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HEARING ON FEE DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAMS—SUCCESSES AND FAILURES

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1998

House OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON NA-
TIONAL PARKS AND PuBLIC LANDS, COMMITTEE ON RE-
SOURCES, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room
132, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. James V. Hansen
(chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. HANSEN. [presiding] I've scheduled this hearing today to con-
tinue the longstanding involvement of the members of this Sub-
committee in examining the issues of recreation fees on Federal
lands.

As many of you are aware, this Subcommittee held several hear-
ings on recreation fee proposals during the first session of the 10th
Congress. Several members of the Subcommittee and several of the
witnesses today will have fond memories of our discussion during
1995. However, today we will review the successes and failures of
the recreational fee demonstration program that the Congress au-
thorized in the Omnibus Consolidation Rescissions Act of 1996 and
amended in subsequent legislation during fiscal year 1997 and fis-
cal year 1998.

Currently, this recreational fee demonstration program author-
izes the National Park Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and
Bureau of Land Management, and the Forest Service to establish
fee collection programs at up to 100 sites for each agency. The fee
demonstration program allows these agencies to retain 80 percent
of the fee at the collecting unit, and the remaining 20 percent is
available to the collecting agency at management discretion.

The agencies are collecting a variety of entrance and user fees to
test the feasibility of user-generated cost recovery for operation and
maintenance costs, and to address the backlog repair and mainte-
nance of infrastructure. The fees are also being used for interpreta-
tion, facility enhancement, and resource management projects.
However, I am concerned that some fees are being spent on items
that do not fit within these areas.

I am pleased to note that, generally, public awareness and ac-
ceptance of the fee demonstration program has been positive. |
have long held the view that if the fees are fair and reasonable,
and the funds are retained at the site to enhance the visitor experi-
ence, that the American public will support a fee program. How-
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ever, we will hear testimony today that will show that not all of
the public is totally convinced of the rationale for charging cost-re-
covery fees on the public lands.

This hearing will serve to provide necessary information for this
Subcommittee to consider legislation that would provide permanent
authorization for the recreational fee demonstration program under
the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965. | believe that the
recreational fee program is the most fair and realistic way to ad-
dress the backlog problems of the Federal land used by the Amer-
ican people. | fully realize there’s some problems with the current
recreation fee program; however, this hearing will help us to make
decisions that will correct these deficiencies, explain this program
to the public, and enhance outdoor recreation experiences for every-
one. | look forward to the testimony we will receive today, and ap-
preciate the efforts of all of you to be present and express your
views on this important program.

I hope you folks realize there’'s a dozen hearings going on all over
the Hill, most of them on CIA and Irag and things such as that,
so it's, | don't know why, but anyway you will see members dribble
in and out, and | apