
of Forests and Parks
Lyndon Skate Park Town of Lyndon 2/14/2011 $32,220
Newark Street Playground Town of Newark 2/10/2011 $20,000

Date: barch 2024
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k4 National Recreation
and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Suppaort the reauthorization of the LIWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

# Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and iocal ities by requiring a minimum of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
alfocated to the LWCF federal tand acquisition program,

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority fo allocate at least 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$870,126,170

Hlocation.

: | saved with 30% allo
$45 million* $939,443 $2,885,000
$39.9 milion ** $890,305 $2,770,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 miltion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doigow/budget/upload/LWCFRECERTS.xIs

* n £Y12, the final conferenced approprintions bill pravided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the board goverament funding cut
cesalted in that nymber being reckiced o $42,138,000 which is the amount apportioned to states.

¥ I Y 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states wos $39.934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS PUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Smount

$168,550
Steepy Hole Park Boat Ramp City of Suffolk 8/20/2012 $125,000
Chessie’s Big Backyard at Lee District Park Fairfax County Park Authority 8/15/2012 $200,000

City of Portsmaouth
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Washington k& National Recreation
Land and Water Conservation F 2 ; ; and Park Association
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NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

= Co-Spansor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

* in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary apprepriations authority to allocate at east 40% of the total IWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

ssls! 3¢ 3 ,
$72,297,429 $241,200,000

$45 million* $869,140 $2,669,000
$39.9 miflion ** $823,679 $2,564,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and 5305.4 mitlion in FY13. Source: www.doigow/budget/upload /AWCFRECEIPTS xis

* in FY12, the finat conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the EWCF State Assistance Program, However, an across the board government funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced to 542,138,000 which is the amount apportipned to states.

=i FY 13, LWCF Stote Assistance was funded at 542,138,000, However, the final amount apportioned to states wos 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

Racipiant Vi Amaunt
Claybell Park Redevelopment City of Richland 8/6/2012 5399,231
Shane Park Playground City of Port Angeles 8/6/2012 $40,875

Kandle Park Aquatics Facility Metropolitan Park District of Tacoma 1/18/2011 $509,900
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West Virginia £k & National Recreation
i i servation Fund Stz i @ and Park Assodiation

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
* Support the reauthorization of the LWCE, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legistation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annua! IWCF funding is allocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program,

® in absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $451,386 $1,383,000

$39.9 million ** $427,776 $1,306,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 mittion in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload /WCERECEPTS x1s

* in FY12, the fin! conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 million for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an geross the board gevernment funding cut
resufted in that number being reduced to $472,338,000 which is the emount apportioned to states.

¥ i FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded ot $42,188,000. However, the fina! amount apportioned to states was $39.934,6400 which reflected the mandetory
spending cuts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCY STATE ASSISTANCE:

g

Projact

Amount

Wheeling Park Stifel Playground Wheeling Park Commission 9/20/2013 $100,000
Veterans Memorial Park City of Clarkshurg 9/20/2013 $100,000
Pool Park Complex Pleasants County Parks & Rec, Commission 9/20/2013 $100,000
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Wisconsin $x4 National Recreation
o Water Gt Fund Ao ; @ and Park Association

i
Lk

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
® Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding.

® Co-Sponsor legislation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and iocal ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual LWCF funding is allocated to the (WCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount required by law to be
aflacated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discretionary appropriations authority to allocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASBISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$15,000,000

isisianice Prog
$45 million™ $762,714 $2,342,000
$39.9 million ** $722,820 $2,202,000

{WCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13, Source: www.doi.gov/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS.xIs

* I £Y12, the final conferenced appropriations bill provided $45 miliion for the LWCF State Assistance Program. However, an acrass the board govemnment funding cut
resulted in that number being reduced t S42, 138,000 which is the amount apportioned to stotes.

** i FY 13, LWCF State Assistance was funded t $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to stotes was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandotory
spending euts coused by “sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

JEiey Amaunt
Abendschein Park Development City of Oak Creek 8/13/2012 $202,965
Stmmons Island Park Boardwalk City of Kenosha 8/3/2012 $250,026
Wyaslusing State Park-Homestead Dept. of Natural Resources /412012 4250,837

Campgrotind Shower
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Wyoming k& National Recreation
La ' : oo Pro and Park Association

NRPA POLICY POSITION:
# Support the reauthorization of the LWCF, including full and dedicated funding,

* Co-Sponsor legisiation {H.R. 2727} which protects the interest of states and local ¢ ities by requiring a mini of 40% of
the total annual IWCF funding is afiocated to the LWCF State Assistance Program. This is the same amount reguired by law to be
aflocated to the LWCF federal fand acquisition program.

= In absence of authorizing legislation, exercise discrefionary appropriations authority to altocate at least 40% of the total LWCF
funding in FY15 to the State Assistance Program.

LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE AT WORK IN THE STATE
All data provided by National Park Service {NPS}

$45 million* $371,027 $1,136,000
$39.9 miflion ** $351,820 $1,077,000

LWCF appropriations totalled $322.5 million in FY12 and $305.4 million in FY13. Source: www.doi.gow/budget/upload/IWCFRECEIPTS.xIs

* n FY12, the final conferenced appropriations bill pravided $45 million for the {WCF State Assistance Program. However, an across the bourd government funding cit
resuited in that number being reduced to SAZ 138,000 which is the amount apportioned fo States.

¥ i Y 13, IWCF State Assistance was funded at $42,138,000. However, the final amount apportioned to states was 539,934,400 which reflected the mandatory
spending cuts caused by "sequestration.”

PROJECTS FUUNDED BY LWCF STATE ASSISTANCE:

et Amount
Undine Park Splash Pad ~ Phase 2 City of Laramie 872472012 $58,075
West View Park City of Mooreroft 8/23/2012 $90,816

Holliday Park Expansion City of Cheyenne 8/23/2012 $31,193
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Table 1: Inventory

(page 1 of 5)

Inventory pertains to the real property assets of a state park system, i.¢. the variouns areas of fand and water
managed directly by the state patks agency. Inventory is measured in terms of number of arcas and total acreage.

Parks Recreation Areas Natural Aregs
Number Number Number

STATE Number Operaling  Acreage Number Operating  Acreage Number Operating  Acreage
Alabama 22 22 48,184 - - - - - -
Alaska 48 48 2998258 80 80 337874 1 1 49,320
Arizona 14 14 21915 1 1 886 3 2 29,869
Arkansas 10 10 23,668 19 19 10,285 2 2 17,457
California 88 83 1,167,149 105 105 344,016 18 18 71,135
Colorado 27 26 122,647 16 18 67,838 118 92 176,848
Connecticut 42 42 23,124 - - - 48 48 9812
Delaware 16 16 20411 2 2 280 13 g 4917
Florida 52 £8 262303 34 34 28,133 34 38 389,680
Georgia 49 49 84 569 - - - - - -
Hawaii 16 18 18,447 12 12 1,433 1 1 8,175
idahe 19 19 33,083 - - - 4 4 13,723
fiirols 44 44 77523 22 22 62,371 17 "7 48,906
indiara 24 25 63,126 1 - 700 - - -
fowa 59 59 42,279 12 12 14,445 - - -
Kansas 25 25 32,800 - . - - - -
Kentucky 17 17 28,997 23 23 12427 - - -
Lousiara 29 22 34,124 - - - 6 1 7,002
Maine 13 13 28,123 77 62 28744 17 11 32,820
Maryland 66 86 134530 - - - - - -
Massachuselis 85 79 65,097 4 4 6,800 - - -
Michigan 62 &4 184,819 236 238 105818 5 5 1,339
Minnesola 66 €6 258,007 8 9 25754 - - -
Mississippi 24 24 23,801 B - - 1 1 700
Missour 51 48 143884 - - - - - -
Montana 54 54 44,235 - - - - - -
Nebraska 8 8 31,680 59 59 101,304 - - -
Nevada 13 13 82,185 8 6 57,699 - - -
New Hampshire 34 34 63,340 19 18 13,581 18 18 8,486
New Jersey 39 38 129,427 3 3 6331 9 8 1523
New Mexico 35 35 189216 - - - 1 1 5624
New York 180 180 334,339 332 332 31101 1,368 1,369 2827075
North Carolima 35 34 155556 4 4 13,256 20 3 23,896
North Dakota 13 13 14,224 9 8 3230 8 15 4,323
Ohio 74 74 173,887 - - - - - -
Oklahoma 21 31 68,973 3 3 2,418 1 1 640
Cregon 51 49 59,768 74 71 8,778 32 26 14678
Pernsybvania 113 113 290,247 - - - 3 3 2,241
Rhode bland 27 24 8,897 - - - - - -
South Carolina 41 41 86,370 - - - -~ - -
South Dakota 13 13 76,880 43 43 14,790 5 5 2370
Tennessee 40 40 127 470 4 4 35417
Texas 76 74 523,142 - - - 8 7 100,189
Utah 42 42 147,652 2 2 300 - -

Vermort 69 52 51,278 - - 33 33 19,285
Wirginia 38 38 66,639 - - - - - -
Washington 119 118 98,084 20 14 10,716 12 7 1508
West Virginia 24 24 80,337 - - - 2 2 262
Wisconsin &1 59 75580 8 8 18,453 - - -
Wyoming 11 i 116,195 1 1 1.009 - - -
Total 2,214 2,169 9036345 1,236 1,200 13860447 1910 1845 3901181
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Table 1: Inventory

(page 4 of 5)
Total Areas Total Trails
Number Number

STATE Number Operating Acreage Number Operating Miles

Alabama 22 22 48,164 119 119 194
Alaska 139 139 3,386,702 102 102 550
Arizona 31 30 64,090 81 81 124
Arkansas 52 52 54,466 143 143 409
California 280 280 1,624,216 2,323 2,323 4,755
Colorado 613 588 1,238 488 466 466 728
Connecticut 138 138 206,988 6 6 95
Delaware 34 26 26,071 64 64 161
Florida 171 17 758,031 549 549 2,204
Georgia B4 64 92,880 303 303 543
Hawaii 68 68 33,780 44 44 92
ldaha 32 29 58,922 3 3 108
finois 322 322 480,818 8 6 262
Indiana 35 36 172,180 - - -
lowa 188 177 71,234 1 1 G
Kansas 25 47 163,975 2 2 82
Kentucky 51 51 45,180 178 178 333
Louisiana 61 a7 43,851 26 26 132
Maine 139 115 98,298 14 14 331
Maryland 66 66 134,539 27 27 789
Massachusetts 339 317 353,889 35 35 2,145
Michigan 315 310 293,703 24 24 644
Minnesota 1,719 1,719 287,029 25 25 1,323
Mississippi 25 25 24,591 38 38 115
Missouri 87 a5 207,219 242 242 980
Montana 66 66 48,035 - - -
Nebraska 7 77 135464 2 2 324
Nevada 25 23 146,225 114 114 290
New Hampshire 9 90 231,164 131 131 3,864
New Jersey 118 112 444 170 378 378 980
New Mexico 39 39 196,677 60 60 140
New York 3220 3220 4,264,102 292 292 5438
North Carolina 70 41 221843 4 - 806
North Dakota 37 40 34,792 36 36 3,252
Ohio 74 74 173,887 498 498 1,498
Oklahoma 35 35 70,031 36 36 402
Oregon 256 220 108 499 5} 3} 154
Pennsylvania 120 120 297,170 963 963 1,470
Rhode lsland 79 67 9,630 16 16 112
South Carolina 56 56 90,167 153 153 370
South Dakota 131 131 101,987 129 128 1,922
Tennessee 55 55 168,617 220 220 998
Texas 97 94 629,339 3 3 97
Utah 50 50 150,758 105 105 302
Vermont 103 88 70,570 47 47 249
Virginia 43 37 71,704 298 298 508
Washinglon 208 177 121,983 5 5 467
West Virginia 47 47 177,133 2 2 149
Wisconsin 80 78 156,508 42 39 2,021
Wyoming 41 41 119,559 286 286 129
Total 10234 9,990 18,207.318 8.647 8.640 43,146

9
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2018 2014 Arpal Information Fochange Report

Table 3A: Visitation and Use - Attendance
(page 20f 7)

Total of All Areas

Day Overnight Total

STATE

Alabama 3,456,559 1,162,708 4,610,288
Alaska 3,950,144 688,814 4,638,958
Arizona 1,638,583 672,181 2,310,744
Arkansas 7,251,133 833,364 8,084 497
California 68,780,955 8,776,332 75,657 287
Colorado $,725.998 2,222,402 11,948,400
Connecticut 8,005,543 279,733 8,285276
Delaware 4,795,817 241,526 5,037,343
Florida 24,689,379 2482727 27,172,108
Georgia 6,462,087 1,036,379 7,498,476
Hawaii 13,968,607 63,120 14,031,727
Idaho 4,777,250 230,886 5,008,136
Hinois 38,422,003 742628 40,164,629
Indiana 13,681,243 3,115,209 16,798,452
lowa 16,335,146 855 159 17,180,305
Kansas 6,214,573 442,708 6,657 281
Kentucky 5,906,989 979,665 6,886,654
Louisiana 1,081,500 685,912 1,747 412
Maine 2,320,686 237,430 2,558,116
Maryland 9,657,328 770,070 10,327,396
Massachusetls 29,358,609 662,694 30,018,303
Michigan 18,086,148 4,339,204 23,325,352
Minnesota 7,874,598 982,973 8,857 571
Mississippi 439,187 889,775 1,128,862
Missouri 16,444 3768 2,092,728 18,537,104
Montana 1,829,089 287,759 2,126,848
Nebraska 12,059,809 545,151 12,604,960
Nevada 3,008,620 208,505 3217125
New Hampshire 958,537 169,610 1,128,147
New Jersey 15,380,627 140,719 15,521,348
New Mexico 1,368,970 2,481,182 3,848,132
New York 58,073,966 2,772,889 60,848,655
North Carolina 14,445 203 326675 14,771,968
North Dakota 913,822 234,623 1,148 245
Ohic 40,489 439 2,367,081 42 866,500
Oklahoma 7,479,196 1,303,703 8,782,899
Oregon 43,815,368 2,470,528 46,285,895
Pennsylvania 36,401,192 1,508,498 37,999,690
Rhode Istand 1,142,393 91,384 1,233777
South Carelina 7,330,153 400,669 7,730,822
South Dakota 8,856,800 951,256 7,808,056
Tennessee 30,523,007 1,540,033 32,083,130
Texas 4,481,782 2,300,741 6,762,503
Utah 2,759,121 777,583 3,538,704
Vermont 552 777 409,186 961,843
Virginia 7.942721 1,095,178 9,037,900
Washingtan 31,567,808 2,229,081 33,796,650
West Virginia 7,043,021 860,610 7,703,631
Wisconsin 14,938,338 586,681 15,526,019
Wyoming 3,494,988 422519 3,917,507
Total 878,047 957 58,687,858 735615816

19
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Ledford.
Ms. Scarlett?

STATEMENT OF LYNN SCARLETT, MANAGING DIRECTOR,
PUBLIC POLICY, THE NATURE CONSERVANCY

Ms. SCARLETT. Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell and
alfl members of this Committee, thank you for inviting me to tes-
tify.

The Nature Conservancy, where I now direct public policy glob-
ally, has over 60 years of pioneering private conservation in co-
operation with agencies and thousands of private landowners
across this nation. I've had the opportunity to meet many of you
during my nearly eight year tenure at the Department of the Inte-
rior in the George W. Bush Administration.

Madam Chairwoman, Secretary Cantwell and other members on
this Committee, I appreciate your leadership in striving to address
the conservation and resource management needs of this nation.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund over these past 50 years
has helped our nation address many conservation and resource
management challenges, Federally, in states and locally. Three
issues point to why LWCF is as relevant today as it was 50 years
ago.

First is the role public lands play in enhancing economic well
being. Second is the role the Land and Water Conservation Fund
plays in improving the capacity of public land managers to manage
these lands effectively and efficiently. Third is the role the Land
and Water Conservation Fund plays in helping maintain the very
natural systems upon which all life depends. Watersheds, for exam-
ple, store water and keep it clean. Coastal systems can reduce im-
pacts from coastal storms.

Let me turn first to economic benefits. Many analysts have docu-
mented the direct economic benefits of Federal and State public
lands through, for example, outdoor recreation opportunities. These
benefits are important, but they are just a drop in the overall eco-
nomic benefit bucket. Increasingly this nation has become what
economist, Ray Rasker, refers to as a knowledge-based economy of
finance, marketing design and management.

As this shift occurs Rasker notes, and I quote, “The bulk of eco-
nomic value of public lands lies in its ability to attract people and
their businesses who want to live near protected lands for quality
of life reasons.”

Let me turn now to the issue of efficiency. Concerns about future
land investments arise in the context of significant maintenance
backlogs both on Federal and State lands. I appreciate these con-
cerns. During the Bush Administration I spent hundreds of my per-
sonal hours on this issue.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund complements sound
public management. In many cases LWCF investments actually
contribute to management efficiencies. One example illustrates how
continued acquisitions of this sort can improve that efficiency. At
Mount Rainier National Park, for example, LWCF funding allowed
for purchase of lands enabling a campground to be relocated out of
an expensive and flood prone area in which flood maintenance costs
for a single year were $750 million.
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I now turn to the third benefit of continued LWCF investments.
I want to draw the Committee’s attention to the broad role that na-
ture and natural systems play in sustaining thriving communities.
I sometimes sum up those benefits by saying nature is not just nice
it is essential. I have already noted that watersheds help store
water and sustain clean water supplies. Protecting coastal systems
can also contribute to coastal community’s safety.

Consider for example investments in Massachusetts in the Silvio
O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge, a refuge contiguous with the
area’s watershed. Land acquisitions there contributed to the goals
of the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority which has avoid-
ed the need to build a $250 to $350 million filtration plant because
of implementing a water supply improvement program that in-
cludes investment in protection of watershed lands.

It also contributes, of course, fundamentally to sustaining water
quality for communities within the watershed. In the Cascades the
Land and Water Conservation Fund supported land acquisitions
that are also contributing to water retention and storage.

No brief testimony can do justice to 50 years of results that the
LWCF has generated for the American public, but as we look to re-
authorizing it we need to ask some basic design questions as Chair-
man Murkowski did.

Let me suggest three design principles.

First is program flexibility. It is important as circumstances vary
by location and over time. Maintaining flexibility in the statute
itself while preserving annual congressional authority to review
and approve how funds are allocated best aligns with the realities
of annual variations in needs.

Second, dedicated funding.

The third principle, enhancing public access to outdoor recre-
ation. I appreciate the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
working with the Committee and Madam Chairman, as you con-
sider reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Scarlett follows:]
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U.S. Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources
Hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund
April 22, 2015

Testimony by Lynn Scarleft
Managing Director, Public Policy
The Nature Conservancy

Madam Chairwoman Murkowski, Senator Cantwell, and All Members of the Committes;

Thank you for inviting me to testify at this hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), its
legacy, and its future. | have had the opportunity to meet with many of you during my nearly eight-year
tenure at the Department of the Interior in the G.W. Bush Administration, including nearly three years
as Deputy Secretary and Chief Operating Officer of the Department.

During my tenure at the Interior Department, | became familiar with LWCF and the broader and complex
context within which LWCF plays a part. I now serve as the global Managing Director of Public Policy at
The Nature Conservancy, an organization with over 60 years of pioneering private conservation in
coordination and cooperation with federal, state, local, and tribal governments and thousands of private
landowners across the nation.

Madame Chairwoman, Senator Cantwell, and others on this committee, | appreciate your leadership in
striving to address the conservation and resource management needs of this nation. The challenges are
many. They include fiscal constraints, the evolving requirements of reducing risks of catastrophic
wildland fires, the importance of ensuring secure and clean water supplies for all of America’s
communities, the need to power our homes and businesses, the bedrock importance of enhancing
economic opportunity, and the imperatives of sustaining healthy lands and wildlife and outdoor
recreation opportunities for each and every American.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund, over these past 50 years, has helped address many of these
challenges—and, through its reauthorization, | believe it will continue to help this nation sustain healthy
lands and waters and the associated outdoor recreation access such areas provide; help support thriving
communities, and contribute to dynamic economies.

{ will: 1) highlight three significant benefits of the LWCF and their importance to this nation’s continued
well-being; and 2) briefly address several “design issues” as this Committee and the Congress consider
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reauthorization of the Act. But, first, let me turn briefly to a summary of the Act and some of its

contributions.
LWCF Legacy in Brief

Since 1965, the LWCF has invested over $16 billion in land and water conservation and outdoor
recreation across every state and several territories. Ninety-eight percent of all counties in the United
States have received some direct investments from LWCF funding. Over 42,000 grants of $4 billion have
supported protection of 3 million acres of recreation lands and over 29,000 recreation facility projects in
states, matched by local monies and driven by local priorities. And, at the federal level, national parks,
refuges, and forests have been created or enhanced through LWCF funding. These national lands
protect our history; they ensure outdoor recreation opportunities that tally up some 407 million visits
each year; they secure opportunities for fishing, hunting, and countless other outdoor activities.

The program has evolved in modest ways to include such programs as the Forest Legacy Program and
the Cooperative Endangered Species (ESA Section 6) program; the Highlands Conservation Act, and an
American Battlefield Protection Program. But the Act has remained constant in its basic mission, as set
forth by the Congress 50 years ago. That mission is:
{T]o assist in preserving, developing, and assuring accessibility to all citizens of the United States
of America of present and future generations . . . such quality and quantity of outdoor recreation
resources as may be avoiloble and are necessary and desirable . . . to strengthen the health and
vitality of the citizens of the United States by (1} providing funds for and authorizing Federal
assistance to the States in planning, acquisition, and development of needed land and water
areas and facilities and (2] providing funds for the Federal acquisition and development of
certain lands and other areas.

As significant as the purposes of the Act is its source of funding. LWCF investments derive not from
taxpayer dollars but from a small portion ($900 million) of offshore oil and gas revenues that now
typically range from $6 billion to over $18 billion per year. This funding source is significant, because it
reflects congressional understanding, at the time the Act was passed, that even as the nation benefits
from development of some federal energy resources, so, too, does the nation benefit from protecting
and conserving lands, waters and wildlife for present and future generations.

The mission and corresponding investment of LWCF funds have sustained widespread, bipartisan
support of the 50-year history of the program. A 2013 survey shows 85 percent of voters supporting
continued investment of funds from offshore oil and gas revenues in the LWCF program.

LWCF—Looking Ahead

All public programs warrant periodic review and assessment of their continued relevance to addressing
national issues and challenges. Three issues point to why LWCF is as relevant—indeed, perhaps, more
relevant—today as it was 50 years ago. First is the role public lands play in enhancing economic well-
being. Second is the role LWCF, specifically, plays in improving the capacity of public land managers to
manage these lands efficiently and effectively. Third is the role LWCF plays in supporting conservation
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investments with immense benefits for people and wildlife. These conservation investments not only
sustain opportunities for outdoor recreation and protect historic sites; they also help maintain the very
natural systems-—watersheds that store water and keep it clean, coastal systems that reduce impacts

from storms, vegetation that supports pollinators—upon which all life depends.
Economic Benefits

Federal agencies, the outdoor recreation community, and academic analysts have all documented the
direct economic benefits of federal (and state) public lands. The Outdoor Industry Foundation estimates
that outdoor recreation generates some $730 billion each year to the U.S. economy. The National Parks
Conservation Association estimates that some $13 billion flows annually to towns that are gateways to
national parks.

These economic benefits are important. But they miss what is perhaps most significant: increasingly, as
this nation has become what economist Ray Rasker refers to as a “knowledge-based economy” of
finance, marketing, design, management, and so on, “companies,” he writes, “seeking to attract
employees place a premium on locating in places with amenities...” Rasker continues, noting that the
“bulk of the economic value of public lands lies in its ability to attract people—and their businesses—
who want to live near protected lands for quality of life reasons.” {Rasker, 2009, “Economic Benefits of
the LWCF”). Rasker’s research, and that of numerous other economists, suggests that there is actually
“little evidence of an economic downside from public lands”. Instead, the evidence points toward such
public fands as assets that attract investment and skilled workers to communities.

Such conclusions are not simply academic abstractions. A poll of one county in Utah with significant
state and federal public lands shows nearly two-thirds of businesses viewing public lands as extremely
important to their businesses. Similar results emerge in other communities. Or, consider results of a
2002 National Association of Homebuilders survey on that found that “trails are a top amenity {behind
highway access) sought out by potential homeowners.”

But let me offer a few examples. In 2008, the Bair Ranch Foundation contacted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service to present the idea of a public purchase of their property. In a model partnership that included
the Bair Foundation, the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and others, an eight thousand-acre land
acquisition was orchestrated. The lands provide high quality water for a world class fishery; habitat for
species of concern; and recreational opportunities for hunting, fishing, hiking, and snowmobiling. The
lands contribute to the Meager County, Montana economy; ensure public access to lands; maintain
traditional uses; and provide opportunities for coordinated management among different agencies and
partners. LWCF was a key source of support for this effort.

Or consider Willapa Bay and Ellsworth Creek, in southwest Washington. Since 2000, The Nature
Conservancy has engaged in a joint management plan with a national wildlife refuge. The Conservancy
owns 7,500 acres adjacent to a 7,500 acre refuge of which over one-quarter was acquired using LWCF
monies. Revenues from forest thinning on the lands go back into stewardship and management of the
lands, supporting focal jobs and contractors; protected areas help ensure clean water that supports a
$30 million per year oyster industry in Willapa Bay.
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Efficiency Gains

This nation benefits from many national parks, wildlife refuges, national forests, and multiple use public
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management. In addition, states and local governments manage
public parks and other lands. Looking at the future of LWCF, some have suggested that, perhaps, the
task set forth 50 years ago is completed—that the nation needs no new public lands or other LWCF
investments. In particular, concerns about future land investments arise in the context of significant
maintenance backlogs—both on federal {ands and state lands. | appreciate these concerns. During the
GW Bush Administration, we targeted the maintenance backlogs—in parks and other public lands—and
put in place cyclic maintenance programs, as well as investing in systems to actually document the
backlogs, better understand their causes, and invest in diminishing that backlog. | spent hundreds of
hours of my time on this issue.

But the remedy to these backlogs does not reside in shifting offshore oil and gas funds to that purpose
rather than to a continuation of LWCF for two fundamental reasons: 1) in many cases, LWCF
investments actually contribute to management efficiencies; and 2) the fundamental premise of the
original act remains sound—that as the nation extracts resources from the public domain, we should, in
turn, invest in conserving resources for our children and their children thereafter.

Most lands acquired with LWCF funds are within the existing boundaries of federal parks, refuges,
forests, and other recreation areas, and much of the rest is used for conservation easements and state
grants that do not add to federal management costs. Many such inholdings still remain. Within national
parks, for example, there remain some 2.6 million acres of inholdings. { want to underscore that not all
of these inholdings merit consideration for acquisition. But in some cases, existing owners would like to
sell their lands into public ownership—-and such sales can significantly improve management
efficiencies.

A few examples best illustrate how continued acquisitions of this sort can improve management
efficiency—and provide enhanced economic benefits.

The Nature Conservancy worked on what are referred to as Plum Creek Timber acquisitions that include
three projects involving over 500,000 acres. The transactions address long-standing checkerboard land
structures and associated management challenges of operating in that context. In addition, there are
cost savings for avoided fire suppression on land that, if developed, would have dramatically increased
fire management costs.

In a very different example, at Mount Rainier National Park, LWCF funding allowed for purchase of lands
enabling a campground to be relocated out of an expensive and flood-prone area in which flood
maintenance costs for a single year were $750,000. The purchase also enabled conversion of a historic
house into a new visitor center.

In the eastern United States, at Rocky Fork, Tennessee, muitiple partners worked together, using LWCF
funds, to leverage state, local, and private funding to protect world-class recreation opportunities
through acquisition of an in-holding surrounded by National Forest Service lands. The acquisition helped
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the Forest Service utilize prescribed burns that cost 93 percent less than suppression costs (based on a
recent fire event). And there are other avoided costs: anticipated development of the property would
have caused watershed damage and associated significant costs.

Thriving Communities

When the Congress passed the LWCF legislation 50 years ago, many champions focused on the
significance of outdoor recreation as fundamental to human well-being and to the health of
communities. That basic linkage endures—and many modern-day champions have persuasively
described those benefits and the role LWCF has played in securing them. | want to reaffirm the
importance of those benefits.

But I also want to draw the Committee’s attention to the broader role that nature and natural systems
play in sustaining thriving communities. | sometimes sum up those benefits by saying, “nature is not just
nice; it is essential.” | have already noted that watersheds help store water and sustain clean water
supplies. Protecting and restoring natural coastal systems can reduce impacts to communities from
coastal storms—often cost-effectively relative to other infrastructure. Increasingly, LWCF is helping
states and local communities sustain these natural systems and the basic services they provide, while
also providing the more commonly understood outdoor recreation and wildlife benefits.

Consider, for example, investments in Massachusetts in the Silvio O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge, a
refuge contiguous with the area’s watershed. Land acquisitions there contribute to the goals of the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority, which has avoided the need to build a $250-$300 million
filtration plant because of success in implementing a water supply improvement program that includes,
as a significant component, investment in protection of watershed lands. The refuge fulfills the
fundamental goals of the LWCF by providing outdoor recreation opportunities and conserving habitat,
but also contributes fundamentally to sustaining water quality for communities within the watershed.

In New Jersey, LWCF allocations through the Forest Legacy Program provide a tool to maintain the
benefits of working forests that include protections of valuabie watersheds and drinking water supplies.
These funds have helped protect drinking water for more than 2 million residents of northern New
Jersey, as well as residents of Little Rock, Arkansas; Worcester, Massachusetts; Whitefish, Montana, and
many other locations. In the Cascades, LWCF-supported land acquisitions are contributing to water
retention and storage, complementing the Yakima Basin Integrated Plan--a plan supported by the
Yakima Indian Nation; county, federal, and state agencies; irrigation districts; conservation

organizations; and private agribusinesses.
Designing the Future of LWCF

No brief testimony can do justice to 50 years of results that the LWCF has generated for the American
public. These benefits are numerous, and we only now still learning of the role conservation plays in
sustaining community economies, enhancing public health, and maintaining basic needs such as water
quality. But as we look to reauthorizing LWCF, we need to ask some basic design questions. Are there
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important principles drawn from past experience that might help guide that design? Let me suggest

several:

Program flexibility is important, as circumstances vary by location and over time. Approximately
half of LWCF funding has gone to states and half to federal agencies over recent years, but
actual allocations vary year-to-year, reflecting the different opportunities and needs that arise.
Maintaining flexibility in the statute itself, while preserving annual Congressional authority to
review and approve how funds are allocated, best aligns with the realities of annual variations in
needs and opportunities.

Dedicated funding, as originally envisioned 50 years ago, remains an important principle, as it
helps local, state, and federal agencies, along with private landowners, better plan what are
often complex and muiti-stage transactions.

Continued emphasis on enhancing public access to outdoor recreation opportunities through
conservation easements and land acquisition is especially important as this nation urbanizes and
fewer people have opportunities, in their own backyards, to connect with nature.

From the Alaskan tundra to rolling Midwestern grasslands to the Gulf of Mexico, the lands and waters of
the United States capture our imaginations and inspire us. But these places are more than beautiful

vistas and vacation destinations. They are critical resources that maintain livelihoods, communities and

economies—their value includes, but goes far beyond, the outdoor recreation dollars they generate or
the commodities they provide. Healthy forests, rivers and coasts benefit people by providing clean,
abundant water supplies, storm surge protection, flood prevention, carbon sequestration and many
other services. The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a central foundation for catalyzing and

leveragi

ng conservation investments that help provide these many benefits.

| appreciate the opportunity to testify today and look forward to working with the Committee as you
consider reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett.
We will now go to Mr. Watson.
Thank you.

STATEMENT OF REED WATSON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
PROPERTY AND ENVIRONMENT RESEARCH CENTER

Mr. WATSON. Madam Chair Murkowski, Members of the Com-
mittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today on potential
reforms to the Land and Water Conservation Fund.

My name is Reed Watson. I'm the Executive Director at PERC,
the Property and Environment Research Center, in Bozeman, Mon-
tana. I'm also an avid outdoorsman and frequent visitor to our Fed-
eral lands. Indeed, just this past Sunday I was bear hunting in the
Gallatin National Forest, unsuccessfully, I might add, or success-
fully if you’re a bear.

My testimony today will focus on the critical importance of main-
taining the quality and accessibility of our Federal lands and not
sacrificing that quality or that accessibility by unsustainably in-
creasing the size of the Federal estate. The growth of the Federal
estate funded largely by LWCF has outstripped the operations and
maintenance budgets of our Federal land agencies.

As a consequence the total deferred maintenance backlog at the
Department of Interior currently exceeds $20 billion, as Chair Mur-
kowski noted. The Park Service alone carries a maintenance back-
log of $11.5 billion. National Park Service Director, Jonathan Jar-
vis, summarized the issue aptly in his March 17th testimony before
the House Subcommittee on Federal Lands, as he said, “Americans
love and are rightly proud of their national parks but too often
they’re greeted by facilities in disrepair instead of a seasonal rang-
er ready to answer their questions.”

Let me share a few tangible examples of a deferred maintenance
issue taken from the National Park Service’s own 2016 budget pro-
posal. In Grand Teton National Park sewer system upgrades are
needed immediately to prevent raw sewage from spilling into the
park’s rivers. In Glacier National Park a failing electrical system
poses fire and public health safety concerns in the park’s historic
hotels. And in Yosemite National Park a deteriorating water dis-
tribution system is leaking thousands of gallons of chlorinated
water each day into the Mariposa Grove threatening the Park’s an-
cient stands of giant Sequoias.

Unfortunately the issue of deferred maintenance is not limited to
the national parks. The Forest Service has approximately $5.5 bil-
lion in deferred maintenance, of which $1.4 billion is critical, mean-
ing it poses a serious threat to public health or safety and natural
resource or the ability of the agency to carry out its mission. The
majority of that critical deferred maintenance is needed for roads,
meaning the public can’t safely access much of our existing na-
tional forests.

And this deferred maintenance issue is not just about roads and
bathrooms. The deferred maintenance backlog at the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service directly threatens habitat. Across the entire Fed-
eral estate, particularly out West, billions of dollars are needed for
waste water system repairs, campground and trail maintenance,
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building repairs and the transportation infrastructure necessary for
public access.

Ignoring the deferred maintenance issue threatens the environ-
mental health of our Federal lands as well as the quality of the ex-
perience when we visit them. If we were to liken the Federal estate
to a house, we would find a crumbling driveway, a leaking roof,
rusted pipes and a failing septic system. But strangely enough
rather than devoting the time and money to those essential repairs,
the owner of the house is considering an addition. A private banker
wouldn’t lend money for such an addition and likewise Congress
should not appropriate additional funds for Federal land acquisi-
tion until we address the deferred maintenance backlog. That is,
until we get our house in order.

Reauthorization of the LWCF presents an opportunity for Con-
gress to get the Federal estate in order. First, we must clarify that
maintenance counts as a related purpose for which LWCF funds
can be used. And second, I would urge you to consider prioritizing
the allocation of LWCF funds for maintenance before we devote ad-
ditional funds to land acquisition and stretch our already too thin
budgets further.

To be sure, at its current funding level of $900 million annually,
the LWCF is not sufficient to address the entire maintenance back-
log alone. And relying exclusively on congressional appropriations
to address these needs has not, unfortunately, been a prodigal pol-
icy solution in the past.

User fees are also needed to address the deferred maintenance
backlog, and our Federal land managers must be allowed to retain
most of those fees onsite. Doing so would align the incentives of
land managers and land users, and would help land managers de-
termine which maintenance projects are the most critical to our
Federal land visitors.

As conservationists on this 45th Earth Day and with the Na-
tional Park Service Centennial coming up next year, we should ac-
knowledge the inherent tradeoff between acquiring more lands and
conserving what we’ve got. Stewarding as Ranking Member Cant-
well mentioned what we’ve got.

With more than 640,000,000 acres now under Federal ownership
and a ballooning maintenance backlog on those lands, spending
nearly $1 billion each year to acquire more lands is not responsible
land conservation. We should all remember that the LWCF is the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, not the Land and Water Ac-
quisition Fund.

As my father told me growing up, if you ever find yourself in a
hole, the very first thing you do is stop digging. It’s time to stop
digging.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. And I look for-
ward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Watson follows:]
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Introduction

Madame Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and Members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of and potential reforms to the Land and
Water Conservation Fund. My name is Reed Watson and [ am the Executive Director of the
Property and Environment Research Center (PERC), a nonprofit research institute in Bozeman,
Montana, that has studied public land issues for more than three decades.

My testimony today will explain why reauthorizing the LWCEF in its current form would likely
do more harm than good for our federal lands. The reason is simple: we are failing to maintain
most of the 635 million acres already owned by the federal government. Using the LWCF to
acquire additional land—without first addressing the billions of dollars in deferred maintenance
on the existing federal estate—will threaten the ecological health, public accessibility, and
economic productivity of these precious lands.

Congress should reform the LWCF to address the critical yet unfunded needs that exist on lands
currently administered by the federal government. In particular, Congress should require that the
LWCF be used to reduce the massive backlog of deferred maintenance projects on existing
federal lands before it can be used to acquire new federal lands.

Conservation, at its core, is about the care and maintenance of the land. Spending hundreds of
millions of dollars each year from the LWCF to expand the federal estate when we are currently
failing to maintain the existing federal estate is not responsible conservation. Reauthorization of
the LWCF gives Congress an opportunity to prioritize conservation over acquisition.

LWCF Background

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is the principal funding source for federal land
acquisitions for conservation and recreational purposes. Created in 1964, the LWCF is
authorized at $900 million per year, with the vast majority of revenues currently derived from oil
and gas leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf. Through the appropriations process, LWCF
funds are used for three general purposes: (1) federal acquisition of land and waters; (2) grants to
states for recreational planning; acquiring recreational fands, waters, or related interests; and
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developing outdoor recreational facilities, collectively the “stateside program;” and (3) related
purposes. Rarely has Congress fully appropriated the LWCF for these purposes. Since 1965,
more than $36 billion has been credited to the LWCF, but less than half of that amount ($16.8
billion) has been appropriated to LWCF programs. !

Of the total LWCF appropriations since 1965, the majority ($10.4 billion) has gone to federal
land acquisitions. These acquisitions were made by four agencies—the National Park Service,
the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, and the Fish and Wildlife Service. Of
the four agencies, the National Parks Service has received the most LWCF funding at $4.4
billion, or 42 percent of the total LWCF federal land acquisition appropriations. Federal land
acquisitions since the LWCF’s creation total approximately 5 million acres.?

The stateside program has received the second-largest portion of total LWCF appropriations
($4.2 billion). In the early years of the program, more funds went to the stateside program than to
federal land acquisition, but stateside appropriations have declined since the early 1980s.°

The stateside program received no appropriations in FY 1996 through FY 1999, with zero
stateside budget requests in FY2001, FY2002, and FY2006 through FY 2008.*

The third category, generally described as “related purposes” or “other federal purposes,” has
received the smallest portion of total LWCF appropriations ($2.1 billion). No funds were
provided for related purposes until FY1998, but Congress has since directed 29 percent of the
total LWCF appropriations to this category. Some of these appropriations were directed to the
Forest Service highway rehabilitation and maintenance, but the majority has supported other
programs such as the Historic Preservation Fund, the Payments in Lieu of Taxes program, and
various forestry and habitat programs off the federal estate.

With the LWCF set to expire on September 30" of this year, disagreement has emerged over
whether, for how much, and for which purposes the Fund should be reauthorized. The Obama
Administration has proposed amending the law to appropriate mandatory funding of $900
million annually beginning FY2016.5 Many oppose reauthorization on the grounds that federal
ownership restricts certain land uses and reduces local tax revenues.

Research conducted at PERC has shed light on an additional consideration: whether the LWCF
should be used to acquire additional land when our federal agencies are unable to maintain the
the existing federal estate. lands the backlog of deferred maintenance projects on the existing
federal estate.

! Carol Vincent Hardy. 2014, “Land and Water Conservation Fund: Overview, Funding History, and Issues.”
Congressional Research Service. RL3353 1. hitp:/nationalaglawcenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/assets/crs/RL3353 1. pdf

2 Zinn, Jeffrey. 2003, “Land and Water Conservation Fund: Current Status and Issues.” Congressional Research
Service Report for Congress, June 10. Zinn reports acquisitions as of 20035 was 4.5 million acres.

3 Margaret Walls. 2009. “Federal Funding for Conservation and Recreation: The Land and Water Conservation
Fund.” Resources for the Future Backgrounder. http://www.rff.org/RFF/Documents/RFF-BCK-ORRG_LWCF .pdf.
*+ Despite receiving no stateside budget requests, Congress appropriated $319 million to the stateside program in
those years, with 2002 stateside funding of $144 million, the most stateside appropriations since 1980.

* U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, Budget Justifications and Performance Information, Fiscal Year
2015, p. LASA-L.
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Unfunded Projects on Existing Federal Lands

Spanning some 635 million acres, the federal estate accounts for 28 percent of the total land area
in the United States. That is an area roughly nine times the size of Nevada—a state that, itself, is
81 percent federally owned. Federal ownership is concentrated in the West, where nearly half of
the land is owned by the federal government. Besides Nevada, western states where the federal
government owns more than half of all land include: Oregon at 53 percent federal, Alaska and
Tdaho, each at 62 percent federally owned, and Utah at 67 percent.®

As the federal estate has grown, so too has the backlog of maintenance projects on federal lands.
In 2010, the Department of the Interior estimated that its total deferred maintenance backlog may
be as high as $20 billion.” Last month, the National Park Service announced that its deferred
maintenance backlog has reached a total of $11.5 billion ® The agency estimates that 90 percent
of its roads are in “fair” or “poor” condition, dozens of bridges are “structurally deficient” and in
need of reconstruction, and 6,700 miles of trails are in “poor” or “seriously deficient” condition.’

As the National Park Service (NPS) prepares to celebrate its 100-year anniversary in 2016, this
deferred maintenance backlog represents a glaring blemish in a system known for the “crown
jewels” of Yellowstone, Yosemite, and Grand Canyon. Aging infrastructure and facilities,
increased visitor use, and insufficient funding all contribute to the growth of the NPS backlog.
Table 1 lists the deferred maintenance backlogs in several popular national parks as of
September 2014.

Table 1: Deferred Maintenance Backlogs in Popular National Parks (2014)!°
Yellowstone $656,547,010
Yosemite $552,778,696
Grand Canyon $329,458,168
Rainier $298.372,137
Grand Teton $201,840,685
Glacier $178,517,042

Consider a few of these backlogged NPS projects: More than $20 million is needed to fix the
deteriorated condition of the waste water facilities in Yellowstone.!! As much as $200 million is

5 Gorte, Ross W, et al. 2012, “Federal Land Ownership: Overview and Data.” Congressional Research Service.
http/fas org/sep/ers/misc/R4A2340 pdf

7 Government Accountability Office. 2011. “Department of the Interior: Major Management Challenges.” GAO-11-
4247, http/www, gan.goviproducts/GAQ-11-424T

8 The NPS defines the deferred maintenance backlog as the cost of maintenance that is not performed when it should
have been or was scheduled and which, therefore, is put off or delayed, most often due to funding constraints.

9 National Park Service. “Critical Maintenance Backlog.”

http:/Aww.nps. gov/transportation/maintenance _backlog hitml

19 “NPS Deferred Maintenance by State and by Park.”

hitp:/Avww.ips. gov/subiccts/plandesignconstruct/upload/FY 14-DM-by-State-and-Park_2015-03-13.pdf

-
5
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needed to fix busted water pipelines and ensure safe drinking water for visitors at Grand Canyon
National Park '2 More than $3 billion in high-priority road repairs are needed across the national
park system.!? According to the latest NPS estimates, the backlog consists of $1.8 billion in
building repairs, $62 million in campground maintenance, $472 million in trail maintenance,
$255 million in waste water systems, and $5.6 billion in unfunded transportation-related
infrastructure needs. '

In addition to unfunded maintenance projects, federal land agencies also face operational
constraints that prevent the agencies from adequately managing and protecting the lands under
their control. For instance, in Region 1 of the National Forest Service, budget cuts have created
at least 15 law enforcement vacancies.'® The Forest Service has been forced to cut full-time
employees in non-fire programs by 35 percent over the last decade, and the agency expects
further employment cuts in 2016. The result is a diminished capacity for the agency to
appropriately monitor and protect our national forests.

The care and maintenance of existing federal lands is an appropriations decision that often loses
out to other political considerations. Congress has shown more interest in appropriating funds to
acquire new federal lands than it is to provide funding for routine maintenance projects on those
lands. Similarly, presidents have been more likely to seek new federal land acquisitions or create
new federal designations under their executive authority—as President Obama did in December
with the creation of seven new units of the national park system—than they are to prioritize the
maintenance of existing federal lands. These political considerations have contributed to the
steady increase in the deferred maintenance backlog over the last several decades, despite claims
by several recent administrations to begin addressing the issue.

The continued expansion and acquisition of new federal lands has contributed to a steady growth
in the maintenance backlog across the federal estate. As the NPS recently noted, “[Nlew
legislation and executive orders have transferred to the NPS additional assets in poor condition
compounding the NPS already limited capacity to provide stewardship to existing assets.” !¢
Since 2005, more than a dozen additional parks with transportation assets were added to the
national park system, in addition to land acquisitions funded by the LWCF. The agency
anticipates that the backlog will continue to grow as a result of additional land acquisitions
combined with the unavoidable effects of inflation and asset deterioration.

1t “NPS Asset Inventory Summary - By Park.” httpo//fwww nps. gov/subiects/plandesignconstroct/upload NP S-Asset-
inventorv-Summary-By-Park-FY14-1 pdf

2 Associated Press. May 21, 2014, “Water pipes top Grand Canyon’s maintenance list.”
http:ffwww.castvallevtribune com/arizona/article d28cc93¢-e03a-1163-9235a-0019bb2963 4. himl

13 Statement of Jonathan B. Jarvis, Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, Before the Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, for an Oversight Hearing to Consider Supplemental Funding Options
to Support the National Park Service’s Efforts to Address Deferred Maintenance and Operational Needs. July 25,
2013, hitp/www.energy.senate. gov/publicindex.clm/ltes/serveTFile_id=6d4ed073-b1£5-42cf-a01a-122be7 106709
14 <NPS Asset Inventory Summary”

bitp:feww nps. eov/subiects/plandesisnconstruct/upload/NPS- Asset-Trventory -Swormary-TY 14-1-2 pdf

15 Chaney, Rob. 2014, “Forest Service law enforcement takes budget bit; Region 1 reviews 15 vacancies.”
Missoulion. March 9. hitp://migsoutian.com/mews/local/forest-service-law-cnforcement-takes-budect-hit-reeion-
loses-jobs/article 89%¢aSce-0117-3342-9808-1 53205431 cdl himl

16 National Park Service. 2014. “Deferred Maintenance Backlog.” Park Facility Management Division.
httpo/Awww.nps. goviransporiation/ndfs/DelerredMainienancePaper. pdf
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Opportunities for Reform

As currently authorized, the federal portion of the LWCF allows the federal government to
purchase additional lands, but it makes no explicit provision for the care and maintenance of
existing federal lands or the lands to be acquired with LWCF funds. Throughout its 50-year
history, the LWCF has added approximately 5 million acres to the federal estate, almost all in the
West. In so doing, the LWCF has created additional maintenance and operational needs without
providing a means to address those needs. In FY2015, federal land agencies sought a combined
total of 163 land acquisitions through the LWCF.

Given the current size of the federal estate, and the extent of the management needs on those
lands, spending hundreds of millions of dollars annually through the LWCF to acquire new lands
is irresponsible. These acquisitions exacerbate the problem by creating even more unfunded
maintenance projects and by stretching already insufficient maintenance budgets over even more
acres.

Conservation, at its core, is about the care and maintenance of the land. As such, the federal
government has a responsibility to maintain and adequately fund the land it owns for
conservation and recreational purposes. The relevant question is whether Congress should give
federal land managers the resources they need to maintain and conserve the existing federal
estate, or whether we should burden them further, and stretch their budgets thinner, with
additional land acquisitions.

There is ample evidence that Westerners value the care and maintenance of existing federal
lands. The latest “Conservation in the West” survey, conducted by Colorado College, found that
95 percent of voters in the West believe that Congress should ensure that public land managers
“have the resources they need to take care of public lands and provide services to visitors.”!’
While the survey is commonly cited as evidence that conservation programs such as the LWCF
are popular among Westerners, this finding suggests that properly maintaining and caring for
existing federal lands is a top priority among Western voters.

Conservationists and lawmakers should acknowledge the tradeoffs that are inherent in
appropriation decisions over conservation measures such as the LWCF reauthorization. Funding
that is allocated to land acquisition means less funding is available for other purposes such as
deferred maintenance backlogs and operational needs on existing federal lands. Deferred
maintenance has not been a political priority, at least not measured by the history of
congressional appropriations. Therefore, arguing that the LWCF should be used exclusively for
federal acquisitions or the stateside program, and that the deferred maintenance backlog should
be addressed in the general appropriations process is not a credible policy position.'® Rather,
conservationists must recognize these tradeoffs and seek out opportunities that enable federal
land agencies to meet these challenges.

1% The 2015 Conservation in the West Poll: A Survey of the Attitudes of Voters in Six Western States.

hitosi/fwww coloradocollege eduw/siateoltherockies/conservationinthewest/

18 See, for example, Hiar, Corbin. 2015, “Jewell defends efforts in Alaska, opposes LWCF changes,” Greenwire,
April 17, quoting Interior Secretary Sally Jewell: * As a result, Jewell said, “We do not support the idea of using land
and water conservation fund dollars for maintenance or operations. We think that’s a part of the regular budget.”

5
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LWCF reauthorization is one such opportunity. Reauthorization presents an opportunity for
Congress to address many of the critical needs on existing federal lands and to prevent further
increases in the deferred maintenance backlog. To do this, Congress must first clarify that
maintenance counts as a “related purpose” for which LWCF can be used. Second, Congress
should prioritize the allocation of LWCF funds for maintenance before we devote additional
funds to land acquisition

Even with these changes, the LWCF is not sufficient at its current funding level of $900 million
to erase the entire maintenance backlog. Indeed, the NPS estimates that it would have to spend
nearly $700 million each year on deferred maintenance projects just to hold its backlog steady at
$11.5 billion.! Given this reality, Congress must identify and tap additional funding sources that
can help federal land managers tackle the maintenance backlog.

One funding source that has already given federal land managers much needed budget flexibility
is user fees.”’ Allowing managers to charge (or, in some instances, continue to charge) user fees
and retain the majority of the fees collected on-site would better align the incentives of land
managers and land users. Retained receipts would also help land managers prioritize
maintenance projects in a way that would complement and perhaps direct any LWCF funds
appropriated exclusively for maintenance.

Conclusion

The reauthorization of the LWCF presents an opportunity for Congress to address many of the
critical unfunded needs on existing federal lands and prevent further increases in the deferred
maintenance backlog. As Congress considers reauthorizing the LWCF, policymakers should seek
to reform the program to provide a steady and reliable source of funding for maintenance,
repairs, and revitalization of existing federal lands before those funds are used to expand the
federal estate.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify and present my views on this important subject.

19 Statement of Jonathan B, Jarvis, Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, Before the Senate
Comuuittee on Energy and Natnral Resources, for an Oversight Hearing to Consider Supplemental Funding Options
to Support the National Park Service’s Efforts to Address Deferred Maintenance and Opcrational Needs. July 25,
2013, hitp/fwww.cnergy. senate gov/public/index.cfm/flics/serve?File id=0dded073-b1f5-42¢f-a01a-122be7 166709
* See, for e\ample Donald Leal and Holly Fretwell. 1997. “Back to the Future to Save Our Parks.” PERC Policy
Series. http://www . pere orgfarticles/back-future-save-our-parks-full.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Watson.

Thank you, each of you, for your testimony this morning.

I want to, kind of, take your comments, Mr. Watson, and kick
this over to the Deputy Secretary, Mr. Connor, because I think you
have articulated it well. We are at a place where our Federal Gov-
ernment managers have approximately 640,000,000 acres under
Federal management. That is nearly 30 percent of the United
States of America, which is significant.

I think we would all agree on this dais here that our public
lands, our lands in this country, are treasures. We do have a re-
sponsibility, a stewardship responsibility, to them. How we address
this is the crux of what we are dealing with here today.

When we were looking through the history of LWCF and recog-
nizing that this was enacted 50 years ago and when the bill was
moving through the process, the Senate version of the bill origi-
nally had development in it. It is my understanding that they
dropped that in conference because there were some who felt that
there was this urgency to acquire lands before either the values
skyrocketed or they were privately developed.

Since LWCF was enacted we have had 104,000,000 acres in Alas-
ka added through ANILCA and nearly 5,000,000 additional acres
aquired with LWCF. Again, Alaska has about 30 percent of the
United States acreage.

The question I think that we are dealing with is do we keep add-
ing to that land bank without focusing on the responsibility for
management and maintenance of what is contained within that
bank? At what point, Mr. Connor, should we start taking care of
what we already own rather than the continual focus on acquisi-
tion? As Mr. Watson reminded us, this is the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, not the Land and Water Acquisition Fund.

At what point do we say we have to put a priority on the mainte-
nance and the backlog?

Mr. CONNOR. Thank you for the question.

I think that is the question we should be asking. Are we merely
adding to the Federal estate through the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, the acquisition side of it, or what purposes are our
acquisitions for?

As I mentioned in my testimony 99.25 percent of the acquisitions
in the last five years have been within the exterior boundaries of
conservation units. And I think what we are trying to accomplish
with respect to that is we’re trying to certainly add to the conserva-
tion value, to connect habitats but that eases overall management.
We're addressing inefficiencies in our management, as I mentioned
with respect to our inholdings and the fact that that drives up fire
suppression costs.

The CHAIRMAN. At some point don’t you run out of these
inholdings that will allow you to have continued efficiency?

I understand what you are saying. I think we are all agreeing
here, but at what point do we say we have an obligation, a finan-
cial obligation and a stewardship obligation, to care for these lands
that we have now under our Federal management?

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely, we do. But I don’t think the choice is
do we address the deferred maintenance issue within the National
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Park Service and other land management agencies. Is that a com-
petition with the Land and Water Conservation Fund?

I think the Land and Water Conservation Fund improves man-
agement, improves our ability to meet state priorities. It has a lot
of conservation benefits. It’s a necessary program to address a lot
of needs both for Federal land management agencies, but also for
state and local priorities.

Deferred maintenance is a very real issue, and I think we share
the view that that is a serious issue that needs to be addressed.
Our budget——

The CHAIRMAN. But how——

Mr. CONNOR. Also does that through a separate mechanism.

The CHAIRMAN. How are we proposing then to do that because
the Administration is seeking to turn LWCF into a permanent
mandatory-funded program? How do we do that?

So far as I know, we have not identified any offset which is an
issue here when we are dealing with CBO scoring. How do we en-
sure that, in fact, we have in place the means to address this be-
cause LWCF is not a true trust fund here? It has always been sub-
ject to appropriations. You acknowledge that there is a need to ad-
dress it, but what we have not seen is how we effectively pay for
it.

Mr. CONNOR. Well, there are, overall in the budget as we've
talked about in our budget hearing, there are offsets in the overall
budget for both the mandatory funding request for Land and Water
Conservation Fund and the specific initiative we have within the
Park Service budget to address the deferred maintenance issue.

Two hundred forty-three million dollars in the ’16 budget specifi-
cally through the discretionary appropriations process to address
deferred maintenance issues, plus $300 million in mandatory fund-
ing for a three-year period, each year for a three-year period, to ad-
dress that deferred issue

The CHAIRMAN. But I think we

Mr. CONNOR. In association with the National Park Centennial
with our goal is to take those highest priority assets, that $2.2 bil-
lion that we've identified as our highest priority, non-transpor-
tation assets, and get them in good condition over a ten-year period
intended to address the deferred maintenance issue. So we have
offsets in the overall budget that provide for both the Land and
Water Conservation Fund mandatory request and the deferred
maintenance issue with the Park Service budget.

The CHAIRMAN. But I think we recognize that the identified off-
sets that you have come up with are probably offsets that will not
be acceptable within this Congress.

So where do we start?

Let us go to Senator Cantwell, and I do not know whether votes
have been called, but as members come and go we will just keep
moving.

Senator CANTWELL. Thank you, Madam Chair.

And I would like to continue on this dialog because I think it is
an important one, particularly with the anniversary of the national
parks coming up and the question of what we want to do to im-
prove our park system in recognition of where we have been over
the last 100 years. But I just want to be clear because I think just
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because the name of it is The Land and Water Conservation Fund,
I am okay with changing the name to put the name acquisition in
there. It 1s clearly in the statute, reading from the statute, that the
purpose of this is for the acquisition of lands, waters, or interests
in land and water as follows. So it is clearly in the Act. That is
what is authorized. That is the purpose of it, so the Act is not just
to theoretically conserve.

I do think that the backlog issue is a real issue. Now I have
ideas that I think that we should do the roadless area rule and
take care of backlogs at the same time, set aside what we are not
going to do because it is in an unattractive part from the perspec-
tive of actual timber harvest, and then make investments in areas
where we do have backlog. But to blame the entire Federal system
backlog on the Land and Water Conservation Fund I just think is
not the right direction. We have got to own up to what our obliga-
tions are, to improve our Federal lands and continue to see areas
in which Federal land acquisition might be done.

So with that, Ms. Scarlett, you have been involved in these
issues from two different perspectives, your role in the Department
of Interior during the Bush Administration and now your position
with The Nature Conservancy. In fact, I would like to say that
some of the best environmentalists on the Republican side of the
aisle usually come from previous Administrations who then decide
that those were the right policies. There are many Republicans who
push Presidents, who push great land policies, and I certainly want
us to look at this as a bipartisan effort.

But what can we do to make sure that we have land and water
acquisition and also take care of maintenance?

Ms. SCARLETT. Thank you, Senator. I want to offer several points
on this.

Looking at the backlog issue I think we first have to look at its
composition. So about half of it is roads and I think appropriately
we should be looking in the transportation reauthorization at ad-
dressing some of those challenges.

Secondly a not insignificant portion actually comes from disas-
ters that have occurred and in which emergency supplemental
funding has not covered the responses on Federal public lands and
so including when those emergency supplemental approves funding
to actually address those will also help.

But I want to get to a much more important and central issue
which is I think the remedy to the maintenance backlog really
needs to be tied to ways that reinforce sound agency management.
I think the Fish and Wildlife Service offers a recent example.
They’ve actually decreased their maintenance backlog by about half
in just a few short years. And they did that first by clearly charac-
terizing those assets that needed repair and replacement. Second
by prioritizing and recognizing that everything on the list didn’t
really need to be addressed. A remote, unused or seldom used, for
example, road might have been on the list doesn’t really need re-
pair. So they set clear priorities, management discipline and then
struck out to actually, within the appropriated annual budget, ad-
dress them. I think the other agencies can similarly do the same.

I want to make another point. I spent so many hours on this
issue during my time at Interior, and one of the things we did was



103

to actually look at industry standards. The backlog itself is a little
bit misleading because even in the private sector there’s always a
backlog. What you want to do is to keep that backlog less than ten
percent of your capital asset replacement cost. Fish and Wildlife
Service now has its backlog down to four percent, well within that
industry best practice.

Other ways to address it? Recreation fees and keeping them on-
site, extraordinarily important.

And then T'll conclude with another remedy. Increasingly The
Nature Conservancy, when we partner in Land and Water Con-
servation Fund efforts, brings some matching philanthropic funds
to the table and actually create some endowments that can actually
contribute to some management of those lands.

So I think there’s a lot of remedies here that are worth exploring.

Thank you.

Senator CANTWELL. Well, Mr. Connor, what about that, looking
at percentages and looking at various tools that would help for
each of the individual backlogs? I mean, I think we should at least
all come to an agreement as members of this Committee. Believe
me, we are a very diverse group of people here, but we ought to
just come to an agreement.

What is the maintenance backlog within the Department of Inte-
rior? Let’s put the number out there, and then we can decide what
we want to do about it. But as I said, instead of blaming it all on
the Land and Water Conservation Fund as the source for taking
care of all the backlogs on Federal lands, I think we have to come
up with other remedies.

Mr. CoNNOR. Well as a former Deputy Secretary I listen to Lynn
as much as possible, and it’s been good advice since she’s been giv-
ing it, and I think she’s giving some good advice today.

I think she’s absolutely right. If we look at the maintenance
backlog, we quantify it. It is 11 and a half percent, I mean, $11.5
billion for the Park Service. It does approach $20 billion across the
board, although that may include Bureau of Reclamation.

There’s always going to be some level of backlog, so we've got to
separate and prioritize, and that’s what we’ve done with respect to
the Park Service, and that’s what the Fish and Wildlife Service has
done. So we've identified our highest priority, non-transportation
assets. We do think the Transportation bill should be looked at.

But there are these other programs, fees, as well as, particularly
for the Park Service, the private, the philanthropic organizations,
the National Park Foundation, which is stepping up with respect
to the Centennial coming up, raising lots of private dollars because
there is an interest in doing that. And we've got to marry up all
these programs to deal with that overall deferred maintenance
issue which has gotten a little excessive. It is a priority. We just
don’t think that that needs to compete with the LWCF.

Senator CANTWELL. Thank you.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Daines?

Senator DAINES. Thank you, Chairman Murkowski and Ranking
Member Cantwell for this hearing today.

The natural resources in Montana are so important to driving
our economy. Many, many Montanans make their living off the
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land whether it is agriculture, whether it is mining energy indus-
tries or, of course, showcasing really world class vistas in the public
lands to visitors around the world.

In fact I grew up in Bozeman. We are an hour away from Yellow-
stone National Park, literally 50 minutes away from public lands.
It is really the heart of where Brad Pitt and Robert Redford cre-
ated fly fishing in a movie called, “A River Runs Through It.”

Having said that we built a software company there that had
1,000 employees and in part because people enjoy the quality of life
in Montana and now that technology has moved, geography is a
constraint. It was really our access to the lands and the amazing
quality of life we had. It was an important driver to creating a
business that capitalized nearly $2 billion. In fact our recruiting
website was, I love it here, dot com, to get new employees.

So with that as background and my support certainly for LWCF
I want to address my first question to Ms. Scarlett.

Thank you for being here today. The Nature Conservancy has
used LWCF very well in Montana. I am hoping you can address
some of these concerns that it’s solely to increase the Federal es-
tate.

It is my understanding that a majority of the projects in Mon-
tana are in fact addressing the checkerboard nature of ownership
inholdings, easements that actually increase access to public lands,
improve land management and ensure that our multigenerational
farmers, ranchers even, stay working on the lands.

Could you expand on how LWCF is used in Montana?

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes, thank you, Senator.

You're absolutely right. Increasingly we are seeing, especially
through the Forest Legacy Project, as part of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, the use of both conservation easements so one
sustains working lands, but also acquisition of checkerboard lands
that in some instances actually make access difficult.

A couple of projects, I'll flag the Trumbull Creek watershed
project in Montana, a Forest Legacy project. That was an ease-
ment. It yielded jobs, protected drinking water and sustained ac-
cess.

Another major one, The Nature Conservancy, has been involved
in was the Montana Legacy Project, an enormous project, also
many, many partners, working with Plum Creek Timber Company
on some 310,000 acres of land. Again, one of the key goals was sus-
tained access but also keeping lands contiguous and therefore bet-
ter able to be managed.

Senator DAINES. Yes, and on that issue of access. In Montana we
have approximately 2,000,000 acres of public land that are inacces-
sible to the public. Access to public lands for outdoor recreation is
such an important way of life for us. It really distinguishes, I
think, America from virtually any other country in the world in
terms of what we have here, that the average, hardworking, mid-
dle-class Montanan has access to lands.

How was LWCF used in Montana to improve the sportsmen ac-
cess to existing Federal lands?

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes, absolutely.

Again, I want to flag the Forest Legacy Project Program because
it has particularly focused on trying to enhance that access along
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with improving forest management, and so the vast majority of
those projects actually go very specifically toward enhancing access
or at least having that as a component.

Again, in some instances where you have private lands which we
all celebrate, of course, they also make it difficult in some instances
to access some of the premier fishing areas, hunting areas, that are
on the public lands. Again, one of our goals with The Nature Con-
servancy in addition to, of course, meeting our habitat conservation
goals has also been to help ensure that access to, after all, the
hunters and fishers who are among our greatest conservationists.

Senator DAINES. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett.

Mr. Connor, I have a question for you. Certainly in Montana we
understand that management of Federal lands must be improved,
and we also are very aware of the current budget constraints and
increasing appropriations for maintenance of existing Federal lands
is da real challenge that we have already heard some debate here
today.

Could you expand further on how you see how LWCF has actu-
ally created cost savings within the Federal agency’s budget and
how LWCF can make Federal land management more effective and
efficient?

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely, Senator Daines. Thanks for the ques-
tion.

One example is a specific Montana example that we have in the
Lolo National Forest which had a very significant fire that rapidly
spread in 2013 and became a high priority area during the fire-
fighting season. Of great concern during that fire were a number
of inholdings, and it was a particularly checker-boarded area. And
from that standpoint there were increased firefighting costs associ-
ated with protecting those inholdings. There was concerns about
that situation being exacerbated because of the Wildland Urban
Interface that could exist there if those properties were developed.

So in the aftermath LWCF was used to acquire a number of
those parcels which, I think, the Forest Service identified as a very
high priority to ease firefighting suppression costs. And that’s one
example.

And just overall it’s been estimated that about 13 percent of
those inholdings that are the Wildland Urban Interface are devel-
oped at this point in time and do have properties and structures
within them. If that was expanded at just 50 percent of those par-
cels, the Forest Service estimates that that would eat up the vast
majority of their suppression budget in any particular firefighting
season.

So it’s a real concern about, how do we reduce costs, but also how
do we avoid costs in the future?

Senator DAINES. Okay, thanks, Mr. Connor.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Heinrich?

Senator HEINRICH. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Watson cited a figure, I think it was $11.5 billion, that is the
maintenance backlog at the National Park Service. I would remind
all of us that roughly half of that backlog is the responsibility of
the Department of Transportation and state transportation agen-
cies. I think we need to take that portion of the backlog seriously,
but the way to address that backlog should be to get very serious
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about passing a transportation reauthorization bill that actually in-
cludes a sustainable and long-term funding source to address that
backlog. Blaming LWCF for that backlog really misses the point.
LWCF is a program that works. If everything in government
worked as well as LWCF we would have a lot of time on our hands.
We, as the Congress, have created the backlog, and we should ad-
dress that shortcoming through the appropriations process.

In addition, I want to point out the fact that we only get to sell
oil and gas once. We lease a lot of oil and gas in the State of New
Mexico, but our oil and gas reserves, including these reserves off-
shore that fund LWCF, are depleteable assets. Once we spend the
revenue from them, it is gone. That is why LWCF was set up to
make permanent investments in conservation and recreation, not
just pay for regular operations. So when we sell our energy re-
serves they should be invested in some sort of permanent invest-
ment in conservation, not for routine operations and maintenance.

I hope we remember that if this program was as broken as some
would suggest, I seriously doubt that LWCF reauthorization would
have gotten 59 votes on the floor of the Senate as it did just a few
weeks ago.

So with that, Secretary Connor, I want to ask about something
you know a little bit about, something about which is water. As you
know water is one of the most economically, culturally important
resources that we get from our public lands, particularly in the
Southwest in places like New Mexico. In fact, almost half of our
surface water comes from our national forests.

In Taos County the county commissioner requested that the Car-
son National Forest purchase a property that was up for sale be-
cause development on it would threaten drinking water supplies for
the Town of Taos and surrounding communities. Can you talk a lit-
tle more about what LWCF does in terms of protecting water sup-
plies for communities and farmers across the country?

Mr. CoNNOR. Thank you, Senator Heinrich.

And yes, and particularly these days with the dramatic droughts
going on in the West and just the fact that the water resources are
most affected by increasing temperatures, most immediately, we
notice the impact on water resources. There is a renewed focus
within the LWCF to specifically look at investments that protect
watersheds. And I'll be sure to go back and look at the Carson Na-
tional Forest example that you mentioned.

But two examples. As I mentioned in my verbal comments, the
Leslie Canyon National Wildlife Refuge and 13,000 acres of a con-
servation easement and a ranch there. They specifically highlighted
four watershed protection purposes. It has other benefits. It keeps
working lands in production. It helps facilitate the financial aspects
of that operation. But that is one of the most stunning examples
of where watershed protection is the highest priority and to re-
store, work with the ranch and restore the landscape, improve the
health of the overall watershed and the yield that it has overall.

Great Sand Dunes National Park, the headwaters of the Rio
Grande in Colorado, is another example where we are prioritizing
acquisitions. I think in the budget there’s a 5,000 to 6,000 acre par-
cel which is just part of a number of inholdings intended to particu-
larly protect that watershed.
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Senator HEINRICH. Those are great examples, and I want to
thank Senator Daines for bringing the issue of access up as well.

One of the ways that the Land and Water Conservation Fund
has been used in recent years that is really critical from a local eco-
nomic viewpoint is being able to purchase easements whether it is
into a water course, a river that does not have fishing or boating
access, whether it is getting access into these isolated pieces of
public land that over time have been surrounded by private prop-
erty.

Can you talk a little bit about how the Department of Interior
is using Land and Water Conservation Funds to leverage the out-
door recreation, hunting and fishing economy by getting access to
places that the public already owns?

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely.

I think, just quickly, this is an area where I think the Adminis-
tration has plowed new ground with respect to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund assets which is the use of conservation ease-
ments and the use of funding for particularly access for hunting,
fishing. And so there’s a number of examples in Colorado on the
Yampa River, the Niobrara Scenic River, the North Platte Special
Management Area in Wyoming, where the focus has been access to
the river for fishing as well as hunting access, particularly in the
Yampa River in Colorado.

It’s been a high priority. It’s a continued need that we hear more,
and it’s one of the refinements. I think you mentioned, Chairman
Murkowski, that we do need to look at access more and more, and
I think that’s appropriate.

Senator HEINRICH. And to give credit where credit is due there
is a Sportsmen’s Act that Senator Murkowski and I are working
on. It does attempt to address this very issue which is critical for
many, many Western states.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely, I appreciate you bringing that up,
Senator Heinrich.

One thing that you mentioned though that I would agree with
you on is we have got to deal with this aspect of the maintenance
backlog as it relates to the roads within our public lands and how
we deal with that, but it is my understanding that that responsi-
bility is still on the Federal side, not kicked over to state DOT.
There has been some argument about that, but it is still on the
Federal side of the ledger, and that is why it tips it so out of
whack.

I am going to dash off and vote. Senator Barrasso will be up
next. I know that there are a whole host of other members that will
be back, so again, we will be jumping up and down.

Senator BARRASSO [presiding]. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Connor, recently this Committee has received letters from
the National Recreation and Park Association, the National Asso-
ciation of State Park Directors and the National Association of
State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers. I am going to submit
those letters for the record. Obviously there is nobody here to ob-
ject, so they are part of the record now. [Laughter.]

[The information referred to follows:]
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National Recreation
and Park Association

February 6, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell
Chairman Ranking Member

Energy & Natural Resources Committee Energy & Natural Resources Committee
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 511 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Re: LWCF Reauthorization and State Assistance Program
Dear Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell:

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) followed, with great interest, last
week’s Senate discussion on the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation
Fuand (LWCF), which oceurred during floor debate on the Keystone XL pipeline.

As a result, the NRPA deems important that we clearly state our position in support of
changes being needed in the reauthorization of the LWCF.

The NRPA represents over 14,000 state and local park and recreation agencies, as well as
more than 48,000 individual members in communities both large and small in all states.
We respectfully request your support for: 1) the reauthorization of the LWCF including
full, permanent funding; and 2) with fair and equitable treatment for the State Assistance
Program of no less than 40% guaranteed funding for formula grants to the states for
active outdoor recreation.

What we find is getting lost in the current discussion over the reauthorization of the
LWCEF is, first and foremost, the issue of fairness in how LWCF dollars are being
distributed. While four-out-of-five Americans live in larger metropolitan areas, the
LWCF is now only providing about 13% of overall funding to the very program — State
Assistance -- which impacts people where they live, and recreate, the most. Urban
communities, in particular, suffer from the severe lack of resources currently provided
through the State Assistance program.

The State Assistance Program is consistently listed as a key tenant of the overall LWCF
program. We value preserving and providing access to our national treasures for all to
enjoy, but we want to remind you that many treasured areas are NOT located on federal
property.

In spite of its gross lack of support, portions of State Assistance allocations have been
administered very successfully to virtually every local community across the country.
The respective state and local partners frequently go well beyond the required one-to-one
match for stateside grants.

22377 Belmont Ridge Road | Ashburn, Virginia | 20148 | www.iwpa.org
703.858.0784 | Fax 703.858.0794
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Chairman Murkowski
Ranking Member Cantwell
LWCF Reauthorization

Page 2

Described as the most effective conservation effort in America and widely recognized as
visionary legislation in 1965 when LWCF was authorized, the original allocation
designated was:

SEC. 4. (0} ALLOCATION.—There shall ...
) the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum
Jor State purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes, ...
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Through legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund in
recent years averages 13%. We recognize the considerable competing priorities, but an
honest review will confirm the effectiveness, the demand and the appropriateness of
providing a fair and balanced allocation that resembles the original intent of the law.

NRPA fully supports permanently and robustly reauthorizing L WCF State Assistance
funding to enable planning, acquisition, development and rehabilitation of outdoor
recreation facilities and opportunities at the state and local levels.

Permanent reauthorization of LWCF, with a dedicated, balanced and equitable funding of
the State Assistance allocation, will have tremendous impact today, and for generations,
in meeting the purposes of the original Act.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

s
.

/5;2&&@%&%“ -'

Barbara Tulipane, CAE
President and CEO
National Recreation and Park Association

cc: Members of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee
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National Association of State Park Directors
P.0. Box 91567 Ra
{818) 218-9222 info@nas

www.naspd.org

75

d.org

February 4, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chairman

The Honorable Maria Cantwell, Ranking Member
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
304 Dirksen Senate Buiiding

Washington, DC 20510

Re: LWCF Reauthorization, Stateside Allocation

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell:

We noted with great interest the discussions last week on the Senate floor
regarding the proposed amendments for the reauthorization of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund.

What sometimes gets lost in the talking points is the significant impact that
LWCF has provided the state parks — the some 8000 distinct park areas in
all 50 states. Portions of available stateside allocations have been
administered very successfully to virtually every local community across the
country. The respective local partners frequently overmatch stateside grants.

This is to respectfully request due consideration be given for fair and
equitable allocation of the fund as you consider permanent reauthorization of
LWCF. Described as the most effective conservation effort in America and
widely recognized as visionary legislation in1965 when LWCF was
authorized, the original allocation designated was:

SEC. 4. (8} ALLOCATION —There shall ...

(i} the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratic of 80 per

centum for State purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes, ...
WWWLIRO gov/fdeys/oka/STATUTE-T8/pdfiSTATUTE-78-PgB07 pdf

With legislative changes and diversions, the Stateside portion of the fund in
recent years averages just over 12%. We recognize the considerable needs,
but a due review will confirm the effectiveness, the demand and the
appropriateness of providing a fair and balanced allocation that meets the
original intent of the law.
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The Honorable Murkowski
The Honorable Cantwell
LWCF Reauthorization
Page 2

America’s State Parks provide wonderful outdoor recreation experiences and unique historical,
scientific and environmental education opportunities. LWCF has been a key reason for the vast
diversity — from the expansive mountainous landscape in Alaska to a coral reef in Florida to the
world’s longest stalactite formation in an Arizona cavern to locations where European settlers
first came to America and much more. The mosaic of the natural resources, the cultural fabric of
America, and the splendor of its beauty are enjoyed by 730 miilion state park visitors annually.
State Parks provide important contributions to the nation's environment, heritage, health, and
economy.

Permanent reauthorization of LWCF, with balanced and equitable funding of a stateside
allocation, will have great impact today, and for generations, in meeting the purposes of the
original Act. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

e Director
ate Park Directors

Lewis R. Ledford, Exec
National Association of

ce: Members, Senate Energy and Natural Resources Commitiee
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February 5, 2015

Honorabie Lisa Murkowski, Chairman Honorable Maria Cantwell, Ranking Member
Energy & Natural Resources Committee Energy & Natural Resources Committee
304 Dirksen Senate Building 304 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

Because of the recent discussions about the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) taking place
during the Keystone Pipeline debate, our organization felt it important that we clearly state our posifion that
we believe changes are needed In the reauthorization of the LWCF.

The National Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO) represents the outdoor
recreation interests of all states.  We respectfully request your support for reauthorization of Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act with full and dedicated funding thet returns a fair and equitable distribution o
states, which was an important and key tenant of original LWCF Act.

As Stateside LWCF Program leaders, we have developed partnerships in thousands of cities, towns and
counties across the United States resulfing in parks and outdoor recreation opportunities near and where
people live. Parks and recreation areas created and developed through the visionary LWCF law, are
important community assets, plus economic drivers and job creators in our communities. Furthermore,
LWCF sites will forever be available for public use.

While LWCF invesiments combined with local funds have created over 40,000 outdoor recreation sites, our
nation and its outdoor recreation needs continue to grow and changs resulting in significant unmet outdoor
recreation needs across America. 1t is urgent and timely to renew the commitment to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Program and commit to a fair and equitable share for states and local communities.

Your commitment to supporting our request is critical to carry forward the visionary legacy of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund that today serves people across America and the Territories.

(%Mi

Tim Hogsett, President
National Association of State Outdoor Recreation Ligison Officers

CC: Commitiee Members

by Investing
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Senator BARRASSO. I might put a couple other things in too.

[Laughter.]

Senator BARRASSO. As part of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund reauthorization, all of these organizations are seeking a more
fair and equitable share of the LWCF funds for states and local
communities. The original 1965 Land and Water Conservation
Fund law which Secretary Jewell has called a landmark law pro-
vided for 60 percent, 60 percent, of the funding to go to the states.
According to the National Association of State Park Directors in re-
cent years the state side portion has averaged just over 12 percent.
I do not think anyone would say that 12 percent is fair and equi-
table, especially when the original intent was 60 percent. So can
you talk a little bit about what you think is a fair and equitable
percentage for the states that the Administration would support as
part of reauthorization?

Mr. CONNOR. Yes, Senator, thank you for the question.

I do acknowledge, I think, absolutely you're correct with respect
to the original intent of the act. I believe that was changed by a
subsequent amendment. But the question is still valid. What is the
appropriate mix between Federal dollars and State dollars?

We look at it a little differently with respect to the state side al-
location. It’s more than just the state side program itself which, I
think, is out of the $900 million request in our 2016 budget, $100
million is identified for the state side program which then gets allo-
cated to states pursuant to a formula—40 percent to every state
and 60 percent based on population and etcetera.

We look at the allocation in our budget as being actually 60 per-
cent going to the Federal side and 40 percent to the State side be-
cause we look at the grant programs that have been developed, the
Cooperative Endangered Species grants, the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram, the National Park Service Urban Parks and Recreation
grants, as going directly to state or local entities for their priority
conservation needs. In many cases it is for conservation easements
or acquisitions that they do in addition to the parks and ball fields
and the recreational areas that they develop as part of the state
side program.

So that 60/40 split is what we think we’ve been adhering to with
respect to the program in recent years, and we think that’s appro-
priate. With respect to the state side programs and the mix of
grant programs, we think that gives us flexibility to deal with a lot
of the state and local needs through those different programs and
those priorities. So we think that’s an appropriate allocation. We
think that’s working fairly well.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you.

Mr. Ledford, as a doctor I understand how important daily exer-
cise is to a healthy lifestyle. In your testimony you touch on how
state and local parks impact the health and wellness of, as you say,
Americans in every community, every day. In your view why are
state and local parks ideally positioned to increase the health and
wellness of Americans every day?

Mr. LEDFORD. What comes to mind is the breadth and depth and
the locations of these around the country and where they’re lo-
cated. There’s a study from the Charlotte/Mecklenburg area where
the proximity of parks, if you're living within one half mile of a
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park or playground you’re five times, as a child, to be more
healthy. So I think there’s a direct correlation with all the studies
that are going on in today’s society about the benefits of activities
in the outdoors and the direct relationship.

Senator BARRASSO. Again Mr. Ledford, in Ms. Scarlett’s testi-
mony she talks about the economic benefits to communities with
proximity to public land because it attracts people and their busi-
nesses. In your career with the North Carolina State Parks Depart-
ment have you witnessed economic benefits or revitalization efforts
in areas where biking paths or recreational facilities, playgrounds
or other protected open spaces are provided?

Mr. LEDFORD. Absolutely. Whenever we bought property or ac-
quired parks or started new areas some of the property that we
would later want to acquire for that property or that park, the
value was increased because of the proximity. The values of the
property go up because of the type of use and the facilities and the
accommodations that we’re providing.

A local example in Mecklenburg County again was the $53 mil-
lion annually spent by the tourists that come to the parks and $3.9
million annual increased tax benefit to those property values going
up just in Mecklenburg County alone in North Carolina.

Senator BARRASSO. So do you believe that returning to that origi-
nal intent of the law to provide 60 percent of the funding for state
purposes that that will lead to a greater economic revival in local,
rural, as well as urban communities?

Mr. LEDFORD. I think it would provide, Senator, a considerable
increase to the local, states and local departments, and states to
provide additional funds for that purpose.

Senator BARRASSO. Thanks.

Mr. Watson, the testimony from the Administration and The Na-
ture Conservancy argue additional land acquisitions increase public
access, increase landscape health and increase conservation.

Your testimony, Mr. Watson, about conservation goes in a dif-
ferent direction by saying conservation at its core is about the care
and maintenance of the land. You believe acquiring more land
would actually, as you say, do more harm than good and will
threaten the ecological health and public accessibility and economic
productivity of public lands.

Can you talk about why you believe conservation is more closely
aligned with addressing our deferred maintenance backlog than ac-
quiring new lands?

Mr. WATSON. Thank you, Senator.

I do. I wish Ranking Member Cantwell were here for this ques-
tion because I do think there’s a inherent tradeoff between acquir-
ing more lands and maintaining the lands that we've got. And if
my comments led some members of the Committee to believe that
the Land and Water Conservation Fund was the exclusive driver
of the maintenance backlog then I apologize. It wasn’t my intent.
Rather that, moving forward as we consider reauthorization of the
act and the fund, that we consider how that money would best be
spent. I think there is an inherent tradeoff between acquiring more
lands and stretching the existing operations and maintenance
budgets further, thinner.



115

And to the issue of inholdings, I think there’s perhaps legitimate
claims to be made that acquiring those inholdings can reduce main-
tenance costs. But there’s also another mechanism for doing that
which is land swaps. Someone has mentioned the issue of
checkerboarding, checkerboarded, I would say, exterior borders.
And swapping some of those lands and interior holdings for land
outside the Federal estate would actually be perhaps a more cost
effective and more revenue neutral approach.

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Watson.

Yesterday Secretary Jewell announced Federal grants to eight
cities to establish or restore parks in outdoor recreation facilities
in low income, disadvantaged neighborhoods. So I think that by
highlighting these types of projects, projects that are typical of
what states do with funding, I see this as an acknowledgement
that we need a more robust and more fair state side program.

Senator Cassidy?

Senator CAsSIDY. Yes. Mr. Watson, great testimony.

Mr. Connor, is it true that we are dumping chlorine into the
river that is the water supply for those Sequoias?

Mr. CONNOR. I'm not familiar with that.

Sg)nator CAssIDY. Mr. Watson, do you have documentation of that
now?

Mr. WATSON. It’s actually from the Department of Interior’s
budget request for 2016. So, yes.

Senator CAsSIDY. Wow, there is no way to prioritize that? I
thought that Ms. Scarlett’s comment was well taken. We need to
prioritize. Ms. Scarlett spoke and I, again, good testimony, all of
you, about ten percent being acceptable, sort of, this is the backlog.
Fisheries has it down to four percent. Whatever standard Ms.
Scarlett is using, you all know each other, so you must be familiar
with that standard, I presume. What percent? If it is four percent
for fisheries, what is it for the other agencies?

Mr. CONNOR. I'm not familiar, off the top of my head, with where
we are with the other agencies. I do think that’s a good industry
standard that we should be looking at. I'm happy to look at that
for the record.

[The referenced information was not received at the time of
printing.]

Mr. CoNNOR. We've quantified. But as far as what percentage
that is, I'm not quite

Senator CAsSIDY. What is the total budget of those agencies be-
cause you said there is a $20 billion backlog in the aggregate? So
when you do back of envelope, if you will, if we knew their total
budget? Now granted that would not be the total budget only for
management. That would include personnel costs, etcetera. So do
you know the total budget they have for all like, managing lands?

Mr. CONNOR. Our budget overall for the Interior Department is
about $12 billion.

Senator CASSIDY. You have got a $20 billion backlog. [Laughter.]
That’s over four percent. Ms. Scarlett, any comments on that?

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes, I want to clarify that number that I used,
that is, the ten-percent standard is not of a total budget. What that
is is an industry standard where you look at the costs of your
maintenance backlog relative to your total capital asset value.
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Senator CAsSIDY. Thank you.

Ms. SCARLETT. So that’s the figure, and I'm sure I could look at
that in the Park Service.

Senator CAssSIDY. Now Mr. Watson, you suggest that I implied,
I forget if it is outright stated, that state park management has
done a better job in terms of realizing the cost, etcetera, etcetera,
all the nice little litany of things that were suggested that could
be done better. The State of Alaska has done a better job with state
parks in terms of, you name it, upgrading, maintaining, realizing
dollar value from than has the Federal management. Do you have
that information?

Mr. WATSON. Actually and this wasn’t a staged question, but we
do. PERC just released a report comparing management of State
verses Federal lands because, as you are probably well aware,
there’s a growing lobby, I would say, to transfer some of the Fed-
eral estate to state management. So we started a research project
to look at the economics of that transfer issue and what sort of
management tradeoffs or differences we see between State and
Federal management.

And the results, the data, were overwhelming that states do a
better job of managing their lands, partly it’s because they’ve got
a clear instruction as far as how those lands should be managed.
But overwhelmingly I wouldn’t say across every state park, but if
you had to characterize, as we do in our divided lands report,
which I'm happy to share with all the members of the Committee,
the maintenance issue was much smaller and less pressing need
for state lands than they are on Federal lands.

[The referenced information was not received at the time of
printing.]

Senator CASSIDY. So there is better maintenance on state lands?

Mr. WATSON. Correct.

Senator CASSIDY. That is interesting.

Mr. Connor, any comments on that? It seems like we should be
giving the parks to the states.

Mr. ConNNOR. Well, I think, as with all reports, we would cer-
tainly want to look at that and make sure it’s an apples per apples
comparison. I know that other folks have looked at the report, and
I haven’t, so I have no personal judgments on that, but I know they
raised issues with respect whether it’s a looking at a multiple-use
mandate, how certain costs like firefighting costs have been dealt
with in that particular report. So I think it’s a piece of work that
deserves to be looked at. And we’re happy to do that and comment
for the record.

Senator CASSIDY. Sounds good.

[The referenced information was not received at the time of
printing.]

Senator CASSIDY. Now next on the infilling. It is easy for me to
imagine that some infilling could lead to the need for more
infilling. That if you have something shaped like a U and then you
begin, kind of, making a bridge it then becomes a circle, and now
you have got to continue to buy within that circle. How much of
the infilling leads to the need for more infilling, so to speak?
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Mr. ConNNOR. Well, I think overall when we’re acquiring
inholdings within conservation units we do think that the more
that you can acquire through the willing seller process, the more
you're increasing your management efficiencies from all different
standpoints.

Senator CASSIDY. I guess that is not my point. If you have an up-
side down U and then you, kind of, building a gap by building a
bridge for whatever reason, between the bottoms of the U, now you
have got a circle. So now you have got to spend another 99 percent
of your money, if you will, on filling in the circle. I guess I am ask-
ing is, when we do this, knowing that it is contiguous, does it con-
tribute to the checkerboarding or to the kind of vacuous nature or
does it begin to fill in those that are hollow? Obviously we want
to get out of having to spend 99 percent of our budget on infilling.
So, thoughts?

Mr. CONNOR. I think overall where we’ll look at it—mostly it is
a checkerboard as opposed to the circular situation. And we’ll look
at trying to strategically acquire those inholdings in a way that
doesn’t facilitate, ongoing. We want each acquisition to stand on its
merit as improving management efficiencies as much as possible.

Senator CAsSIDY. Okay, and just one more thing. Wiggle room,
as in, overall, I agree with Senator Murkowski and with Mr. Wat-
son. If we are not maintaining why are we acquiring more, and this
is a compelling reason. If you could share with the Committee, kind
of, the map of what you have done not to dispute, but just so I can
understand. Oh, yes, here it is truly, completely coloring in, but
every now and then we kind of bridge a gap.

If you could do that, again, I say that not to dispute or to accuse,
but just to understand.

Mr. CONNOR. No, I think we've got some information like that
that we’ll be happy to provide to the Committee.

Senator CASSIDY. Thank you.

[The referenced information was not received at the time of
printing.]

Senator CAssIDY. I yield back.

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely.

The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you, Senator Cassidy.

I want to pursue a little bit more the discussion about state side
verses Federal side because, as I mentioned in my statement, when
LWCF was first established 50 years ago it seemed that there was
a more directed congressional intent in terms of how the allocations
would go. It seems that we have really deviated from what that
original intent was.

Mr. Ledford, you have suggested a specific allocation to states. I
do not remember if you said 60 percent or over 60 percent should
be allocated then to state side. To effectively put that in more con-
crete terms so that we do not have the discretion, some would call
it the flexibility, but the discretion to put more toward the Federal
acquisition side. I would ask you, Mr. Connor, why have we seen
such a shift to the Federal acquisition side moving directly against,
again, the initial intent which was a more even allocation between
State side and Federal side?
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Is that fed piece just using muscle? What is happening, and do
you think it is a bad thing that we should go back to the original
intent?

Mr. CoNNOR. We talked a little bit about this in Senator
Barrasso’s questions, and he referenced the 60 percent original goal
for state side. And that was, I think, modified by subsequent
amendment to the act itself.

And what I represented is we’re about at a 60/40 split from our
perspective. We've moved in that direction because we’'ve got more
flexible tools now, I think, to deliver resources to the state and
local entities. It’s not just the state side program, the traditional
prolgram, of giving money directly to the states according to the for-
mula.

We've got the grant programs which all go to local entities, par-
ticularly for legacy program within the Forest Service, the Coopera-
tive Endangered Species Grant Program which goes to the local en-
tities in a lot of cases to acquire conservation easements associated
with habitat and conservation plans which achieve local goals, as
well as the Urban Parks and Recreation Programs which Senator
Barrasso mentioned, that we made an announcement yesterday.

So the 40 percent of the resources are really going to state side
local entities, not to any Federal entity, not for any Federal acqui-
sition.
hThe CHAIRMAN. Let me ask Mr. Ledford if he agrees with all
that.

Mr. LEDFORD. To clarify from my point of view, the state pro-
gram receives 12 and a half percent, on average, in the recent
years. Those other programs don’t go through the competitive
planned process that come to the states. There are more Federal
programs that are given directly to other programs verses the
match that the 50 percent at least match that the local commu-
nities are providing with the state. So we’re actually at a 12 and
a half percent or there about allocation. And then the local govern-
ments or institutions are matching that fund, but it is in the 12
and a half percent that goes through the state assistance program.
The related purposes would be what you would consider that were
added in 1998 that allow for the other funds.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you another question on that because
some have suggested that the oversight or the accountability meas-
ures with regards to state assistance LWCF programs, there are
some issues as to whether or not the funds are going in the direc-
tion where the programs are authorized. What kind of oversight do
we have? What kind of accountability do we have on the state side?

Mr. LEDFORD. Well each state has a gubernatorial-appointed
state recreation liaison officer that manages the program for their
state. It’'s watched the entire time with the program, every five
years there’s an inspection and authorization that the projects stay
in perpetuity to the intents that it was set up to be established for
the operation of the outdoor facilities for the park.

The CHAIRMAN. So we do have a level of oversight in place that
is pretty clearly defined then?

Mr. LEDFORD. Absolutely, and I would like to go on to clarify
with some of these other points that the state side does allow for
land acquisition as well.
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The CHAIRMAN. Right, right.

Mr. LEDFORD. On the state programs, not just facilities.

The CHAIRMAN. Right, understood.

Let us go next to Senator Alexander.

Senator ALEXANDER. Thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thank you for the discussion.

In 1985 and 6 I was Chairman of President Reagan’s Commis-
sion on Americans Outdoors and one of the major recommendations
was to fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund and do
it in a mandatory way. That has never been, in fact, realized be-
cause of the way our budget system works here. But after spending
a year and a half chairing, I was a Governor then, looking at all
these issues, I came to the conclusion that maybe we needed a con-
servation policy for the Western United States and a different one
for the Eastern United States. And I still feel that way.

I can understand how Senator Murkowski feels about acquiring
more land in Alaska because, the Federal Government owns so
much of Alaska. Tennessee, North Carolina, we are different, you
know? We have got the national park, the Great Smokey Moun-
tains is 500,000 acres which we bought and gave to the Federal
Government and then there is the Cherokee National Forest. And
that is close to it.

We like the fact that Land and Water Conservation money is
used to help acquire Rocky Fork which was a Forest Service pri-
ority, and so there is a completely different attitude, and I think
one of the great things about our country is that we are big and
diverse, and we are not one size fits all. So why should a one size
conservation policy fit every single state? Why shouldn’t we say to
a state like Tennessee that if you want to use your Land and
Water Conservation Fund money to acquire more lands have at it?
And to a state like Alaska, if you want to use some of it to main-
tain what you have, you can do that. What would be wrong with
that, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. CONNOR. Thank you, Senator.

I think we’ve acknowledged and I heard Secretary Jewell ac-
knowledge and I think this came up in our budget hearing the fact
that there is probably more enthusiasm for the LWCF in the East-
ern states vis-a-vis the Western states, probably not because of
more interest in conservation, but it’s probably the land acquisition
piece in and of itself. I'm not quite sure how a different kind of con-
servation policy East and West would play out.

Senator ALEXANDER. One way to express itself the last time we
dealt with this it seemed like, when we created a little bit of man-
datory funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund a few
years ago it all went to the state side because the westerners did
not want any more Federal land acquired. So that was an implicit
recognition of what I just said.

While I am on that how much money, so far, has been produced
by the one-eighth of cent, I guess it was, of mandatory funding for
the state side of the Land and Water Conservation Fund in the En-
ergy bill of 2005 or 7, whichever it was, 2007?

Mr. CoNNOR. It hasn’t manifested itself in great amounts so far.

Senator ALEXANDER. But how much?
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Mr. CoNNOR. I think it’s probably in the neighborhood of $4 to
$8 million.

Senator ALEXANDER. Yes, I think it is $3.6 million. Is that right?

Mr. CONNOR. That is probably right.

Senator ALEXANDER. Yes.

Mr. CONNOR. And maybe——

Senator ALEXANDER. You ought to know that. [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNOR. Yes, sir.

Senator ALEXANDER. If it is only $3.6 million. That is the only
mandatory funding we have, isn’t it, for the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund?

Mr. CONNOR. It is. But as you know, as of 2017 the amount that
that applies to, that incremental value of revenues does increase.

Senator ALEXANDER. It could increase or does increase. What
happens in 2017?

Mr. CONNOR. So it was a sliver of those oil and gas revenues of
an area within the Gulf of Mexico.

Senator ALEXANDER. Right.

Mr. CONNOR. It was eligible to be used for those revenues for the
state side program. That area increases substantially in 2017. So
as of 2018 I think we’re looking at a cap of about $125 million. It
could get to that cap and you could have $125 million for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund state side program depending on
where oil prices are at that point in time.

Senator ALEXANDER. It could get to it.

Mr. CONNOR. It could.

Senator ALEXANDER. It could get to it.

Mr. CONNOR. Exactly.

Senator ALEXANDER. But so far it is $3.6 between 2009 and now
which is not a whole lot of money.

Mr. CONNOR. Right.

Senator ALEXANDER. I would like to reintroduce the subject of
user fees. Every time I have looked at the maintenance backlog of
the National Park System it is mostly roads and that kind of thing.
Roads ought to be paid for by people who drive. I do not know why
it’s not part, as it has been before, of our National Transportation
system program. I don’t know why we would take valuable dollars
that we should use, that we need to use, to maintain parks and use
it to maintain roads.

For example, there is one road through the Great Smokey Moun-
tain National Park, only one. It is a major highway. Maintaining
it is a big deal. I assume that comes out of the National Park Serv-
ice funds. Is that correct?

Mr. CONNOR. There are some funds. We are looking at fees
and——

Senator ALEXANDER. No, I mean, the road through the Great
Smokey Mountain National Park. Is that paid for by park funds or
by highway funds?

Mr. CONNOR. I think we would prioritize most of the major work
that needs to be done out of the Transportation bill, the highway
funds, but I'm sure there are some Park Service funds that go to-
ward that.

Senator ALEXANDER. Do you

Mr. ConNOR. We could look——
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Senator ALEXANDER. Do you not know that?

Mr. CONNOR. I do not know that off the top of my head.

Senator ALEXANDER. Well, why don’t you know that? I mean,
that is the most visited National Park. It is the only road through
the park. You are the Deputy Secretary. You ought to know that.

Mr. CONNOR. I'm going to know that very soon, sir.

Senator ALEXANDER. Yes, I think you should. I mean you ought
to know exactly how much money is coming out of the mandatory
fund in LWCF. You ought to know how much money, I mean, if we
are going to be having a whole hearing about maintenance, we
ought to know whether the highway funds are coming out of the
Federal highway system or whether they are coming out of the
park system.

My time is up, Madam Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Warren?

Senator WARREN. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is a good example about
how environmental protection and economic growth can reinforce
each other. A recent report by the Trust for Public Land found that
for every dollar invested in the Land and Water Conservation Fund
returns of $4 came in economic value, not only through the benefits
of recreation and tourism but also through less obvious benefits
such as protecting water quality, water supply, guarding against
floods. Some of these you referred to in your testimony.

But Mr. Deputy Secretary, could you just give me one or two
quick examples of how Federal land acquisition under the Land
and Water Conservation Fund generates economic value?

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely.

There are ancillary benefits that are certainly real from an eco-
nomic standpoint. As you mentioned, protecting our water supply
and Ms. Scarlett gave a very good example of how in one instance
there was, I think it was in the Connecticut River Basin, the pro-
tection of the water supply alleviates the need for doing certain
maintenance activities. And so, that’s an example.

But certainly I think there are numerous examples of rec-
reational benefits of enhancing that outdoor recreation industry,
and that certainly is through our access programs, the Niobrara
National Scenic River, the Smith River National Recreation Area
in Oregon. These are all areas that have been identified as a high
priority by not just the Federal Government, but the state and
local communities because of the economic viability of those recre-
ation areas and the yield to the local economies.

Senator WARREN. Well some have suggested that the Federal
Government is using these tools to expand the footprint of Federal
lands in our states. So I actually want to focus on this. When land
is acquired through the Land and Water Conservation Fund does
it represent an expansion of the Federal footprint or does it mostly
involve infill, that is buying up properties that are already sur-
rounded by Federal land and creating an easier to manage unified
piece of land?

Mr. Deputy Secretary?

Mr. CONNOR. Over the last five years it greatly goes to
inholdings within existing conservation units. 99.25 percent of the
acquisitions have been within those external boundaries. In fact
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the National Park Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service only
acquire lands within their external boundaries.

The Bureau of Land Management does have the ability to ac-
quire them outside but they prioritize inholdings and edge hold-
ings. And there are, that 99.25, that small percentage that’s not
inholdings is BLM and it’s three acquisitions that they’ve made
within the last five years.

Senator WARREN. Sir, I just want to underline that number. That
is 99.25 percent of all lands purchased for the Department of the
Interior go for filling in holes that were privately held in the mid-
dle of Federal park lands.

Now in Massachusetts the National Park Service recently ex-
panded the Cape Cod National Seashore area in precisely this
manner by acquiring an easement of the North Highland Camp-
grounds which was already surrounded by National Park land. Can
you walk us through why these purchases, in many cases, actually
reduce the cost to taxpayers and make it easier to manage Feder-
ally protected lands?

Mr. CONNOR. From many levels we've talked about how these
inholdings require additional fire protection activities which cer-
tainly is an additional cost on a yearly basis.

Ease of management, quite frankly, where we have inholdings
and private property. We have to take care to limit access to those
private properties and keep people within the publicly available
lands, so it’s a management challenge.

From a habitat standpoint it’s also a management challenge, and
it eases overall management goals with respect to connectivity and
habitat and water supply restoration efforts. If we’ve got one own-
ership and it’s part of a conservation unit and so on many different
levels there’s efficiencies to be gained from addressing the issue of
inholdings.

Senator WARREN. Well, thank you very much. I appreciate you
all being here today.

In Massachusetts the Land and Water Conservation Fund has
been a very strong success. It protects a diverse collection of areas
from forests and watersheds such as the Conte National Fish and
Wildlife Refuge that provides many ecological benefits to important
historic sites such as the Minute Man National Historic Park. Good
for our environment, good for our economy.

I am looking forward to working with my colleagues to reauthor-
ize and fully fund this program so we can continue to have all of
the tools we need to protect this land for our kids and our
grandkids.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Let us go to Senator King.

Senator KING. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to step back and talk about the original purpose of
the law. This is one of the most far-sighted, in fact, visionary stat-
utes passed in the last 100 years. I have always thought that the
people who had the foresight to set aside Central Park in Manhat-
tan at a time when that island was very sparsely populated and
to preserve that land is one of the great acts of genius in our coun-
try.
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Of course, the national parks fit into the same category. Ken
Burns said they were America’s best idea. They are one of the few
things we can do around here that is permanent, as permanent as
anything can be. Laws and statutes come and go, but once land is
set aside for the public, it is there permanently.

I think it is important to realize that the funding source here,
the offshore oil and gas revenues, those resources belong to the
public, and we are using that money that comes from property that
is owned by boys and girls in Bangor, Maine and people that live
in Alaska and people that live in San Francisco or Alabama or New
York. Those are their assets and we are allowing people to use
them for commercial purposes. There are fees involved, and turning
that money back into access for people to the public is absolutely
essential it seems to me. This whole discussion, to me, is a great
big example of the failure of Congress to adequately address the
country’s needs.

Mr. Watson, you made an eloquent case for adequately funding
the national parks not raiding the Land and Water Conservation
Fund to do what Congress should be doing in the budget of the na-
tional parks or how about this? Funding the Highway Trust Fund.
That would be a good idea. It goes broke in 30 days. We have
patched it, I do not know, ten or 11 times. Senator Warren just
whispered, embarrassing, and that is what it is.

We are like a search light searching for pots of money that can
be sucked up to meet the needs that we ought to be doing in the
ordinary course of budgeting. By the way, Mr. Connor, I do not let
the parks all fall together. I have gone after Secretary Jewell about
the failure to collect fees adequately at the parks, and you need to
modernize that system because a lot of people that come to the na-
tional parks, I know people come to Acadia, tell me, “We would like
to pay, but we could not figure out where the entrance was.” So we
need to work on that.

But I just think the fundamental question here is once we start
saying well this is a slush fund for covering deferred maintenance
then, forget it. We may as well repeal the statute and name it
something else because it is not going to be living up to its purpose.
And this country is growing.

It is also interesting this is a regional issue because it is very dif-
ferent in the West. I was just talking to Senator Risch from Idaho.
Two-thirds of the land in Idaho is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. That is not true in the East where public lands are so impor-
tant in terms of people’s access to the out of doors, people’s rec-
reational access.

The other thing we need to remember is this money is not just
for Yosemite or Acadia National Parks. I met recently with some
friends in Maine, Steve Balboni, Tracy Willette and Denise
LeBlanc. They are local park officials in Bath, Maine, Bangor,
Maine, Skowhegan, Maine. They run summer programs for kids,
and they have recreational opportunities. They work with the
school lunch program. This is real important. We are not hugging
trees here, we are hugging kids nationwide, and I think that is
very important.

Finally I am passionate about this because my wife and I are
RVers, and we have stayed in some sensational state parks. Dead
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Horse Point State Park in Utah, state parks in Georgia, state
parks in Washington State, national parks all over the country.

This is who we are, and it is one of the greatest things about this
country. I am just very intent, as you might be able to tell, that
we not, in effect, convert this statute, this far-seeing visionary act
of genius by our forbearers in this institution, to a maintenance
fund to fix roads and curbsides in our nation’s parks and in our
community parks across the country.

I have used up all my time, so if you could find a question in
there you are welcome to it. [Laughter.] I just feel so strongly about
this, and I appreciate all of you coming. Mr. Watson, I know I cited
you in particular, so certainly.

Mr. WATSON. I found a question there, if I may?

Senator KING. I want you to come to the Appropriations hearing
and make the same case for funding the roads and the bridges in
the national park.

Mr. WATSON. I'd be happy to.

I hear you wholeheartedly, and I think raiding the Land and
Water Conservation Fund to turn it into a maintenance fund is the
wrong idea. But as I said and I said it colloquially, as my Dad said
to me, when you're digging a hole, when you find yourself in a hole,
stop digging.

And that’s the point. That’s the thrust of my testimony is we
should probably stop acquiring more lands and stretching those
maintenance dollars further rather than raiding the fund for main-
tenance. But we need to do something.

The National Park Service itself estimates that it needs $700
million a year just to hold the line, just to maintain the current
backlog, not even to start drawing it down. So this is a significant
financial issue. You said who we are. This is who we are, and I
couldn’t agree more.

And as we think about celebrating the National Park Centennial
what are we going to celebrate? Are we going to celebrate acquiring
a lot of lands that are no longer maintained, the roads are crum-
bling and inaccessible and wildlife habitat is deteriorating? And
we're literally poisoning our Sequoias with waste water or
chlorinated water or do we want to celebrate stewardship?

And I think back 50 years to what the original forbearers who
passed this visionary law were thinking about, and I suspect they
were thinking about stewardship and conservation, not necessarily
acquisition in the name of acquisition.

Senator KING. Thank you.

It looks like we are in charge, Senator Gardner.

Senator GARDNER [presiding]. Thank you. We have to find ques-
tions all over the place now, you and 1.

Thank you very much to all of you for being here today.

It is great to see you, Lynn. It is great to see you. Thank you,
Ms. Scarlett, as well for being here. And thank you to the Chair-
man Murkowski and Ranking Member for holding the hearing
today on a very popular and bipartisan program.

Over its 50 year history the LWCF has conserved iconic land-
scapes in every state and is our nation’s most important conserva-
tion program. According to Colorado Parks and Wildlife since the
inception of the program approximately for every $1 approximately
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in LWCF grants that have been made in Colorado it was leveraged
with $2.50 in investments dedicated to the construction and main-
tenance of outdoor recreation throughout my state.

This type of conservation system has helped Colorado establish
an outdoor recreation economy that contributes $10 billion of eco-
nomic activity to our communities and supports over 107,000 good
jobs. I was proud to support Senator Burr’s amendment during the
Keystone debate that would have permanently reauthorized LWCF.
Furthermore, in the past LWCF funds have helped eliminate the
threat of water exports from the San Luis Valley in Colorado to
help create the Great Sand Dunes National Park and the Baca Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

We have a picture here of somebody who is really mad that
water is interfering with their fence, but beautiful. In the back-
ground you can see the sand dunes and the mountains in the back.
And because of LWCF we have these lands in Colorado that may
not have been preserved otherwise or protected for current and fu-
ture generations to enjoy.

[The information referred to follows:]
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I would like to share this picture along with another photo that
we have of the Baca Ranch just to show one, of the many opportu-
nities that we have across this country to preserve some of the
greatest landscapes that we have.

[The information referred to follows:]
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So to Director Scarlett, I have seen the value that LWCF can
bring to a community by helping purchase inholdings on Federal
lands. Could you speak to the importance of purchasing inholdings
at a broader level, a national level?

Ms. SCARLETT. Yes.

As those gathered know when the Congress designates parks,
refuges, etcetera, they designate the boundaries of those places.
But sometimes at the point of designation not all the lands within
those boundaries are actually available and so many of those lands
end up as Deputy Secretary Connor suggested, with inholdings. By
being able to actually acquire those inholdings there are a number
of benefits, not only in terms of recreation, in terms of preventing
land fragmentation and indeed, even undermining some of the
original purposes of the parks or the wildlife refuges but significant
management benefits.

And I do want to say, I think it’s a mistake, as Reed Watson sug-
gested, to think that land acquisition is in competition with man-
agement enhancement.

Let’s think of wildland fire, something in your state you're really
well familiar with. Prescribed burns cost about 95 percent less than
mechanical treatment. And to be able though to do those prescribed
burns actually requires that you have some contiguous lands. It’s
very difficult to do them where you have inholdings for fear of en-
croaching on those private lands. That’s one example. There are
many, many others where those acquisitions significantly enhance
management.

I think Secretary or Deputy Secretary Connor also mentioned the
issue of public access. And one of the challenges where you have
inholdings is from the public standpoint they don’t know where
that private boundary begins and the public one ends. And so
there’s a challenge for the agency of managing those boundaries to
make sure people don’t trespass on those private lands. Removing
that challenge by acquiring that inholding can significantly benefit
the public in terms of trail continuity, but also the agency in terms
of management. Really the list goes on and on.

Senator GARDNER. Yes.

Deputy Secretary Connor, Colorado has been fortunate to have a
very successful state program, Great Outdoors Colorado. They have
done amazing work, but there are areas where the Federal Govern-
ment just simply has to take the lead.

Rocky Mountain National Park is celebrating its 100th anniver-
sary this year, and there is one particular inholding on one of the
main park roads that has become available for acquisition by the
park. The State of Colorado, Larimer County most likely, will seek
to secure that inholding.

Would you please address a little bit about what Ms. Scarlett
said in terms of the two not being in competition with each other,
the land acquisition, inholding acquisition, those two efforts

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely. I absolutely agree. They're both high
priorities.

I think it shouldn’t be looked at as LWCF adding to the mainte-
nance burden because of all the efficiencies that we've talked about
today with respect to management and not only firefighting efforts
which I talked about to some extent. But also, absolutely, the pre-
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scribed burn, the daily type of maintenance and management ac-
tivities that we have to do to take care of these lands which are
made more easy by acquiring these inholdings. So there’s effi-
ciencies in those programs that don’t make it necessarily an addi-
tional burden. It actually helps in our overall management and our
efficiency in managing public lands. We do need to deal with, sepa-
rately though, the backlog of deferred maintenance.

And I think Mr. Watson’s absolutely right. We have the park’s
Centennial coming up. That’s the reason why we have this initia-
tive in the 2016 budget to get on a very definite program to deal
with that $11.5 billion maintenance backlog of which about $4.9
billion is non-transportation assets, about $5.6 billion are transpor-
tation assets and get, particularly, prioritize as our highest priority
assets and have this ten-year program to not only get them back
into good condition but ensure that we can maintain them in good
condition. Our budget proposal does provide for that just as it pro-
vides for the Land and Water Conservation reauthorization and
mandatory funding.

Senator GARDNER. Thank you.

Madam Chair, there was only one attempted rebellion while you
were gone, so we were happy to restore order. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you, I appreciate that.

Senator Manchin?

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

In the great State of West Virginia we know the importance of
protecting our public lands. They are a source of economic activity
and connection to our heritage. Each year nearly a million people
take advantage of the beauty, beautiful, public lands in West Vir-
ginia, and we are very proud of that.

We generate about $7.6 billion in consumer spending and 82,000
jobs which we are very appreciative for that. These jobs provide
about $2 billion in wages and more than half a billion in state and
local tax revenue. The Land and Water Conservation Fund has pro-
vided over $230 million to West Virginia over the past 50 years in-
cluding nearly $50 million for the New River Gorge area, the pic-
ture of which I have with me. As you can see it’s a very, very beau-
tiful place.

[The information referred to follows:]
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The New River is one of the oldest rivers on Earth. It was home
to early coal mining and company towns, railroads and farms, and
today it is known for world-class whitewater rafting as well as
hunting, fishing, camping and just about any outdoor activity. Pro-
tecting lands like these across the United States should continue
to be a priority for Congress which is why I am proud to co-sponsor
a bill this Congress to both reauthorize and fully fund this impor-
tant program.

Let me ask you all, with GOMESA funding currently the only
sure funding going to LWCF, can you please share your thoughts
on the challenges our network of public lands, State and Federal,
will face if one of the LWCF programs has guaranteed funding and
the others do not, where your priorities may be? Who would want
to jump in on that?

Mr. LEDFORD. From the state perspective GOMESA, you know,
we are very appreciative of all the funds that we have available.

Senator MANCHIN. Sure.

Mr. LEDFORD. But there is a cap and ceiling on that that would
be just over $125 million total coming in. So that doesn’t get us
back to the amount of equitable allocation that we would seek to
have from the reauthorization of LWCF. But again, we’re very ap-
preciative of all those funds to be brought to the table.

Senator MANCHIN. How do you all categorize and pick the ones
you think are most effective because we do not want to lose any.
So we will be sitting here defending our states and all the pro-
grams that we have, and they have all been helpful. But as you
start prioritizing because of budget restraints, where do you go?
How do you go? Do you hear from us? Listen to us or our states?
Do you ask us to prioritize which ones we need the most and have
the most effect or do you just cut across the board because it is
easier that way?

Mr. LEDFORD. Each state has a statewide comprehensive outdoor
recreation plan that analyzes and prioritizes based on demand,
trends, supplies, opportunities. That’s a very open process to select
those highest priority projects.

Senator MANCHIN. So you do not pick any one of the programs
within your jurisdiction as far as one you are going to that you
think has the most return and the most good for the people?

Mr. LEDFORD. We try to go through those priorities that is estab-
lished by that statement.

Senator MANCHIN. Well I am saying your funding, coming from
the Federal Government. If it starts cutting back do you just go
across the board and take all the cuts?

Mr. LEDFORD. Yes.

Senator MANCHIN. That is the way

Mr. LEDFORD. Well on the state side, yes.

Senator MANCHIN. Federal side too.

Mr. LEDFORD. Yes, we—yes.

Mr. CONNOR. On the Federal side we’ll continue to prioritize with
whatever resources we have. We think the mandatory funding pro-
posal is incredibly important to add stability to the program to
allow the benefits of efficiency and long term planning, but we have
prioritized our acquisitions based on conservation value, the man-
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agement efficiencies we get out of it and the threats to the re-
source, quite frankly.

And so each agency has its own set of priorities that are doing
acquisitions. We also have a collaborative conservation program
that looks at large landscapes, and we’re doing that very much
across the Federal Government and with the state and local enti-
ties.

Senator MANCHIN. Let me go to one more question then.

As you may know, West Virginia is proud to be the third most
forested state in the nation. I have my dear friend here from Maine
who may be trying to take claim for one of the other ones. Close
to 80 percent of the entire state is forested in West Virginia. It is
unbelievable.

Timber production from these forests are critical to the state’s
economy, but they are equally important for providing clean water,
outdoor recreation, hunting, fishing and many other uses. Impor-
tantly 87 percent of our forest land is privately-owned while only
13 percent is in public-ownership.

You mentioned in your testimony the Forest Legacy Program
which helps maintain private forest land and its other related pur-
poses with LWCF. Can you go into more detail in how the Forest
Service uses this particular program to work with the states and
private landowners to protect public lands? How do you coordinate
that?

Mr. CONNOR. The Forest Legacy Program, I know that it’s highly
valued by the states. It’s at the Department of Agriculture so I'm
probably a little spare on the details itself.

Senator MANCHIN. Okay.

Mr. CoNNOR. But I do know that they've used this very effec-
tively to keep working lands in production as much as we do with
respect to range land within the BLM.

The Forest Service has looked at these as opportunities to sup-
port the conservation easements, working lands, those forests, to
achieve conservation goals, but to ensure that they stay in those
ownership, that they don’t get developed and that they can be used
for revenue production also.

Senator MANCHIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and I yield my
three seconds back to the Senator from Maine.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Manchin.

It looks like we have got an opportunity for a couple more ques-
tions here. Again, I apologize that we have been in and out
throughout this hearing.

As I have come in and out I have heard you all repeating com-
ments that you had made previously in response to other members,
and I apologize for that. Maybe you are just reinforcing your state-
ments here.

One of the things that I wanted to ask that I hope has not yet
been addressed was how you identify for purposes of purchasing
lands through LWCF funds to address the public access issue. 1
mentioned in my comments, again, that in Alaska and many re-
mote parts, I think you, Senator Daines, mentioned that there are
parts of Montana, parts of Alaska, parts of the country that it is
really difficult to access these public lands whether it is for hunt-
ing, fishing, recreational opportunities. What do you do, Mr. Con-
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nor, in terms of identifying and how are our sportsmen and women
incorporated into a process of prioritization?

As you have heard, Senator Heinrich and I are working on this
bipartisan Sportsmen’s bill. We have some pretty good provisions
within that, but we want to make sure that the interest, the voices
of the users of our public lands, are heard as well when you are
identifying priorities.

Mr. CONNOR. Absolutely.

Well we do rely on the local land managers working with the
local communities on identifying those high priority access issues.
And through that effort we have gradually increased what is essen-
tially a set aside within our programs to ensure access. And I think
in the 2016 budget across Interior and USDA it’s a $20 million set
aside out of the overall request.

I would say also were sensitive with respect to—so there’s the
specific set aside for specific recreational access to sportsmen and
sportswomen for hunting, fishing, those type of activities. There’s
also, I think, overall we’ve looked at our acquisitions and about 90
percent of the acquisitions do allow for public access too. There are
some instances where we have conservation easements on private
lands where private access is not or public access is not part of the
acquisition in that sense and more that’s for conservation efforts
and to maintain the working nature of those lands. But we do try
and ensure access through the overall program as well as the spe-
cific set aside.

The CHAIRMAN. Now under the North American Wetlands Con-
servation Act, the NAWCA, the grant proposals there are reviewed,
they are ranked by a conservation NAWCA Council. It is a nine
member board that is established by the Act, and they make rec-
ommendations for funding for specific projects. Some have sug-
gested a similar process for sportsmen to weigh in and to provide
input for a prioritization. Is that something that the Department
would be favorable to?

Mr. CONNOR. We would certainly consider that and think that’s
worthy of discussion.

The CHAIRMAN. Okay.

As we think about our public lands and the issues relating to
maintenance and the backlog, we must absolutely place the priority
there. The second concern that I am hearing from folks that are
utilizing our lands in Alaska is—these are public lands but it sure
does not feel public to us. It feels like it is only the land managers
themselves that seem to have access to some of these places. Par-
ticularly in Alaska, because of the remoteness the access issues are
real. It is something that I want us to look critically at and again
incorporate the views of those who will be using these lands.

I want to go to Senator Daines, and then we will probably have
a chance to wrap up unless anybody else comes in with one more
opportunity.

Senator DAINES. Thanks, Chairwoman Murkowski.

I want to go back and reemphasize that point regarding the im-
portance that our lands play in terms of our economic development
in a place like Montana. I talked a little about the software com-
pany that we built there. I talked about that I love it, dot.com,
here, was a recruiting website. We also had another ad we went
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by that says work where you also like to play. We really can have
it all. You can work and get a good wage, and yet, you are just 50
minutes away from access to trails and a stream.

I think we do need to sort out as a Committee this issue on
maintenance backlog. How do we continue to fund and support
LWCF? How do we also address the issue here with a backlog and
taking care of the existing lands?

I want to go back to Mr. Connor. Could you help the Committee,
maybe provide an estimate of the cost savings within Federal agen-
cies by acquiring these inholdings, by consolidating these checker-
board ownerships? Because I think part of what we are trying to
do here is simplify sometimes a very complex land ownership map.
I am referring to cost savings associated with perhaps the manage-
ment costs of managing the complexity of a checkerboard situation
verses the savings that you mentioned by not developing it that re-
late to wildfires.

I would assume it is easier and simpler to manage consolidated
lands than have to figure out a way, it is pretty inefficient to man-
age a very checkerboard situation. So is there any way you can
quantify, looking for how we are saving money by consolidating
and providing better access to our public lands?

Mr. CONNOR. There have been some quantifications in specific
situations. Such as I mentioned in my testimony with respect to
the National Park in Alaska where we acquired native allotments
and the projection for the Park Service said that the savings were
about $60,000 per tract that had been acquired with respect to re-
duce wildfire fighting costs. And so I know we have anecdotal
quantification of the benefits. We can check and see. You can get
as much information in different contexts.

I think Ms. Scarlett raised a very good point, not just fire fight-
ing in the premium that we have to have on inholdings to protect
structures or private property, it also the ease that we have with
respect to prescribed burns as a way of managing the resource as
opposed to mechanical issues.

Senator DAINES. Yes, I would think there would be efficiency
gains, again any sportsmen in Montana knows you have to spend
about half your time looking at your GPS wondering where in this
checkerboard arrangement. I would think we gain efficiency and
more effective management through the investment in LWCF
funds where we consolidate and bring greater access. I think that
would be a strong argument, again, for additional benefits for
LWCF as we look at moving forward here on reauthorization.

Mr. CONNOR. Yes, there are savings on many levels.

Senator DAINES. I think if you could help us on that it would be,
I think it would be a compelling argument as well here too.

I want to turn to Mr. Watson. It is always good to see somebody
from my home town of Bozeman here.

You propose using portions of LWCF to fund the maintenance
and operation of existing Federal lands. I know there was the Ten-
derfoot acquisition in Montana where there was a private entity
that set aside five percent of the purchase price to assist the Fed-
eral agency in land management of that acquisition. Do you think
encouraging similar arrangements would that help alleviate some
of your management concerns?
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Mr. WATSON. Possibly, but one of the points we made earlier in
the hearing was this is such a large issue now that, truth be told,
the Land and Water Conservation Fund is somewhat a drop in the
bucket. As I said earlier the National Park Service is estimating
$700 million a year just to hold the line in their current mainte-
nance backlog.

I think we’ve got to think more holistically about this. Land and
Water Conservation Fund can be a component of a larger strategy
to address the maintenance backlog issue. Another one being, as I
mentioned earlier, perhaps land swaps to address the
checkerboarding and inholding issue that you just mentioned in a
more revenue neutral manner. And third and finally, the one point
I would emphasize here too is the user fees and charging the peo-
ple who are driving much of this maintenance backlog, particularly
in terms of transportation in terms of roads maintenance. That’s an
important point to consider as well. Allowing Federal land man-
agers to charge fees and retain those receipts onsite is a pretty ef-
fective mechanism for addressing many of these issues.

Senator DAINES. Thank you. I am just about out of time. Ms.
Scarlett, do you have any thoughts on that as well? I could see you
lI;OddiI(lig your head. There’s something there that probably needs to

e said.

Ms. SCARLETT. We have two challenges as we think about the
maintenance backlog.

One is, of course, the size of that backlog and one of the various
tools to address it. Since half of that backlog is roads thinking
about the reauthorization of the Transportation bill and ensuring
that the portion for Federal lands is incorporated and incorporated
sufficiently is important.

Certainly recreation fees during my time at the Interior Depart-
ment we managed to work with the Congress to get passed the
Federal Recreation Enhancement Act which fundamentally was fo-
cused on user fees.

But there’s a piece that we keep missing, I think, in this con-
versation. It goes back to something I said about the Fish and
Wildlife Service. What we need to be sure of is that the approach
we utilize to address the maintenance backlog is actually one that
imbeds into the annual management structures of the agency. In-
centives to do that work well.

And I look to the Fish and Wildlife Service as a case in point.
Without any additional funds but simply by setting up very clear
priorities, understanding what their maintenance backlog actually
was, realizing that some of the items categorized were really pretty
low priority. Roads not used by anybody but perhaps some of their
own staff in remote places. They actually have been able to half
their maintenance backlog in just a few short years, and I think
looking at those management tools, something I spent some time
on while I was at Interior is critically important. Not just thinking
of giving a slug of money because that won’t necessarily change the
management structures. Really focusing on those structures, I
think, is part of the picture.

Senator DAINES. Thank you, Ms. Scarlett. I am out of time.

Thanks for the time here, Madam Chair, and I do think Congress
needs to continue to do more in this area with LWCF as well as
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that we are looking at the timber reform for our healthy forests.
We can improve all ten of our national forests back home in Mon-
tana and help revitalize the timber economies, create jobs. I am
looking forward to additional work we are doing on this Committee
here in these areas.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I appreciate that.

Good comments and good testimony this morning from all.

Mr. Watson, you made a point at the end there as we were talk-
ing about how we find efficiencies, and I think we all want to find
efficiencies. We have to from a fiscal perspective, it is a priority.

There are other ways to do it short of the Federal, the land ac-
quisitions. As you mention it is the land swaps. It is the exchanges.

It is exactly what we did with the package that we put together
within the NDAA last year where we were looking to address some
of the inefficiencies that are inherent in this process, so that is one
way to address the checkerboard and to do so in a revenue neutral
way. I think that that is worthy of exploration.

I think it is also worth noting that when we are talking about
the effort to make the land acquisition and we are seeing this real
benefit in buying up these inholdings. It is only within the Na-
tional Park Service that it is, as I understand it, a statutory re-
quirement to limit land acquisitions to inholdings. It is not a re-
quirement for other management agencies to limit acquisitions to
inholdings. So maybe that’s something that we look at for the oth-
ers.

We also recognize that every time we add a new park to the line-
up of our national parks as we did in NDAA. We add additional
conservation units that have to be maintained. It then, kind of,
builds on itself in terms of then how we have to deal with effi-
ciencies because we have more areas that we have brought on line
under our Federal management system. So it is something that I
think we need to look critically at.

I am chewing on the thoughts that were raised by Senator Alex-
ander about how land management is viewed in different parts of
the country, and we just have to stipulate to the fact that it is dif-
ferent in Alaska than it is in Maine. We recognize that. Yet, as
Senator Alexander has pointed out, we have a one size fits all type
of an approach or mentality. I guess this is where I am coming
from as I learn more to say, what are we doing on state side be-
cause that is how you really can allow for the differences in atti-
tude and approach toward land ownership.

If you are from a western state that has big spaces and already
a lot of public land you are going to be viewing it differently. The
flexibility that state side LWCF can offer you, I think, does allow
you the ability to not only provide for great spaces for people in our
respective states and around the country, but again, allows for a
level of flexibility.

These are some of the things that we are exploring as a Com-
mittee as we work toward reauthorization, again, something that
I do support.

I do not think that LWCF is broken. There were some who sug-
gested that was perhaps my leaning. It is not broken, but as with
any program, there is always room for improvement.
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This is a measure that was put in place 50 years ago, so I think
it is right and appropriate and legitimate that we look at it in the
context of how it is operating today because when it was put in
place 50 years ago we were at a different place in terms of where
we were with our land management and also in terms of where we
were with issues such as maintenance and backlog. We probably
could not have imagined that we would be looking at $20 plus bil-
lion when were talking about our backlog.

So as the times change we look at our laws and we review them.
We should not get all excited that somehow or other we are going
to be pulling the plug on an Act that has provided great benefit for
Americans across the country.

I do think it is appropriate that we review it for its timeliness
and ensure that the great benefits that we have seen historically
will continue into the future for our kids and our grandkids and
again, with a responsibility and a stewardship that we are all going
to be proud of.

So I look forward to working with you. Know that we have good
things that we have learned today. We will be doing more in the
weeks and months ahead.

With that, I thank you. We stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:16 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]



APPENDIX MATERIAL SUBMITTED

(138)



139

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund
Questions for the Record Submitted to Deputy Secretary Michael Connor

Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski

Question 1: Many federal lands that have great benefit to sportsmen and women are
inaccessible to varying degrees. What is the administration’s plan to address access
challenges on federal lands?

Response: The need to assure public access to the lands and waters we have is a
critical component of our commitment to the American people. The
Administration is continually looking at ways to increase access to federal lands
for recreation purposes, both systematically and in individual situations as access
issues arise.

For the last 5 years, the Administration has focused on the acquisition of
inholdings (99.25% for DOI) to assure that all Americans can access these lands
for future generations. Acquiring inholdings from willing sellers helps maintain
the integrity of the lands where there is already a federal investment and protects
them from harms that would result from incompatible uses on adjacent lands. The
Administration is also utilizing funds that have been made available for easements
and purchases of land to enhance access to the parcels of public lands that are not
currently legally accessible to the public. The Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF) has been a critical component in ensuring this access.

As for improving access to federal lands specifically for sporting and recreation,
the FY 2016 Budget contains over $20 million in discretionary and mandatory
funds for this purpose. This includes discretionary funds of $8.5 million for
Interior and $5.0 million for the Forest Service and mandatory funds of $6.5
million for Interior for improved access for sportsmen and hunters.

Question 2: On March 12, BLM testified before this Committee that the Department
“strongly supports” the reauthorization of the Federal Land Transfer Facilitation Act
(FLTFA). Since FLTFA was enacted, has the BLM used it to sell public lands at auction
to the highest bidder? What portion of those sales conducted under FLTFA has been
made to private citizens or companies?

Response: The Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act (FLTFA) was enacted
on July 25, 2000 (P.L. 106-248). FLTFA was originally authorized for a 10-year
period and first expired July 24, 2010. On July 29, 2010, Congress passed an
emergency supplemental appropriations bill which extended FLTFA for one year
to expire July 25, 2011. All funds in the Federal Land Disposal Account on July
24, 2010, and on July 24, 2011, when FLTFA expired were deposited into the
General Treasury, LWCF account which is subject to annual appropriations.

During FLTFA’s 11-year history, 27,249 acres were sold under this authority and
18,093 acres of environmentally-sensitive and significant lands were acquired.
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The BLM conducted competitive land sales and sold land to the highest bidder
using the General Services Administration online auctions process and in-person
competitive land sales. The sales were made predominately to private citizens
and companies and the acquisitions involved willing sellers. The acquired lands
were within or adjacent to certain Federally-designated areas with exceptional
resources managed by the NPS, FWS, BLM, and the U.S. Forest Service.

Question 3: States are required to engage in planning for their outdoor recreation needs
and to select, based on established criteria in those plans, high priority state and local
projects. What kind of planning process exists on the federal side for land acquisitions?
Does the LWCF Act require a planning process on the federal side for land acquisitions?
How is the public engaged in the process?

Response: The Department’s federal land acquisition process includes robust
public engagement. For example, at the Department level, the FY16 LWCF
request includes funding for the Collaborative Landscape Projects, which are
projects developed cooperatively with local communities to address specific
conservation priorities identified through a collaborative process. Proposed
Federal land acquisition projects are developed with the support of local
landowners, elected officials, and community groups; agencies routinely field far
more interest from willing sellers than they are able to meet with available
funding. This broad collaboration around locally driven priorities provides an
efficient and coordinated way to invest in, restore, and manage the country’s
natural and cultural resources. And, each Department bureau utilizes an
established process to rank land acquisition priorities for itself based on available
resources, mission objectives and local community and landowner input.

Question 4: How many acres have been acquired with LWCF funds since the beginning
of the program? For the federal acquisitions acres, please include a table that lists the
acquisitions by agency (National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service, Bureau of Land
Management, and Forest Service) and includes the acres and the state for each.

Response: The Department can provide the appropriated funding by field unit
and state, along with acres planned for acquisition when the funding was enacted
for its bureaus for the time period 2006 through 2015. During this period, the
total amount of acres planned for line item project acquisition when the funding
was enacted was over 500,000 for line-item projects only. This table is attached.

The Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service was contacted regarding an
accounting of its Federal land acquisitions, and will provide that information
separately.
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Question 5: Is the $11.4 billion maintenance backlog within the National Park Service
for high priority assets only? What is the maintenance backlog for medium and low
priority assets (listed separately) within the National Park Service?

Response: As of the end of FY 2014, the total deferred maintenance backlog
stood at $11.5 billion. Of this total, $2.2 billion is attributable to the NPS' highest
priority non-transportation assets. Of the more than 75,000 assets managed by
NPS, just over 6,700 are considered highest priority, and of these, 4,000
contribute to the deferred maintenance backlog. The National Park Service
strategy is to focus its resources on these most important assets. The NPS has not
separately listed the medium and lower priority assets.
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Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy

Question 6: Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I belicve we can derive revenues for the
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Quter Continental Shelf.
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset?

Response: By statute, $900 million is deposited into the LWCF account
annually and is funded primarily through a small portion of revenues from federal
oil and gas leases on the Outer Continental Shelf. Contributions from Surplus
Property Sales, and Motor Boat Fuels Tax vary each year but are nominal
compared to the amount from receipts on the Outer Continental Shelf. The
Administration’s mandatory funding proposal for LWCF provides full mandatory
funding for LWCF projects beginning in 2017. This mandatory funding, in
addition to increasing financial certainty, enhancing local conservation
partnerships and optimizing investments, will achieve the original intent of the
LWCF Act—the dedication of a small portion of the money collected from oil
and gas development and invest it into conservation and recreation projects for the
benefit of all Americans. It will also eliminate the need for offsets to any
increases in annual appropriations.
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Questions from Senator Ron Wyden

Question 7: The National Park Service is dealing with a maintenance backlog in the
nation’s parks. What has the Department of the Interior and the National Park Service
done, or what does it plan to do in the future, to take care of the maintenance backlog so
that programs like LWCF don’t get needlessly reorganized to pay for that backlog?

Response: The Department changed the focus of the Five-Year Deferred
Maintenance and Capital Improvement planning beginning in FY 2015 to the
highest priority assets that are mission critical. In addition, the Department
requires that bureaus dedicate three percent of their construction budgets to the
disposal of assets, eliminating deferred maintenance on unused assets. During
times of limited budgets, focusing on the highest priority, mission-critical assets is
a strategically sound plan that makes the best use of the maintenance funds
available.

The FY 2016 budget request includes a significant commitment to address the
NPS deferred maintenance backlog. The NPS strategy is to focus resources on
the highest priority, mission-critical assets. As of the end of FY 2014, the total

" backlog stood at $11.5 billion; of this, $2.2 billion is attributable to the NPS'
highest priority non-transportation assets. If fully funded, the levels requested in
FY 2016 would restore all these highest priority non-transportation assets to good
condition over ten years, and maintain them there through regular cyclic
maintenance.

Question 8: In your testimony you mentioned that federal land acquisition actually
reduces the cost of managing federal lands, Can you explain how inholdings are
identified for acquisition and the process for completing the purchase of the land? And,
how specifically does acquisition of inholdings improve maintenance and land
management on large tracts of federal lands?

Response: Proposed Federal land acquisition projects are developed with the
support of local landowners, elected officials, and community groups. Agencies
routinely field far more interest from willing sellers than they are able to meet
with available funding, and must prioritize which projects to include in the budget
request each year based on criteria including project readiness, resource values to
be protected, threat to the resource, and local support. Once funding is
appropriated for a project, the agency works with Interior’s independent Office of
Valuation Services to appraise the property, completes title work and
environmental site assessments, and finally makes an offer to the landowner for
the appraised fair market value.

Acquisition of inholdings generally does not require additional operating costs as
rarely are new staff or equipment required to manage new lands within existing
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boundaries. Occasionally, agencies may incur up-front costs to remove existing
improvements (fences, buildings, etc.) from an acquired property. When possible
or practical, the agencies require the landowner to remove such improvements
prior to transfer of title to avoid inheriting these costs. By removing unwanted
structures on newly acquired land, agencies avoid adding to ongoing O&M
requirements.

Acquisition of inholdings can greatly simplify land management for federal
managers and neighboring landowners. Eliminating checkerboard ownership
within federal units simplifies nearly every aspect of land management. For
example, wildland fire managers can apply appropriate fuels reduction, planned
burns, and fire suppression treatments more easily and at less expense across an
unfragmented landscape. Law enforcement and public safety personnel can more
easily patrol and respond to emergencies when public ownership is consolidated,
and recreation managers can more easily provide access for the public to enjoy
their public lands. One additional major cost saving measure is eliminating
potential trespasses from adjacent landowners which may be complicated and
expensive to resolve.

Question 9: In the hearing, there was a lot of discussion around the source of the
maintenance backlog, and that somewhere around 50% of the maintenance backlog was
due to roads and other transportation projects within park boundaries that should actually
be paid for by the Department of Transportation rather than the federal land management
agencies. Can you provide the breakdown for the National Park Service — how much of
your maintenance backlog consists of transportation projects and how much consists of
other work such as facilities repairs or trail maintenance?

Response: As of the end of FY 2014, the NPS deferred maintenance backlog
stood at $11.5 billion:

o $5.9 billion attributable to non-transportation assets, and

¢  $5.6 billion due to transportation assets.
Nearly half of the deferred maintenance backlog is in roads, bridges, and
tunnels—all critical infrastructure, which historically receive support from
funding provided in Transportation bills.
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Questions from Senator Debbie Stabenow

Question 10: In your testimony, you stated that over the last five years, 99.25% of the
lands acquired by the Department of the Interior were inholdings. You also described
how the acquisition of inholdings helps to reduce maintenance costs within federal land
units.

With funding from the Land and Water Conservation Fund being used almost exclusively
to acquire inholdings, and the role these acquisitions play in reducing maintenance,
would you say that the LWCF is already helping to combat maintenance backlogs?

Response: To the extent that the acquisition of inholdings reduces operating
costs for federally managed lands, that acquisition frees up funding for other
purposes, including addressing maintenance backlogs.

Question 11: Could you provide a few additional examples, beyond those in your
written testimony, that demonstrate how acquiring inholdings reduces maintenance costs?

Response: Examples of enhanced management resulting from land acquisition:

St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge (NWR)

St. Vincent NWR is an island off the panhandle coast of Florida in Apalachicola
Bay, off the Gulf of Mexico. Acquisition of the 5-acre tract on the mainland of
Apalachicola Bay provides permanent deep water mooring with launch site,
secure parking and equipment storage. Daily boat access for St. Vincent NWR
staff is required 24/7 for all island management activities, such as sea turtle nest
monitoring and protection, habitat management, prescribed burning, hunting and
fishing management and protection, and response to visitor emergencies. As the
refuge is only accessible by water, the site reduces staff travel time from the
refuge office to transfer supplies and heavy equipment. The acquisition of the site
also eliminates the annual $12,000 lease payment for the prior site and provides
significant savings in fuel for vehicles.

Prior to the acquisition of the deep water mooring and launch site, the FWS
conducted a critical review and analysis of deep water mooring and access options
in the general vicinity of the refuge. Only two or three options were possible,
with the acquisition of the acquired site being the most cost effective and safest:
for staff. The other sites involved longer nautical travel distances at nine miles,
were more costly as public boat launch sites, and did not offer the security needed
for refuge equipment.

San Joaquin NWR, CA

In 2006, the FWS acquired a 371-acre tract at San Joaquin NWR, including
riparian water rights. Along with other acreage acquired within the Refuge, 2,700

7
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acres have been restored to riparian woodland habitat. Afier three years,
irrigations for the riparian restoration ceased. The land acquired was cropland
that used approximately 24,000 acre-feet of water every year. With the land
restored to riparian woodland habitat, the 24,000 acre-feet of water is not used for
irrigation on the Refuge; the water stays in the San Joaquin River and benefits in-
stream flow, aquatic species, and downstream users. The use of riparian water
rights via lift pump on the Stanislaus River has saved the refuge approximately
$140,000 in the past seven years ($20,000 annually). Previously, water was
acquired by paying for expensive pumped well water. With the riparian forest
rehabilitation within the Refuge, the riparian brush rabbit population has returned
from the brink of extinction due to habitat loss and degradation.
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Questions from Senator Jeff Flake

Question 12: Part of the cost of acquiring new Federal land should be mitigating the loss
of a vibrant tax base for local governments. In FY2002, PILT payments were made from
the LWCF and in the Department of Interior Budget hearing in this committee two
months ago Secretary Jewell suggested that a portion of the funding stream currently
dedicated to LWCF could be dedicated to PILT. Would you elaborate on the Secretary’s
suggestion that LWCF funding streams could be used to meet PILT obligations?

Response: The Administration has requested reauthorization of and funding for
PILT consistently, including in the FY16 budget. The 2016 budget proposes to
extend PILT permanent funding for one additional year, while a sustainable long-
term funding solution is developed for the program. The proposal assumes
extension of the PILT payment formula, which is based on a number of factors,
including the amount of Federal land within an eligible unit of local government,
its population, and certain other Federal payments the local government may
receive. The cost of a one-year extension is estimated to be $452 million in 2016.

The Administration would support a package that reauthorizes both LWCF and
PILT, but does not support paying for PILT out of LWCF. Providing PILT
payments in this manner would not be consistent with the intent of LWCF:
balancing the permanent depletion of one federal resource with the permanent
protection of lands and waters, another non-renewable resource.

Question 13: In your written testimony you express the amount of inholdings that were
purchased by the DOI over the past five years as a percentage of the total amount of land
purchased by the DOI during that time. In your response to questions on this subject
during the hearing you referred to “edgeholdings.” Please define the term “edgeholding”
and provide, by state and by agency (BLM, NPS, and FWS), the amount of land acquired
over the past 10 years under LCWF authorities which were completely surrounded by
Federal land and which were on the boundaries of Federal land. Please compare these
amounts to those LWCF acquisitions by the Forest Service over the same time period.

Response: In the past five years, 99.25% of the lands acquired by the
Department of the Interior were inholdings of existing conservation units. The
acquisition of inholdings can reduce maintenance and manpower costs by
reducing boundary conflicts, simplifying resource management activities, and
easing access to and through public lands. This focus maximizes management
efficiencies for the agencies and, in many cases, reduces costs.

Since 2011, Congress has appropriated funding for four projects where
acquisitions did not lie completely within the boundary of an existing
conservation unit at the time of the appropriation, but were adjacent to or bisected
by the boundary (“edgeholdings™). In all instances, acquisitions using LWCF
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funding were authorized by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, and
include the following:

1.

In FY2011, Congress appropriated $640,000 to NPS to purchase an 18.23
acre tract on the boundary of Catoctin Mountain Park in Maryland. Upon
receipt of the appropriation, NPS completed a minor boundary adjustment.
The tract was thereby included within the boundary at the time of
purchase.

In FY2015, Congress appropriated $982,000 to BLM to acquire
approximately 1,900 acres adjacent to San Sebastian Marsh/San Felipe
Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) in California. The
acquisitions funded in FY2015 help reduce the ownership checkerboard
and support improved land management of this sensitive landscape and
recreational access. San Sebastian Marsh is open to hiking and is a popular
area for nature study.

In FY2015, Congress appropriated $1.2 million to BLM to acquire
approximately 440 acres at Canyons of the Ancients National Monument
in Colorado. Funds were appropriated to protect two properties straddling
the boundary that were facing immediate threats from rural residential
development, vandalism, and degrading land use practices.

In FY2013, Congress appropriated $4.5 million to BLM to acquire
approximately 366 acres at the California Coastal National Monument.
The unique oceanfront edgeholding was offered by a highly motivated
willing seller, at a time when coastal properties in California face
immediate threat from commercial and rural residential development.

10
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Questions from Senator Rob Portman

Question 14: Tam a very strong supporter of LWCF, and as you know [ also am
strongly committed to addressing the critical unmet maintenance needs in our national
parks and other public lands. Clearly, we need LWCF to secure the inholdings and other
lands that make our parks the important resources they are for the American people. At
the same time and for similar reasons, we absolutely need to address the Park Service
maintenance backlog as we head toward the Centennial of the National Parks, which I am
working to do.

Regarding LWCEF, I have seen the critical importance of strategic acquisitions of key
properties and conservation easements in my own state at Cuyahoga Valley National
Park, which is among the top most visited urban National Parks in the entire country,
where lands secured by the Park Service at the Blossom Music Center, the old Cleveland
Cavaliers coliseum site, and elsewhere were essential to maintaining the character of the
Park and now provide well-used recreation opportunities. And we are seeing it too at
Dayton Aviation Heritage National Historic Park, which already includes some of the
most pivotal sites needed to tell the story of the birth of aviation, such as the Wright
brothers® famous bike shop, but which has yet to protect other features including the
actual Wright Company factory buildings where they built the world’s first airplanes.

These places are important to our communities not only for their recreational, scenic, and
historic value, but also for their economic value as well. With 2.2 million visitors each
year, Cuyahoga Valley is a major component of Ohio’s recreation economy, which the
Outdoor Industry Association affirms is responsible for $17.4 billion in consumer
spending in my state and supports 196K direct Ohio jobs. Similarly, Dayton Aviation
does more than fire up the imagination of visitors from around the world — it also is
bringing tourist dollars to Dayton and serving as the focal point for an Aviation and
Aerospace Innovation District, with deep local government and nonprofit engagement,
that could play a vital role in the city’s future. The beautiful landscape at Cuyahoga and
the irreplaceable factory buildings at Dayton are the infrastructure for these economic
engines, and investments through LWCF have been and will continue to be crucial to that
infrastructure.

Meanwhile, these and other parks face another infrastructure crisis, with roads and
facilities in desperate need of repair and rehab. It's really two sides of the coin: to do
right by visitors to our parks and the communities that depend on them, we need to fix
what’s broken in our parks and secure the inholdings that are essential to the natural or
historic reasons people visit in the first place.

Mr. Connor, can you comment on the connection between maintenance and acquisition
needs in the Parks, and how your Department plans to address both, as I believe we must?

11
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Response: We agree we must do both: address the most urgent needs for
recreation, species and habitat conservation, and the preservation of landscapes
and historic and cultural resources while we address the deferred maintenance
backlog.

The LWCEF protects, with land acquisition, conservation and recreation resources
for the benefit of the American public — from national parks, forests, and wildlife
refuges to local playgrounds and historic areas. But the LWCEF is not a substitute
for adequate annual appropriations to support the operations of the federal land
management agencies, including their operations and maintenance requirements.
The FY 2016 budget request includes a significant commitment to address the
deferred maintenance backlog and requests additional cyclic maintenance to keep
the repaired assets in good condition.

OQuestion 15: Can you please describe for me the Bureau of Land Management’s role in
permitting conventional and unconventional oil and natural gas production in Ohio’s,
Wayne National Forest prior to issuance of the agency’s new fracking rule. How will
BLM’s role change now that the fracking rule is final?

Response: The BLM manages only the federal mineral estate on the Wayne
National Forest. The overall ownership of mineral estate on the Wayne National
Forest is highly complex. More than half of the mineral estate on the Wayne
National Forest is privately owned, which means the oil and gas regulations of the
State of Ohio apply to those minerals and the BLM has no role in the permitting
and regulation of those wells. The new hydraulic fracturing rule would not apply
to private mineral estate.

As for the remaining mineral estate, that which is federally-managed, federal rules
and regulations currently, and would continue to, apply. These federal rules and
regulations would include the new hydraulic fracturing rule afier the effective
date.

12
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Questions from Senator John Barrasso

Question 16: Mr. Connor, Secretary Jewell often talks about the importance of taking a
landscape-scale approach to ecosystem health and watersheds. In your testimony you
also talked about the importance of being able to acquire private inholdings within
exterior federal land boundaries.

Do you believe the over 18 million acres of state parks and forests, recreation sites, and
natural areas should be treated as an integral part of the overall landscape? Should states
have the resources to address the needs of their parks and forests and to acquire private
inholdings from willing sellers within the exterior boundaries of state parks and forests?

Response: State parks and forests, recreation sites, and natural areas should be
treated as an integral part of the overall landscape; but we cannot comment on
how the States spend their resources. Through the LWCF, the Administration
provides States with funding for parks and recreation facilities through grants that
require a fifty percent match. In order to apply for the grants, the State must have
a statewide recreation plan and must maintain the assisted area or facility.

13
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Question from Senator Al Franken

Question 17: Conservation investments play an important role in improving public
access to federal lands for recreational purposes, such as hunting and fishing. But
conservation is also essential for maintaining the natural system, and for helping to
mitigate the impacts of climate change. For example, the Northwoods of Minnesota help
to reduce the impacts of climate change by capturing and storing a significant amount of
carbon, while protecting the water quality of some of our nation's greatest rivers and
lakes. When choosing which land acquisition projects to prioritize for conservation, do
the four land management agencies consider the potential for carbon capture and climate
change mitigation?

Response: The Administration has identified land conservation as an important
tool for climate change mitigation, and using land conservation to increase carbon
storage is part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, which notes that
“conservation and sustainable management can help to ensure our forests continue
to remove carbon from the atmosphere while also improving soil and water
quality, reducing wildfire risk, and otherwise managing forests to be more
resilient in the fact of climate change.”

Developing a greater understanding of climate change vulnerability and biological
carbon sequestration is of increasing importance for Interior agencies. In the
FY16 President’s Budget Request, FWS requested an increase of $500,000 to
support the development of decision support tools for land managers and other
users: “The Service recognizes the importance of considering carbon
sequestration values in the protection and management of its lands, and is
continually looking for data and tools to assist its land acquisition, management,
and restoration practices. The US Geological Survey Biologic Carbon
Sequestration Assessment (LandCarbon Project) has identified lands with high
carbon sequestration capacity and the potential for future climate change, wildfire,
land use change, and land management activities to modify that capacity. Using
LandCarbon data products and maps, the Service will develop and test tools and
guidelines that can be used to identify the lands with the greatest current or
potential carbon stocks and/or sequestration values for projects supporting: (1)
restoration and acquisition activities in the National Wildlife Refuge System, such
as the Neal Smith National Wildlife Refuge and other lands in lowa, and (2)
ecological restorations associated with Natural Resource Damage Assessment
settlements and with restoration work conducted through Habitat Conservation
programs. These tools and guidelines will help the Service choose the highest-
priority lands for conservation or restoration by including biological carbon
sequestration in the suite of factors used for conservation priority-setting.”

14
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Question 18: Fate of Landscape Proposals

The FY 2016 President’s Budget request includes a substantial amount of LWCF funding
for the Island Forests at Risk Collaborative Landscape Proposal. Portions of this
landscape proposal, which seeks to purchase lands in Hawaii, are the number one priority
in both the National Park Service’s and US Fish and Wildlife Service’s land acquisition
budgets. These agencies have identified acquisition needs at Hawaii Volcanoes National
Park and Hakalau Forest National Wildlife Refuge totaling 45,760 acres and $38 million.

If LWCF were fully funded at $900 million these projects could be completed. Based on
historic funding levels, however, it is likely that Congress will appropriate much less,
leaving a considerable number of unfunded federal needs in my state and across the
country. Can you speak on the importance of having a dedicated and fully funded Land
and Water Conservation Fund to address these needs now and in the future?

Response: Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has protected conservation and
recreation lands in every State and supported tens of thousands of State and local
projects. The authority for LWCF expires on September 30, 2015, at which time
revenues will cease to be deposited in the LWCF unless Congress reauthorizes the
program.

The President’s FY2016 budget includes a request to permanently authorize
annual funding from the LWCF, without further appropriation or fiscal year
limitation. This proposal, if enacted, would provide $900 million annually in
permanent funds starting in 2017, and would ensure that agencies and partners
will be able to engage in multi-year planning required for large-scale conservation
and effective collaboration with local communities, such as the projects you note
in Hawaii. Enactment of the Administration’s FY2016 LWCF request would
support broad collaboration around locally driven priorities and provide more
efficient and coordinated ways of investing in, restoring, and managing the
country’s natural and cultural resources.

Question 19: National Park Service Funding

It is my understanding that out of the government’s entire budget, the National Park
Service has recently received roughly one-fificenth of one percent of that budget. That is
0.0007% of the entire federal budget to pay 22,000 individuals to protect and maintain 84
million acres and provide a pleasant experience for aimost 300 million visitors each year.

Given the small budget that the Park Service has to work with, they have an estimated

maintenance backlog of around $11.5 billion. Can you comment on how much land
acquisitions funded by the LWCF have contributed to this maintenance backlog? What

15
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would the maintenance backlog look like if Congress were to adequately fund the
National Park Service and address critical transportation legislation?

Response: The United States has a significant investment in federal lands within
National Park System boundaries that has accrued over time. These lands need to
continue to be protected and preserved in order to maintain the current
investment. Acquiring inholdings from willing sellers helps maintain the integrity
of the lands where there is already a federal investment and protects them from
harms that would result from incompatible uses on adjacent lands.

The majority of land acquired within NPS boundaries is unimproved, with no
improvements planned. In those cases, no increase in the maintenance backlog is
associated with the acquisition. In some instances, land acquisition will require
future maintenance for portions of trails to increase public access, for upkeep of
historic structures, or for eradication of invasive species. These instances are
relatively rare. In the FY2016 NPS request, only 11 of the 40 line-item land
acquisition requests anticipate outyear costs for operations and maintenance of the
lands, while 9 project savings and 20 are neutral.

Question 20: State Involvement

One of the arguments used in support of reforming the LWCF is that state agencies and
local stakeholders are best at identifying what local constituents want and need for
outdoor recreation and that more LWCF funds should be allocated to the Stateside Grant
Program.

Can you speak a little bit on the number and variety of partners involved in planning and
development of LWCF proposals? Are there instances when state agencies have not
played a significant role in working with the federal agencies to identify and prioritize
projects?

Response: Over its 50-year history, the LWCF has protected conservation and
recreation lands in every State and supported tens of thousands of State and local
projects. The President’s FY2016 budget includes funding for Collaborative
Landscape Projects, which are developed cooperatively with local communities to
address specific conservation priorities identified through a collaborative process
conducted by land management agencies. The Administration’s FY2016 LWCF
request would support broad collaboration around locally driven priorities and
provide more efficient and coordinated ways of investing in, restoring, and
managing the country’s natural and cultural resources.

The Administration’s Budget has consistently proposed -- and Congress has

consistently provided -- a balance among federal and state conservation under
LWCEF. Over the last 10 years, state grants have averaged well over 40% of total

16
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LWCEF appropriations, and the President’s FY2016 discretionary budget
maintains that exact same balance.

The projects funded through those various state grant programs all have been
requested by the states, on their own behalf or on behalf of localities. LWCF
Stateside assistance is community- and state-driven, and so are DOI’s

Cooperative Endangered Species grants and USDA’s Forest Legacy Program.

17
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Federal LWCF

Bureau Details

000"y
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 0z 2013 2014 2015
Reprogran|
Revised
State | Acres Emncted| Acres Eoncted| Acres Enacted| Acres Enacted| Acres Enacted Engcted | Enacted  Acres  Funding | Acres  Fomcted | Acres  Enacted | Acres  Enmcted
Crooked NWSR OR
Grande Ronde National Wild and Scenic River OR
Joln Day National Wild and Seenic River oR 365 600
Oregon National Wild and Scenic Rivers/North Fork or | 62 641
Qwyhe NWSR OR
Pacific Crest National Scenic Trait OR m 54
Sandy River/Oregon Nationat Historie Trail or | 35 1577 s 1350] 48 2,100 us 1,500} 100 1,009
Grand Staircase-Escalante NM ur 700}
Red Ciiffs NCA ur 4,000
Craig Thomas Little Mountain SMA wy 2,000
Colorado River SMRA ur | so0  1as| a0 s00
North Platie Rives SRMA wy % T00) 377 2,700 148 1.200

. Indicates that this is a cost per acve calcutation. The enacted budget was cither more, or less, than requested in the President’s budget. Cost per asre was determined by the numbers
reported in the President’s budset, then extrapolated to the enacted amount.
UN: Indicates that this funding was not specifteally requested in the President’s budger, so enacted acres cannot be determined.

s LA 2006 hru 2013 by
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Federal LWCF

Bureau Details

(5000's)
2006 007 2008 2009 2010 011 2012 2082 2013 2014 205
Reprograny/
Revised
State | Acres Enacted] Acres Enacted] Acres Enacted| Acres Enacted; Acres Enacted Enacted Enacted Agres Fonding Acres Enacted Acres Enacted Asres Enacted
Fish and Wildlife Service
FWS LWCF ACQUISITION TOTAL 27,9904 28,045 34,596 42455 86,340 54,890} 54,632 54,632 51,775 54,422 47,535
1and Acquisition Management 10,063 9,933 9,499} 9,640 12,555 12,530 12,335 12,535 12,865 16,5001 12,643
inholdings, Emergencics and Hardships 2,956 2978 2,953 3,000} 5,800 4,990 4,492 4,492 4,287| 1,351 5,351
Exchanges 1478 1,485 1477 1,500] 2,000 1,996} 2,49 2,496 2,365 1,500 1,500
Linc-Jiem Projects® 14971 13,650} 20676 29,315 66,785 35,374 35,1089 35,109 32,288 35,071 28071
Sporismen/Recreational Access
Detaved Proiect Savings -1478, -1.0001
Line-ltem Projects 1491 13,630] 20,678 20,318 66,783 | 35,374 35,109 35.109| 32.288| B0 28071
Alaska Maritime NWR. AKX 355 394 1.445 4604 1,100 300 39 151 99
Towiak NWR AKX NA 295 862 325
Yukon Delta NWR AK 480 394 2473 365 499
Yukon Flais NWR. AK N/A** 495]
Bon Secour NWR. AL 40 500
Cahaba River NWR AL ng 415
Cache River NWR AR | 493 797 370 495 4243 1657 4143 523 1071
Leslie Canvon NWR AZ 2,040 300 3338 360)
Grasstands WMA CA 473 1,000 564 1,369 473 1,600 247 1,000
San Diego NWR CA 20 385 100 5,000]
San joaguin River NWR. CA 65 443 132 909 213 2,000 166 2.0004 3994 360 2.994] 167 1.000;
Stewart McKinnev National Wildlife Refuse T 20 €99 Niasess 2,000}
Silvio O. Conte NWR CT, 20 640 w2 1,969 1,600 3815 665 2,500 8635 2,308} 6,490 R12 6,490 1,041 1,500 7 2,800,
MA,
NH VT
Highlands Conservation CT, N, NIA* 1980} N/A* 1,723 N/A® 1,509 NA* 4,000} 4,992 NIA* 4,992 N/Ase 1231 N/A* 3,000|
NY.PA
Prime Hook NWR DE 6 246 108 1,000
Crystal River NWR FL 57 1.500 NA 1.500)
Everlades Headwaters NWR/ICA FL 375 1.500] 750 3,000 1256 3060, 600 3,000,
Lower Suwansee NWR L 998 667 998
National Key Deer NWR FL 51 1.028
$1. Marks NWR FL 890 £.300] 143 509) 750 1.000 3,994 1410 2398
$t. Vincent NWR FL. H 1.060|
Rond Swamn NWR GA 304 1.200]
Savannah NWR GA 1.248 100 1.248
Longleaf Pine Okcfenokes NWR GAFL 3.708 3000 3800 9.481
James Campbell NWR Hi 147 3.938 230 7,000 222 7,400
Driftess Area NWR 1A 173 320] 66 250 e 450
Upper Mississippi River NW&FR. TAMN, 45 500] 160 1,200 160 4004 2,746 563 2,246 335 1,600
wi
Norther Tallurass Prairic NWR IAMN | 386 4931 192 406 24 404] 250 500, 500 500 166 5001
Red Rock Lakes NWR DMT 616 1.500] 335 1,500; 4.380 2822
Cvoress Creek NWR )i 160 500
Patoks River NWR N 385 500] Lis1 1.150]
Flint Hills Lenacy Conservation Area KS 2.158 1,000; 3333 1.000]
Ciarks River NWR. KY 33 197} 307 492 669 750 669 750|
Red River NWR LA 492 492) 666 1,600
Tensas River NWR LA 2,127 1,872 1520 1,248
Upper Quachita NWR LA 2060 5004 1200 3,600
Blackwater NWR. MD 125 394 1.006| 1,060 2.0001 509 31,5001
« LA 2606 thrz X015 ke (2)
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Federal LWCF
Bureau Details

(5000's)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 200 2082 2012 2013 2014 2015
Reprograny/
Revised
State | Acres Enscted] Acres Enacted] Acres Enocted! Acres Enacted | Acres Ensacted Enacted Eaacted Acres Funding Acres Enacted Acres Enacted Acres Enacted
Maine Coastal Isiands NWR ME 7l 1.000]
Rachel Carson NWR ME | 37 591 93 3.000)
Bin Muddy NFEWR MO 75 300
Panther Swamp NWR MS 56 500
Blackfoot Valley CA MT 7.500 4825 8750 4680)
Rocky Mountain Fran( CA MT | 267 985] 600 1.980) 220 reool sas7 30| nam 5.300] 333 1500] 7300 O 7.260] 5211 2,000,
Bear River Watershed Canscrvation Area (ID/UT/WY) Muli
Allisator River NWR NC
North Dakota WMA ND 54 1090 5714 1.660
Dakota Grasstand CA NDSD Less 320 4160 ool 1033 2500 23083 8650f 15385 7.000]
Dakota Tallsrass Prairic NWR NDSD| 2465 493 125  soof 2220 1000f 2222 1000 1020 500 6122 3.000)
Raintwater Bosin Wetlands Management District NE 160 se0) 160 500
Umbasior NWR Ni | 7ee 49 eat 1000 641 1000 2240 2.240)
Cane May NWR NI 7 a9 56 2009
Edwin 8. Forsvihe NWR N | % 296} 8 1,160 10 250
Great Swamp NWR N) 230 a8 146 750 194 1000
Supmwans Meadows NWR N MU 150
‘Wallkill NWR N 250 1,400
Seviflota NWR NM 20 500
Vallev de Oro NWR (vice Middie Rio Grande NWR) NM 5 1258 100 1500
Nestucca Bay NWR ok 120 1,606
Upger Klamath OR 878 197 1362 3,473
Chenrv Velley NWR PA 27 750]
Joha H. Chafeee NWR Rl 10 700} 13 900!
Rhode Island Refuge Complex Rl 13 517 74 492
Emest F. Hollings ACE Hasin NWR sC 122 500 T4Y 193 249
Waccamaw NWR sC 257 00| 434 1,250 %98 500 99|
Chickasaw NWR ™ 239 5001
Balconcs Canyonfands NWR T% | 161 493 w2 2 340 1000 187 500
Laguna Atascosa NWR ™ 2,201 394 447 500 1,198 0
Lower Rio Grande Vallev NWR ™ 788 788 422 492 143 500 410 1.000| L 23] 1.500. 2.561 1167 1.596
Neches River NWR ™ 2,150 640 1,000
San Bermard NWR-Austin's Woods Unit T 500 1250 1000 217
Trinity River NWR TX
Bear River MBR ur 434 1.300] 533 1.600)
Back Bav NWR VA %0 497 27 45
Eastern Shore of Virginia NWR VA 182 131 26 9m 2 1.575
Great Dismal Swamp NWR VA 18 500,
Sames River NWR VA 63 1575 125 1.000
Rappahannock River NWR VA 165 4%3) 1o 1sool 150 500 20 1,000 s 2.000)
Nisqually NWR WA 3 500) 208 1000
Tumbult NWR WA 990 1.500)
Willana NWR WA 180 750)
Canaan Valley NWR wy | 187 sis 14T 836 2250 350 950|
Ohio River lsiands NWR wv 15 500

*Highlands Conservation is a matching grant program and screage is ot projiected in edvance.

**Yukon Flats NWR 3495000 appropriated for EIS.

***Gran administrative expenses for Highlands Conservation.

+x+3SB MeKinney funds reprogrammed to Umbagog NWR in FY 2012, Tract was aequired with Atlentic Coast Joint Venture Grant funds; no other tracts were avaitable. Al Umbagog NWR,
1,950 acres were acquired with the reprogrammed funds,

IS LA 2006 th -

66T



Federal LWCF

Bureau Details

(5000's)
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2012 2013 2004 2015
Reprograny]
Revised
State | Acres Enacted] Acres Emacted| Acres Enacted] Acres  Enacted | Acres  Enscted Enacted | Enacted Actes Funding Acres Enacted Acres Enscted Acres Esacted

National Park Service
NPS LWCF ACQUISITION TOTAL 34,395) 34,402 44,367] 45.121 86,266] s4890) 56,969 56,969 53,989 su.wl
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Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski

Question 1: What are the benefits or advantages of giving LWCF funds to states
compared to the federal government?

For the state and local governments, this matching grant program is the only
specific federal grant program for outdoor recreation. I emphasize matching
grant program. As a minimum, every dollar to the State Assistance Program has
been matched at least on a 1:1 basis. Many project have been overmatched.

State and local officials are best suited to determine the needs for their respective
communities. States select high priority state and local projects using criteria
from their Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor Recreation Plans, or SCORPs, as
required in the LWCF Act. The SCORP’s are one of the many ways to assure that
local stakeholders, including the public, help shape the recreation landscape
within the state agsistance program of the LWCF. Statewide plans along with the
states” ability to access local decision makers like Governors, County
Commissioners, City Managers and local park and recreation professionals, and
most importantly the users (soccer moms, skate boarders and friends groups) are
crucial to ensuring that the needs of each state and local community are met.

In 1965 the US population was 194 million. The US Census agency projects the
population to reach 321 million this year. State and local outdoor recreation
opportunities must grow to keep pace with a growing population and shifting
demographics. It is a benefit we respectfully request that Congress provide. It
truly must begin now, if we are to provide this important benefit in the future.

Question 2: How often and in what ways do state projects involve partnerships to help
leverage resources and build community support?

Virtually all of the state assistance program projects leverage resources and build
lasting partnerships. Obviously there is the 1:1 match requirement. But itis
typically much more. Here are a few examples recently highlighted in A Smart
Investment for America’s Economy, LWCF by the City Parks Alliance:

1. Sugar House Park, Salt Lake City, UT Set in the Sugar House neighborhood
of Salt Lake City, Sugar House Park is a gem that attracts residents from
around the city for events, sledding, sports, gardens and an extensive trail
network. Multiple LWCF grants have supported a renovation of the park
and trail connections to nearby Sugar House Business District, Parley’s Rail
to Trail and the Jordan River Trail. These new connections have increased
biking and pedestrian access to the business district and contributed to over

$200 million in new housing, retail and commercial development. Source: Salt
Lake City, Parks and Public Lands, data provided by staff, November, 2014.
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2. Reedy River Falls Park and Liberty Bridge, Greenville, SC In 2004,
Greenville transformed its downtown by restoring Reedy River Falls Park,
originally protected by LWCF, and building Liberty Bridge. The pedestrian
bridge is the capstone of a park that has inspired a wave of prosperity
throughout the West End, including construction of a minor league baseball
park. “Greenville never had an iconic image; the bridge and waterfalls
became that. We spent $13 million on the park and within two years had
about $100 million in private investment. LWCF’s initial investment led to
permanent protection of the site and the support that has since flowed into
the park and surrounding area.” — Greenville Mayor Knox White Source:
Connor, E, Liberty Bridge: Half Century in the Making, Greenville News, Oct. 2014.

3. Confluence Park on the South Platte River, Denver, CO LWCF’s $1.2 million
in grants for the South Platte River in Denver galvanized over $2.5 billion in
local public and private funding, an investment that has revitalized Denver’s
downtown and continues to drive economic development and job creation.
Leveraging two thousand dollars in local public and private funding for every

federal dollar spent is a smart national investment. Source: Harnik, P., From
Fitness Zones to the Medical Mile: How Urban Park Systems Can Best Promote Health and Wellness,
Trust for Public Land, 2011, 32.

4. Indian Bend Wash, Scottsdale, AZ Eight LWCF grants over the past 40 vears
have enabled the creation of the Indian Bend Wash, an ocasis of parks, lakes,
paths and golf courses traversing 11 miles through the heart of Scottsdale.
Developed initially as an alternative to cement culverts, the greenbelt has
successfully protected the city, including a 65 square mile drainage area,
from flood damage during many record-setting rainfalls. This world-renown

flood control project is rated among the top urban green spaces in Arizona.
Source: A Smart Investment for America’s Feonomy — The Land and Water Conservation Fund, City
Parks Alliance, 2615

5. Philadelphia, PA Philadelphia’s 10,334 acre park system, developed in part
with $12 million in LWCF funds, is saving the city $6 million PER YEAR in
stormwater management costs.(1) As part of its Green City, Clean Waters
initiative, over the next 25 years Philadelphia will be investing $2 billion in
parks and green infrastructure to capture 85% of the city’s stormwater,
saving the city $16 billion that would otherwise be spent on underground
pipes and tunnels. (2) LWCF grants can match these water utility
investments to ensure that stormwater management investments are

simultaneously creating outdoor recreation opportunities. Sources: 1. Harrik, P.,
Measuring the Economie Value of a City Park System, Trust for Public Land, 2009, 12., 2. Featherstone
et al. Creating a Sustainable City: Philadelphia’s Green City Clean Waters Program, 47th ISOCARP
Congress, 2011, 1, 10.
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Question 3: In your view, why should Congress amend the LWCF Act to include a
specific stateside allocation?

State agencies are strategically positioned to ensure good planning, budgeting
and accountability for LWCF state assistance projects because we are immersed
within our states and local communities. In general, state governments are in
tune with the pulse and feelings of the population and must assume leadership
roles in outdoor recreation. Restoring the state share consistent with the original
intent of the legislation would mean of course millions more spent on close to
home recreation on the priority projects determined by state agencies, in a
transparent process, who know best what local constituents want and need in
terms of outdoor recreation. It is estimated that dedicating 60% of funds to the
state assistance program would more than triple the funds available to local
communities under the status quo. Ensuring state-controlled planning
(SCORP) that includes mandated federal agency participation is critical moving
forward. Providing flexibility to State Liaison Officers for LWCF stateside funds
to include renovation, restoration & stewardship of lands for outdoor recreation
is an important component of the act.

It is important that we clarify exactly what are state grants, consistent with the
language and original purposes of the LWCF, and what we define as the
“Stateside” component of the LWCF. We prefer to be clear in stating our interest
in the LWCF is specifically with the State Assistance Program — formula grants to
the States for local conservation and active recreation. The State Assistance
Program is one of the original core tenants and priorities of the program from
when the LWCF was created in 1964. Further, the original Act designated that the
distribution of annual funding for the LWCF be allocated as follows:

SEC. 4. (a) ALLOCATION.~There shall ... (i) the appropriation therein
made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum for State purposes
and 40 per centum for Federal purposes...  Source:
www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-78/pdf/STATUTE-78-Pg897.pdf

Question 4: Mr. Connor claimed that some of the “other programs,” such as Forest
Legacy, benefit states and that appropriations from the LWCF have historically been
balanced between state and federal purposes. Do you agree? Do the “other programs”
serve the same purposes as the State Assistance Program?

They do not serve the same purposes. The loosely defined “related purposes” or
new programs were first considered in 1997. While serving worthwhile goals,
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these additional accounts are NOT what we determine to be “State purposes” as
intended under the original Act.

For example, the “related purposes” which the Administration is attempting to
include under the “Stateside” umbrella, are NOT subject to the same conditions
placed upon the State Assistance Program. These “related” programs:

* Are NOT incorporated, or even considered, under the LWCF
mandated “Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan”
(SCORP) which defines priorities and the manner which states
intend to utilize their State Assistance funding over what is typically
a five-year period. The SCORP is supposed to be used, in tandem
with an “open selection process” when making decisions on all state
uses of the grant funding.

* Being outside of the SCORP process, these programs are not
managed with the direct assistance of the State Outdoor Recreation
Liaison Officer — a governor-appointed position required under the
State Assistance Program.

+ These programs are identified as “voluntary” and “highly
competitive” indicating that states cannot depend on receiving
funding in a given year for these purposes and that major decisions
with regard to where the funding ends up are being made in
Washington, DC.

* Projects funded under these “related purposes” are not subject to
the same financial threshold of the dollar-for-dollar match that is
required of all projects funded through the State Assistance
Program.

+ Finally, these “related purposes” include programs which are not
under the management or responsibility of the Department of the
Interior, but which, over time, have utilized over $650 million in
direct LWCF support. Irefer you to the chart provided on page 5 of
my written testimony.

While we recognize the considerable competing priorities, and acknowledge the
worthwhile purposes these programs were created to address, any honest review
will confirm that they are NOT the same, in manner or purpose, as the “State
purposes” laid out in the original Act. Therefore, claiming, “40% (of existing
LWCF support) is going to the stateside,” of the program is misleading, at best.
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Questions from Senator John Barrasso

Question 1: Mr. Ledford, you heard my question to Mr. Connor about what is a fair and
equitable percentage for the states the Administration would support as part of
reauthorization. You also heard his answer. He did not give what he felt was a fair
percentage, but did claim states were getting 40%, not 12% as you have stated. What is
your response to the Administration’s claim?

We strongly affirm our original statement. By way of illustration, note the
comments in the answer provided regarding the Administration’s FY2016 Budget
request. It includes a total of $400 million in discretionary funding for the LWCF
with the $50 million (12.5%) allocated to the State Assistance Program
continuing the pattern of falling well short of a fair and equitable percentage
being made available for state and local outdoor recreation. We note that it would
take $160 million of overall LWCF appropriations to the State Assistance
Program to achieve the 40% threshold — the minimum percentage of annual
appropriations the law currently requires be made available for federal land
acquisition (“Federal purposes” under the original Act).

In the enabling legislation, the “State purposes” designated under the Act was the
State Assistance Program. As I explained in the written testimony, through
legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund has
been effectively squeezed to the point of being no more than 12% to 13% of total
LWCF appropriations since 1998.

As provided in a response to a similar question (#4) from Chairman Murkowski,
the loosely defined “related purposes” or new programs were first given
consideration in 1997. While they may serve worthwhile goals, these additional
accounts are NOT what would readily be determined to be “State purposes” as
intended under the original Act.

Funds used for related purposes have gone towards the following:

¢ BLM: Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Maintenance

+ FS: Forest Legacy, road rehabilitation and maintenance, State and Private
Forestry Programs

+  FWS: State and Tribal Wildlife Grants, Cooperative Endangered Species
Conservation Fund, North American Wetlands Conservation Act Fund,
Deferred Maintenance, Landowner Incentive Program, Private
Stewardship Grants

¢ NPS: Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR), Historic
Preservation Fund, Elwha Ecosystem Restoration, Deferred Maintenance

Some funds have also gone to USGS and Bureau of Indian Affairs for non-
acquisition purposes. The total amount that has gone towards other purposes is
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approximately $2.1 billion. Funds were appropriated for other purposes in
FY1998, FY2000, and every year since.

Question 2: Mr. Ledford, you spoke about the importance role LWCF projects play to
increase health and wellness and economic prosperity in low income areas. Would you
give the committee some state specific examples? What it would mean for individuals in
low income communities physically, mentally, and financially if LWCF was returned to
the original intent of the law and more state projects were accomplished?

Coincidentally today as I draft these responses, I met with a personal physician.
As we spoke about what constitutes healthy lifestyles for both America’s youth
and population in general, his unsolicited comment, was that “movement” as a
whole is the most important factor in maintaining good health.

It is well established that physical activity helps prevent obesity and related
medical problems, and there is mounting evidence that providing close-to-home
places to exercise—parks, primarily—can improve health. People who live close to
parks that are easy to get to and well-maintained are more likely to use them;
conversely, people who live far from parks are apt to use them less.*

Participating in outdoor recreation, starting at a young age with close-to-home
accessible activities, leads to greater participation in a wider variety of outdoor
activities throughout life. The most popular of these “gateway” activities are
walking, running, bicycling, fishing and hiking, which can all be pursued in local

urban parks and trails.®

Half of all Americans get less than the minimum recommended amount of
physical activity. Of the half of Americans who participate in outdoor recreation,
over 70% say their primary motivation is to get exercise, yet one in ten
Americans, from teens to seniors, say they are not active outside because the
places to recreate are too far away. Children, in particular, suffer from a lack of
access to close-to-home recreation, which has led in part to the highest rates of
childhood obesity in the world.?

The United States is the most overweight nation in the world. An obese American
racks up nearly $1,500 more per vear in health care costs than an American of

normal weight, for a national total of $147 billion in direct medical expenses.*

The vitality of our nation depends on the vitality of our people. LWCF is a smart
investment for keeping Americans active, an investment that will save lives, save
costs and contribute to creating a strong, secure and healthy America.

The CDC’s report, America Walk, brings the importance of walking to center



169

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund
Questions for the Record Submitted to Mr. Lewis Ledford

stage. This report on walking provides an opportunity for states, communities,
and partners to mobilize around the importance of environmental and
programmatic supports for walking and the many health benefits of an active
lifestyle. To this end, the CDC calls everyone to be mindful of and to take action
on this kev message: “Better spaces and more places for walking can get people
more active.”

The Community Guide for Preventive Services also provides three recommended
strategies to support walking:

1. Creating, or enhancing access, to places for physical activity combined with
informational outreach such as walking trails and paths and joint use
agreements;

2. Street-scale urban design and land-use policies such as lighting and safe street
design; and

3. Community-scale urban design land use policies such as pedestrian and
recreational master plans and development of mixed used communities.

There is extensive research that shows that living near a park makes a difference
in these neighborhoods.

Pyschological Science
http://pss.sagepub.com/content/early/2013/04/23/0956797612464659.abstract
. This article and study shows that living near a park — an urban park with green
space, one that is nature-filled and bird-filled — can make a difference in
lowering mental distress and raising a feeling of well-being or life-satisfaction.
These were the conclusions of a recent study in Psychological Science, results
released by a team of four researchers out of the Universities of Plymouth and
Exeter in the UK.

Not only did these researchers conclude that people are happier when living in
urban areas with greater amounts of green space, they measured a “life
satisfaction boost” generally equivalent to one-fifth to one-quarter of the increase
associated with finding a job or being married. The increase in life satisfaction
that accompanied nearby green space “was equivalent to 28% of the effect of
being married rather than unmarried and 21% of being employed rather than
unemployed.”

In another recent study published in the International Journal of Health
Geographics, it showed that pre-school kids who live in greener neighborhoods
are more likely to play outside. The study by Diana S Grigsby-Toussaint, Sang-
Hyun Chi and Barbara H. Fiese (PDF) showed that::

“.. [E]xposure to greener neighborhoods encourages children to spend more
time outdoors where they may reap both physiological and cognitive benefits.
Conversely, children with the lowest levels of neighborhood greenness were
least likely to spend time playing outdoors, engaging in active or quiet play
(rainy day kids).”
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In addition to their own research, the authors point to examples including
“initiatives using landscape architecture to create green elementary school
grounds in Canada, which found a 70% increase in light and moderate physical
activity among children.”

Those of us lucky enough to grow up with backyards and trees get this, and a
growing body of research shows why it’s especially important: children who
play outside are healthier, more creative in their play and more

likely (PDF) to have positive attitudes toward nature (and environmentally
conscious behavior) when they grow up. Plus, all those “physiological and
cognitive benefits.”

In an issue of Science Dailey newsletter, an Oregon research project is

presented that indicates, “One way to help address the epidemic of obesity in the
United States is improve access to pleasant hiking trails and ambitious parks
and recreation programs..” This study cites one example in West Virginia where
a community with high obesity rates and limited access to recreation facilities
noted that 25% of people using a new trail had previously been sedentary. They

conclude the article by stating that “state and local policy makers who are dealing

with competing budgetary demands become more informed about the health
benefits of outdoor recreational opportunities and consider them in their

allocations of scarce resources.” Science Daily ( Jan. 15, 2010 )

I will conclude the response to this question by sharing that personally my
growing up in western North Carolina, and having ready access to the outdoors,
including the Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Pisgah National Forest and
the Blue Ridge Parkway made it simple for me to get outdoors. Unfortunately for
many urban youth today in particular, getting to a national park is virtually a
once a year vacation, if even that frequent. The stateside assistance program of
LWCEF provides the opportunity for close to home, quality outdoor recreation.

1. Harnik, P., From Fitness Zones to the Medical Mile: How Urban Park Svstems Can Best Promote Health and
Wellness, Trust for Public Land, 2011, 1.

2. Outdoor Foundation, Outdoor Participation Report, 2013, 26.

3. Outdoor Foundation, 2013, 29.

4, Harnik, 2011, 5.

Question 3: Last week Domenic Bravo, Wyoming State Parks Administrator testified in
the House that, “realigning spending with the original intent of the legisiation would
mean millions more spent close to home on priority projects determined by state actors
who know best what local constituents want and need in terms of outdoor recreation.”

M. Ledford, in addition to supporting state parks and local projects such as pools,
playgrounds, and trails, is it correct a State can also acquire land using its Land and
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Water Conservation Fund dollars if it chooses to do so? Could states use the funding to
acquire private inholdings from willing sellers within the exterior boundaries of state
parks and forests?

Yes. During the time that I served as the state parks director in North Carolina it
was not uncommon to acquire land for state parks, and to administer grants for
land acquisition to local communities, that used the matching grants from the
stateside assistance program from LWCF. Nationally, for the LWCF state
assistance program, 77% of the funds have been used for
development/construction projects to develop basic outdoor recreation facilities,
the balance, 23%, supporting acquisition and of nearly 3 million acres for state
and local parks in American.

Yes. States can use the funding for acquisitions and interior holdings based on
their approved state outdoor recreation plans. A key difference is that state and
local acquisitions are made in an open environment with the knowledge of key
elected officials; therefore typically most are not controversial. In North
Carolina, for example, public notice is required prior to acquisitions being
approved.

Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy

Questions: Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the conmittee, as well as some of
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the
Sund through increased access to our energy resources on the Quter Continental Shelf.
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset?

It is recognized that the waters off of Louisiana generates the overwhelming
majority of the existing Outer Continental Shelf revenues. While there are some
benefits, such as the jobs this creates, as I understand the question, you would
like to see “new” OCS revenues used for LWCF?

In essence, the National Association of State Park Directors recommends that
Congress use the Outer Continental Shelf revenue for the intended purpose of
“when taking/utilizing/consuming one finite natural resource -- to use the
revenues from it to go back into conservation, recreation and environmental
benefits.” If you want to do more, it is strongly recommended to formally
establish a true trust fund for LWCE, including the State Assistance Program.
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The Outer Continental Shelf is presently generating over $6 billion in an
“average” year. The most that has ever been allocated for the total LWCF
program is $900 million, which is the administration’s recommendation for the
current budget. We respectfully request that you advocate for Congress to
dedicate a similar portion/percentage of those existing revenues to fund the
program.

Question from Senator Franken

Question: The new Qutdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership Program fargets areas with
low-income and minority populations and that are underserved by recreation
opportunities. In your testimony, you commented that “NASPD and NRPA are committed
to addressing the increasing urban needs that have arisen over the years.” This urban
initiative is a good idea that deserves more support. Would you agree that we need to be
putting more than 83 million toward the Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership
Program ifwe are going to further enhance public access to outdoor recreation
opportunities?

There are communities and neighborhoods in cities across the country that lack
places and opportunities for residents, especially youth, to play, recreate, or
otherwise be active outdoors. Inlarge part, LWCF as prescribed in the original
enabling legislation, addressed many of these needs in communities across
America. As funds for the Stateside Assistance Program diminished as a result of
the 60% for stateside provision being eliminated, and more recently the diversion
of funds for “related purpose,” the ability of the LWCF Stateside Assistance
Program to address these needs has decreased. The primary advantage to
utilizing the State Assistance Program would be an objective process to identify
and prioritize the need through the required Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan (SCORP). Its development will ensure engagement by
community leaders, user groups and organizations, et.al.

Provided that there are funds for an Outdoor Recreation Legacy Partnership
Program “in addition to” the core amount for the State Assistance formula for the
grants to the states, there would be no objection. Our essential request is to hold
the State Assistance harmless/no net loss from a fair and balanced allocation. It
remains our request that the funds for the State Assistance be a minimum of
40%, or return to the original 60% allocation, one of the visionary provisions of
LWCF. Should Congress desire to provide funding for urban parks in addition,
that’s their prerogative and could provide added outdoor recreational
opportunities.

10
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We respectfully reiterate our request that Congress embaces this opportunity to
update the LWCF to reflect 215t Century needs and priorities and provide a fair
and balanced allocation to the Stateside Assistance Program that resembles and
honors the orginal intent of this visionary law.

Respectfully submitted,

May 15, 2015

Lewis R. Ledford, Execytite Director
National Association of 8tate Park Director
P.O. Box 91567

Raleigh, NC 27675

(919) 218-9222

lewis@naspd.org
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Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski

Question 1: Tappreciate that you state in your testimony that you want to retain program
flexibility in the LWCF statute for Congress with respect to allocations between the state
and federal sides, but the Act already specifies that at least 40 percent of the funds are to
be spent on federal purposes. What do you mean by flexibility? Is it that you support
flexibility in allocating the 60 percent not specifically dedicated to the federal side, oris it
that you would support amending the Act to drop the allocation altogether?

Answer: LWCF works precisely because of the flexibilities already in law, and because
of the congressional role we have supported and will continue to support. Annual
funding to the conservation programs now funded through LWCF — the federal side of
the LWCF and the spectrum of state and local grants programs, including traditional state
and local assistance grants, Forest Legacy, Section 6 grants, Battlefield program,
Highlands, and the like — is decided by Congress through the appropriations process each
year. Applying this approach, the Congress has been allocating LWCF funding evenly
between federal and state needs. Looking back at the numbers for the last 10 years,
almost precisely half of the funds go to state and local programs, with the other half
going to federal inholdings and related purposes (please see the attached chart). That’s
how the Congress has been using the flexibility I discussed, and the Congress should
maintain that flexibility into the future.

Question 2: Another focus in reauthorizing LWCF has been on which, if any, purposes
other than land acquisition and stateside grants should be funded through the LWCF. In
your testimony, you seem to indicate support to channel LWCF funds to a broader array
of purposes to protect federal lands than just land acquisitions. Other than those currently
authorized, to what “other purposes” do you think LWCF funds could appropriately go?

Answer: The Congress should continue the focus of LWCF on conservation and related
outdoor recreational opportunities, as envisioned upon the establishment of the law. The
funding is already authorized, without any limits, for operations and maintenance, for
restoration, for science, and other needs. In particular, LWCEF is the only fund dedicated
to conservation investments, both fee and easement projects, that improve wildfire
management and reduce risk, secure public water supplies, resolve inholdings and land-
use conflicts, and support a $646B annual outdoor recreation economy. Those are the
appropriate uses of LWCF,

Expanding LWCF’s authorized purposes to cover other public land goals that already are
authorized for funding wouldn’t make more dollars available for those non-conservation
needs, but it would reduce the dollars available for needed conservation investments that
significantly contribute to ongoing outdoor recreation access and help sustain lands and
waters essential to the well-being of this nation’s communities.
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1 want to emphasize, as I said in my testimony, two points: 1) many LWCF projects
actually contribute to enhanced efficiency of land management; and 2) these LWCF
investments often contribute to basic community needs that include maintaining clean
water and reducing flood and storm impacts. In some cases, failing to protect these
natural resources simply shifts (and augments) the costs of securing clean water and
reducing risks to communities.

One good example is the Quabbin Reservoir in Massachusetts. The Quabbin was created
by damming the three branches of the Swift River (and tributary of the Chicopee River,
which in turn is a tributary to the CT River), and then piping the water through Lake
Wachusett and then through more pipes to Boston, where it provides water for the city as
well as 40 towns in the Greater Boston MSA. Because of land protection in the
watershed by the state of Massachusetts, the water requires only minimal treatment,
saving the state of Massachusetts millions of dollars.

Given these considerations, we don’t believe there is a need to expand the purposes of
LWCF, and, indeed, its current flexibility helps the Congress and agencies anticipate and
respond to evolving opportunities and needs.

Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy

Questions: Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, 1 believe we can derive revenues for the
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Quter Continental Shelf.
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset?

Answer: The link between LWCF and OCS is decades long and well established, not
only in history but also in logic — investing proceeds from the use of certain natural
resources in the protection of other natural assets. That linkage should continue. Annual
OCS revenues are far in excess of the $900 million that have been authorized annually
for LWCEF, ranging (generally) from $6 billion to $18 billion or more. Moreover, the
amount appropriated for LWCF is far lower than that $900 million authorized amount.
To permanently fund LWCF, we need an offset for a program that already has a revenue
stream.

That said, any revenue-sharing program should ensure that a significant portion of any
funds directed to states are used to address the cumulative ecological impacts of OCS
development. Also, the legislation should include dedicated funding for the Land and
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to support all LWCF programs (including state and
federal grant programs) to benefit the nation as a whole by addressing conservation and
recreation needs nationwide. Dedicated funding for LWCF represents an important



176

U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
April 22, 2015 Hearing: The Land and Water Conservation Fund
Questions for the Record Submitted to Ms. Lynn Scarlett

investment in the nation’s significant natural places and the lands and waters that
generate recreation opportunities, economic benefits, and community well-being using
revenues derived from the extraction of the nation’s valuable natural resources.

Question from Senator Debbie Stabenow

Question: You testified that approximately half of the backlog on public lands is related
to roads and suggested that Congress address this problem as part of the next surface
transportation reauthorization bill. Are there specific policy changes within the surface
transportation reauthorization bill that would help address the backlog, or is the solution
simply a matter of providing adequate funding?

Answer: We support Congress addressing the roads portion of the maintenance backlog
in the next transportation bill. This issue is largely a matter of providing adequate
funding to ensure that land management agencies have the resources to maintain these
roads. Many of these roads are widely used, in some cases as basic public thoroughfares;
other roads within the jurisdiction of the land managing agencies are critical to public
access for the more than 400 million annual visits to these lands and are also critical to
sustaining management of these lands. These are all basic infrastructure needs and should
be adequately funded as part of the nation’s overall transportation infrastructure
investments. While ensuring funding is critical, we are looking more closely at specific
policy changes and will follow up with you and the Committee in the coming month.

Question from Senator Ron Wyden

Question: During the hearing there was a lot of discussion around the economic benefits
of public lands and the growing outdoor recreation economy. Public parks in urban areas
have been shown to improve the health of community members with access to those
parks, but can you discuss the benefits, both economic and social, of land acquisitions to
create parks in rural areas?

Answer: Hunting, fishing, camping, hiking, paddling and other outdoor recreation
activities contribute a total of $646 billion annually to the economy and support 6.1
million American jobs, according to the Qutdoor Industry Foundation. This sector
generates $39.9 billion annually in federal tax revenues, as well as $39.7 billion in annual
state and local tax revenues. The Congressional Sportsmen’s Foundation has found that,
each year, 37.4 million Americans aged 16 and older hunt and fish, spending a total of
$90 billion. The larger outdoor recreation, conservation, and historic preservation
economy, con- tributes $1.06 trillion annually and supports 9.4 million American jobs.

Whether manufacturing, retail or service related, most of these jobs are sustainable
resource-based or tourism-related jobs and cannot be exported. Looking forward, outdoor
recreation has the potential to create an additional 100,000 to 200,000 U.S. jobs, again
with magnified impacts in local and rural communities. Federal lands are keys to local
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recreation and tourism industries, and visitors to these areas spend money on food,
lodging, and equipment; for active outdoor recreation trips, $243 billion in retail sales
created a $379 billion ripple effect for a total economic contribution of $622 billion.

This ripple effect persists beyond services: for active outdoor recreation gear, $46 billion
in retail sales created a $62 billion ripple effect for a total economic contribution of $108
million. The outdoor industry is one of the healthiest sectors of our economy, even in
difficult times.

In 2010, 437 million recreational visits to Department of the Interior (DOI)-managed
lands contributed over $44 billion in economic activity and supported more than 388,000
jobs — many in rural areas. Use of water, timber, and other resources produced from
Federal lands supported about 370,000 jobs and $48 billion in economic activity in 2010,
The $214 million that DOT spent on land acquisition (and easements) in 2010 created an
estimated $442 million in economic activity—more than doubling the return on
investment—and generated about 3,000 jobs.

Beyond recreation, economists have shown that higher-wage services industries are
leading the West’s job growth and diversifying the economy into high-tech, health care,
real estate, and finance and insurance industries. This growth coincides with a
concentration of the land base in federal protected status such as national parks,
monuments, wilderness, and other similar designations (in high-protection counties, jobs
increased by 345% over the last 40 years, while low-protection counties increased
employment by 83%). Entrepreneurs and talented workers are choosing to work where
they can enjoy outdoor recreation and natural landscapes. Increasingly, chambers of
commerce and economic development associations in every western state are using the
region’s national parks, monuments, wilderness areas, and other public lands as a tool to
lure companies to relocate.

But even these figures understate the economic value of LWCF investments. As I noted
in my testimony, these investments often help secure clean drinking water supplies or
maintain natural systems that provide protections against coastal or other flooding. Often,
protecting these natural systems costs less than investing more in mechanical water
treatment facilities or other “gray” (built) infrastructure.

Land acquisition programs funded by LWCF do not simply add to the federal estate: they
include conservation easements that protect working landscapes by ensuring that ranchers
and farmers are able to stay on their lands and continue acting as tremendous stewards of
open space. LWCF also funds the Forest Legacy Program, which works with timber
owners to sustain working forests that provide jobs, forest products, and opportunities for
recreation, as well as protecting water supplies and important wildlife habitat. The LWCF
state grants program further supports America’s state park system, which contributes $20
billion to local and state economies.
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LWCF also helps landowners and local banks recover from economic challenges. For
many farmers, ranchers, and timberland owners, land is their biggest source of equity. In
challenging economic times, some landowners face the loss of their properties through
foreclosure. Working with federal and state land management agencies, the LWCF
program provides landowners with another option to preserve their equity and keep
iconic working landscapes intact. LWCF can also provide banks with an important option
to move foreclosed properties off their balance sheets, strengthening the economic health
of local communities.

Question from Senator John Barrasso

Question: Ms. Scarlett, I don’t think anyone would say 12 percent is a fair and equitable
amount of funding for the states to be receiving when the original law was 60 percent.
What is a fair and equitable percentage of funding for the states to receive that The
Nature Conservancy would support as part of reauthorization?

Answer: We appreciate the goal of sustaining benefits through LWCF for both states
and federal agencies. The 12 percent number is just one aspect of LWCF funding that
supports state and local needs. There are a variety of other programs that provide grants
to states and counties. When taken as a whole, these programs have totaled
approximately 50 percent over the past decade. As previously noted, TNC believes that
Congress is doing a good job in terms of equitable distribution, and we support
maintaining congressional flexibility to determine annually how best to distribute
funding. In our review of LWCF spending over the last ten years, we have seen that
almost exactly 50 percent of LWCF investments are going to state and local programs,
with the remaining 50 percent available for federal projects, which affirms that Congress
is taking a balanced approach to LWCF.

This balance is further reflected as you dig deeper into the constituent programmatic parts
of LWCF. Similar amounts of LWCF each year go to National Parks through the federal
programs and to state and local parks through the traditional state grants program; to
National Forests through the federal grants and to state and local forest conservation
through Forest Legacy; and to National Wildlife Refuges through federal grants and to
state and local wildlife grants through Section 6. We believe these are the sorts of
comparisons that are especially relevant in considering allocation of LWCF funding.

That said, there is no fixed magic number that would be right for any of the component
programmatic parts of LWCF. Congress each year makes the choice regarding the
balance among national and local recreation needs, between national and state forest
needs, and so on, based on annual opportunities and needs. That flexibility enhances the
success of LWCF investments.
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Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Questions: Potential Reform Impacts

You highlight that the purpose of the LWCF at time of establishment was to balance

development of federal energy sources with the protection and conservation of lands,
water, and wildlife for existing and future generations-a purpose that roughly 85% of
voters support.

If Congress were to take these funds and use them for purposes other than the original
intent, what kind of precedent do you think that will set? How will that impact the
outdoor economy, especially during a time that the Administration is encouraging all
Americans to get outdoors?

Answer: The Land and Water Conservation Fund was authorized in 1965. Since then,
the vast majority of funding for LWCF has come from OCS oil and gas revenues. LWCF
was designed to ensure that $900 million per year of these revenues would be allocated to
conserving our nation’s natural and cultural heritage and enhancing opportunities for the
American people to connect with that heritage through visitation, outdoor recreation, and
tourism. However, since its enactment more than $17 billion in OCS revenues that should
have gone to LWCF have been diverted to other purposes. Reinvesting in the nation’s
natural places through the LWCF ensures that all citizens can benefit directly from the
sale of our federal resources by investing some resources from those sales in conservation
of lands and waters that secure outdoor recreation opportunities and other related benefits
for present and future generations.

It is worth noting that the LWCF program is not just about acquiring lands for the public
trust. LWCF programs conserve working landscapes that support the forest, farming, and
ranching economic sectors; provide access for hunters, anglers, and other recreation
visitors to our federal lands and waters; and support the $646 billion outdoor recreation
industry. LWCF investments have supported projects in every state and 98 percent of
counties across the country.

LWCEF has been the key to protecting state, local and national parks, wildlife refuges,
forests and other federal lands, working forests and ranches, recreational trails and
recreational access points for all Americans. Therefore, we urge support for all LWCF
programs, including federal and state grants programs. Stateside LWCF programs have
enabled the conservation of many important natural areas, and federal programs are also a
critical companion for establishing national parks, wildlife refuges, and other areas that
can be enjoyed by all Americans.
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Questions from Chairman Lisa Murkowski

Question 1: Why does PERC think the LWCF should be used to address the
maintenance backlog rather than relying solely on the general budget and appropriations
process?

Answer 1: The general budget and appropriations has, heretofore, proven incapable of
addressing the maintenance backlog on federal lands. Although the LWCF is, by itself,
insufficient to alleviate the entire maintenance backlog on federal lands, using those
funds to acquire additional lands while we fail to maintain the current federal estate is
nonsensical.

Question 2: What has PERC learned from its research about how the public views
maintaining and revitalizing existing recreation resources versus new land acquisition for
recreation purposes? Does it vary by geographic region?

Answer 2: Our research indicates that public lands users throughout the country support
maintaining federal lands, particularly as such maintenance translates to public access
and recreational opportunities. Given that a significant portion of recent federal land
acquisitions have targeted in-holdings, increases in public access and recreational
opportunities have been minimal.

There is ample evidence that Westerners value the care and maintenance of existing
federal lands. The latest “Conservation in the West” survey, conducted by Colorado
College, found that 95 percent of voters in the West believe that Congress should ensure
that public land managers “have the resources they need to take care of public lands and
provide services to visitors.”! While the survey is commonly cited as evidence that
conservation programs such as the LWCF are popular among Westerners, this finding
suggests that properly maintaining and caring for existing federal lands is a top priority
among Western voters.

Question 3: Some LWCF supporters have stated that dedicating LWCF dollars for
maintenance is not worth doing as it would not make any appreciable difference in the
size of the maintenance backlog. Can you explain why this is a not a credible policy
position?

Answer 3: This is not a credible policy position for two reasons. First, as a logical
matter, using LWCF funds to acquire more lands would stretch the already too-thin
budgets further, over even more federally-owned but unmaintained acres. Second, the
National Park Service estimates it would need $700 million just to maintain the agency’s

! The 2015 Conservation in the West Poll: A Survey of the Attitudes of Voters in Six Western States.
hitps:/fwww.coloradocoliege. edu/siateoftherockies/conservationinthewest/,
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current maintenance backlog,? so directing the full $900 million currently designated for
the Fund would thus “hold the line” and make a non-trivial contribution to reducing the
backlog.

Questions from Senator Bill Cassidy

Questions: Can you please share the primary sources of revenue to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)? There are members of the committee, as well as some of
you, who have advocated for the LWCF to be reauthorized and fully funded. While I
agree that the LWCF needs to be re-authorized, I believe we can derive revenues for the
fund through increased access to our energy resources on the Outer Continental Shelf.
Could or should an increase in funding to the LWCF come from future OCS exploration
and production as opposed to an appropriations increase that may require an offset?

Answer: Currently authorized at $900 million per year, with the vast majority of
revenues currently derived from oil and gas leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf The
general budget and appropriations process has not proven effective at providing the funds
necessary to maintain the federal estate, so an alternative funding source is likely needed.
One option to consider is user fees retained at the site of collection. The user fee
approach, with retained receipts, would provide federal land managers with an incentive
to maintain the lands, trails, roads, and habitats that are most valuable to federal land
users. Moreover, user fees with retained receipts would avoid the appropriations and
offsets issue altogether.

Question from Senator Jeff Flake

Question: Tam generally cautious of permanent government programs and prefer that
Congress periodically revisit programs, particularly those that involve significant Federal
expenditures, as we are doing here today, in order to re-evaluate their necessity and make
any necessary updates. Do you support locking in the program as it currently exists with a
permanent reauthorization, or would you rather see it reauthorized for a limited
timeframe and have it revisited later?

2 Statement of Jonathan B. Jarvis, Director, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, Before the
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, for an Oversight Hearing to Consider Supplemental
Funding Options to Support the National Park Service’s Efforts to Address Deferred Maintenance and
Operational Needs. July 25, 2013.

http/Avwwenerey senate sov/public/index ofin/Bles/serve 7File 1d=0d4ed073-b1105-42cl a6 1a-
122be71e67b9

3 Carol Vincent Hardy. 2014. “Land and Water Conservation Fund: Overview, Funding History, and
Issues.” Congressional Research Service. RL33531. httpy/uationalaglaweenter.org/wp-
content/uploads/assels/ore/RLA3S3 pdf
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Answer: Our federal land agencies need secure and reliable funding sources in order to
maintain the lands under their control, but funding need not be permanent in order to be
secure and reliable. Secure and reliable funding can come from user fees, collected at
entry points to our federal lands and retained at the site of collection for federal land
managers to use for maintenance.

A prefatory issue is whether the LWCF should be used to acquire additional lands and
further exacerbate the maintenance backlog. The answer to that question is no, at least not
until the current maintenance backlog is significantly reduced or eliminated. Dedicating
the LWCF to maintenance until some measurable and objective draw down has been
achieved. This approach would complement the user fees and retained receipts approach,
while providing the federal land agencies and managers with a base level of funding for
deferred maintenance.

Questions from Senator Mazie K. Hirono

Questions: Endangered Species in Hawaii
In your testimony you state that LWCF funds should be directed towards maintenance

backlogs before being used for land acquisitions. The four agencies that administer the
LWCEF have a total estimated backlog of $18.87 billion. Assuming that the LWCF if fully
funded at $900 million a year, it would take 21 years to get through the existing
maintenance needs foday, not including any additional needs between now and 2036,

Have you ever been to Hawaii? We are the endangered species capital of the world and
are very pleased that land acquisitions in Hawaii are a part of the FY2016 budget request.
These lands are where many threatened and endangered species live, species that attract
around 358,000 wildlife watchers each year. One of which, an endangered bird called the
Palila, lost two-thirds of its population between 2003 and 2008-a period of 5 years. Do
you think that with the ongoing threats of climate change, invasive species, etc. that our
endangered species in Hawaii have over 20 years to wait for their habitats to be
protected?

Answer: No, endangered species do not have decades to wait while the deferred
maintenance backlog on federal lands is incrementally addressed, which is why my
testimony presented the LWCF as part of a larger funding strategy to conserve the
precious lands currently under federal management. Using the LWCF to acquire
additional federal lands could do more harm than good for endangered species if
Congress continues to ignore the maintenance obligations of federal land ownership. All
legislators, but particularly those from states with numerous endangered species, should
take responsibility for maintaining and conserving federal lands and the endangered
species habitats those lands contain.
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The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honvrable Maria Cantwell
Chairman Ranking Member
Carmmittee on Eneigy and Natural Resources Committee-on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Buliding 304 Dirksen Senate Building
United States Senate United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510
Dedr Chai Murkowski and Ranid ber | it

This Assoclation of Northwest Steelheaders T deeply nvested in-the reauthorization and continued success of
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. Despite the historic failed promises of full and dedicated funding of this
mportant legistation, we rewain hopefalthat Congress tan actappropriately to pass legislation that fulfills the
need forwhich this fund tan accomplish.

Safe and ynrestricted agcess to the productive fands and waters of the Pacific Northwest is themwajor limiting
factor in the recruitment of futtve generations of ethical hunters-and anglers, Without these future user groups,
state fish and wildiife agencies will continue to realize shrinking budgets and program cits: We are the
constituency that fundsthe majority of conservation, propagation and education programs for these natyral
fesolirce agericies.

Furthermiore, the Land and Water Cofiservation Fund has secured ctitical wetlands that have high ecological
walug Tor disappearing habitats that fuel mult-million dollar sportand commercial Bsheries that ave conducted
throughout the Pacific Northwest. One of the mostrecent dcquisitions in the Nestueca Estuary on the North
Oregon coast will have immeasurable benefits for salmonids as theyacclimate to the saltwater phase of their
lifecycle. Examples such asthe Nestucca purchase can be found throughout the region and denionstiate the
importance of o full funding package for this program.

Although the Land and Water Conservation Fund has only been funded st full capacity'a single year dut.of the
fast 50, s purpose is clear and defined and most irmportantly, well vetted by professionals that prioritize the
greatest need in their respective regions. This fund is-already highly functioning with the only improvement
necessary being 8 mandate that fully funds the intent.of this program, Please privritize reauthorizing the tand
and Water Conservation Fuind to Keap our nation's people invested in the outdoors and keep the industries that
depend on heaithy and praductive public lands booming,

InGratitude,
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Bob Rees, Executive Ditector
Association of NW Steslheaders
{(503) 812:09036

e Senator Ron Wyden:

5,

Beherissignd
sy S0

Angle ey ) e P,

BRI

eingand groteot

2



April 17,2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski

Chairman

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

304 Dirksen Senate Budlding

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Ranking Member

Committee on Energy and Natural Resotrces
United States Senate

304 Ditksen Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Ron Wyden

Member

Committee on Energy and Natuial Resources
United States Senate

221 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairmian Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and Senator Wyden:

Our conservation organization representing hundreds of Oregonians is writing to you about the
mportance of re-authorization of the Land snd Water Conservation Pund {LWCF). ‘Since the fund’s
inception 50 years ago, it has touched every coutity in Oregon adlding to the quality and access of onr
state’s treasured public lands. These include Crater Lake National Park; the Cascade-Siskivou National
Monuthent, the Johin Day Fossil Beds National Monument, and many other sites at the state and local
levels

Overlooked is'what LWCF means to the rural counties of Oregon and other states where ecoriomies are
lagging. Sifice 1963, over $300 million dollars of LWCF funds have been used 1o enhince the quality
and decessibility of our state’s natural resources, By making our state”s treasures more aécessible, we
enhance the vutdoor economy whicl supports approximately 250,000 jobs in Oregon and Washington
and generates nearly $25 billion in consumer spending, according tothe Outdoor Industry Association.
Many outdeor-jobs simply would not exist if it weren't for funds like LWEF 1o help support our public
fands.
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There are many Pacific Northwest communities anxiously looking to LWCF to support local projects.
One that is worthy of future funding is called “Pathways to the Pacific” which spans key riparian areas
along nearly 500 miles of the John Day and Columbia Rivers where salmon and steelhead runs provide
recreation and livelihoods for many in both Oregon and Washington, But this will take re-authorization
of LWCF.

We thank you for your support and urge a strong bi-partisan effort to re-authorize this critical fund that
supports a vital outdoor industry.

Sincerely,

Ed Putnam, Chair, Backcountry Hunters & Anglers, Oregon

R
p ﬁ@

L

Brian Jennings, Oregon State Coordinator, Backcountry Hunters & Anglers

Dean Finnerty, SW Oregon Field Representative, Sportsmen’s Conservation Project, Trout Unlimited
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To whom it may concern-

Over the last 9 years, { have been stationed in some of the most beautiful places in the country.
The outdoors have always been a big part of my life. Growing up in New England, t and my family
enjoyed hiking, mountaln biking, skiing and camping. I has been a source of relaxation and way to be
part of all the beauty that surrounds us. As an active duty service member, | hold the outdoors
especially close to my heart as it is not just about me being able to enjoy the activities of my
surroundings, but also my family members and community. | stand the watch every day o serve and
protect not only my country but everyone and everything within it

While serving and living in the Pacific Northwest, | have been able to introduce my wife and son
to all the beauty that our special corner of the world has to offer. Being deployed 6-7 months out of
the year, | cherish this special time | get to spend with my family. We often ride our bikes at Ft. Stevens
State Park or take our dog for 3 hike at Ft. Clatsop. At the young age of 5, my son Jackson has already
staod amongst the Redwoods, looked out to Cape Disappointment, hiked at £cola State Park and
fistened to his echo while shouting “Hey you guysssssssi” He also enjoyed learning about plants, birds
and wild life indigenous to our area. We have family members who come from all over to withess the
natural beauty that we have been fortunate enough to call home.

tunderstand that the Land and Water Conservation Fund | up for re-authorization at the end of
this fiscal year-and that Oregon's Senators are ready to vote for that and to push their colleagues for full
funding. { am hopeful that the fands | have served for and enjoy s0 much will continue to be cared for by
this incredible toal so that | and my family and all Americans can count on the lands that we love to
continue to flourish,

Itis my privilege and honor to serve and protect this beautiful country. Please support the Land
and Water Conservation Fund and help keep our public lands beautiful and thriving.

Very Respectfully,
Andrew Bellone
Petty Officer 2™ Class, United States Coast Guard

Astoria, Oregon



187

Oct. 9, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden

11, 5. Senate

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

{returned home late last year to Oregon, after many years serving overseas in Africa, Asia, and Canada
as a diplomat for the U.S. Depariment of State, serving finally as U.5. Ambassador to Gabon and to Sao
Tome & Principe. | could have chosen to retire anywhere, but | missed the spectacular beauty and
recreational opportunities available in Oregon that | enjoyed during my childhood near Brownsville, OR.
Many of the places | most enjoy re-discovering, 1 have recently learned, exist because they were
protected or enhanced by monies from the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), | understand
that you are a leader in keeping that program permanently funded, and | want to thank you for that
effort.

Oregon's abundant wildlife is being protected in the Oregon Coast Wildiife Refuges, our working forests
are being conserved through the Forest Legacy Program, and our history is enshrined along the Oregon
National Historic Trail -- all initfatives funded by LWCF dollars, From Fort Clastsop to the John Day Fossil
Beds, Oregon has benefitted from LWCF projects that conserve, expand, and improve some of QOregon's
most special places and ensure recreational access for literally millions of Oregonians and visitors.

LWCF doliars have had a positive impact on practically every county in Oregon, and you have
exemplified feadership in Congress with your efforts to reaffirm the commitment to this valuable
program. Thank you for your work.

Sincerely,

Eric Benjaminson
Ambassador (Retired)
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April 20, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Building 304 Dirksen Senate Building

United States Senate United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510 ‘Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

1 am a veteran who runs a small business in Oregon called Soul River Runs Deep. My business is unique
in approach and style. Merging my talent in art, design and fashion with my passion for the outdoors and
fly fishing, this anthropologic boutique boasts high-end yet accessible gear, unique apparel, locally-
crafied accessories, and home decor that anyone can appreciate. Soul River Runs Deep has doors that
are open to all people of all walks of life. This space knows no discrimination for who can and cannot
afford, who looks the “part” or does not. It is my belief that public lands, fly fishing, rivers, and all-
encompassing Mother Nature should be cherished and enjoyed by all. No one is to judge who can or
cannot be the next ambassador for conserving our planet’s richest asset - nature. Soul River Runs Deep
believes in giving back which is why I developed Soul River Runs Wild, a program that allows inner
city youth and military veterans the opportunity to experience public lands first-hand and at Zero cost.
Through all Soul River Runs Deep sales, 15% is given back to the Soul River Runs Wild program. This
allows us to build a bridge for participants to reach the outdoors. We use fly fishing as a starting-point
for youth and veterans to build relationships and mentor, as well as learn about rivers, entomology, river
and land navigation, and outdoor leadership. Soul River Runs Wild averages seven outings per year on
wild rivers using public lands to instruct, learn, and build community not just for today but for
tomorrow’s ambassadors. We work with local organizations, tribes, and groups closely tied with the
public lands to which we are using, By partnering with such groups, we are able to richen the
experiences by creating connections to the history of the land and how we can care for this valuable
resource today. Both my business and the underserved communities I work with rely on protected public
lands and healthy rivers.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is 2 major economic driver not only in Oregon, but
across the country. This program helps protect the places I take my clients fly fishing, and provides
access the great outdoors for veterans and youth needing to clear their heads and their souls.

One example of where LWCF has benefitted my business and my community is the Sandy River, which
empties into the mighty Columbia River. The LWCF brought people together to conserve threatened
salmon and steelhead in the Sandy River Basin. The LWCF contributed more than a quarter million
dollars fo create Oxbow Regional Park along the Sandy River. This enabled more people to use the river
for fishing and other recreational activities, and protected habitat for the iconic salmon fisheries of the
Pacific Northwest.
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The LWCF program works. When a tool has worked for 50 years, why remove it from the toolbox. I
encourage Congress to focus on reauthorizing this invaluable program, instead of irying to change it.
Without LWCE, T am confident that Oregon’s outdoor economy would be weaker and 1 would have
fewer places to take my clients, my friends, and the at risk youth from my community.

Sincerely,

Chad Brown, US Navy Veteran
Sont River Runs Deep

Soul River Inc.

Portland, OR

ce. Senator Ron Wyden, Member of Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
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Testimony of Michael Caplin
May 6, 2015

Chair, Honorable Lisa Murkowski

Ranking Member, Honorable Maria Cantwell
Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510

Transmitted via email attachment to darla_ripchensky@energy.senate.gov

Re: Testimony to be included in the record of the hearing on Reauthorization Of and
Potential Reforms To the Land and Water Conservation Fund," April 22, 2015,

Dear Chair Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell, and members of the committee:

The subject of this hearing has been of interest to me for decades. Thank you for this
opportunity to provide testimony for the record.

I expect the Committee will receive an abundance of testimony about the benefits of the Land
and Water Conservation Fund (L& WCF) and the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act
(L&WCFA), much from those who profit from them in various ways. With this testimony I try
to provide some balance by providing specific examples of problems I hope the Committee will
address.

Problems fostered by the L& WCF discussed in this testimony are:
1. The L&WCF fosters acquisition of private land by federal agencies when the acquisition has

not been authorized by Congress (that is, fosters unauthorized federal land grabs).

2. The L&WCF fosters the appearance of a conflict of interest between federal agencies in their
role being responsible for fighting wildfires and their role with the apparent desire to acquire
ever more private land.

3. The L&WCF acts to increase the threat of wildfires to lives and property in communities
near federal land, especially where land is acquired and wilderness is designated near or over
topographically suitable locations for firebreaks and/or fuelbreaks, or along roads used for
ingress or egress during wildfires.

4. The L&WCF acts to increase multiple threats to our national security should terrorists choose
to exploit them.

5. The L&WCF fosters fraud on American taxpayers.
To address these problems I propose that:

1. The L&WCF should be allowed to sunset and not be reauthorized.

2. New law should be enacted that repeals all existing authority for federal land management
agencies to acquire private land. For areas east of the 100" meridian, new crystal clear
acquisition authority should be enacted with tight Congressional oversight and local hearings
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prior to each acquisition. For areas west of the 100™ meridian, no acquisition authority
should be enacted and each acquisition should require special legislation, which should be
disfavored by Congress.

3. For areas west of the 100™ meridian, all lands in federal ownership that are topographically
suitable for fuelbreaks or firebreaks should either be sold or granted into private ownership,
or, at the very least, any wilderness designation should be removed, with generous non-
wilderness setbacks on each side to facilitate construction of effective fuelbreaks before
wildfires and timely opening of firebreaks during wildfires.

4. Federal land management agencies, which currently have little authority to sell or grant land,
should be provided broad authority to sell and grant land into private ownership, especially
for areas west of the 100™ meridian, in order to encourage dispersal of our populations at
relatively low densities, to help make our nation more resistant to attack by weapons of mass
destruction.

At the least, valid solutions to these problems should be decided through open debate in
Congress, rather than allowed to fester due to benign neglect or opposition by those who have
priorities other than protection of lives, property and our national security.

PROBLEMS FOSTERED BY THE L&WCF

1. The L&WCF feosters acquisition of private land by federal agencies when the
acquisition has not been authorized by Congress (that is, fosters unauthorized federal
land grabs).

The following excerpt from the Congressional Record quoting former Senator Frank Church
from Idaho, a strong supporter of passage of the L&WCFA, expresses the intent in 1964 when
L&WCFA's passage was being considered.

Mr. CHURCH. 1 shall try to be very explicit.

The last thing the committee wanted was a land-grab bill. Most of the members
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs come from western States. We
are acutely conscious of the fact that the Federal Government is the largest
landholder in our States. Federal holdings vary from one-third to more than 90
percent. In the State of Idaho, for example, 63 percent of the land is owned by the
Federal Government. No Member of the Senate is more sensitive to the danger of
abusive Federal land acquisition than is the senior Senator from Idaho. So the
committee has taken every precaution to make certain that the bill will not
become a device for any kind of offensive land grab by the Federal Government.

These are precautions we have taken:
First, we have written into the bill a provision which prescribes that, with respect

to any land acquired by the Federal Government, either within the national forests
or the national parks or the game and wildlife refuges, wherever it may be, of all
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the money made available for this purpose in the bill, only 15 percent can be spent
in the West, where Federal landholdings are already large. Eighty-five percent of
the money must be spent in the East, where there is a serious need for acquiring
more land in order that the public may have places to enjoy outdoor recreation.
That is the first precaution the committee has taken.

The second precaution is to establish a formula funneling the lion’s share of this
money to the States. Sixty percent of the money, in ordinary circumstances, will
be tendered to the States as matching funds, to permit the States to go forward
with recreational development. That is the second precaution we have taken in the
bill.

Third, by leaving existing law intact, the effect of the bill is to impose all the
limitations of the Weeks Act, which has been in effect since 1911 or 1912, and
which regulates the acquisition of land by the Federal Government in the national
forests.

(Congressional Record -- Senate, August 12, 1964, pages 19120-19121.)

The first precaution noted by Senator Church was codified at the second proviso in 16 USC §
4601-9(a)(1)(b), repealed and restated as positive law at Title 54 USC § 200306(a)(B)(iii) (128
Stat. 3178, Public Law 113-287, Dec. 19, 2014).

The need for the precaution is demonstrated by the map I have included as Exhibit 1, which
shows that much of the western United States is owned by the federal government. As enacted,
the first precaution noted by Senator Church appears to apply only to National Forest System
acquisitions, rather than all federal acquisitions as believed by Senator Church. Ido not have the
ability to check whether the precaution that "... only 15 percent can be spent in the West ..." has
been followed or circumvented, but the Committee should have that ability, perhaps with the
help of the Government Accountability Office (GAO).

The third precaution noted by Senator Church, leaving existing limitations on land
acquisitions in place, was codified at Title 16 USC § 4601-9(b), repealed and restated as positive
faw at 54 USC § 200306(b) (128 Stat. 3178; Public Law 113-287, Dec. 19, 2014), which now
states:

ACQUISITION RESTRICTIONS —Appropriations from the fund pursuant to
this section shall not be used for acquisition unless the acquisition is otherwise
authorized by law. Appropriations from the Fund may be used for preacquisition
work where authorization is imminent and where substantial monetary savings
could be realized.
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That L&WCFA acquisition restriction is consistent with federal appropriations law, as
expressed by the GAO, which states,

A federal agency is a creature of law and can function only to the extent
authorized by law. The Supreme Court has expressed what is perhaps the
quintessential axiom of “appropriations law” as follows:

“The established rule is that the expenditure of public funds is proper
only when authorized by Congress, not that public funds may be
expended unless prohibited by Congress.”

United States v. MacCollom, 426 U S. 317, 321 (1976).

(GAO, Principles of Federal Appropriations Law (Red Book), Third Edition, Volume I,
page 1-2, footnote omitted.)

As discussed by Senator Church, pursuant to 54 USC § 200306(b), a mere appropriation of
funds from the L& WCF does not empower the Forest Service or other federal agency to acquire
lands "... unless such acquisition is otherwise authorized by law ...."

The Forest Service Manual (FSM) 5420 enumerates the Forest Service's land acquisition
authorities.

The Weeks Act of 1911, referenced by Senator Church above, "... is the primary land
acquisition authority for the Forest Service." (FSM 5420.11a.) Before the Weeks Act, each
acquisition of land by the Forest Service had to be authorized by Congress with legislation.

The Weeks Act authorizes the Forest Service to acquire land consistent with the description
and purposes codified at 16 USC § 515, which states in pertinent part,

The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized and directed to examine, locate,
and purchase such forested, cut-over, or denuded lands within the watersheds of
navigable streams as in his judgment may be necessary to the regulation of the flow
of navigable streams or for the production of timber.

When originally enacted (36 Stat. 961), section 4 of the Weeks Act created the National
Forest Reservation Commission (NFRC), which provided oversight to help ensure that
acquisitions proposed by the Forest Service were of the type of land and for the purposes
authorized by the Weeks Act. The NFRC would approve "purchase units," which are areas
outside national forests in which acquisition of land by the Forest Service is authorized as being
consistent with requirements of the Weeks Act.

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 (Pub. L. 94588, Oct. 22, 1976, 90 Stat. 2961)
(NFMA of 1976) removed oversight by the NFRC of acquisitions under Weeks Act authority by
repealing section 4 of the Weeks Act, thereby disbanding the NFRC, and transferred all of the
functions of the NFRC to the Secretary of Agriculture.
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Though NFRC oversight of Forest Service acquisitions under Weeks Act authority was
removed, and purchase units could now be both proposed and approved by the Secretary of
Agriculture, the requirements and limitations of Weeks Act acquisition authority remain intact
and purchase units and attendant acquisitions must still conform with the requirements of the
Weeks Act.

The Organic Act of 1956 (Act of 1956) provides additional authority for the Department of
Agriculture (USDA) to acquire land "... as may be necessary to carry out its authorized work ..."
as codified in pertinent part at 7 USC § 428a(a).

The example given as the need for the Act of 1956 acquisition authority at the hearing on
HR. 11682 and HR. 11699 before the House Committee on Agriculture in 1956, which became
the Act of 1956, is that the USDA was authorized to construct a seed bank for the storage of
seeds, but did not have authority to purchase the land on which the seed bank would be built.
The intent of the Act of 1956 was to authorize the USDA to acquire land on which to carry out
its authorized work, in that case, constructing the authorized seed bank. (Act of 1956, Hearing
Before the Committee on Agriculture, House of Representatives, Eighty-Fourth Congress,
Second Session, on H. R. 11682 And H. R. 11699 June 27, 1956, pages 21-27.)

The FSM states that the Act of 1956, "... serves as the primary authority for administrative-
site acquisitions and Land and Water Conservation Fund (L& WCF) purchases where the Weeks
Law or specific authorities do not apply." (FSM 5420.11b.)

However, as discussed above, the L&WCFA expressly states it is not authority for
acquisition of land, saying, "Appropriations from the fund pursuant to this section shall not be
used for acquisition unless the acquisition is otherwise authorized by law.” (54 USC
§ 200306(b).)

Senator Church's comments in the Congressional Record show that the reason for the
L&WCFA acquisition restrictions was to prevent the L&WCF from becoming the source of
funds for "... any kind of offensive land grab by the Federal Government."

The Forest Service's interpretation that an appropriation from the L&WCF provides the
"authorized work™ needed to satisfy the requirements to acquire land in the Act of 1956
circumvents the third precaution in the L& WCFA discussed by Senator Church, as quoted
above, and is contrary to the intent of Congress as shown by the discussion during the House
Committee on Agriculture hearing on HR. 11682 and H.R. 11699, which became the Act of
1956 (see above).

The Forest Service's interpretations of the Act of 1956 and the L& WCF A, taken together,
would effectively mean that the Forest Service has authority to acquire all land in the United
States, for any purpose, so long as it can obtain appropriations from the L&WCF.

An additional precaution in the L& WCFA was intended to prevent that, not mentioned by
Senator Church.
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Before the restatement into positive law in 2014, the L& WCFA provided that, ".. unless
otherwise allotted in the appropriation Act making them available..." the President would allot
L&WCF money to the Forest Service only for acquisition of land inside wilderness, inside the
boundaries of National Forests as they existed on the date of enactment of the L&WCFA, or
inside purchase units approved by the National Forests Reservation Commission, provided
however, that up to three thousand acres of land outside of but adjacent to an existing national
forest boundary could be acquired if it ".. . would comprise an integral part of a forest recreational
management area.” (Formerly 16 USC § 4601-9(a) through 4601-9(1)(b)).

The 2014 restatement to positive law appears to have altered the meaning of some of the
former language with regard to National Park System acquisitions, but seems to have left the
Forest Service acquisitions meaning intact.

I live in an area where the Forest Service has been undertaking a land grab for decades,
having purchased thousands of acres of private land in the area, much outside the boundaries of
the national forest and over the three thousand acre limit for acquisitions outside a national
forests.

Between 1980 and 1986 there were seven bills and amendments in Congress to federalize the
entire community where we live, Big Sur, California. Some of those bills authorized acquisition
of all private land in the area. Congress wisely rejected every bill. By the time the last bill was
introduced in 1986, our then-Congressman Leon Panetta, who had authored his own bill in 1980
to federalize the area, helped our community oppose the 1986 bill.

The first bill to federalize our community, introduced in 1980 by Senator Alan Cranston,
proposed an amendment to the L&WCFA to remove the 3,000 acre limit on acquisitions outside
the existing boundaries of the Los Padres National Forest. The 3,000 acre limit was found in the
L&WCFA codified at 16 USC § 4601-9(a)(1)(b), and has been repealed and restated as positive
law at Title 54 USC § 200306(a)(B)(iti) (128 Stat. 3178; Public Law 113-287, Dec. 19, 2014)

In 1980, it appears that the L&WCFA was interpreted to not allow any acquisitions outside a
national forest over the 3,000 acre limit.

Included as Exhibit 2 is a letter from Senator Cranston to his colleagues in the Senate,
explaining that the 3,000 acre limit in the L& WCFA prevented the Forest Service from making
any acquisition outside the national forest that would exceed the 3,000 acre limit. In 1980,
Senator Cranston introduced a bill, S2233, to remove the limit by amending the language in the
L&WCFA to say that the limit did not apply to the Los Padres National Forest. That bill did not
pass. The L&WCFA language Senator Cranston sought to avoid has remained the same since
before he introduced his bill in 1980, but clearly is interpreted differently now as discussed
below.

Since 1986, when the last bill to federalize our community failed, the Forest Service and
other government agencies have been buying up private land in the area, to the point that over
one third of the private land, or about 20,000 acres, have been acquired by government agencies,
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including the Forest Service, exactly the kind of land grab Senator Church said was intended to
be avoided when enacting the L&WCFA.

Included as Exhibit 3 is a table prepared by the Forest Service in 2005, showing land
acquisitions with L&WCF dollars, including in excess of 3,000 acres outside the boundaries of
the Los Padres National Forest (that is only acquisitions in Monterey County, and does not
include purchases outside the Los Padres National Forest in other areas). The Forest Service has
acquired substantially more private land outside the national forest in our community since the
table was prepared in 2005.

Individuals have a finite amount of time on this Earth, then they die, at which time their land
often comes up for sale. The Forest Service and other government agencies do not die, and can
eventually buy up all land wherever they decide to do so if there are no controls in place, or if
controls exist but are not enforced and are ignored.

Alan Funt of Candid Camera fame owned the 1,200 acre Brazil Ranch in our community.
When he died in 1999 his heirs put Brazil Ranch up for sale for about $9.5 million. It sat for sale
at that price for a couple of years with no buyer. The ranch was three miles outside the boundary
of the Los Padres National Forest.

My understanding is that ultimately, the Forest Service acquired the Brazil Ranch from the
Trust For Public Land (TPL) after TPL was paid about $28 million. I believe TPL made
$3 million on the deal, and possibly more. I go into more detail on how this worked below in my
discussion of how federal land acquisitions funded with L&WCF money can work fraud on
taxpayers. Here however, I will discuss how the Forest Service appears to have falsified its
authority to acquire the Brazil Ranch.

After the Forest Service purchased the Brazil Ranch I asked a Forest Service representative at
a public meeting what acquisition authority the Forest Service had used for the purchase. When
I was provided the answer later, it stated the authority was the L&WCFA. After I explained that
the L&WCFA states that an appropriation from the L& WCF is not authority to acquire land, 1
was told that the Act of 1956 was the acquisition authority. However, there was no authorized
work to support acquisition of the Brazil Ranch under Act of 1956 authority, nothing comparable
to Congressional authorization to build a seed bank that necessitated acquisition of the Brazil
Ranch.

It appears that the 1,200 acre Brazil Ranch was acquired by the Forest Service without lawful
authority, three miles outside the national forest. A substantial portion of the money used to
acquire the ranch was from the L& WCF.

Moreover, though the Forest Service used almost $18 million of L&WCF money to purchase
the Brazil Ranch (see the 2002 Bixby/Brazil Ranch acquisitions in Exhibit 3), it appears that TPL
was paid substantially more for the ranch — my understanding is TPL was paid about $28
million — and possibly received more in the form of a donation from the investment fund,
Woodside Partners, which purchased the ranch from the Funt estate, and for which it appears
TPL effectively acted as a conduit by purchasing the ranch from Woodside then selling the ranch
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to the Forest Service. My understanding is that the California Coastal Conservancy provided $5
million toward the purchase price, and an anonymous donor provided another $2 million. These
additional dollars that were paid for the ranch, not appropriated by Congress, appear to have
violated federal appropriation policy unless Congress provided specific statutory authority for
the additional money to be used for the acquisition.

In its Red Book, GAO states,

As a general proposition, an agency may not augment its appropriations from
outside sources without specific statutory authority. ... Restated, the objective of
the rule against augmentation of appropriations is to prevent a government agency
from undercutting the congressional power of the purse by circuitously exceeding
the amount Congress has appropriated for that activity.

({GAO, Principles of Federal Appropriations Law (Red Book), Third Edition, Volume
IL, page 6-162 through 6-163.)

In a further attempt to augment its appropriations, after it acquired the Brazil Ranch, saying it
does not have sufficient money to maintain the Brazil Ranch, the Forest Service applied to the
California Coastal Commission for a consistency determination pursuant to the federal Coastal
Zone Management Act, so it could make money by renting the Brazil Ranch for weddings,
retreats and other events. Here is a link to a Forest Service sales brochure on its website
hitp://goo.gl/LmwJIdA. Here is a link to a consistency determination staff report on the Coastal
Commission's website. http:/www.coastal.ca.gov/cd/8-2005-Th7c.pdf

After much controversy over the Forest Service competing with local businesses with a
business funded with tax dollars, the Forest Service dropped that plan, though there are rumors it
continues to look for a way to commercialize the Brazil Ranch.

Another fabrication of acquisition authority appears to be the Lange parcel. The Lange
parcel now forms the northwest corner of the Lost Padres National Forest. Before it was
acquired it was outside the Los Padres National Forest.

The Lange parcel was acquired by the Forest Service about 1993, after the owner gave it up
as part of requirements by Monterey County in exchange for a permit for construction of a road
on private land. The Supreme Court has called this kind of permit requirement extortion and an
unconstitutional condition, see Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825,
837, Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Mgmt. Dist. (2013) 133 S. Ct. 2586, 2590, 2595-2597,
2603.

Though all of the functions of the NFRC were transferred to the Secretary of Agriculture by
the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (as discussed above), the Secretary of Agriculture
is still required to fulfill the role of the NFRC, which is "... created and authorized to consider
and pass upon such lands as may be recommended for purchase as provided in section six of this
Act." (36 Stat. 962.) The provisions of section six are codified at 16 USC § 515, and are not met
on the Lange parcel.
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Creation of a purchase unit in the area where the Lange parcel is located, Twin Peaks, is
noticed in the Federal Register at Vol. 60, No. 39, March 28, 1995, pg. 15897. However, that
appears to be dated after the acquisition. Moreover, the purchase unit is not in an area that meets
the requirements of the Weeks Act as discussed above. The purchase unit appears to be a
fabrication to feign authority to acquire the Lange parcel.

The Lange parcel was also not acquired with authority from the Act of 1956, as the
acquisition was not necessary to carry out the Forest Service's authorized work comparable with
the example of the need to acquire land on which to build an authorized seed bank. (7 USC §
428a(a).)

It appears that none of the Forest Service's acquisition authorities apply to the Lange parcel.
It is not forested, cut-over, or denuded, is not within the watershed of a navigable stream, and
was not purchased due to being necessary to the regulation of the flow of navigable streams or
for the production of timber (as authorized by the Weeks Act as codified at 16 USC § 515), or to
provide land for authorized work {as authorized by the Act of 1956 as codified at
7 USC § 428a(a)).

A recent acquisition, within the last several months, which also appears to be unauthorized
by Congress, is the 120-acre Parrott parcel.

A Forest Service official told me that the Parrott acquisition will be designated as wilderness,
apparently administratively. The Parrot parcel is shown in some Forest Service GIS shape files
as being outside the boundary of the Los Padres National Forest, and is consistently shown as
being outside wilderness (it has wilderness outside three of its parcel lines, and private land
outside the national forest and outside wilderness on its north line, being a notch in the perimeter
of the forest).

The Parrot parcel is located on Hennicksons Ridge, and is crossed by about 3,000 feet of
historic firebreak that in the past has been used to protect at-risk communities outside the Los
Padres National Forest from wildfires that start inside the forest, for example, the 1977 Marble
Cone Fire (about 178,000 acres), the 1999 Kirk Complex Fire (about 86,700 acres), and the 2008
Basin Complex Fire (about 163,000 acres).

Ownership of land by the Forest Service, especially where it is designated wilderness, and
especially in fire-prone western states, threatens lives and homes in nearby communities if the
Forest Service does not maintain effective fuetbreaks before fires, and/or does not open
firebreaks in a timely manner during wildfires.

During the 2008 Basin Complex Fire delays opening the historic firebreak inside the Los
Padres National Forest due to 2002 wilderness additions almost resulted in our community of
hundreds of homes being burned out. Itouch on that below, and intend to submit more detailed
testimony on that issue for the Committee's May 5, 2015 hearing on "the Federal government’s
role in wildfire management, the impact of fires on communities, and potential improvements to
be made in fire operations."

Testimony of Michael Caplin on Reauthorization Of and Potential Reforms To the Land and Water
Conservation Fund," April 22, 2015 Page 9 of 17



199

The Forest Service's statutory authority to acquire land is fairly characterized as a mess, due
to amendments to statutes upon amendments to statutes that make it effectively impossible for
the average person, and possibly the average member of Congress, to know whether the Forest
Service has lawful authority to acquire a particular parcel of land or not. That lack of clarity
enables to Forest Service to fabricate authority to acquire private land without being questioned.

What is clear however, is that the Forest Service has managed to turn the L& WCF into
something that is contrary to the original intent of Congress. The L& WCF has become a funding
source for what Senator Church called offensive federal land grabs, including in the western
states, west of the 100™ meridian where much land is already owned by the federal government.

Congress should let the L&WCF sunset and repeal all land acquisition authority for the
Forest Service and other federal agencies, especially for areas west of the 100™ meridian, and
provide new highly limited authority for the Forest Service to acquire land if there is a critical
need east of the 100™ meridian, with Congressional oversight over every acquisition.

All acquisitions west of the 100™ meridian should be disfavored, and require special
legislation in each case, with field hearings in affected communities.

The Forest Service's refrain that it needs to have the ability to acquire land inside the
boundaries of national forests for management purposes is belied by its acquisition of the Brazil
Ranch three miles outside the Los Padres National Forest, and its subsequent purchase of
additional land outside the forest between the Brazil Ranch and the historic boundary of the
national forest, and in other areas.

The Forest Service's drive to acquire private land is contrary to the original intent of
President Roosevelt's proclamation creating the Monterey Forest Reserve. By Presidential
proclamation, he declared the area to be off limits to further settlement, but exempted from the
force of the proclamation any homestead or other legitimate claim to land within the area. T have
included a highlighted copy of President Roosevelt's proclamation, dated June 25, 1906 as
Exhibit 4.

Perhaps the GAO could conduct a review of Forest Service land acquisitions to learn the
percentage of acquisitions that have been falsely based upon authority that did not apply.

In the meantime, to avoid the temptation to continue federal acquisition of private land
fostered by the pot of money that is the L&WCF, and to avoid ongoing acquisitions of land
contrary to the intent of Congress, and to avoid further increase in the threat of wildfires to
communities around federal lands, all current acquisition authorities for the Forest Service and
other federal agencies should be repealed, certainly for areas west of the 100™ meridian.

Testimony of Michael Caplin on Reauthorization Of and Potential Reforms To the Land and Water
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2. The L&WCEF fosters the appearance of a conflict of interest between federal agencies in
their role being responsible for fighting wildfires and their role with the apparent desire
to acquire ever more private land.

For the Forest Service and other federal agencies to have both authority to acquire land, and
responsibility for fighting wildfires, creates an appearance of a conflict of interest, as land values
can drop dramatically if wildfires burn through areas where the Forest Service or other federal
agency has shown an interest in acquiring land.

This is especially so in the western states, where wildfire danger is high and so much land is
already in federal ownership, which the Forest Service and other federal agencies seem to be
driven to expand.

Here is a link to a youtube video by a person who believes the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) intentionally worked to burn out landowners in the Frenchglen area in Oregon.
https:/goo.gl/TdZ9SS

When I emailed the person who made the video, he responded by saying that BLM had
offered to buy his land several times, and when he said it was not for sale, ... their exact
response was, it will be." As for fire, he emailed, "They [BLM] now take advantage of what
would normally be small and insignificant fire events and turn them into mega events."

This appearance of conflict of interest should be removed, by letting the L& WCF sunset, and
repealing all authorities for the Forest Service and other agencies to acquire land, especially in
the western states west of the 100" meridian, in which there are already vast areas of federal
lands, and which are subject to high threat of wildfire every fire season.

3. The L&WCEF acts to increase the threat of wildfires to lives and property in
communities near federal land, especially where land is acquired and wilderness is
designated near or over topographically suitable locations for firebreaks and/or
fuelbreaks, and/or along roads used for ingress or egress during wildfires.

I plan to submit detailed testimony on this problem for the Committee's hearing on the
Federal government s role in wildfire management, the impact of fires on communities, and
potential improvements to be made in fire operations.

For this testimony on the L&WCF, 1 do not have the ability to determine the impact on the
ability to maintain fuelbreaks before fires, and open firebreaks during fires, for each parcel
acquired with L&WCF dollars.

However, if the recent acquisition of the 120-acre Parrott parcel was funded with L&WCF
money, and if it will be designated wilderness as has been stated by a Forest Service official,
then the Parrott acquisition is an example of a L& WCF acquisition by the Forest Service that
will act to threaten lives and property in communities near federal land in the event of wildfire.

Testimony of Michael Caplin on Reauthorization Of and Potential Reforms To the Land and Water
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The Parrott property is crossed by about 3,000 feet of historic firebreak that was opened to
protect communities during the 1977 Marble Cone Fire, the 1999 Kirk Complex Fire, and the
2008 Basin Complex Fire, all of which were started by lightning inside the Monterey Ranger
District of the Los Padres National Forest.

Being private land outside wilderness and apparently outside the national forest, there could
have been no problems caused by wilderness designation opening the firebreak on the Parrott
parcel during those fires.

However, during the Basin Fire in 2008, there were delays in multiple locations on obtaining
authorization to use heavy equipment to open firebreaks in wilderness.

In the area where we live, authorization to use heavy equipment in wilderness to open the
historic firebreak was either not requested, or not obtained, allowing the Basin Fire to burn over
the historic firebreak in the location of the 2002 Little Sur wilderness addition and head toward
our community with hundreds of homes.

I have been told by a fire chief, and by a heavy equipment operator who worked on the Basin
Fire, that there were delays obtaining permission to use heavy equipment in wilderness in other
areas, causing similar problems.

In my opinion, every acquisition of land by federal agencies in locations topographically
suitable for a fuelbreak or firebreak is a threat to surrounding communities, to the extent that
wilderness, the National Environmental Policy Act or any other federal law hinders or blocks
maintenance of effective fuelbreaks before fires or use of firebreaks in a timely manner during
fires.

Given that the L&WCF helps make federal acquisition of such land possible, and to the
extent fuelbreaks are not maintained before fires and firebreaks are not opened during fires in a
timely manner, the L&WCF is effectively a threat to lives and property in communities near
federal land.

4. The L&WCEF acts to increase multiple threats to our national security should terrorists
choose to exploit them

First terrorist threat increased by federal acquisition and ownership of land.

May 31, 2012 the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) issued a document titled
"Terrorist Interest in Using Fire as a Weapon."

The document includes information on terrorist magazines and websites on such topics as
how to construct incendiary devices to start wildfires, a terrorist map that shows priority states
where wildfires in the United States would be most destructive, naming California and Montana
as ideal targets, and statements encouraging the setting of wildfires to attack the United States.
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The DHS document explains that using wildfire as a weapon is attractive to terrorists due to
the low cost to start a wildfire, the low probability the terrorist will be caught, the high cost and
damage to property and resources that can be caused, and the threat to lives and psychological
effects wildfire can inflict, saying for example,

For terrorists, setting fires has several advantages over other methods of attack,
including sustainability (duration of fire and long-term effects); the potential for
casualties, economic damage, and wide media coverage; and the accompanying
psychological effects of fear and terror.

When the Forest Service or other federal agency owns or acquires land on which firebreaks
and fuelbreaks are located or topographically suited for such use, and then fails to maintain
effective fuelbreaks before fire, or fails to swiftly open firebreaks during fire, the Forest Service
would literally be aiding and abetting any terrorist who may act to use wildfire as a weapon
against our nation.

When Congress acts to block federal agencies such as the Forest Service from preparing for
or defending against wildfires, by such actions as moving wilderness over the location of
fuelbreaks and firebreaks or by leaving wilderness in place, or by enacting or retaining other
laws that hinder or block federal land managers from constructing and maintaining fuelbreaks or
using firebreaks, Congress would literally be aiding and abetting any terrorist who may act to use
wildfire as a weapon against our nation.

In Monterey County, California, both the Forest Service and Congress have so acted, leaving
people in communities around the Los Padres National Forest in jeopardy should terrorists
decide to use wildfire to attack, as suggested in their magazines and on their websites.

Second terrorist threat increased by federal acquisition and ownership of land.

There is a belief among some environmentalists that the solution to impacts humans have on
our planet is to concentrate people into the footprint of existing cities at ever higher density.
Search the Internet for the term "smart growth" and you will receive well over one millions hits.
Until recently, the Sierra Club had a "Healthy Growth Calculator” web page that apparently tried
to convince people that living at higher density is desirable. (http:/Ainyurl.com/lox4fc2)

Though some government employees may be able to live on land owned by the federal
government, other people typically cannot. One way to move people into cities is to convert
private land outside cities into government ownership. There are organizations working on that,
some of which have turned it into a profitable business.

For example, there is TPL, discussed in this testimony.

Another example is an organization called the Planning and Conservation League, which has
convinced California voters to approve bond initiatives that have provided well over a billion
dollars for public agencies to acquire private land. You can read how it funds its initiatives in
Planning & Conservation League, Inc. v. Lungren (1995) 38 Cal. App. 4th 497.
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As more voters move into cities, with their daily experience of concrete, asphalt and smog, it
becomes easier to convince the majority of voters to support acquisition of more land by
government agencies, to save it from the fate of where they live in the city. My experience is
that most people who live in cities think that a much higher percentage of land is covered by
cities than in reality is so.

California's population of about 38.8 million people makes up about 12% of the 318.9
million population of our nation.

California consists of about 100 million acres of land. Currently, about 95% of Californians
live in cities, which comprise about 6% of California's land area. This is largely because there is
relatively little land available outside cities for Californians to own and live on.

Almost half of California is owned by various government agencies, most by federal
agencies, and therefore cannot be owned or lived on by most Californians.

It is difficult to find hard numbers for land ownership in California by industry, but years ago
I found what numbers I could and learned that after subtracting land owned by government,
public utilities, lumber companies, railroads, and farmland, it appears that only about 10% of
California's land area, outside of cities, is available for Californians to own and live on.

Every acre of that nominal amount of land available for Californians to own and live on
outside cities that is acquired by government agencies, including federal agencies, tends to move
people into cities at higher density.

Unfortunately, we live in a world with religious extremists who believe it is an act of their
faith to kill those who are not members of their faith. Our world also includes weapons of mass
destruction. These extremists have been following their belief system for over 1,000 years.

They are not going away. They have made their intent crystal clear. 1,000 years ago the world
did not have weapons with the capacity for destruction we have today. The day will likely come,
possibly sooner, hopefully later, when they will obtain weapons of mass destruction.

Mutually assured destruction, the defense tactic used for decades with the former Soviet
Union, is not applicable to religious extremists. We don't know where to find them, and even if
we could find them, they view it as an act of their faith to be killed while advancing their cause,
which is to kill those who do not follow their faith. When they obtain weapons of mass
destruction they will likely use them.

Weapons of mass destruction are highly effective at killing people who are packed at high
density into relatively small areas.

Without the defense of mutually assured destruction, short of intercepting 100% of weapons
of mass destruction before they enter our country, the best national defense tactic to defeat
weapons of mass destruction is to disperse our populations over large areas at relatively low
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density. High density cities with large populations are equivalent to prime target zones for
weapons of mass destruction.

The federal government should be selling or granting land into private ownership in
California and other western states, where it owns vast areas, making it available for people to
disperse onto. It will take much time to disperse our populations. It is not prudent to wait until it
is too late.

Federal acquisition of yet more land is counterproductive to our nation's defense against
weapons of mass destruction in the hands of religious extremists, and ultimately will aid them
should the time come when they attack our nation with weapons of mass destruction, which is
readily foreseeable over time.

I believe there are people, radical environmentalists, who would not be bothered if the
number of humans was reduced dramatically by such cataclysmic events as use of weapons of
mass destruction on densely populated areas. My take is that those people could easily be the
vanguard of the next great evil on our planet. They should not be helped, certainly not by our
government,

5. The L&WCEF fosters fraud on American taxpayers

Money made available through the L& WCF fosters fraud on American taxpayers.

To justify acquisition of the Brazil Ranch, discussed above, statements like the following
were made to the public, which appeared on the Trust for Public Land's website in 2002,

"This is a great day for the environment and a great day for the Central Coast,"
said Congressman Farr. "Working together, the Trust for Public Land and the
federal government have protected this stunning coastal treasure from being
chopped into little subdivisions.

Exhibit 5 is a screenshot of TPL's web page from Google's cache of web pages, with the
above quote (the page was on TPL's website as of this writing).

I believe that Congressman Farr, TPL and the Forest Service all knew that the Brazil Ranch
was not in danger of being "chopped into little subdivisions." Rather, the 1,200 acre ranch had
been in 9 separate parcels since the time it was homesteaded in the mid-1800s.

Below is an excerpt from a 2005 California Coastal Commission report on a Forest Service
request for a consistency determination, in which the Forest Service is quoted as saying,

The lands comprising today’s Brazil Ranch were homesteaded in the mid-1800s,
including a parcel settled by John Brazil. In time, several of these early
homesteads were sold to the Brazil family, who eventually gained title to nine
original homestead lots comprising 1,200 acres and known collectively as the
Brazil Ranch. ... The property was later sold by the Funt Estate to a real estate
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developer who had learned that the original homesteads remained recorded as
nine separate tax lots which could potentially be developed. (ltalics removed.)

(See, http://www.coastal.ca.gov/cd/8-2005-Th7c.pdf, page 6.)

Due to local ordinances, building potential for the 1,200 acre ranch was one residence per
parcel, for a total of 9 residences on the 1,200 acre ranch. However, 2 parcels already had homes
onthem. As a result, building potential was for 7 more residences on the 1,200 acre ranch. Due
to the minimum subdivision parcel size of 320 acres for most of the land on the ranch,
subdivision was essentially impossible, certainly impossible for "little subdivisions.”

The Brazil Ranch was on the market for years by Alan Funt's heirs for about $9.5 million.
My understanding is that Woodside Partners purchased it for about that price. Accordingto a
local newspaper article, Woodside quickly sold an existing small parcel with one of the homes
on it for about $7.5 million. My understanding is that Woodside then sold the ranch to TPL for
$25 million, and about a year later TPL sold the ranch to the Forest Service receiving $28
million. My understanding is that "conservation" groups like TPL sometime receive donations
from people they helped sell land to government agencies, so it appears to me that TPL may have
received more money in the form of a donation from Woodside as a result of the deal.

Given the millions of dollars made by Woodside Partners and the Trust For Public Land on
the sale of the Brazil Ranch to the Forest Service, and the minimal development potential for the
ranch that was falsely promoted as being acquired to prevent it from being chopped into little
subdivisions, it looks to me like the primary reason for the acquisition was the money to be made
from the sale of the ranch to the Forest Service. Those millions of dollars came from American
taxpayers.

To me, the Brazil Ranch acquisition looks like fraud on American taxpayers, funded in large
part by L&WCF dollars.

Conclusion

For the reasons discussed above, the L&WCF should be allowed to sunset and not be
reauthorized. In its place new law should be enacted to repeal all existing land acquisition
authorities for federal agencies, remove wilderness with generous setbacks from the location of
historic fuelbreaks and firebreaks and from all locations topographically suitable for such use,
and to provide broad authority for federal agencies to sell and grant federal lands in western
states to encourage dispersal of our populations at relatively low density to help make our nation
more resistant to attacks by weapons of mass destruction.

Rather than reauthorizing the L&WCF, new legislation should be enacted with a different
name and purpose, pethaps The Existing Federal Lands Care and Maintenance Funding Act of
20135, or better yet, The Act to Provide for Management and Disposal of Federal Lands to
Protect Communities and Promote National Security.

These proposed changes to law are especially important in the western states, where vast
areas are already in federal ownership and the threat from wildfires is high.
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These proposed changes are critical in California, where about half the land is in government
ownership, mostly federal, about 12% of the U.S. population currently lives in cities on about
6% of California's land, and relatively little other land is available to disperse our populations
onto due to it being in use for commercial purposes.

There is no club whose mission is to promote the security of our nation. Promoting
protection of lives, property, and the security of our nation is properly the role of Congress,
which 1 hope is not swayed to do otherwise by those with other priorities.

Respectfully Submitted,

Tt G

Michael Caplin
38751 Palo Colorado Rd.
Carmel, CA 93923
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[EXHIBIT 2

AAFL A
S Y

Alnited Hlakes Denale

WASHINGTON. BLG. 10810

January 28, 1980

Desr Colleague,

¥hen the Senate takes up H.R. 3757, the Omnibus Parks Bill, I
intend to offer an amendment to help protect the incredibly
beautiful Big Sur coast of California.

Currently there is a 3000 acre limitation on the total smount

of land which the Feresty Service van add to the Los Padres
National Forest. Although the Forest Service is stiil within
the staturery limit on cxpansion of the Los Padres, the Forest
Service is not able to acquire -- or even accept as a gift --
some very desirable parcels along the coast because they are
very large and would immediately put the forest over the acreoape
limitation. My smendment would remove the 3000 scre limit.

It does not require the expenditure of federal funds, and it
does not authorize any new monies.

1 am only proposing that the cap on Los Padres National Forest
additions be lifted so that the Forest Service can accept
donations of Big Sur lands. This is a stop gap mewsure to allow
for Forest Service acquisition during a peried when other
proposals to protect Big Sur may be considered.

The pressures for the breakup of the large Jandholdings along

the Big Sur coast are growing. 1 anticipate that in the very
near future there will be properties on the market which it would
he ip the public interest to acquire, Property owners at Big Sur
may wish to make gifts or bargain sales to the federal government.
It makes no sense to put an arbitrary Timit on the amount of

Big Sur land the Forest Service can acquire in this fashion.

The argument has been made that there should be hearings on Big
Sur, and I agree. Hearings should be held on possible national
park or seashore designation. But the asmendment T will offer
merely waives an arbitrvary rule, and I soe no great neced for a
hearing on whether to permit donations of Big Sur lands to the
government and expuansion of the Los Padres Forest in the interim,

I hope that I will have {aur suEport on this amendment. It is
importunt te me and 10 all who know Big Sur and want to preserve
it as it is tvoday.

Michae! Caplin testimony on
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EXHIBIT 4, PG 1 |

o Sume 38, 1008, Br rae Passwest or vae [xrree Svares oF Awemics.

A PROCLAMATION.

g llantmey Borest . WHEREAS, it is provided by section twenty-four of fhe wet of
Frestible. Lkm%zm, spproved March third, sightesn hungred and nizety-one,
ol B H0E entithed, “An act to vepeal shmber-culture laws, and for other pur-

veses,” * That the President of the Upited States may, from time to
thme, set spart and reserve, in any State or Territory baving public
land bearing forests, in any part of the publie lands whelly or in part
vovered with timber or undergrowih, whether of comimeraial value wr
ot as pablic resepvations, and the Fitsident shall, by publie procls-
n};:iiim?’&mtsm the establishment of suely reservations snd the limits

theveat ™ 3 . . i
And wherdas, the public Iands, In the State of Californis, which sre
hersipafier indicated, arain part coverdd with timber, and it appesrs
that the public good would be promoted by setting spart said lands as
& public roservationy; 7 L L
Farest reREEvE, ow, therefore, 1, Theodord Roosevelt, President of ‘the: United
Cultfornin. Btates of ‘Ameriva, by virtwe of the power in me vested by section
twenty-four of the aforessid act of Congress, dv proclaim that there
ape herehy veserved Trom sutey of settlement and set apart as s Public
Resprvation, for the use and benefit of the people, ail the tracts of
land, in the State of Unlifornis, shwn we the Meonterey Fopest Bes

sevveron the dlagrany forming & part herent;

tasts sweepted.  Eixoepting from the foree and effect of this proclamationall lunds
which may have been, prior to the date bereof, embraced ju sy legal
entry or covered by any Jawhul Bling duly of vecord in the proper
United States Land: Office, 'or sporo which suy valid settlesent has
. been minde pussusnt 10 Iaw, and the statutory period within which to
make entry or filbng of record hes ot expired: Provided, that this
sxception shall not continue to apply to auy particuler tract of land
undess the eniryman, settler, or clammant continues o comply with
the low under which the sutry, filing, or settiement was mude.
sorpreryas from Warning is hereby expressly given to all persons not to make settle-
ment ﬁgﬁﬁ the lands reserved by this proclamation.
IN WITNESS WHEREQF, T have herennto set my hand snd
caused the seal of the United Biates 1o be sffived.
Done st the City of Washington this 25th day of Juse, in
the year of our Loed one thousand nine hundred sad
{mmar.]  six, and of the Tudependence of the United States the
one hundred and thirtieth,
Turooore Rooseverr
By the Presctent: :
sy Bacowr
Acting Seovetary of State.

Michael Caplin festimony on
Reauthorization Of and Poteniial Reforms To the
Land and Water Conservafion Fund, &pril 22, 20115
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EXHIBITS PG. 1T |

¢ Big

SAN FRANCISCO, 8/24/02~Tha Trust for Public Land and the USDA Forest
Service announcad today the public acquisition and addition to the Los Padres
National Forest of the final 325 acres of the most beloved and photographed
section of the Big Swr Coast—the historic Brazil Ranch, also known as the Bixby
Qcean Ranch. The 1255-acre ranch, 13 miles south of Carmel, would have been
splitinto nine separate proparties and sold for development if it had not been
purchased last year by the nonprofit Trust for Public Land {TPL). TPL purchased
this Big Sur coastal gem, sasily identified by the historic Bixby Bridge on Highway
1, to protect it from looming development and safeguard its sweeping views, rocky
shorelfine, and magnificent rofling hills.

Fadaral funding for the acquisition was obtained through the efforts of Senator
Dianne Felnstein, Senator Barbava Boxer, and Congressman Sam Fary,

Landatiog

dsfal govsmnent havs protesed i slua N g coasta s s
fonbaingeispsdiniiniasubgiisions: Now future generations can enjoy the
jagged coastine and the dramatic vistas, just as we do.” Congressman Farris a
longtime advoeate for the protection of the Big Sur Coast, and a key member of
the House Appropriations Commitiee. Senator Fainstein also played a vital role as
a senior mamber of the Senate Interior Appropriations Subcommittee, which
oversees funding for federal land conservation

*TPL is delighted o continus its partnership with the Forest Service to promote
the care of this majestic property,” says Reed Holderman, Executive Director,
TRL-California. "We are vary thankiul for the $2.5 million gift from a benevolent
anonymous donor, generous grants made by the state Coastal Conservancy and
the Wildlife Conservation Board, the federal Land and Water Consarvation Fund
menjes, and a low-interest bridge joan from the David and Lucile Packard
Foundation, and, alf of which made this conservation success possible. We ars
espadially grateful for the support of US. Congressman Sam Farr, Senator

Lof3
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EXHIBIT 5, PG. 2

Dianne Feinstein, Senator Boxer, state Senator Brugce MoPherson, and Assembly
Speaker pro Tenpore Fred Kesley.”

The Brazil Ranch is named for the pioneer family that worked the land for nearly a
cantury as a farm, ranch, and dairy operation. Allen Funt of Candid Camera fame
purchased the land from Teny and Margaret Brazil in 1977 and operated ftas a
catile ranch and horse breeding tacility untl Woodside Pariners, praspective
developers, bought the propetty in 2000. In October of that year, TPL stepped in
o keep this prime real estate off the mavket and secure funding for its public
purchase. The Forest Service acquired 830 acres of the property from TPL in
February of this year. Today's completion of the ranch purchase creates an
11-mile stretch of permanently protected coastline beginning at the Bixby Bridge,
sxtending south through Andrew Molera State Park, and bordering the offshore
California Sea Otter State Game Fefuge.

Senator herson and Kesley thored & request for $5
miflion that was allocated to the Galifornia Coastal Gonservancy for the Brazil
Ranch purchase.

"The Brazil Ranch Is an environmental and recreational jewel. { am thrilled to have
helped protect this property for future gensrations,” comments state Senator
Bruce McPharson (R-Santa Cruz.

"The Brazil Ranch acquisition is the product of hard work by all the parties
involved. itis critical, especially in this era of budgetary constraints, o work
together to save California’s special places. Big Sur is one of those places that
deserves our whole-hearted afforls to conserve,” said Assembly Speaker pro
Tempore Fred Keeley (D-Boulder Cresk)

The Forest Service and the Trust for Public Land will continue working in
partnership over the coming months, ajong with members of the public, to develop
a vision for the property that integrates community values with the land's unique
natural and cultural resources

“The Brazil Ranch is a special place where history, beauty and spirituality merge.”
said Los Padres Nationat Forest Supervisor Jeanine Derby. "Protecting those
qualities is very important to us, and to that end we will work with local
stakeholders on a vision for fulure stewardship of the land. One concept we plan
to explore is a way of melding science, resource conservation and the arts io help

enhance people's axpetisnce, wding and app: for the Big Sur
coast," she added.

According to Monterey District Ranger Jobn Bradiord, the Forest Service is
cuirendy involved in a public process to revise the overall management plan for
the 1.75 million-acra national forest. "The Forest Plan will address appropriate
access and uses of all of the acquired tands within the Big Sur area, including the
Brazil Ranch," said Bradford. "We walcome the public's participation in this effort”
he added.

In the short term, John loon, who has lived and worked on the Brazil Ranch
since the time it was owned by the Funts, will continue as on-site carstaker of the
property. "My family and | have been dedicated stewards of this ranch for over 25
years. We feel privileged to be able fo continue our commitment to this uniqus
property with TPL and the Forest Service.” said Moon.
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For more information sbout interim management of the Brazil Ranch, contact
John Bradiord at (831) 385-5434. For more information about Los Padres
National Forest and opportunities fo be involved in the land management planning
process, visit www.rB.ts.fed us/lospaddres or contact the Los Padres National
Forest Public Affairs Office at {808) 568-6840.

TPL Is a national land conservatior 4 i to ing land for
people as parks, greenways, wildemess areas and natural, historic and culiural
resources for future generations. Founded in 1972, TPL has protected more than
1.4 million acres nationwide. For more than 20 years, TPL has worked with the
Big Sur Land Trust and other organizations to protect more than 6,000 acres of
California’s pristine Big Sur coastline.
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Catalyst Wilderness Therapy Program
1815:SE 35" Ave,, Portland, OR 97214
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April 17,2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee ot Bnergy and Natural Resources Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
304 Dirksen Senate Building 304 Dirksen Seniate Building

United States Senate United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski-and Ranking Member Cantwell:

Dwanted to wiite 4 letter of my support for the numerous efforts being made to assist in the
sustainability of our Land and Water Conservation Pand (LWCF), despite pressure to re-arrange
funds and allocate elsewhere. LWCF was created neatly 50 years ago to serve different, diverse and
equally eritical needs and to provide a permanent investment in coniservation and outdoor recreation
on'behalf of the American people. There was a tremendous ameunt of foresight applied to the
creation and purpose of this fund from the onset, designed to couiriteract future pressires,

Catalyst Wilderness Therapy Program is a non=profit wilderness therapy orgardzation dedicated to
serving teenagers in the foster care system via highly specialized backcountry settings in the Pacific
Northwest: LWCF isa key tool for provide access to public lands and for profecting special places. In
Washington, LWCF has invested more than $500 million in places like Olympic National Park, Pacific
Crest Trail, and Alpine Lakes Wilderness: In Oregon, it has invested more than $300 million in places
ifke Mount Hood National Forest, Three Sisters Wilderress, and the remiote Steens Mountair,

Unifortunately, LWCF expires in September 2015, T addition, each year Congress siphons off millions
of dollars of the fund into unrelated projects, to the tune of $17 billion over the program’s 50-year
history. We need Congress to reauthorize:and fully fund this program so it can continue as intended,
providing parks, public lands and outdoor recreation for all Americans, inclading the most
marginalized among us.

Sincerely,

Brianne Condon, Executive Director
Catalyst Wilderness Therapy Program

<. Senator Ron Wyden
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August 15, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden

Y. 5. Senate

223 Dirksen Senate Office Bullding
‘Washington, DC 20510

Gear Senator Wyden,

Asa global company with deep Oregon roots, we at CHIM HILL pride ourselves on our comuritment
to sustainability and the environment. That's why we want to-take a-moment, Senator, to thank you for
your stmilar commiitment. Your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Pund (LWCF) has
truly had a lasting impact on Oregon.

Funds from LWCF have enabled land acquisition programs to protect some of our inost seenic vistas,
like the Yocky outtréppings of Smith Rock Stats Park and the majesty of Cape Kiwanda. Funds from
LWCF have built boat ramps and marinas in Hood River, recreational facilities like swimminig posls
and tennis courts in Enterprise, park shelters and public restrooms at parks in Grants Pass, and public
plazas like Ploneer Courthouse Square in Portland. Every project has been welcomed in its community
for its particular benefits: the improved dccess to recreation; the conservation of natural habitat, the
preservation of unspoiled beauty.

With our engineering expertise; CH2ZM HILL endeavors o “solve the world's complex problems in
water, energy. the environment and development by prowioting écononie growth and social inclusion,”
We recognize that monies from LWCF also promote econome growth, by employing engirieering firms
like ours, construction workers, facility managers, and the many adjunct businesses that acise from
recreational opportinities to serve both focal residents and tourists alike:

In short, LWCF provides niulti-faceted benefits to Oregonians in every corner of this stunning state,
and your leadership in supportof LWCF is truly appreciated. Thank you.

Sincerely,
S W?w‘“:bgw*“%w
David Knowles

Portland Area Manager
CHZM HILL

SEMGHNEERE CONETRUDTOSE  Ba0Rory
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Hillsboro
LREGON

November4, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden ,
223 Dirksen Senate Office Bullding
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

It's shways a pleasure 1o take a moment 1o appreciate people for their efforts, rather than ask

them for something, so Lam relishing this bpportunity to thank you for your leadership on the
tand and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), which has had such a significant positive impactin
the Hillshoro area,

As Mayor, | can say with confiderice that LWCF has made a lasting difference to the residents
and businesses of the Hillsboro area. Renovations completed at Shute Park is'a great example
of an important improvement funded by LWCF, This facility Is always i use, appreciated by
Hillsboro residents, and those who spend their working hours in Hillsboro, but might take the
time for a funichtime jog through the park. Ast think about it the constriiction of Stub Stewart
State Park and the Ellc Refuge in Jewell are two mare standout examples of LWCF funded
projectsin this region, as.are the recreational improvemants at nearby Hagg Lake,

Projects like these provide our citizens with more than the opportunity to sppraciate nature:
they also contribute to the superb quality of life that lures talented people to the economic
drivers.of the Hillsboro area, like Intel, Genentech; FEL, and SolerWorld, These companies often
have to compete hationally, and sven globally, for skilled workers and the wonderiul oiitdoor
recréation-opportunities that have been funded by LWCF help Hillsboro differentiate ftselfas a
highly desirable community to five, work, and play.

try short; LWCF helps the City of Hillshoro five tig t6 oiir city motto, "Growing great things,® -~
and 1am sincerely grateful for your past and continuing feadership on this much-valued
program,

Sinceraly,

CITY OF HILLSBORO

GERNN

§ AWilley
Mayor

15t 150 E Mairy Steast, Hillbbore, Oregon 971 23:4028  bhow 5036816100 70x 503,681 42372 v wiwhillsberovoregon.gov
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Together. For Oregon’s Land,
April 17, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski

Chatoman

Comnitied on Buergyand Natwral Resources
United Gtates Senate

304 Dirksen Seviats Bullding

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Maria Cantwell
Rankmg Mentber

o Energy and K
Lmted States Benate
304 DirksenSenate Building
Washington, DC 20510

Segpnnd B

The Honorable Ron Wyden

1 Member

Committee on Baergy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

1 221 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, DC20510

Trear Chairman Cantwell, and

Senator Wyden:

.3 “““Kiﬂg‘y

The Coalition of Oregon Land Trusts (COLTthanks you for your
conservation leadership.and support of full and dedicated funding
and reguthodzation of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF). We lodk forward to hearing the discussion by the Senate
Energy and Natural Resources Committee vegarding this vital

origthat enables: Americans to get outside, visit-local parks;
and keep working lands working,

Larnid trusts work with Tocal cofmumumities to protect cleamwater and
wildlife habitst. preserve open lands, maintain wurkmg farma, and

retain the social and icvalues tf ke Oreégor
Collectt m“y, COLT r have per T

P

15 ved more thary
Tands that provid

clear public benefits scrosy the state,

LWCF has becothe & "toclbox" of essential fools for communities to
usefoy ot their I and-guality of life! Through
ogking forest conservation sasements, the Porest Legacy Program
protects working forests and the jobs and conservation benefits they
provide. LWUF also funds collaborative Jocal efforts Wconserve
wifedlife habitat. And, the LWOF state assistance grant program helps
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the state and local agencies create and enhance parks and develop close-to-home recreational
facilities for all Oregonians.

LWCEF has helped land trusts in Oregon protect many important places for communities. For
example, currently the Wallowa Land Trust is working with Wallowa County to secure LWCF
dollars that will prevent homes from being built on shores of the iconic Wallowa Lake, instead
keep that land working via forestry, ranching, and recreation.

Far from being broken, LWCF works, Currently, half of LWCF dollars go directly to states for
local projects. Every county in Oregon has received LWCF dollars through the state grants
program to support playgrounds where kids can play, and fields where they can hit their first
T-ball. LWCF projects are driven by local communities, and only the best projects with the most
local support make it to the top to compete for funds.

LWCF also makes federal land management more efficient - not less - by allowing federal
agencies to fill in gaping holes in our parks, forests, and other public lands. In other words,
LWCEF helps make park maintenance cost less, not more. For example, LWCF projects in the
wildland-urban interface decrease firefighting costs. Land trusts in Oregon frequently pariner
with federal agencies to forward LWCF projects that help reduce maintenance costs.

LWCE is a shining example of a bipartisan model of government that works to support local
communities and local economies. The reforms to LWCF being proposed are based on
misperceptions about LWCF and how it is used, and they threaten the promise Congress made
to the American people 50 years ago. We strongly urge you and your colleagues to resist the call
for counterproductive changes to LWCF as it works it ways through the reauthorization
process, and instead hold LWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective toolbox
for every state and county in American to access for community-based conservation, recreation,
and historic preservation.

Sincerely,

il eamn
Kelley Beamer

Executive Director
kelley@oregonlandtrusts.org
office: 503,719.4732
cell: 503.348.9612
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December 5, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

As P'mesure you're awars, the mission of Confluence is 16 connect people fo place
through art and education. We create spaces that promote moments of insight about the
confluence of culture; history and ecology along the Columbia River system. We have
now completed faur of the six planned sites along the 438 mile strefch of river, from the
mauth of the Columbia to the gateway to Hell's Canyon.

As 've traveled along the river, I've-tome fo recognize that other conservation and
recreation projects across Oregon and Washington's shared border have enabled
access to the mighty Columbia, allowing us to appreciate both its beauty and ifs riches. |
want to take a moment, Senator, to applaud you for your unflagging efforts fo
reauthorize the Land and Water Conservation Fund, which has made many of those
precious sites possible.

From Fort Stevens on the Oregon's north coast to Minam State Park along the Wallowa
River, LWCF funds have made a difference. Projects large and small - the Columbia
Gorge National Scenic Area and a boat basinin The Dalles — so many spectacular
areas protected and recreational opportunities enhanced for the citizens of the Pacific
Northwest, and the many visitors who flock 1o here to partake in our séenic beauty and
learn our history,

Senator Wyden, | know both Oregon and Washington would be diminished without the
Land and Water Conservation Fund, and 1 hopethat you will persevere through the
lame duck session to see that this truly important piece of legisiation is reauthorized by
Congress,

Sincerely,

D HBE

Colin Fogarty
Executive Director

W L0 BroR ey BT Viendhiver Wik FOEEEI G by nas e
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L i e, vesity ey

August 13, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden

U. 8. Senate

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden;

As it says onour website, “To us, there's no better feeling thar knowing you've made a lasting
impact'on a place'youlove” That's'why Craft3 would like to take & moment-to thank you,
Senator. You have made a lasting impact on Oregon -- and the Pacific Northwest, and the
nation, for that matter -=with your leadership-or the Land and Water Conservation Fund
{LWCF).

Craftd is a nonprofit community development finaricial institution with a mission to strengthen
economic, ecological and family resilience in Pacific Northwest communities. We know that we
are.making & difference, by providing loans to entrepreneurs, nonprofits; individuals and others
who don't normally have access to financing,  We:are supporting long-term, place-based
strategies that link rural and urban communities of the Pacific Northwest. And thie millions of
dollars that have flowed into Oregon and Washington over the 50 years of LWCF's existence
have done the same, creating recreational opportunities for our citizens and visitors, and
preserving walerways, wetlands, and forests for our fish and wikilite, our birds and plants and
trees.

But the benefits of LWCF dollars extend far beyond environmental impacts. These funds
enhance the economic health of the communities where they're invested. The Cape Kiwanda
tand acquisition in THlamook Cotinty is @ perfect example: protection of that stunning point of
land has helped spur the development of nearby hotels, RV parks, restaurants and brewpubs,
bringing much-needed smployment to area-where jobs have been scarce:

At Craft3, we are always looking for creative, effective, riple-bottom-line opportunities to
achieve ourmission. Its programs ke LWCF, -which we ¢cani leverage, that provide a
tremendous boostto oursuccess, And it is leaders like you who help us Feach our dream of
making a fasting imobact on a place we fove.

TFhank you, Senator Wyden, for your ongoing leadership on this very important issue.

Sincersly,

John Berdes
President & CEQ
Craft3

P& B BRG | 208 Howerton Way, B [ iwao, Wi J8524.0828 | 1ol 3800424265 { Fax B00-455.-4070 L wwerorsiB ong
Cilifess- focated'in Astore, Oregon | Send, Onsgorr | Portiand, Oregond Bwaoa, s [Pt Vashington | Seattle, Washinglon
Serviciok en-inglés y Bspalial




222

LEW FREDERICK
STATE REPRESENTATIVE
DISTRICT 48

October 15, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden

221 Dirksen Senate Office Building 911 NE 11th Ave,, Suite 630
Washington, DC 20510 Porfland; OR, 97232

Via Fax: (202) 2282717

Dear Senator Wyden,

Tknow that you've been working diligently to reauthorize the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) and 1 thought I'd take just a moment to give you the
encouragement and apprédiation for your efforts that you so richly deserve,

Lread recently of your call to permanently fund LWCE, and I share your passion for this
important legislation, which has done so much to “preserve special places in Oregon
and across America,” as you so eloquently put it .

In Portland alone, LWCF monies have funided recreation improvements at Irving Park
and Kelly Point Park, as well as the Swan Island Esplanade, all of which are either in
my District, orjust a short bike ride away. LWCF dollars have also expanded or
improved facilities at Delta Park, Blue Lake Park, Sellwood Riverfront Park, the Leach
Botanical Garden, and the Marquam Trail. Each one of these sitesis used by thousands
of people every year, and I am sure few if any of the many hikers, birdwatchers,
ixzafdema}:s; and sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable public spaces
ave any idea how they are funded.

LWCF is a critical componentin creating the amenities that make life better in cities
across the nation, as well as preserving wildlife areas, ¢creating working forests; and
protecting wetlands in rural areas of Oregon and these great United States.

I wholeheartedly encourage you to continue your efforts to-persuade your colleaguies of
the vatue of LWCE, and T thank you for yoir work:

Sincerely, e e
uwww 4 /5»/ /«:;*:}’M

g o

Representative Lew Frederick

Oifios Address: 800 Cowrt 84, Salerm; OF 97501 « Phone; 503-988-1443 - Ervall replewdredorek Batate orus
‘gik .
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To Whom i May Concern,

As a current service member, 1'd tike 1o take @ moment to reflect on why 1 believe that United States”
public lands mean so much to me. Spending time in the national and state parks and forests is a great
way to decompress from all the cumulative effects of the stress and hardships that veterans experience
during their service. it is also a strong reminder of some of the reasons we, as service members, go and
make the sacrifices we do in the service of the nation. it is important for veterans to have access to the
serene and recreational fandscapes that our nation has to offer.

Being an Oregonian, | personally make time whenever possible to venture off into the national forests
and other parks with my family, with my dog and often alone. I find that these excursion center me and
keep me refreshed and able to meet the daily chaltenges | seek out in my professional and personal life.
Between hiking, running, camping, fishing, skiing, climbing and a plethora of other outdoor activities 'm
not sure what | would do without the great outdoor settings that our vast country offers us.

i recently discovered a program called the Land and Water Conservation Fund. It is such an incredible
tool for protecting the lands that | spend time in. Without using a dime of taxpayer dollars, we have
been able to not only maintain our beautiful lands but enhance them.

I would certainly encourage you to make sure that this valuable program continues as it has for the last
50+ years and that the funding is available to do just that.

Sincerely,

21T Timothy Marr
Engineer Officer
Oregon National Guard
Hillshoro, Oregen
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Metro | Making a great place

MIETRO-COUNCHE B

SHIENT TOM HLIGHER
November 17, 2014

Thie Honorable Ron Wyden
United States Senate

221 Dirksen Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Serator Wyden,

‘On behalf of the Metro Council, ] wanted £0 take & moment and'thank you for yourefforts on
reauthorizing the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). This legislation has been a
significant tool i helping make the tri<county avea a great place for 50 years--and we need it to
continue,

‘The fand is perfectly aligned with Metro's mission.As you know; the people of the Portland
metropolitan area care deeply about protecting natural areas and preserving water quality. The
voters of the region have empowered Metro to acquire more than 16,000 acresof parks, trails, and
naturalareas, from wild forests like Chehalem Ridge to trban natural areas like Scouters Mountain.
This is in addition to manyiocal parks and open space investments. The goals of these investments,
justlike the LWCF, are to improve water-quality, restore habitat and create new recreational
opportunities for Oregonians and those who visit:our great state.

The LWCF is an-absolutely critical finance tool for helping realize this vision, Since the original
legislation was autharized in 1964, morethan $55 million in funds have been distributed across
Oregon. Most recently; the fund supported park renovation in the city of Hillshiore, helping
modernize afacility that provides accessto a community swinming and recréational facility, As the
former mayor of Hillshoro, ] tell vou from experience that these investments help people ofall
incomeés stay healthy and active.

Again, we want to thank you for your continned work to protectpublic lands and invest in our
communities. Ourlocal parks; wilderress areas, and other public lands support local jobs and active
Hifestyles. Yourleadership to sustain them through reauthorization of LWECF is-critical for our
region’s fiture.

Tom Hughes
Metro Council President
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RODMONROE
STATE SENATOR
DISTRICT 24
OREGON STATE SENATE
900 COURT ST NE
SaLEm, OR BT
July'30, 2014
Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirkseti Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
Dear Senator Wyden,

Tknow that you've been working diligently to veauthorize the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) and I thought I'd take just a mnoment to pive yoy the
encouragement and appreciation for your efforts that you so richly deserve.

Tread yesterday of your call to recauthorize the BWCF, noting its 50th anniversary,
and I'share your passion for this important legislation which has done so much to
“preserve special places in Oregon snd across America,” asyou 5o gloguently putit.

In Portland alone, LWCF menfes have created numerous reécreational opportunities
including improvements andiexpansion of Powell Butte Park, Argay City Park, and
the Leach Botannical Gardens all of which are eitherin my District, or justa short
bikerideaway. These facilities are used by literally tens-of thousands of people
every year, and Ihave no-doubt the many hikers, birdwatchers, gardeners and
‘sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable publie spaces have no
idea how they wers funded.

LWCF iga critical component in creating the many amenities enjoyed in cities across
the nation, as well as the preservation of wildlife areas; the creation of working
forests, and the protections of wetlands it the more rural areas of Oregon and these
great United States.

Lwholeheartedly encourage you to continue fn your efforts to persuade your
colleagues of the value of LWCF, and 1 thank you for your work,

Sincerely,

. } j 7

i

R i
Senator Rod Ménroe
b

5,

Offfoe: 900 Coun 51, NE 3905, Salem, OF 97801 - Phone; (503) 9861724
Dlstrict: 7802 SE 11140 Ava,, Portiend, OF 97266 - Phone: (508) 7604510
@

@8



April 20, 2015

The Hanorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

The Mountaineers, founded in 19086, is a nonprofit outdoor education, conservation, and recreation
organization whose mission is “to enrich the community by helping people explore, conserve, learn
about and enjoy the lands and waters of the Pacific Northwest and beyond.” Based in Seattle,
Washington, we have over 13,000 members and guests — a passionate, engaged community of people
who knowledgeable and care about the outdoors. We work to protect the outdoor experience for
current and future generations.

We are writing today in light of the April 22™ hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to
the Land and Water Conservation Fund {LWCF} to share our community’s perspectives on the invaluable
role the LWCF has in creating opportunities for conservation and outdoor recreation.

The LWCF is the only is the only federal program dedicated to the continued conservation and access to
recreation in our national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, wilderness, monuments, and other federal
conservation lands, as well as creating and developing state and local parks. We believe that the LWCF
is one of our nation’s most important conservation programs. Protecting our nation’s, and Washington
State’s, natural places so we all have access to recreate is imperative to the future of conservation and
growing the outdoor recreation economy. LWCF has funded many projects that our membership enjoys,
include close-in opportunities for nature, like the Mount Si Conservation Area, as well as wilderness-
based projects, both very important to our human-based recreation community. If it is not reauthorized
in essentially its current form, critical lands and outdoor recreation sites all across the country will be at
risk.

We urge the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee and the House Natural Resources
Committee to resist the call for counterproductive changes to LWCF as they work through the
reauthorization process, and instead hold EWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective
tootbox for every state and county in America to tap into when in order to address their community-
based conservation and recreation needs and opportunities.

Sincerely,

s
“x la' L{W i

/(}

Executive Director, The Mountaineers
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Additional Written Comments of National Recreation and Park Association
National Association of State Park Directors, and
National Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers

Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
Regarding April 22, 2015 Committee Hearing on the Reauthorization and
Potential Reforms to the Land and Water Conservation Fund

May 6, 2015

Chairman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell, the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)
provided written testimony, in concert with the National Association of State Park Directors (NASPD),
for the April 22, 2015 hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). We appreciate this
opportunity to provide additional comments for the hearing record, with the assistance of the National
Association of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers (NASORLO).

While Committee members were afforded their opportunity to ask questions of the panel of speakers,
Deputy Secretary of the Interior, Michael Conner, was asked by Senator John Barrasso of Wyoming what
the Administration believed constituted a “fair and equitable” percentage distribution of overall LWCF
dollars between the federal and “stateside™ of the program. Deputy Secretary Conner responded that,
“We (the Administration) look at the allocation in our budget as being actually 60% going to the federal
side and 40% going to the stateside...” and he went on to explain the “additional grant programs which
had been developed” which, in their view constituted a total of 40% of overall LWCF dollars going to the
“stateside” of the program and that the Interior Department’s FY 2016 budget request reflects that
amount.

Our organizations deem important that we respond to these comments by clarifying exactly what are state
grants, consistent with the language and original purposes of the LWCF, and what we define as the
“Stateside” component of the LWCF. We prefer to be clear in stating our interest in the LWCF is
specifically with the State Assistance Program — formula grants to the States for local conservation and
active recreation. The State Assistance Program is one of the original core tenants and priorities of the
program from when the LWCF was created in 1964, Further, the original Act designated that the
distribution of annual funding for the LWCF be allocated as follows:

SEC. 4. () ALLOCATION.—There shall ...

(i) the appropriation therein made shall be available in the ratio of 60 per centum for State
purposes and 40 per centum for Federal purposes, ...

Source: www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/STATUTE-78/pdff STATUTE-78-Pg897.pdf

Again, at the time, the “State purposes” designated under the Act was the State Assistance Program. As
explained in the written testimony submitted by the NASPD with the assistance of the NRPA, through
legislative changes and diversions, the State Assistance portion of the fund has been effectively squeezed
to the point of being no more than 12% to 13% of total LWCF appropriations since 1998,
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This is a direct result of adding loosely defined “related purposes™ as eligible uses for LWCF dollars.
These “related purposcs™ or new programs were added to the law in 1997. While certainly serving
worthwhile goals, these additional accounts are NOT what we determine to be “State purposes” as
intended under the original Act.

For example, the “related purposes” which the Administration is attempting to include under the
“Stateside” umbrella, are NOT subject to the same conditions placed upon the State Assistance Program.
These “related” programs:

*  Are NOT incorporated, or even considered, under the LWCF mandated “Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan” (SCORP) which defines priorities and the manner
which states intend to utilize their State Assistance funding over what is typically a five-year
period. The SCORP is supposed to be used, in tandem with an “open selection process” when
making decisions on all state uses of the grant funding.

» Being outside of the SCORP process, these programs are not managed with the direct assistance
of the State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officer — a governor-appointed position required under
the State Assistance Program.

e These programs are identified as “voluntary™ and “highly competitive” indicating that states
cannot depend on receiving funding in a given year for these purposes and that major decisions
with regard to where the funding ends up are being made in Washington, DC.

e Projects funded under these “related purposes™ are not subject to the same financial threshold of
the dollar-for-dollar match which is required of all projects funded through the State Assistance
Program.

o Finally, these “related purposes™ include programs which are not under the management or
responsibility of the Department of the Interior, but which, over time, have utilized over $650
million in direct LWCF support.

‘While we recognize the considerable competing priorities, and acknowledge the worthwhile purposes
these programs were created to address, any honest review will confirm that they are NOT the same, in
manner or purpose, as the “State purposes™ laid out in the original Act. Therefore, claiming that “40%
(of existing LWCF support) is going to the stateside,” of the program is misleading, if not disingenuous.

For the record, we bring to the Committee s attention Deputy Secretary Connors own comments
regarding the Administration’s FY2016 Budget request. It includes a total of $400 million in
discretionary funding for the LWCF with the $50 million (12.5%) allocated to the State Assistance
Program continuing the pattern of falling well short of a fair and equitable percentage being made
available for state and local outdoor recreation.  We note that it would take $160 million of overall
LWCF appropriations to the State Assistance Program to achicve the 40% threshold — the minimum
percentage of annual appropriations the law currently requires be made available for federal land
acquisition (“Federal purposes™ under the original Act).
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Further, the same budget request includes what can best be described as an “optimistic” vision of
providing an additional $500 million of “permanent™ funding for the LWCF which the Administration
could than claim gets us to the “full funding” authorized amount of $900 million. Even at that level, the
amount envisioned for State Assistance is $100 million, with an additional $25 million designated for the
moribund Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Program (UPARR). Therefore, even under a “full
funding” scenario, the Administration views providing a grand total of 13% to state and local
conservation and outdoor recreation as adequate to address existing needs and priorities — including less
than 3% of total LWCF resources specifically targeting the needs of “urban™ communities.

Finally, we reiterate that what we find has gotten lost in the ongoing discussion over the reauthorization
of the LWCF is, first and foremost, the issue of fairness in how LWCF dollars are being distributed. For
nearly 50 years the bulk of the work to carry out the purpose of the Act has fallen on local communities to
handle alone. While four-out-of-five Americans live in larger metropolitan areas, the LWCF is now only
providing about 13% of overall funding to the very program — State Assistance -- which impacts people
where they live, and recreate, the most.  Urban communities, in particular, suffer from the severe lack of
resources currently being made available through the State Assistance Program.

We conclude by stating that we value preserving and providing access to our “national treasures” for all
to enjoy, but we want to remind you that many treasured places and arcas are NOT located on federal
property. We respectfully reiterate our request that Congress embraces this opportunity to update the
LWCF to reflect 21" Century needs and priorities and provide a fair and balanced allocation to the State
Assistance Program that resembles the original intent of the law.

Faithfully submitted by:

Tim Hogsett Lewis Ledford Kevin O’Hara

President Executive Director Vice President

National Association of National Association of National Recreation and
State Outdoor State Park Directors Park Association (NRPA)
Recreation Liaison (NASPD) 22377 Belmont Ridge Rd
Officers (NASORLO) P.O. Box 91567 Ashbum, VA 20148
4200 Smith School Road Raleigh, NC 27675 (202) 520-1084

Austin, TX 78744 (919) 218-9222 kohara@unrpa.org

(512) 468-0453 lewis@naspd.org

tim.hogsett/@tpwd.texas.gov
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& National Trust for
% ﬁ& Historic Preservation

% Sape the past. Fraio the fityre.

Statement of the National Trust for Historic Preservation
Before the Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
Hearing on the Land and Water Conservation Fund
May 6, 2015

Madame Chairman Murkowski, Ranking Member Cantwell and Members of the Committee, I
appreciate the opportunity to present the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s perspectives
on the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). My name is Thomas J. Cassidy, Jr. and [
am the Vice President of Government Relations and Policy.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation is a privately-funded nonprofit organization
chartered by Congress in 1949 to facilitate public participation in the preservation of sites,
buildings, and objects of national significance or interest. The National Trust has more than
750,000 members and supporters. Headquartered in Washington, D.C., with 13 field offices
and 27 historic sites, the National Trust takes direct, on-the-ground action when historic sites
are threatened, advocates to save America’s heritage, and strives to create a cultural legacy that
is as diverse as the nation itself, so all can take pride in the American story.

In addition to the importance of the LWCF, T will also address the need and opportunities to
address the maintenance back log of the National Park Service (NPS), the need to reauthorize
and fully fund the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) and other programs that could derive
funding from federal Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) receipts.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). The National Trust for Historic
Preservation supports full and dedicated funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
This fund provides essential funding for land acquisitions to fulfill the promise of our federal
lands, including historic resources managed by federal and state agencies.

Three-quarters of national park units were established to protect our country's most important
historic and cultural resources. These places include such national treasures as Ellis Island
National Monument, Gettysburg National Battlefield, Chaco Cultural National Historic Park and
the Washington Monument. Over the past two decades, the NPS has added over 30 new park
units which are predominantly historical and cultural. These new parks that help tell the stories
of all Americans include Fort Monroe National Monument, César E. Chavez National
Monument, and the Harriet Tubman Underground Railroad National Monument.

The LWCF has provided investments to acquire land essential to protecting many of our

most significant historic and cultural landscapes, including the Flight 93 National Memorial,
Minidoka National Historic Site, Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, Gettysburg National
Military Park, Martin Luther King Jr. National Historic Site, Canyons of the Ancients National
Monument, and Harpers Ferry National Historic Park.

The American Battlefield Protection Program, which is funded by the LWCF, has protected
numerous Civil War battlefields and is now authorized to protect War of 1812 and Revolutionary
Water battlefields. Many of these sites continue be at risk of permanent loss. In 2007, the NPS
reported that of 667 identified sites associated with the Revolutionary War and War of 1812, as
many as 335 sites have been lost, destroyed or extremely fragmented.

firginia Svenue NW  Suite 1100 W
£ infodisa as.org ¢ 207 BAS.6000 F 202,

D0 20037
5038 wearnw, PresarvationNation.org
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Our System of National Parks and Protected Areas Continues to Evelve. Our parks
and protected areas tell the story of America — and our history is still being written.

The Center for American Progress (CAP) recently issued “Better Reflecting Our Country’s
Growing Diversity,” a report that documents both the progress that has been made and the
work remaining to create a system of protected lands that more accurately reflect the evolving
diversity of places, cultures and beliefs of our nation. The CAP report documents that 24% of
460 identified parks and monuments have a primary purpose of recognizing historic figures,
cultures or important events of traditionally underrepresented communities; 63 of the 112 sites
have a primary focus on American Indians or Native Alaskans. However, only 26 focus on
African Americans, 19 on Latinos, 8 on women, 4 on Native Hawalians and 2 on Asian
Americans. No such parks and monuments focus on historic figures in the Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual and Transgender community. Congress and the Administration also have a
responsibility to maintain and repair our national parks and federal lands.

Our system of national parks is not done. In a representative democracy, besides protecting
areas of spectacular beauty and natural resource values, our national parks should tell the
history and stories of all Americans. We can be sure that LWCF investments will continue to be
important to protect our nation’s history into the future.

Maintenance Backlog. A number of Senators and witnesses noted that the choice is not fully
funding the LWCF or addressing the maintenance backlog. Plainly, the NPS maintenance
backlog of more than $11 billion demonstrates that additional investments and new strategies
are necessary if we are to meet our stewardship responsibilities.

But, halting the creation of new parks or preventing acquisition of key properties necessary to
better manage and tell the story of the parks is not the way to meet the stewardship of our parks.
Diverting the LWCF from its rich tradition of adding to our system of parks and protected lands
to address maintenance needs would limit the legacy we protect and pass on to future
generations.

The National Park Service is responsible for maintaining the 407 units of the National Park
System, including an estimated 2 million archaeological sites, 3,500 historic statues and
monuments and more than 27,000 properties listed on or eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places, including 9,600 buildings.

According to the State of America’s National Parks report released by National Park
Conservation Association in 2011, more than 45 percent of historic buildings and structures in
the 8o national park units surveyed were only in fair condition, while 25 percent were in poor
condition. Without funding to stabilize these structures, the condition of these assets will
continue to deteriorate and become more expensive to repair and preserve in the future.

Our best understanding is that the total amount of the backlog attributable to historic
preservation building projects is approximately $4.5 billion. Given the current fiscal
environment, including the impacts of sequestration, it is plain that funds beyond
appropriations must be made available to the NPS to solve this problem.

Of course, our parks and federal lands are not the only national assets confronting a lack of
federal support. The inability of the Congress to fund the Highway Trust Fund is another
example of a policy failure. And in fact, nearly $7 billion of the NPS maintenance backlog is
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attributable to inadequately maintained roads. The Committee should work with the Committee
on Environment and Public Works to ensure that the reauthorization of MAP-21 includes robust
funding to address the maintenance needs of park roads.

The National Trust is committed to addressing the maintenance of historic resources within the
National Parks. We are supporting the Administration’s FY16 proposal to invest in the repair
and maintenance of priority projects. However, more is necessary.

This Committee held a hearing on July 25, 2013 to consider funding the National Park Service
for the Next Century.” In testimony we submitted for the record, we recommended that
Congress consider allocating a portion of OCS receipts to address the deferred maintenance
backlog. Such a proposal for a “Park Legacy Partnership Fund” was included in the 2013
National Parks Conservation Association and National Parks Hospitality Association report,
“Sustainable Supplementary Funding for America’s National Parks.” The specific proposal was
to use up to $350 million annually from OCS receipts, which in FY14 produced more than $7.2
billion, and pattern the use of the Park Legacy Partnership Fund on the Federal Lands
Recreation Enhancement Act. Such uses would include repair, maintenance and facility
enhancements related to visitor enjoyment, access, and health and safety. Such a proposal need
not be a substitute for LWCF — there are sufficient OCS revenues to fully fund LWCF, the
Historic Preservation Fund and such a new fund for NPS maintenance.

In addition to providing annual appropriations or providing new mandatory funding, there are
other opportunities to engage the private sector, through expanded use of historic leasing and
the new HOPE Crew program, as described below.

Historic Leasing. To fulfill its congressionally mandated stewardship responsibilities, the
NPS should fully use its existing authority to work with non-federal entities to find funding
solutions. Congressional support for this approach has long existed, as evidenced by grants of
authority to enter into public-private partnerships and historic leases, which Congress has
extended to the NPS over the years. In addition, the FY12 Conference Report for the Interior,
Environment and Related Agencies Appropriations Bill stated:

“The Committee encourages the Park Service to pursue the use of cost-effective, innovative
solutions like historic leases when practical and when the arrangement comports with a
park unit's enabling legislation. These solutions can help mitigate a growing backlog of
historic structures in need of preservation.”

The explanatory report of the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee for its FY14
Appropriations Bill states:

“The Committee believes that historic leases provide a cost-effective, innovative
opportunity to attract private capital and expertise to the challenges of preserving park
resources. The Committee applauds the efforts of the Service and private partners to
successfully implement such leases, and encourages the broader use of this important
authority to mitigate the maintenance backlog of historic structures.”

The National Trust completed a report on historic leasing in September 2013 that included
actionable recommendations that, if implemented, would increase the use of leasing in the
National Park System. Leasing is plainly not the solution to the entire NPS maintenance
backlog. Sore sites, whether due to concerns about public access, because of the scale of the
resources needed to maintain the site, or for other reasons, are simply not appropriate
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candidates for management through leasing. We believe, however, that used appropriately,
leasing can be one of a suite of tools that over time can alleviate the maintenance backlog. Here
are a few examples of the many historic leasing success stories, along with a few challenges, that
illustrate the potential of historic leasing to address the NPS maintenance backlog.

Klondike Gold Rush National Historic Park, Alaska

The NPS has acquired and restored many of the most historic buildings along the main
thoroughfare in Skagway, Alaska to ensure protection of the cultural landscape features of the
park. Local park administrators began an active push to use leases here in 1986 that has been
very successful. The park is a major destination for cruise ships and records the highest annual
visitation numbers of any NPS site in Alaska. Seven historic leases have been extended to
commercial businesses in the park that cater to tourists. Under these leases, the Park Service
received $368,572 in rent in 2012 that was used to fund historic property maintenance.

Valley Forge National Historical Park, Pennsylvania

Valley Forge National Historic Park is dedicated to preserving and interpreting the winter
encampment site of the Continental Army during the American Revolution. The park includes
numerous historic structures that post-date the Revolutionary War and are thus outside the
historical time period that is the main interpretive focus of the park. In 2009, park staff
successfully negotiated a 40-year lease agreement for the David Walker Farmstead, a 3.7-acre
site that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The lessee is the Montessori
Children’s House of Valley Forge, a non-profit organization that uses the farmstead as a school.
The Montessori school has invested over $3 million dolars into restoration and maintenance,
including funding the removal of non-historic elements, such as an adjacent, non-historic 1958
house.

Martin Luther King, Jr. National Historic Site, Georgia

To preserve the historic character of Auburn Avenue, and the block of historic houses that
includes the Birth Home of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., the NPS established the Martin Luther
King, Jr. National Historic Site in 1980. The park encompasses 38 acres in the Old Fourth Ward
neighborhood of Atlanta, Georgia. Dr. King’s Birth Home is open to visitors. The NPS funds the
maintenance for all of the federally-owned houses within the park unit with revenue generated
by leasing 29 of the federally-owned historic buildings for private residential purposes. These
structures include apartments, duplexes and single family homes. The leasing program has
been very popular, leading to the establishment of a waiting list for potential tenants.

In addition to the private residential leases, another federally-owned building is operated as a
commercial barber shop, and the remaining homes are used for park employee housing or by
park partner organizations under cooperative agreements, including the Martin Luther King Jr.
Center for Nonviolent Social Change and the historic Ebenezer Baptist Church. The nearly
$200,000 in annual rental revenue collected through these rental agreements is used to perform
major maintenance and restoration in the historic district while the lessees are individually
responsible for funding routine maintenance. This leasing model provides an excellent example
for other sites where the Park Service has management responsibility for a large number of
historic resources that are unnecessary for federal use or site interpretation.

Golden Gate National Recreation Area, California
The Golden Gate National Recreation Area is a large park unit that spans multiple sites across
the greater San Francisco Bay region. NPS personnel have successfully used historic leases and
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cooperative agreements to work with a diverse array of local partners to provide assistance and
funding for historic facility maintenance and repairs.

A significant success story is found north of the Golden Gate Bridge at Fort Baker in Sausalito.
Through a long-term lease that permitted utilization of the federal historic tax credit, the former
officer’s residences at Fort Baker have been impeccably restored and transformed into the
Cavallo Point, the Lodge at the Golden Gate. The Argonaut Hotel is another exemplary leasing
example in the Pacific West Region. The hotel is located in the century-old Haslett Warehouse
within the San Francisco Maritime National Historic Park. Under a 60-year lease this one-time
fish cannery is now open to the public as a hotel. The rehabilitated historic building includes the
park’s Visitor Center onsite. The length of the lease term allowed the hotel operators to qualify
for federal historic tax credits that made the building’s rehabilitation financially feasible.
Without the investment of private funds, and the utilization of the federal historic tax credit, it is
likely that these beautifully restored buildings would be sitting unused.

HOPE Crews and The Corps Network. The National Trust has just completed the first year
of one of our newest initiatives, a partnership with The Corps Network and the National Park
Service: the Hands-On Preservation Experience Crew, or HOPE Crew. This is a program that
helps young people receive critical training and experience in preservation skills by giving them
the opportunity to rehabilitate historic places in need. This is a win-win partnership. On one
hand, young men and women get an opportunity to enter into a high-need field and obtain
education and training in preservation skills that can otherwise be hard to come by. On the
other, HOPE Crew helps to alleviate the multi-billion dollar backlog in deferred maintenance at
National Parks sites.

In just its first year, over one hundred HOPE Crew members have contributed over 12,000
hours to serving their communities by restoring historic sites and structures at more than 20
national park units and national cemeteries, including Martin Luther King Jr. National
Historical Site, LBJ National Historical Park, FDR National Historical Site, Grand Teton
National Park, Little Big Horn Battlefield National Monument and Shenandoah National Park.

Opportunities for Future Legislation. This Committee held a hearing on July 22, 2014,
“Leveraging America’s Natural Resources as a Revenue Generator and Job Creator.” That
hearing provided an opportunity for testimony and discussion of previously enacted and
identified important legislative precedents for allocating portions of OCS revenues to vitally
important programs, including the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act (GOMESA), the
RESTORE Act, Secure Rural Schools legislation, Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, as well as strongly supported but unsuccessful legislation such as
the Conservation and Reinvestment Act (CARA) in 1999-2000 and the CLEAR Act

of 2009-2010.

The National Trust submitted a statement for the record for that hearing. We continue to
believe strongly that any future legislation that would allocate OCS receipts to fully fund the
LWCEF should build upon the precedents of CARA and the CLEAR Act and also provide full and
permanent funding for the Historic Preservation Fund. The HPF was created in 1976 to fund
the nation’s historic preservation programs. The HPF provides formula-based matching funds,
administered by the National Park Service, to the State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs)
and grants to Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs). These funds support the
implementation of the nation’s preservation programs, including section 106 reviews, Historic
Tax Credit applications, nominations for the National Register and surveys of historic resources.
These activities are essential to protecting historic resources while also permitting the utilization
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of resources that generate revenues and jobs. For example, the Historic Tax Credit, signed into
law by President Reagan, has catalyzed the rehabilitation of more than 41,000 buildings
throughout the nation. Since its creation more than 30 years ago, the HTC has created

2.4 million jobs and leveraged nearly $117 billion in private investment.

Each year, the HPF receives $150 million from revenues generated from oil and gas
development on the Outer Continental Shelf. Similarly, the Land and Water Conservation Fund
receives $900 million annually in OCS revenues. However, both funds are presently subject to
annual appropriations, which vary from year to year. Since FY11, appropriations for the HPF
have ranged between $53 million and $56.4 million. Beginning in FY14, the Interior
Appropriations Bill provided $500,000 to launch an important new program of competitive
grants for the survey and nomination of properties associated with communities currently
underrepresented in the National Register of Historic Places and National Historic Landmarks.
Recent studies have documented that less than 8% of such listings identify culturally diverse
properties.

In past years, the HPF also provided funding for the Save America’s Treasures and Preserve
America grants programs as well as grants for Historically Black Colleges and Universities
(HBCU). The FY16 request would provide significant funding for Civil Rights sites and history,
including grants to HBCU's.

Full funding for the HPF would enable more robust funding for a broad range of preservation
programs, including a restoration of competitive grants to restore nationally significant historic
properties, similar to the Save America’s Treasures program. It would also provide funding to
meet the continuing demands upon the State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) and Tribal
Historic Preservation Offices (THPO) for their preservation services, including the survey of
historic resources. The funding pressures on THPO’s continues to grow, in part because of the
challenges of an increasing number of THPO's participating in the program, from 131 tribes in
FY12 to potentially 156 tribes in FY15, with nearly level funding. Finally, investing in digitizing
legacy historic survey data — and new landscape scale surveys — would improve access to historic
property records and help expedite federal permitting of important infrastructure projects.

Conclusion. The Land and Water Conservation Fund has become a critically important to
ensure the long-term conservation of natural and historic resources important to the American
people. We look forward to working with the Committee to ensure this program and the
Historic Preservation Fund are reauthorized and provided full and dedicated funding. We
believe that there continue to be important opportunities to provide resources for programs,
stich as Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), Secure Rural Schools and coastal revenue sharing,
through OCS revenues. Finally, we look forward to working with the Committee and the
Appropriations Committee to ensure that sufficient resources and effective public-private
partnerships are directed to addressing the maintenance backlog.
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Design/Build Remodeling

August 11,2014 HomeFores
Homie Performanee
Senator Ron Wyden Custom Homes
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building Labinets
Washington, DC 20510
Dear Senator Wyden,
Hedgnarides

1iust wanted to take a moment to thank you foryour continuad support and
leadership on the issue-of the Land and Water Conservation fund {LWCF). At
Neil Kelly, we strive to incorporate green design and remodeling elements inalf
our practices, we provide home energy retrofits to maximize the energy
efficiency of residences, and Tam personally involved In a nuniber of important.
sustainability efforts in Oregon, Your effortsion contiruing Congressional
support of LWCF is an important adjunct to the work Neil Kelly is doing here in
Qregon, to enhance our state's fivability.

Lknow that Oregon continues to benafit from LWCE monies with more thar
$657,000 coming to Oregon this vear from the LWCE. Parks, hiking and biking
trails, ball fields, public plazas, and wildiife refuges are all jewels in Oregon's
crown, and many-of those amenities would not be possible without leaders like
you, working diligently to protect and promate ifnpartant programs like LWCE,

Of course, in addition to the benefits of actess 1o recreation across the state,
those LWCF funds have contributed to significant economic developrrent in
sore.of the areas of Oregon bardest hit by the recent economic downturs.
LWCF is:more than & conservation program - it's an unheralded eeonomic tool,
providing construction, wildlife managerhent and service sector jobs, as well as
asignificant tourism booster.

Again, Senator; thank you for your true leadership on this issue. tam passionate
about Oregon and Tkniow that the state would be diminished without the Land
and Water Conservation Fund.

Singerely;
Tom Kelly
President, Neil Kelly

Drostan Conier
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Aprit 20, 2015

The Honorable Maria Cantwell
Ranking Meniber
Phomoe :

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
Chalrman
o

gy and Nagr
304 Dirksen Senate Building
Unsiteil States Senate
Waskinigton, DC 20510

- Energy and Natiseal B
304 Dirksen Senate Building
United States Senate

Washington, DU 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

Tarm writing on behialf of the Northwest Sporifishing Tndustry Association, a
aonprofit org: d to the mient of sport fisheries and the
businesses dependent on then,

Sovn diacdi

The Land and Water Conservation Fund 15 a valuable tool to keeping our public
lands public for olitdoorsmen and women, In Washington alone, sportfishing on
public lands sustains-over 10,000 jobs and generates $407.9 miltion in salaries.
And that is just sportfishing, with other ontdoor recreation activities included,
every dollar invested in LWCF produced $4 in economic output.

On top-of creating jobs-and boosting the outdvor recteation industcy, sttategic
LWCE investments can diffuse conflicts with private landowners and secure
permanent access, With the changing land and ownership pattetis, previousty
accessible lands are being blocked off, Similatly disruptive, public lands have
been knowit to be separated from public roads and towns. by narrow siripg of
privately owned land. LWCF has proven effective at connecting existing public
fands.

LWCF also provides suitable conservation of ‘waterways. and backcourtry
habitat, ensaring healthy populations of fish and game for angling; fishing and
wildlife viewing. River access acquisition projects; like the Lake Chelan National
Recreational Area LWGF project, enhances recreation éxperience o effected
public lands; and on neighboring lands.

LWCF is a welloiled program that exeniplifies how each-state should address
their recreation preservation needs, We hope the Senate on Energy and Natural
Resource: Committee resists dny requests for unnedessary changes to LWCF as
they work through this reauthorization process.

Sincerely,
Liz Hamilton
Executive Director

NSIA

. Senator Ron Wyden

and enk ofsport fishevies

Dedicated to the preservation;
d i thy Call toll freer 1-866-315-NSIA

and the busi

iy ¥
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CREGON
BECOMOMIC .
ASSOCIATION

November 16, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen'Senate Office Bullding
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

The Oregon Economic Development Assaciation {OEDA} is-a vocsl advacate for Oregon’s econonyy,
serving as a champion across the state fora balanced, prosperous, and robust-economy. Forthat
reason, | want 1o thank you for your contribution to our mission. ‘Your work in securing a permanent
source of funding for the Land and Water Conservation Funid is absolutely aligned with our goals, and
deeply appreciated.

AsPresident of OEDA, 1 can say with confidence that LWCE has madea lasting difference to the Cregon’s
economy, to our residents, and to'our visitors. From high-visibility projects in the Portlant area {eg,
construction of Stub Stewart State Park and recreational improvements at nearby Hagg Lake] to the Elk
Refuge in Jewell and public tennis court in the town of Athena, these recreational facilitiss provide
amenities that make our cities and towns move desirable places to live, work, and play. And EWCF
dollars have also contributed 16 the conservation of some of our most visible, and visited, treasures:
sites along the majestic Oregon coast, stretches of the Rogue River, and forests near Crater Lake.

LWCF projects provide more than simply recreational opportunities - they also contribute to the Oregon
mystigue that lures talented people toour state; enabling'our businesses to successTully compete in the
global marketplice.

Inshort, LWCF funded projects bolster Oregon's economy. These monies gives us places to play, hike,
paddie; and hunt. The funds protect places that give us pride inour breath-taking beauty, and LWCF
hielps OEDA pursue ‘our organization’smission, {am sincerely grateful for your past and continding
teadershipion this mich valued program,

Best wishes,
&,

Sarah Garrison
President
Oregon Economic Development Association
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Aprit 22, 2015

Senator Lisa Murkowski

Chair, Senate Committee onEnergy and Natural Resources
709 Hart Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510

Senator Maria Cantwell

Ranking Member, Senate Commitiee on Energy and Natural Resources
511 Hart S8enate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Re: “Hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms 1o the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)”

Outdoor Alliance is 'a coalition of six member-based organizalions representing the
human powered outdoor recreation community. The coalition includes Access Fund,
American Canoe Association, American Whitewater, International Mountain Bicycling
Association, Winter Wildlands Alliance, and the Mountaineers, and represents the
interests of the millions of Americans who climb, paddle; mountain bike, and
backeountry ski and snowshoe on our nation’s public lands, waters, and snowscapes:

Inlight of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee’s April 22 hearing, we would
like to share our-community’s perspectives on the criical role of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund in supporiing opportunities for ouldoor recreation and the outdoor
recreation-goonomy. We believe that LWCF is a tremisnidously successiul program that
has had positive impacts in-every comer of the country, and it should be reauthorized
and fully funded in itg current form.

Quidoor recreation is a primary way through which Americans come to know their public
lands, providing physical, mental, soclal, and spiritual benefits while suppoiting the $646
billion per year outdoor recreation economy and directly employing 6.1 million
Americans. All. of these benefits depend on access fo healthy landscapes on our public
lands.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is an overwheélmingly successtul program for
achleving balanced use of public lands by directing a portion-of royalties from off-shore
oil and gas development toward targeted recreation and conservation land acquisitions.
Over the life of the program, LWCF has funded critical protections for fiver corridors in
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OUTDOOR< _*ALLIANCE

Thank you for your consideration of our perspectives o the importance of maintaining
and reauthorizing the Land and Water Conservation Fund o ensure opporiunities for
outdoor recreation and the careful management of publiclands.

Best regards,

Adam Cramet
Executive Director
QOutdoor Alllance

ool

Brady Robinson, Execiitive Dirsctor, Access Fund

Wade Blackwood, Executive Director, American Canos Assaciation

Mark Singleton, Executive Direclor, American Whitewater

Michael Van-Abel, Executive Director, International Mountain Bicycling Association
Mark Menlove, Executive Director, Winter Wildlands Alliance

Martinique Grigg, Executive Director, The Mountaineers

Phil Powers, Executive Director; Amarican Alpine Club

M



April 30,2015

Senator Lisa Murkowski

Chair, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
709 Hart Senate Building

Washington, DC 20510

Senator Maria Cantwell

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
511 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Re: “Hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF)”

The outdoor industry is near and dear to Americans and their heritage and a huge
economic driver that contributes to healthy communities and healthy economies. The
Outdoor Industry Association (OLA) is the leading trade association for the outdoor
industry, supporting the growth and success of manufacturers, distributors, suppliers,
sales representatives, and retailers of outdoor recreation apparel, footwear, equipment and
services. As you would suspect, the management of our outdoor recreation assets,
including our national public lands and waters, and state and local parks, is profoundly
important to the 142 million Americans who recreate outdoors each year, and to the
thousands of companies in our sector.

Recreation is a significant economic driver, with Americans spending over $646 billion
on outdoor recreation each year. This is twice as much as they spend on pharmaceuticals
or cars, Outdoor recreation also contributes $40 billion in federal tax revenue and $40
billion in state and local tax revenue. Over six million Americans are directly employed
by outdoor recreation. The outdoor recreation economy depends on availability and
access to quality trails, waterway, forests and parks- locally, state and federally run. Just
like any other industry, our businesses rely on investments in quality infrastructure for
our public lands and waters and the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) is the
most successful program that has, and we hope continues to, support the growth and
success of the outdoor industry.

This bedrock conservation policy was created more than 50 years ago, with a unanimous
vote in the House, based on the simple premise that as we extract resources from the
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earth, we should give something back. LWCEF uses a fraction of the $6.7 billion in
revenues from Outer Continental Shelf development and invests that money in creating
and maintaining quality outdoor experiences for all Americans.

From our backyards to the backcountry- LWCF has helped sustain and improve outdoor
recreation opportunities for the last half-century in every county and every congressional
district. Our industry depends on having continued access to these recreational
opportunities and LWCF is a critical policy for the millions of jobs and billions in
economic activity our industry creates, not to mention the appeal for attracting
international tourists who visit our public lands and spend money in our gateway
communities. It is not just the Fortune 500 brands who benefit from LWCF investments
on our public lands- it is the mom and pop specialty retailers outside a park, the small
businesses who run outdoor trips in our forests, the specialty manufacturers who make fly
rods and the thousands of businesses who choose to locate near accessible public lands
for recruitment and quality of life.

Given that there is not a one size fits all approach to managing our state and federal
public lands, we hope Congress can come to a compromise that keeps all of the tools in
tact, honoring the original intent of the law. Appropriate land acquisition by the states and
federal government can reduce management costs and improve accessibility, and local
input on projects requiring match dollars is a critical component to the stateside program.
Fully funding LWCF at $900 million annually could only improve the health of
communities and economies across the country and provide more funds to the federal,
stateside and forest legacy programs that fuel the outdoor recreation economy.

As Senator Angus King mentioned in last week’s hearing, there are few things that the
next generation will thank us for, and preserving and protecting public spaces for
recreation is one of them. Extracting depletable assets compliments the LWCF program,
which reinvests in permanent, sustainable recreation on public lands and is the “most
farsighted, in fact visionary statutes passed in the last 100 years” (Senator King).
Honoring this farsighted vision means addressing the backlog on our public lands through
the appropriations process; using LWCF dollars for maintenance is inappropriate, and not
the original intent of the law.

With LWCF expiring at the end of September, we urge the committee to call attention to
this incredible success story and to spread the word about the great projects happening in
districts and states across the country, with benefits that will be realized for generations
to come. Not only should LWCF be permanently reauthorized, it should be fully funded
at the originally intended level of $900 million dollars. LWCF has received only a
fraction of its intended appropriation, $18 billion less than intended due to diversions.

Thank you for your attention to an issue that directly affects businesses large and small,
American citizens, international tourists, and most importantly, future generations, The
potential benefits to the American people from fully funding LWCF are extraordinary. As
our nation continues to grow and seek quality outdoor experiences, we urge the
committee to understand the good work LWCF has done over the last 50 years and
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support this vital resource for the next 50 years. Please view the outdoor industry as a
partner and we look forward to working with you in the coming months on this important
bipartisan legislation.

Sincerely,

Steve Barker
Executive Director
Qutdoor Industry Association

CC

Jennifer Mull, Backwoods
Gordon Seabury, Toad & Co
Marc Berejka, REI

Ann Krcik, The North Face
Hans Cole, Patagonia

Sally McCoy, CamelBak
Peter Metcalf, Black Diamond



244

The Conservation
Alliance

Ouedoor Business Giving Back to the Ourdauss

September 3, 2014
Dear Members of Congress,

We represent manufacturers, distributors, retailers and outfitters, small family businesses,
entrepreneurial start-ups and international Fortune 1,000 companies that make and sell
products for active use in the outdoors, and are writing to express our strong support for
full, dedicated funding and reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF).

This year marks the 50™ anniversary of LWCF and is an historic opportunity to fulfill the
promise of full and dedicated funding at $900 million annually. We stand ready to work
with you to ensure that this investment is realized, so that LWCF funding can protect and
provide recreational access to our nation’s irreplaceable outdoor spaces.

Each year, the outdoor industry supports more than six million American jobs, generates
$646 billion in direct consumer spending and contributes $80 billion in federal, state and
local taxes. While many other sectors declined during the recession, the outdoor industry
continues to be a bright spot in our economy — growing roughly five percent annually
between 2005 and 2011. To maintain this growth, our businesses depend on access to the
nation’s lands and waters and improved infrastructure in around these places. Full and
dedicated funding for LWCF will enable communities across the nation to invest in the
outdoor economy, create jobs and get people back to work.

LWCF makes investments in our shared outdoor heritage — from backyards to the
backcountry — that are essential to outdoor companies, our consumers and the health and
vitality of urban and rural communities. This program represents a promise that was
made to the American people 50 years ago to take the proceeds from natural resource
development in our nation’s Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) and invest a small portion of
those dollars in conservation and outdoor recreation. Yet, nearly every year, the majority
of LWCF funds are diverted to other, unrelated purposes. Recent bipartisan polling
shows that 85 percent of American voters want and expect the nation to continue to
invest in LWCEF, a level of support that has been consistent over the years regardless of
demographic, income and political differences.

Our businesses, and the 140 million Americans who participate in outdoor recreation
each year, depend on LWCF for a healthy environment, high quality of life and access to
outdoor recreation. Full, dedicated funding and the reauthorization of LWCF will help
our businesses grow and give Americans more places to enjoy high quality outdoor
recreation.



We urge you to support a long-term solution for LWCF that includes full funding at $900
million annually, and look forward to working with you to find this solution that will

protect and grow our outdoor economy.

Sincerely,
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OUTPOORS. ALLIAMCE. FORKIDS

April 21, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski

United States Senator

Chairwoman, Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources
708 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Maria Cantwell

United States Senator

Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Energy & Natural Resources
511 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senate Chairwoman Murkowski and Senator Cantwell,

We, the undersigned members of the Outdoors Alliance for Kids {OAK), urge you to permanently
reauthorize and fully fund the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). LWCF provides critical
resources for ensuring that children, youth and families are able to spend time outdoors.

The Outdoors Alliance for Kids is a national strategic partnership of businesses and non-profit
organizations representing more than 30 million individuals from diverse sectors with a common
interest in expanding the number and quality of opportunities for children, youth and families to spend
time outdoors. OAK supports public policies and investments that expand outdoor and environmental
education opportunities, promote community health and wellness, and engage more youth in
environmental stewardship.

The Land and Water Conservation Fund is one of the most successful government programs in modern
history. LWCF is built on the simple premise that as we extract oil and gas from the earth, we should
give something back in the form of protecting places for current and future generations. Created 50
years ago, LWCF takes a portion of royaities from offshore oil and gas development and invests that
money in protecting America's most important lands — whether our iconic national parks or our
neighborhood parks and playgrounds.

Protection of land through LWCF increases opportunities for play and recreation that help keep our kids
fit and healthy. According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, nearly two-thirds of
Americans cannot safely walk to a park from their home. A lack of safe places to play and recreate
outdoors is a contributor to the childhood obesity epidemic. LWCF increases opportunities for children
and youth to get physically active — whether in their own neighborhood or on a school or family trip to
our national parks or public lands. The Fund also provides opportunities for children and youth to learn
about the natural world and participate in environmental stewardship activities that help them develop
critical life and leadership skills.



With LWCF expiring this September, we hope your committee will focus on ensuring this highly
successful program is permanently reauthorized and fully funded. The success of the federal land
acquisition and state and local assistance programs over the last half-century shows what this program
could do if fully funded. It is essential that we continue to provide ample opportunities for young people
to get outdoors regardless of whether they live in urban, rural or suburban areas.

LWCF protects our open spaces, near and far, and improves access to them for all Americans. As your
committee examines LWCF, we believe it is clear the program provides incredible value to the American
people and especially children and youth. In addition to the health and weliness benefits our public
lands provide, the outdoor recreation economy which is built on the protection of our national, state
and local treasures, contributes $646 billion to the economy and provides 6.1 million jobs in America.
We have all benefited from the foresight of the visionaries who created LWCF, and we ask that you also
look to the needs of future generations and support this critical program.

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration of this request. We look forward to having your
support for the permanent reauthorization and full funding of the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
Should you or your staff have any questions about this letter, please contact OAK’s Chair Jackie Ostfeld

at 202-548-6584 or Jackie. Ostfeld@sierraclub.org,

Sincerely,

ACA | Canoe-Kayak-SUP-Raft-Rescue
American Forests

American Hiking Society

American Society of Landscape Architects
Appalachian Mountain Club

Appalachian Trail Conservancy

Association of Outdoor Recreation and
Education

Big City Mountaineers

Children & Nature Network

Choose Outdoors

Kids4Trees

Hipcamp

Hudson River Sloop Clearwater

istandWood

International Mountain Bicycling Association
izaak Walton League of America

National Military Family Association

National Park Trust

National Parks Conservation Association
National Recreation and Park Association
National Wildlife Federation

North American Association for Environmental
Education

O’Neill Sea Odyssey

Outdoor Foundation

Outdoor Industry Association
Outdoors Empowered Network
RE}

Sierra Club

The Maryland-National Capital Park and
Planning Commission

The Wilderness Society
Transforming Youth Qutdoors {TYO)
Trust for Public Land

YMCA of the USA

v nutdeorsallisnceforkids.org
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Phum Creek Timber Company Hancock Forest Management
Pope Resources  Washington Forest Protection Association Rayonier

Green Diamond Resource Company Port Blakely Tree Favms

April 21,2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
Chairwoman ;
U.8. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee

The Honorable Maria Cantwell
Ranking Member
U.S. Senate Energy and Natural Resources Commities

Dear Chairwoman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

We are writing to express our strong support-for the Land and Water Conservation Fand
(LWCF); and to request your help in ensuring that this program s reauthorized and permanently
funded at its authorized Tevel of $900 million, As the program’s expiration in September 2015
approaches, reauthorization of LWCF s of the utmost importance, LWCF is critical to our ability
in-communities across America 10.support focal eéonomies and maintain jobs in the woods, fo
meet our nation's forest product needs, to provide recreation access 10 sportsmen and others, and
to ensure the future of Aruerica’s forest lands.

As some of the nation's major forest products companies and landowners, we know first-hand the
economic benefits that LWCF brings, particularly through the Forest Legacy Program. The
Forest Legacy Program is a flexible and effective tool that supports our nation's Torest-based
cconomy; particularly in rural areas. :According to the National Association of Forest Owners,
1.8, forests support more than 2.9 million jobs and contribute $115 billion towards the GDP,

The Forest Legacy Program has led to the conservation of over 2.2 million acrés of working
forest lands, primarily through conservation easernent purchases, with almost:30 percent of
project costs leveraged from other non-federal sources, FLP isa voluntary conservation prograin
that brings together federal, state and peivate pariners 16 achisve the common goals of protecting
and maintaining forest jobs, recreational access, wildlife habitat and clean water.

LWCF brings crucial and varied benefitsto participating communities and to our continuing
business operations. Bach year, however, the time-sensitive demands for funding through LWCF
and its component programs far surpass appropriated levels. Asparticipants in these programs,
and-in light of numerous multiyear projects under consideration or already underway, we
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recognize that secure, long-term LWCF funding will provide reliability and stability that is
essential for our business plans.

Now more than ever, it is critical fo enact legislation that will provide a long-term solution for
this vital program.

Finally, we want fo remind you that the LWCF does not use taxpayer dollars. It is already paid
for using a very small percentage of oil drilling receipts. The LWCF program was created to
offset the depletion of natural resources offshore that belong to alt Americans, and it should be
empowered to fulfill that promise without further diversion of its intended funds.

Thank you for your atiention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

Plum Creek Timber Company

Hancock Forest Management

Pope Resources / Olympic Resource Management
Washington Forest Protection Association

Green Diamond Resource Company

Port Blakely Tree Farms
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PLUM

QRBroY

VIA EMAIL AS ATTACHMENT
July 29, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washingten, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

As Director.of Business Development for Plum Energy, a Pacific Northwest developer of
small-scale liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities and value chains, | want to-take just a
moment to laud your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Fund {LWCE)
Considered a clean energy source, LNG is a fuel recognized as environmentally friendly,
and | am always looking for ways to strengthen that contribution, Your tireless efforts in
supporting LWCF have had a significant impact on the ability of citizeris of the Pacific
Northwest to access recreational opporiunities and preserve wildife habitat, LWCE alo
supports working forests-at the local, state, and federal levels: Throughthe Forest
Legacy Program, critical timberlands are kept forested, accessible, and are ableto
continue providing jobs in rural communities.

Asa graduate of Willamiette University, I can point to literally dozens of examples of the
positive-impacts of LWCF in my adopted state; protecting and eénhancing places like the
Oregon Dunes on the coast to the Hells Canyon Nation Recrestion Area on the eastern
border, and many more in between, And that goodness also extends into Washington
State, where Plum Energy has its headquarters, LWCF makes the Pasific Northwest a
great place to live, play, and do business,

Fundedthrough fees from oil and gas development of Amietica’s otean flacr, LWCE is an
example of resource industries contributing to society for the abllity to access and utilize
publically owned resources. T appreciate your steadfast support of LWCF and am
grateful for your leadership.

Most sincerely,

{an Burkheimer
Director of Business Development

OFFICE. 18040 CHRISTENSEN RD. STE 204, SEATTLE, WA 98188
¥, 425-557.9608 | . 253-237-2108 | B, IAN BURKHEIMER@PLUMENERGY COM | W, PLUMENERGY.COM
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123 8W Satman Shreéls Portland, Oregon 97204
PavtlaidGeneralicom

/PG\E) Portland General Etegtric Company

Angust 8, 2014

The Honotable Ron Wyden

8. Senate

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden:
Thank you for your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Pand (L. WCE).

At Postland General Electric we take eavironmental stewardship seriously, I's-why we are working
diligently to incorperate renewable resources into our system, why we are Jeaders in the effort to
promote adoption of electric vehicles and deploy charging infragteucture, and why we dedicate
significant resources to protecting birds and fish.

Support from the LWCF has enabled conservation efforts that complement the work PGE does along
many Oregon waterways, like the Deschutes, Sandy and Clackamas Rivers, where we bave boosted
salmon and steelhiead rins and created new recreational facilities. The LWCF s 2 superh tool for
leveraging smart conservation initintives and aligns with many of our own sustainability efforts,

Thank you, again, foryonr continued work to protect Otegon’s natural treasures, Your uawavering
support of the LWCF is greatly appreciated.

Smcersly,

Smmy RadclefM //

Director, Government Affairs and Environmental Policy
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input and Statement for the Record
By
Gerald E. Hillier, Executive Director
QuadState Local Governments Authority
Submitted to:
United States Senate
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources

Hearing on the Reauthorization and Potential Reform of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)

April 22, 2015

Thank you Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, and Members of the Committee for permitting me to make
a statement for the record as a follow-up to the April 22, 2015 hearing on the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF). The federal land acquisition component of this fund and program is a critical
and important issue among our membership.

QuadsState Local Governments Authority is a nine-county multi-state joint powers authority. The
counties in our organization organized in 1999 regarding issues associated with the listing and
subsequent management of public lands associated with the listing of Mojave Population of the desert
tortoise. While retaining that interest, and extending it to the proposed listing of the Sonoran
Population of desert tortoise in Arizona, we have expanded our interests to inciude advocacy involving a
variety of public land issues facing public land dominated local government jurisdictions in the 4-state
region of the Southwest.

Virtually all of our counties oppose further expansion of federal estate within their jurisdictions. And
even those with smaller proportions of public land have reservations regarding expansion of the federal
ownership and jurisdiction. Much of the concern involves loss of tax base without offsetting payments
from the federal Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program. [ will provide some direct commentary on
that at a point further in this statement. Suffice it to say here that LWCF and PILT are inexorably linked
as regards counties with significant percentages of federal entitlement acreages.

In the recent past, several of our member counties have experienced significant losses in private land for
a variety of purposes, whether by direct acquisition under the Land and Water Conservation Fund
{LWCF), by acquisition by third parties and NGOs for ultimate sale or donation to federal or state
agencies for management, or by direct “donation” under a philosophy called “compensation” which
involves transfer of private land to public agencies for mitigation for projects undertaken within habitat
of listed or candidate species.

So that it does not get lost in this full statement, | wish to present our recommendations for the LWCF
program going forward, the principal theme of the April 22, 2015, hearing.

1. That federal tand acquisitions be viewed as a minimum program, and that open ended funding
not be provided to the land management agencies. There is belief in many quarters now that
most cannot adequately administer what they currently have, let alone take on additional
responsibility. In the future all proposed acquisition must be presented, vetted and approved by
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Gerald Hillier

Post-hearing input Statement

United States Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Re: hearing on reauthorization of LWCF, April 22, 2015

the appropriate Congressional committees on merit and need for expansion of the federal
estate.

2. Establish a requirement that all federal acquisitions receive concurrence from the affected local
government prior to its inclusion in a budget submission.

3. When land is federally acquired, the losing county will receive property tax payment equivalent
to the taxation level at the time of acquisition, in perpetuity. In other words, extend Section
6904 provisions of PILT to all federal agencies, whether the land is in wilderness or not, and
extend the payments in perpetuity. We see no reason for the 5-year cutoff of these payments.
This is an especially critical point in counties that are capped under the PILT formula, which are
most of those in rural and desert West. When this provision was developed in 1976 with
passage of the PILT legislation, it was assumed acquired lands outside of NPS administration and
National Forest wildernesses would be added to the productive federal estate and provide
income and revenue streams to both local governments and local economies. Times have
changed, and legislation must reflect that most current acquisitions are for “conservation” or
protection of habitats, and are not likely to be added to a source of revenue production or
economic growth,

4. Eliminate federal land acquisition and the concept of “compensation” for mitigation. Agencies
need to be challenged to come up with innovative and creative means of project mitigation, but
acquiring a larger federal estate shouid not be one of them. Further, such compensation adds
to the federal estate without congressional oversight. As pointed out below, such
compensation is often at ratios that reach 5 acres “donated” for every acre subject to use or
development.

5. Restrict the operation of land trusts activities who acquire private land for the purpose of
conservation or protection (non-development), with a business plan or model that has the land
ultimately acquired by a federal agency with LWCF funds. Land trusts can often move much
more quickly to acquire available private land than can an agency, but the process sets in
motion a track for reimbursement at fair market value after federal acquisition funds are
appropriated. And in some cases this activity scenario has the land trust setting the acquisition
priority, and neither the agency nor Congress. At a minimum, a holding period of, say, ten {10)
years should be applied before any federal reimbursement is made, though gifting, at no cost to
the federal government would continue. But such gifting should still be subject

6. Undertake a review of all land acquisition programs initiated by the federal agencies, regardless
of authority or funding. Conclude the review by adopting direction to the agencies regarding
acquisition criteria, limitations, and integration of corresponding disposal of unneeded federal
lands within the same jurisdictions to offset property tax losses. This would specifically include
those acquisitions that carry out Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) under Fish and Wildlife
Service agreements, as well as the Department of Defense Readiness and Environmental
Integration (REPI) Program. There may be others.
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United States Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Re: hearing on reauthorization of LWCF, April 22, 2015

7. Consider changes to the basic LWCF to allow direction of funds to activities other than land
acquisition by federal agencies, specifically toward maintenance of infrastructure and public
facilities which are integral part of management of sites and areas for public benefit. it has
become clear that the maintenance backlog will never be reduced if reliance is placed solely on
appropriated operating funds.

The concern of our membership regarding federal land acquisition can best be summed up by a concept
that seems to have emerged which | call re-federalization of the West. Despite controlling some 75% or
more of many counties in the West, the agencies, and some from the public, still seek fands which
passed to private ownership over the past 150 years but which today are believed to today to possess
public values for “conservation.” Simply stated, federal acquisition of these private lands will limit
future development opportunities, including access to minerals which are increasingly difficult to
develop even with legislated protections to “valid existing rights.”

The second concern of our membership regarding federal acquisitions is de-population of the West.
While many acquisitions are aimed at specific tracts, many have occurred regarding ranching and
farming operations that have become “inholdings” within newly established National Park units or
simply offered for sale to developers (currently dominated by renewable energy firms) to provide for
meeting mitigation requirements for the project proposals. When ranches are sold, and federal grazing
privileges are retired, the families are gone, and a presence on the vast federal land estate is essentially
left to a shrinking staff of BLM or NPS rangers to oversee public use.

Re-federalization seems to have an underlying concept that the original settlement laws were somehow
misguided, and that they must be overcome, and return the land to what it was pre-settlement, say
1880, though with access and infrastructure being present as current, and despite costs for maintenance
and provision of services. Such provision of services, included emergency services for search and rescue
are largely a function of local government, and are expected, even with reduced tax revenue streams
which are the result of federal acquisitions with no offsetting revenue.

in our experience both re-federalization and de-population seem to have an underlying bias against
resource use and development such as mining and ranching. Renewable energy projects have been
accepted, though not without a degree of controversy relative to impacts to visual landscapes as well as
access.

QuadsState Local Governments Authority passed a resolution in 2010 opposing further land acquisitions,
particularly as related to private land acquisitions which were and are occurring as part of providing
mitigation for the many renewable energy projects being proposed for the Mojave and Sonoran Desert
parts of several of the member counties. The resolution was carried forward to the National Association
of Counties {NACo) Public Land Steering Committee, which has continued to renew its agreement with
it, and has now incorporated it into the NACo Platform. | am attaching a copy of the resolution to this
testimony. It reflects a unanimous concern of the member counties, even those which are not capped
for PILT payments, concerning shifts in land ownership from private to public ownership and control.
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United States Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Re: hearing on reauthorization of LWCF, Aprit 22, 2015

The table below presents a picture of our member counties today.

Fed. Percentage PILT
County Total Entitlement of county in payment
{members of acres acreage DOD federal per federal
QuadState within (2014 PULT major control entitlement
LGA) county acreage) holdings | (excl. DOD)} | PILT status | acre (2014)
Imperial CA 2,868,480 1,313,723 | US Navy,
Waest
Mesa;
US Navy
Chocolate
Mtns
Range 45.8% Capped $2.57
Inyo CA 6,545,280 5,516,855 | US Navy
NAWS 84.3% Capped $0,32
Edwards
Kern CA 5,223,209 1,072,553 | AFB 20.5% Open $2.46
Lta Paz AZ 2,888,960 1,848,763 63.9% Capped $1.30
USAF,
Lincoln NV 6,807,680 6,411,522 | Area 51 94.2% Capped $0.14
Mohave AZ 8,615,040 6,421,638 74.5% Capped $0.54
DOE,
Nye NV 11,621,760 8,548,942 | Nellis 73.6% Capped $0.36
San Bernardino Us Army
CA NTS; US
Navy
Mojave B
Range;
MCAGCC;
Edwards
12,867,200 8,420,373 | AFB 65.4% Capped $0.39
Washington UT 1,555,200 1,146,747 73.7% Open $2.54

In the table above, several counties have unique characteristics which play a role in their status and
balance of ownership.

»  Most of the “private” land in Inyo County is owned by Los Angeles Department of Water and

Power. In addition, much of the federal land in the Owens Valley is withdrawn from disposal or
uses that might conflict with delivery of water to Los Angeles. As a result, only about 3% of the
county is truly private and subject to local control.

»  Much of La Paz County is part of the Colorado River Indian Tribes {CRIT) Reservation, and not
part of either the public domain or private land.

A\

Three of the nine counties have PILT computed under Alternative B, which limits payment to

$0.36/acre, but does not subtract prior year payments. Note, however, that in all three cases,

Inyo, Lincoin, and Nye, the counties are further limited by the population cap on payments. This

means that any expanded federal ownership will not be reflected in offsetting higher PILT
payments, since a county cannot receive more PILT than its population will allow.
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In many respects Kern County is the outlier, having a smaller federal acreage, and much private land in
the prime agricultural region of the San Joaquin Valley. Further, because of private land, and long-
standing federal oil and gas leases, it has both a thriving oil and gas industry which has continued, plus
has provided land for intensive wind energy development in the Tehachapi area. Ironically, but worth
noting, much of that energy has been developed on private land, the remnant sections from the
checkerboard land pattern of the railroad land grant. This is the same former railroad grant land that
has been sought to “block up” federal holdings by both agencies and NGOs. And in the case of San
Bernardino County the effort has been successful to a large extent. With Kern, the point is proven that
these lands do have economic viability, if not now, perhaps sometime in the not too distant future. In
both cases, the grant lands were largely leased to ranching operations, so they land did provide revenue
streams.

The capping noted in the table is s subject for another forum. Suffice it to say here that there are
almost 200 counties which are limited in their PILT payments by the cap established by the population
calcufation in the PILT formula.

v' The take home message from the table above is that this pattern of dominating federal land
ownership is not unique to the QuadState LGA member counties. it is repeated throughout
much of the West. Federal controls on development, settlement, and even historic land uses
dominate these counties. Adding to the federal estate exacerbates the existing situation of
diminishing economic value and agency attempts to prevent revenue-producing uses to return.

The percentages in the table above don’t tell the full story.

e inyo County estimates that only 3% of its jurisdiction is in private ownership and can be
developed and managed by local interests. The Naval Air Weapons Station (China Lake) takes a
huge are in the south part of the county. The headquarters area and city where most of the
staff reside is in Ridgecrest, which is in Kern County, thus Inyo sees no economic benefit from
this DOD base.

e lLaPaz County’s area is dominated by the CRIT Indian Reservation, and while there is both
farming and gaming occurring, much revenue flow misses providing community benefits and tax
revenue to the county. (CRIT also has an area in San Bernardino County.)

e Lincoln County County’s 94% federal is actually far worse and likely closer to 98% or more. The
entire southwest quadrant of the county is included in the U.S. Air Force Nellis Range. This area
also contains the stuff of myths and legends, but little local revenue: Area 51.

o Mohave County’s patterns of ownership and federal acquisitions are difficult to quantify since
BLM did a major revision of federal entitlement holdings {mostly affecting BLM acreage) in 2005.
it, too, has significant Indian Reservation land, which is not accounted for in the table. Currently
the County is battling an acquisition effort led by Bureau of Reclamation {BOR) for the Planet
Ranch property on the Bill Williams River. Part of the ranch property lies also in La Paz County.
BOR has sought the property for years, since it was acquired for water rights by Scottsdale.
Arizona Game and Fish has sought the property for years to “redevelop” for the purpose of
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creating/restoring wildlife habitat for implementation of the Lower Colorado River Multi-species
Conservation Plan. The acquisition is convoluted, but involves a mining company retaining some
of the water and moving rights to another basin, some form of donation and a lease among BOR
and AGF. What is noteworthy is that the County’s concerns relative to productive private land
and tax base have been totally ignored throughout the entire process. A congressional mandate
was approved at the end of the 113% Congress, directing work on the transfers to occur during
2015. Mohave County has filed suit to restrict the transfer.

¢ Nye County also has far more federal estate than can be documented here. The U.S. Air Force
Nellis Range dominates a huge area of the eastern part of the county. The Nevada Test Site of
the Department of Energy also occupies all or part of 38 townships, some 875,000 acres closed
to the public and economic use. Nye County is the site of the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste
Site, which has been defunded, but which would have brought at least a small amount of
contractor and federal employment to the county from the federal land presence.

e San Bernardino County’s experience is worthy of a detailed look at what has happened to its
private acreage as well as its changes in land use. The expansion of the federal estate can be
well documented as it has occurred over the past two decades. Its experience as the Poster
Child regarding federal acquisition is worth detailing, since it could well apply in the future to
any of many other counties in the West. First District Supervisor Robert Lovingood's testimony
before the House Federal Lands Subcommittee at its April 15 hearing touched on some of the
points, and the full statement expanded on them. But they are worth repeating and expanding
upon here, since they well may prove a model because of the inter-relationship of LWCF, habitat
acquisition to carry out programs involving federally listed species, and the PILT program.

o Rather than 65% federal, the County is 81% federal, with the addition of 1,929,821 acres
of military land to the federal “entitlement” acreage used for PILT calculation.

o Since 2000 {the first year for which we have documentation) BLM acreage has increased
from 5,634,098 acres 10 6,2218,816 acres, a gain of 584,718 acres; NPS acreage has
increased from 1,475,471 acres to 1,679,666 acres, a gain of 204,195 acres.

o 1994 was the year of reckoning for the County. The passage of the California Desert
Protection Act (CDPA) led to expanded units of the National Park System, a new
National Preserve administered by NPS which had much private land within it, and
creation of some 4.5 million acres of wilderness in all three NPS units plus BLM land.
Additionally, in 1994, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical habitat and
adopted its recovery plan for the desert tortoise, establishing Desert Wildlife
Management Areas {DWMAs) which BLM adopted in subsequent planning. This covered
6.4 million acres in the Mojave and Colorado Desert region across the four states.
54.5% of all critical habitat lies in San Bernardino County, representing 7 of the 16
critical habitat units. This sets in motion conservation and protection programs, not
only in San Bernardino but all the other counties belonging to QuadState, with the
exception of La Paz. {La Paz has its own issue with the Sonoran Population where listing
of the tortoise is pending.)
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o The CDPA established the Mojave National Preserve, transferring a million and a half
acres from BLM multiple use management to National Park Service. Even though
livestock grazing was specifically allowed to continue in the region, within three years all
but one of the ranch operations had been purchased by a conservation organization, the
leases retired, and the private base property turned over to the Park Service. We
surmise the source of ultimate federal acquisition had to involve LWCF funds. These
acquisitions contributed to the de-population of the region, as well as its re-
federalization. NPS paid the ranchers for their property, and then contracted with them
to dismantle the ranch infrastructure {fences, well equipment, pipelines, etc.) and
allowed them to salvage the materials.

o Asecond anecdote will also add to the aggressiveness with which federal acquisitions
occur. With the passage of the CDPA, the southeast boundary of Death Valley National
Park was extended east to State Highway 127 and added the Ibex Dunes and bex
Mountain, just south of the Inyo County line. The owners of Rainbow Talc Mine had just
received approval of their plan of operations for re-opening a high value talc mine from
BLM as the CDPA was passed. The NPS indicated, as the new landlord, the miners must
start over with full EIS required. After two years of wrangling and analysis (and even
presentation at a House hearing in the 1996-97 period} NPS finally worn the owners
down, and paid them for the property. The primary value from the NPS standpoint was
the presence of a hand-built headframe that the claimants had built over the past 30
years. (Death Valley NP celebrates its mining past, but assures little to none occurs in
the present.) From an easy drive to the mine on a dirt trail, access to see the historic
headframe is now a five-mile hike, and beyond the capacity of most visitors to ever see,
and the high quality mineral has been removed from any economic use. This pattern
has been repeated throughout the Southwest, and is likely to continue for the
foreseeable future as long as “conservation” legislation continues to be passed, and
National Monuments are administratively designated under the Antiquities Act.

All of these factors have combined to drive the 788,913 of private land that has been lost to
federal ownership and control in the county. A significant part of this total transfer was the
result of the arrangement between the Catellus Corporation {successor to Southern Pacific RR
Land Company), a land trust, and BLM. A significant part of the final payoff for the
checkerboard lands across the desert came from the Land and Water Conservation Fund.
Currently there are proposals to place a significant part of this land in a National Monument,
which would have the effect of confirming fears that acquired lands, even by BLM, assume a
mantel of conservation value and multiple use takes a back seat.

e The West Mojave Land Use Plan affects San Bernardino, Kern and inyo Counties. Begun in 1990,
it was not completed until a record of decision in 2006. it was subsequently litigated, and BLM
is still carrying out court-ordered remediation. The Plan, even under BLM decisions, eliminated
sheep grazing on the mixture of public and private land in the region, again part of the remnant
railroad checkerboard land. While not advocating for private land acquisition directly, its
adoption of the DWMA pattern as tortoise conservation areas (TCAs), and doubling for Mohave
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ground squirrel habitat, it laid out a potential program for reducing or eliminating private land in
the region. This has proved to be a target for directing persons needing mitigation land to
acquire for subseguent “donation” to either the BLM or the State of California. (it is fair to note
that the QuadState member counties intervened in the litigation on West Mojave on behalf of
the government. The Authority argued on behalf of the Endangered Species Act aspects of the
case regarding tradeoffs of mitigation and application of the ESA. The Federal District Court
approved that aspect of the arguments, remanding only BLM's route designations in the region.)

Outside our QuadState LGA membership, | want to touch on the Clark County Nevada situation. Clark
did not join the QuadState LGA, preferring to develop its own Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP} and
Multi-species Conservation Plan {MSCP), and proceed in cooperation with USFWS. It collected
development fees from those who built out the Las Vegas Valley, at $585/acre. Using these funds it
implemented mitigation for desert tortoise, among other conservation actions. While not under the
aegis of the LWCF, it does reflect the degree to which federal and local officials will aggressively seek
private land and abate legally authorized activity on public land which is deemed adverse to species
conservation and recovery. With funds from the development fees, FWS agreed that getting rid of
permitted livestock grazing was an appropriate mitigation. Clark County then offered to buy out all the
grazing permits and ranches in the County, 52 in all. All but one sold. (The exception, Ammon Bundy, is
a case in itself, but | have been assured that he was made an offer.} The point here, once again is the
de-population effect of land acquisitions regardless of which agency or level of government carries them
out. In this case, 51 ranch families were eliminated, and it was driven by USFWS and its conclusions that
domestic livestock use on the range was deleterious to maintaining and improving desert tortoise
habitat. This was a specific recommendation in the Service’s 1994 Recovery Plan.

A revised recovery plan for desert tortoise was prepared by FWS in 2011, As part of moving forward and
gaining improved commitment for implementation, FWS organized Recovery Implementation Teams,
and work groups. They were composed of biologists, a few user representatives, and a single iocal
government representative on each of the work groups. Those groups, of which there were three work
groups in California, three in the Nevada-Arizona-Utah area, and one covering the Red Cliffs Reserve in
Utah, near St. George. All continued to press for land acquisition as being a top priority action item.

Renewable energy development created a land rush in the desert. Developers have sought siting for
projects, primarily solar, but also for wind. Even though excluded from prime desert tortoise habitat,
most projects, particularly solar, took large areas, some of which unavoidably included habitat for
tortoise and other species of concern such as Mohave ground squirrel, burrowing owl, and a variety of
plant species. As a result, developers bought, or took options on available tracts of private land
throughout the desert because the wildlife agencies, state and federal, required “compensation,” at a
rate often equal to 3:1 and at times reaching 5:1. Three 1o five acres of private land donated to
conservation for every acre upon which development is allowed! These compensation lands are then
either transferred to BLM if public land development is involved, or to the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife (CDFW) for private land development. So besides the federal acquisitions which are the
subject of this hearing, counties have also lost a substantial private acreage to the State of California,
particularly in an area west of Barstow in the Harper Lake area.
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The current culmination of this program, which affects all four California counties of QuadState, is the
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). None of the counties have signed on (though
they have participated in meetings and coordination activities), and after release of the draft, BLM and
the State of California have opted for proceeding with a go-it-alone process. That said, the plan will lay
out areas upon which renewable energy can take place with minimal environmental impacts. The
concern is the designation of major “conservation areas” which will serve to mitigate the allowable and
targeting development goal. Given the amount of wilderness already created in the desert part of
California under previous acts of Congress, counties are apprehensive regarding additional areas that
will be set aside for “conservation” which most conclude is restricted use or non-use, and will carry
further pressure to wipe out private land “inholdings.”

Also continuing is the DOD REPI program. This program, Readiness and Environmental Protection
integration, has been active in seeking acquisitions. About three years ago a contract between the Navy
at China Lake and Edwards AFB with The Nature Conservancy sought lands around the bases so as to
eliminate private land and maintain base boundary integrity without base expansion. It was not
successful because it coincided with the renewable energy land rush, but it is our understanding it will
be returning to the desert soon, with emphasis around Ft. Irwin this time.

One of the issues which draws our negative concern about land acquisitions by the federal agencies
involves a fundamental tenant of BLM which seems to be disappearing: multiple use land management.
Acquired lands have increasingly taken on an aura of “conservation lands” which in large part means
non-use. This is particularly true of mitigation lands. The wildlife agencies insist that non-compatible
uses such as livestock grazing be prohibited and mining be restricted or prohibited. One of the driving
forces behind the proposed Mojave Trails National Monument in California in the recently introduced 5.
414, besides protecting iconic Route 66, is to permanently assure the former private land transferred to
BLM in 1999 and 2000 will not be available for solar or other leases on the acquired fand. The National
Monument would also withdraw the land from the operation of the mining laws from entry and
location.

What has all this land acquisition cost? From a direct economic sense of uses foregone, it is impossible
to analyze a negative. We don’t know what kinds of enterprises might have made use of the private
lands which counties have lost throughout the region. We do know that in the west desert sheep
grazing which had been an annual activity in the spring for over 100 years, has disappeared. While this
was the direct result of the desert tortoise listing and a jeopardy opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service,
the secondary effect was that the owner of the private land who leased to the ranchers lost their
revenue source, thus speeding a decision to simply dispose of fand that could no longer produce
revenue.

We also know, with the establishment of the Mojave National Preserve NPS and a conservation
organization moved quickly to liquidate all of the ranching in this valuable high country of the Mojave in
San Bernardino County. One outfit remains, by choice. But the private land, and the ranching families,
are gone, as are the support facilities. A similar scenario has played out in Nevada under the aegis of the
HCP. Part of the effect of re-federalization of land in the West is also de-population of the rural areas of
the West; they go hand in hand!
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De-population does not mean any less demand for services, especially from County governments. Even
without residents, the public still needs the county road network, and by inviting more people to visit
the wildlands the need for emergency services such as search and rescue, and even law enforcement
actually increase, even with lower revenue coming in.

What we do know, but can’t fully document, is the continuing and permanent loss of county property
tax revenue. Most of the desert’s undeveloped land did pay $1.00 or so per acre in property tax every
year. Since the total has changed each year, both with respect to actual acreage increasing, and changes
in private land lost, either to federal, state, or land trust acquisition, and tax rates also change at the
margin. The areas around the ranches which contained structures were assessed at higher values. Itis
fair to estimate that San Bernardino County, on the basis of the acreages, locations, and assessed
valuations that the County has lost $1 million to perhaps $1.5 million per year in tax revenue form the
direct loss of tax base. This loss is in perpetuity, not counting the foregoing of any future economic use
or activity. Using 2000 as a base year, | will opine that San Bernardino County has lost between
$15,000,000 and $20,000,000 in tax revenue over the past 15 years. Other counties in the QuadState
organization have not experienced this degree of loss, but the potential exists for other states to lose
private lands to a similar extent.

And relative to economic opportunity | want to bring to the Committee’s attention that in California
industrial-sized solar development has been made tax exempt. So without changes in state law
removing this status so counties can receive some revenue flow from renewable energy, that
development source is off the board for revenue flow. And from a federal perspective, there is no
revenue sharing with local governments from lease payments or royalties.

| could not make this statement without specific reference to the Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)
program. While surprising, there is an almost universal lack of knowledge among federal field officials
regarding this program and its calculations. If there is knowledge, there is the myth, that some have
reported to me having seen in writing, that land acquisitions cost the county nothing, “they’ll just get it
back in PILT.” The table at the beginning of this statement reflects federal payments to each of our
member counties. For the 2014 payment, the PILT base payment was $2.58 per acre under Alternative
A, and 50.36 per acre under Alternative B. Without getting into the weeds on PILT formulas, suffice it to
say that the optimum or sweet spot for PILT payment is approximately 1.3 million entitlement acres.
Above that, and with 50,000 population, PILT remains a constant, adjustable only by the inflation factor
built into full-funding or the appropriations process.

v The take-home message is simply that for large federal land counties such as Inyo, Nye, Mohave
and San Bernardino, the transfer of private land to the federal estate, results in no PILT to offset
the loss.

There is an exception. Under Section 6904 acquisitions in National Park Service administered areas, and
areas within National Forest Wilderness Areas, continue to pay property taxes on acquired land, but
only for five years. Among our membership the 2014 payments were $1,276 for Inyo County, $22,254
for San Bernardino, and $76 to Washington County. When PILT was written in 1976, there was an
underlying assumption that private lands acquired in the national forests or BLM areas would produce a
revenue stream to the agencies and potentially the economic activity would yield benefits to local

10
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government. The times have changed, and this outlook is no longer viable. In Clark County Nevada, at
least its model provided for private land development in the valley, which added to tax base, and offset
the losses in economic activities on public land and the loss of tax base in rural areas.

In conclusion, | recommend that committee undertake a review of all federal land acquisition programs,
both in the context of the reauthorization of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and in providing
oversight to all the other means in which federal agencies acquire private land and set them aside for
uses (really non-use in practice) outside their mandated mission. This hearing is likely the start of such a
review,

In summary | recommend:

1. Lland acquisitions by federal agencies be minimized through congressional direction.

2. Federal land acquisitions receive concurrence from local governments before they are
consummated.

3. Expand Section 6904 of PILT to include property tax payments from lands acquired by all federal
agencies, and provide that such payments shall continue in perpetuity.

4. Eliminate the concept of “compensation” as a function of mitigation.

5. Restrict the activity of land trusts acting as brokers or middlemen in land acquisition by
providing a minimal holding period prior to any transfer to a federal agency which involves
payment for the land from appropriated funds.

6. Provide a full review over ali the means by which federal wildlife and land management agencies
expand their holdings external to congressional oversight and direction, and assure a public
process and vetting is included in such acquisition.

7. Amend LWCF authorities to allow the use of funds for infrastructure maintenance. Such change
in direction should have the outcome of reducing land acquisition, and not be treated as an
additional program undertaking.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this statement and input to the Committee. | welcome
comments, and offer the Authority's assistance to making further input and participation in developing a
program which reduces the effects of land acquisitions and additions to the federal estate, and assuring
counties retain sufficient land to provide viable economic development opportunities.

11



ARNIE ROBLAN
STATE SENATOR
DISTRICT 3

OREGON STATE SENATE Auguist 21, 2014
S0 COURT 8T, NE, 8417 o
SALEM, ORY7I0
Senator Ron Wyden
U. 8. Senate

223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
‘Washinglon, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

Fam wiost grateful for your ongoing support and fnvolvement with the Constal Caucus; and your
continued presence at the Oregon Coast Economic Suminitis truly a highlight of this anpual
Lvent.

I rioticed a nows telease from Governor Kitzhaber's offics recently, announcing another
$657,000 coming to Oregon from the Tand and Water Conservation Fund {LWCF), and iadea
mental note to take & moment fo thank you for your continued leadership o this tnvalusble
funding mechanism,

Stnee'its inception fifty years ago, LWCF has invested nearly $4 bitlion iito protecting state and
federal lands: These monies enable our state and focalities to give more opportunities for youth
and families to enjoy the outdoors whife profecting ceitieal linbitat for wildlife, LWOF dollars
helped acquire additional land at spectacular Cape Kiwands, fmproved visitor facilities at coastat
waysides, and built boat ramps, {n my district. And clearly, the benefits of LWOF mionics go far
beyond conservation: they-also help to-enhance the tourist experience in Oregon, which, in turn,
creates much-needed jobs.

Senator, as 2 legistator and a citizen of Oregon, I applaud your leadership, Helping to presesve
and enhance many of the most special places it Oregon, while helping to employ OQregoniang:

1 can be of service In‘assisting you in maintaining and enhancing LWCF, you can count on my
suppori. Tam most appreciative of your visionary leadership on this prized funding tool,

And, again, thank yoi For your participation in this week's summil. Your présence added
significantly o the event,

Sincerely,

Senator Amie Roblan

ffive P (ORORG10S « Dol scp andinablaidiniotms
st Offieey RO TGS TEL Do P, O
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Sept 8, 2014

Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

} know that you've been working diligently to reauthorize the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF) and as a small businessman in the biofuel industry in Central Oregon, | thought I'd
take just a moment to give you the encouragement and appreciation for vour efforts that you
s0 richly deserve.

I read of your call to re-authorize the LWCF, noting its 50th anniversary, and | share your
passion for this important legislation which has done so much to "preserve special places in
Oregon and across America,” as you so eloquently put it

tn Deschutes County alone, almost $2-million in LWCF monies have created numerous
recreational opportunities including new swimming pools in Bend, a sports complex in
Redmond, and hiking trail creation and rehabilitation all over Central Oregon. These Tacilities
are used by tens of thousands of people every year, and | have ne doubt the many hikers,
birdwatchers, swimmers and sports enthusiasts who take advantage of these remarkable public
spaces have no idea how they were funded.

LWCF is a critical component in creating many of the amenities enjoyed in here in Central
Oregon, as well as the preservation of wildlife areas, the creation of working forests, and the
protection of wetlands in the more rural aress of Oregon.

! wholeheartedly encourage you to continue in your efforts to persuade your colleagues of the
value of LWCF, and | thank you for your work.

Sincerely,

leff Rola

President, Go Bio Co
64682 Cook Ave., Suite 71
Bend, OR 97701
541.410.6707
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Oct. 12,2014

Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Wyden,

f just learned of your call for permanent funding for the Land and Water Conservation Fund
(LWCF} and F want to take a moment to thank you for your efforts. My professional background:
is in software engineering and as a university administrator, although I'm now retired. | remain
active with nonprofit and educational programs. My enthuslasm for the outdoors includes
kayaking and sailing where ! enjoy Identifving and observing birds, mammals and plants.

Experience has shown me that a deep talent pool is 5 requirament for Oregon to successfully
compete in the global marketpiace, and Oregon’s livability has been greatly enhanced by
projects funding by LWCF. The improvements in our recreation infrastructure, the preservation
of our most scenic areas, and the conservation of our forests and wildlife — ail benefits of
LWCF — give Oregon an important leg up in attracting and retaining talented employees. We
need the people who come here to hike in our forests, paddle our rivers and estuaries, and play
ball or our fizlds. All of these have been enhanced in some way by monies brought to Oregon
by the LWCF. So i appreciate LWCF not only as a conservation and recreation tool, but as an
important economic development asset.

Thank you for your leadership on permanently funding LWCF and for reminding your
Congressional colleagues of the critical value of this importent program. Your efforts are truly
appreciated.

Sincerely,

Bruce Schafer
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“to help business prosper

September 10, 2034

Honorabie Senator Ron Wyden
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20810

Dear Senator Wyden,

W ¥ take o Tow hiore moments 1o appreciate people for thelr sfforts; vather thanask them
forsomething, so | am relishing this oppottunity 1o thank you for your fesdershipon the
tand and Water Conservation Fund {(LWCH), which has Bad such-a significant positive
impact inthe Jacksorn and Josephine Counties.

As Exscutive Dirsctor of SOREDL, Southern Oegon Regional Economic Development; ing, 1
can say that LWCF has mazie alasting difference to'the residents and businesses of the

area. The multiple and | af Lithia Park have beenTunded by
monies from LWCF; aswell as expansion of Valhey ofthe Rogue State Park. In }osephme
County residents and visitors have bene! o 4 10 city parks in Gre

Pass, Meriin, and Cave Junction, all thanks to LWCF dollars:

Projects like these provide our citizens with more than the opportunity to participate in
vegreation and appreciate nature asthey a!so contribute to 8 quality of ife that lures
talented peopls to our region. Ow y comp tisnally for skilled
workers sothe derful outd t ﬂpportunmes funded by LWEF help Southem
Oregon be a highly desivable ared 1o live, work; and play.

‘The Land and Water & Fund has truly ployed a part-of making our region e
special place and we appreciate your continuing leadership on this important program:

Yourszealy;

Ron-Fox
Executive Divector
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May 6, 2015
Honorable Lisa Murkowski, Chair
Honorable Maria Cantwell, Ranking Minority
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510
Dear Senators Murkowski and Cantwell

| write today as a concerned citizen with a professional background in policy research and national
advocacy for public recreation and parks from 1967 to 2005. From 1975 until retirement | served as
director of Public Policy for the National Recreation and Park Association, a national membership
organization of citizens serving on public recreation and park boards and commissions, and executives
and staff that plan, design and manage an incredible array of public resources and services. One of my
major objectives was to engage in research in support of annual appropriations, and periodic
improvements to the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. My organization also supported several
other national public laws, policies and practices that enhanced recreation access and services.

| also have a continuing personal interest in parks and recreation and their importance to the health and
wellness of society at large; Thus, | abhor statements by public officials, the media and, on occasion,
even the medical community who refer to the “recreational use of drugs.” Statements of this nature
reflect a basic ignorance of the importance of recreation to individuals and to society at large. The
results of LWCF investments tend to counter thoughtless statements.

LWCF Reauthorization and Appropriation Levels

The principal policy objective of the act is first and foremost to improve public health through 50/50
federal/state public partnerships and federal land systems. This requires thoughtful long term planning,
program assessments, reliable appropriations, and many other actions to create and sustain
intergovernmental partnerships and incentives. The 2012 annual LWCF Report (The latest available due
to severe staff limits), reported unmet state and local needs of $18.6 billion.

Thus, the LWCF act should be reauthorized for at least ten years and at substantially higher
appropriation levels, consistent with the annual inflation index or some portion of it. The Presidents
Commission on Americans Outdoors established by President Reagan and chaired by then Tennessee
governor Lamar Alexander recommended an annual authorization of $1 billion. Since the present
authorized funding level of $900 million annually was established in 1979 and continuing to 2015 the
inflation index has increased by 225.2 percent or to about $3.3 billion. Other actions should also be
taken, including regular appropriation of authorized but as yet un-appropriated balances credited to the
LWCF Treasury account. Given the uncertainty of long-term availability of public revenues derived
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annually from the Outer Continental Shelf the fund should remain available for future generations by
“banking” these diminishing public resources.

Authorized Allocation Formula

The act should be amended to return to its initial allocation formula of 60 percent state/local and 40
percent federal land systems as established by Congress for the initial five years of the program. That
ratio was urged by western members of the House Interior Committee, who also argued successfully
that state and local governments in the West needed funds for development of facilities to enable public
recreation access and use. The objective of the initial argument was reiterated by witnesses before the
Reagan Commission who repeatedly urged members to emphasize policies and funds that addressed the
need for “close to home” investments. No one should ignore the public imperative to conserve and
expand the several public values associated with our national resource systems, but recreation use of
state and local parks tend to dwarf the federal numbers.

LWCF Program Responsibilities

During subsequent amendments to the act a House-Senate conference committee adopted an
amendment, at the recommendation of a western state U.S. senator, that the allocation formula be
reversed to provide that “not less than 60 %" of annual appropriations be available for land acquisition
in the four federal systems—national parks, forests, refuges, and the public domain {BLM). That
amendment, of course, removed all protection for the state/local grants program.

In an equally stressful action, the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation {1962)/Heritage Conservation and
Recreation Service was abolished by secretarial action and its several functions, including all LWCF
responsibilities, (importantly budget development and requests), were transferred to the National Park
Service. NPS, of course, as a major federal land managing agency has competing budget interests, thus
and an immediate budget “conflict of interest” was created. NPS witnhesses appearing before Interior
appropriation subcommittees frequently failed to mention the LWCF grant program, and if asked,
replied that the budget request was adequate. Subsequently, annual budget requests and
appropriation levels fell to about $25 million annually for a number of years.

The committee can and should direct that budget/appropriation requests and administration of the
LWCF Program be removed from a land management agency and placed in the Office of the Secretary of
the Interior.

Budget, Appropriation Levels and Conditions

Appropriation levels should be sufficient to “make a difference,” that is, to encourage state and local
partners to engage in assessments of present and future needs, to plan investment accordingly, and to
move aggressively to assure the availability of non-federal matching funds. The present state
population-based apportionment formula should be retained, with an examination of the present
Statewide Comprehensive Plan requirements to determine if plans are both strategic and truly meet
state and local priorities. The committee should consider the practicality of inviting state congressional
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delegations to comment during their states planning process. A portion of annual appropriations should
be retained by the Secretary of the Interior and competitively made available to focus on key national
goals—improved health and wellness, resource conservation, environmental integrity, special urban
and/or small community public needs, economic growth, social wellbeing, and perhaps others. The most
critical projects, especially those in economically distressed places, should be eligible to receive a more
favorable grant percentage/lower local or state match requirement.

Traditional “maintenance” would continue to be ineligible as grantees would be expected to have
sufficient governmental structure, resources, and staff qualified to protect investments.

Protecting Aided Resources in Perpetuity—Section 6(f)(3)

The act obligates a state, regional or local grantee to protect LWCF-aided sites {or entire sites if an aided
project is part of a larger resource area), in perpetuity. This requirement is critical to the continued
expansion and upgrading of a national network of park and recreation public places. Absent this
required high degree of protection one informed individual remarked: “Absent this requirement, LWCF
becomes just another grant program.” The legacy of over 42,000 aided projects attests to this.

| would be happy to meet with you to share further perspectives on these and other aspects of this
statement.

Sincerely,
Barry S. Tindall Falls Church, Virginia 703/533-9855 ¢.703/231-8101

My associates and | would be happy to discuss these remarks
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STATE OF ALASKA
April 21, 2015
The Honotable Lisa Murkowski ‘The Honorable Rob Bishop
Chaitwoman Chaitman
Senate HEnergy & Natural Resources Committee House Natural Resoutces Committee
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 1324 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515
The Honorable Maria Cantwell The Honotable Raid Grijalva
Ranking Member Ranking Member
Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee House Natural Resources Comumittee
304 Dirksen Senate Office Building 1329 Longworth House Office Bldg,
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Senators Murkowski and Cantwell and Representatives Bishop and Grijalva,

‘The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act was established in 1965 to help preserve,
develop and assure access to outdoor recreation facilities to strengthen the health of US. citizens.
As you are well aware, the Act is up for reauthotization this year. I am supportive of reauthorization
of the LWCF program with the modifications that follow.

While the original act indicated that 60 percent of the fund was to be available for state purposes
and 40 percent for federal, a 1976 amendment revised the law so not less than 40 percent of the
appropriations from the fund ate to be available for federal purposes. Today, more than 80 percent
of the fund routinely goes to federal agencies. LWCF has been the principal soutce of monides for
land acquisition for outdoos recreation by four federal agencies — the National Patk Setvice, Bureau
of Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Forest Service. Beginning in FY1998,
LYWCE has also been used to fund an array of other federal programs with related purposes.

Per the LWCF Act, Quter Continental Shelf (OCS) oil and gas revenues, monies derived from the
sale of surplus federal real estate, and taxes on motorboat fuel are deposited into the LWCF. OCS
revenues have histotically comprised the overwhelming share of money used by the LWCF
progtam.

‘The State of Alaska has received $35,812,715 since the Act was adopted by Congress in 1965. On
average since inception, the State has received $716,254 annually, However, beginning in 2006, the
State has received on average $265,474 pet year. Due to the reduced amount, the State now
combines two years’ worth of LWCF apportionments before opening a grant round for
competition, Historically, LWCF funds have been spent on access and outdoor recteation projects
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The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
The Honorable Maria Cantwell
The Honorable Rob Bishop
"The Honotable Radl Grijalva
April 21, 2015

Page 2

throughout Alaska, such as building or improving trails, boat-related infrastructure, campgrounds,
beach access roads, wayside upgrades, and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility.

As noted above, 1 support LWCF reauthorization, but tequest the following modifications:

1

o b

6.

Reinstate the original language that allocates 60 percent of LWCF revenues for state
governments and 40 percent for the federal government.

Continued authorization for LWCF at $900 million annually.

Significantly reduce or eliminate the ability for federal agencies to purchase large tracts of
land, especially in the western United States.

Simplify the process to convert land from recreational uses to other uses required by the Act
and modify the requirement that LWCF-funded lands remain in recreational use in
perpetuity and allow conversions after 20 to 40 years.

Require state agencies to submit a Statewide Comprehensive Cutdoor Recreation Plan every
ten years — instead of every five yeaes - with a brief update every five years, if wartanted.
Provide states with the authosity to use all or past of the LWCE stateside funds for
renovation, restoration and stewardship of lands, and outdoor recteational facilities, as well
as providing states with more flexibility to use LWCF funds for administrative purposes.
The LWCF teauthorization and the expansion of Outer Continental Shelf oif and gas
development-related revenue sharing to Alaska and other states should be passed at the same
time.

T appreciate your consideration of my views on this important issue. If you ot your staff would like
to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to contact Kip Knudson, my Ditectot of State
and Federal Relations, at 202-624-5859 or kip knudson{@alaska.gov.

Sincerely,

Bt pth o

Bill Walker
Governor

fu o

"The Honorable Mark Myers, Commissioner, Alaska Depattment of Natuzal Resoutces
Ed Fogels, Deputy Commniissioner, Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Kip Knudson, Director of State and Federal Relations, Office of the Governor
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Washington Outdoor Alliance

Access Fund ¢ American Alpine Club *  American Whitewater ¢ El Sendero Backcountry Ski Club
Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance * The Mountaineers *  Washington Climbers Coalition
Washington Trails Association

April 20, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski The Honorable Maria Cantwell

Chairman Ranking Member

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Murkowski and Ranking Member Cantwell:

The Access Fund, American Alpine Club, American Whitewater, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance, The
Mountaineers, Washington Climbers Coalition and Washington Trails Association - all human-powered
recreation organizations in Washington State - come together as a coalition on issues relating to recreation,
access and conservation. As the group Outdoor Alliance Washington, we represent more than 34,000
members who recreate on public lands.

We are writing today in light of the April 22™ hearing on the reauthorization and potential reforms to the
Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to share our community’s perspectives on the invaluable role the
LWCF has in creating opportunities for conservation and outdoor recreation.

The LWCF is the only is the only federal program dedicated to the continued conservation and access to
recreation in our national parks, forests, wildlife refuges, wilderness, monuments, and other federal
conservation lands, as well as creating and developing state and local parks. We believe that the LWCF is one
of our nation’s most important conservation programs. Protecting our nation’s, and Washington State’s,
natural places so we all have access to recreate is imperative to the future of conservation and growing the
outdoor recreation economy. LWCF has funded many projects that our membership enjoys, including close-
in opportunities for nature, like the Mount Si Conservation Area, as well as wilderness-based projects, both
very important to our human-based recreation community. If it is not reauthorized in essentially its current
form, critical lands and outdoor recreation sites all across the country will be at risk.

We urge the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee and the House Natural Resources Committee
to resist the call for counterproductive changes to LWCF as they work through the reauthorization process,
and instead hold LWCF up as a shining example of an efficient and effective toolbox for every state and
county in America to tap into when in order to address their community-based conservation and recreation
needs and opportunities.

Sincerely,

Joe Sambataro, Northwest Regional Director, Access Fund

Eddie Espinosa, Northwest Region Manager, American Alpine Club

Thomas O’Keefe, Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director, American Whitewater
Gus Bekker, President, El Sendero Backcountry Ski Club

Glenn Glover, Executive Director, Evergreen Mountain Bike Alliance
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Martinique Grigg, Executive Director, The Mountaineers
Matt Perkins, Washington Climbers Coalition
Andrea Imler, Advocacy Director, Washington Trails Association
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April 17, 2015

The Honorable Lisa Murkowski
Chairwoman

Energy and Natural Resources Committee
Washington, D.C. 20510

Sen. Maria Cantwell

Ranking Member

Energy and Natural Resources Committee
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

CC: Members of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee

Dear Senators Murkowski and Cantwell,

The Western Landowners Alliance is a West-wide organization of landowners working to
sustain healthy, resilient and economically viable working lands, We write to express our
full support for the re-authorization and full funding of the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (LWCF). The LWCF originated as a visionary bi-partisan effort to conserve this
nation’s land, water and natural resources. We share this vision. Members of the Western
Landowners Alliance represent diverse political views and interests but find solid common
ground in embracing our responsibility to endow future generations with the resources and
opportunities from which we presently benefit,

The LWCFE provides important funding for the conservation of working lands, large
landscapes and support of rural economies. The Rocky Mountain Frontis just one example
of where LWCF has been applied to the working landscape. The conservation of this 12,130-
acre, multi-generational family ranch through a purchased easement also accomplished
protection on 17 miles of riparian habitat along the Teton River. LWCF dollars were
matched in excess of 2:1 by private funds, and will be recycled into the local economy
through the continuation of this traditional agricultural operation.

The Forest Legacy program, funded by the LWCF, enables forest landowners to keep these

working lands in the family, maintain healthy watersheds that benefit their communities,
and develop forest resources upon which future generations will depend.

505 466 1495 3 Caliente Road #5, Santa Fe, NM 87508  Info@ i oryE
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The LWCF has alse helped cur rural communities provide parks and recreational
opportunities, preserve important historic, cultural sites, conserve natural resources areas,
and suppaorted our state and local economies. We want our children to experience and
benefit from these lands as we have and without the LWCF, many of these opportunities
would already have been lost.

We urge your support in the reauthorization and full funding for the LWCE.

Sincerely,

AL

Lesli Allison
Executive Director

505 466 1495 3 Caliente Road #5, Santa Fe, NM 87508  Info@westerniandownersaliiance.org
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WILLAMETTE VALLEY
VINEYARDS

September 2, 2014 |

Sanator Ron Wyden
U. §. Senate
223 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

I wanted to take 8 moment to applaud your efforts on the issue of reauthorizing the Land and Water
Conservation Fund {LWCF). This plece of {egisiation, now 50 years old, has made a significant positive
impact on the state of Oregon, conserving some of the most spectacular, most biclogically diverse areas
of our state and enhancing recreati access foralt O

Dear Senat/gr- den,

As someone wha makes his livelthood from the earth — and provides jobs to more than 120 Oregonians,
| constder myself a steward of the land, Taking good care of cur environment todsy, and for generations
to coma, is the right thing to do. Monies from LWCF have protected waterways like Tenmile Creek and
Upper Kamath Lake, expanded forest conservation efforts, and built wonderful parks and recreation
facilities in communities across the state. Simply put, Oregon would be diminished without the funds
channeied here by LWCF.

And as a businessman, | am well aware that LWCF monies also drive economic development. City and
county parks mean construction and maintenance jobs, as well as serve as draws for tourists, which, in
turn, creates more jobs. thave no doubt that LWCF funds have contributed to significant economic
development in some of the areas of Oregon hardest hit by the recent economic downturn.

in closing, Senator, t am truly gratefuf for your leadership on the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
and urge you to continue to lead the fight to preserve some of our most treasured landscapes.

Sincerely,

~
A

ernau
Founder
Willamette Vallay Vineyards
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To whom it may concern:

This last week; 1 had the pleasure of visiting my Oregon Senators DC offices as a volunteer with The Vet
Vaice Foundation to thank and encourage Sen. Wyden and Sen. Merkley to reauthorize and fully fund
the Land and Water Conservation Fund. I'd like to share with you how important spending time
outdoors is to me.

As a native Oregonian the outdoors have always been a place of refuge, a sanctuary, a place
where time stands still and my soul can find peace and healing.

When | was in Iraq | always dreamed of returning to beautiful Oregon again and reminisced of
times | spent with my family hiking, camping and fishing. { wanted nothing more than be surrounded by
its towering evergreens, hike Saddle Mountain, Cimb Smith Rock, and fish for brook trout in a seclude
take in the Cascades with my uncles.

Since | was a young boy the outdoors have been a great part of my life and many of my brothers
in uniform that | served with. Its home, it's what we swore to defend and swore to each other we would
return to. Our National and State Parks give us the freedom and opportunity to come together, to
remove ourselves from the complications of PTSD in normal day life and find simplicity; the opportunity
to share our experiences and further build healthy refationships outside a combat zone.

When we deploy overseas it's not just us, but also the people next to us, our families, our
friends and neighbors, our communities. When we suffered they suffered with us. The outdoors is not
just a healing opportunity for soldiers, but for us to reunite with the ones we love and find healing with
them.

{know that you are committed to continuing this wonderful program for future generations. Please
encourage your fellow Senate members to vote to reauthorize the LWCF. Help protect our nations
beautiful rich outdoors. Please continue the program so that our sons and daughters returning from the
hardships of war can continue to have a place of healing and to help promote a healthy and vibrant
outdoors for all Americans to enjoy.

Very Respectfuily,
1LT, Matthew W. Zedwick
Silver Star Recipient, Oregon Army National Guard

Astoria, Oregon
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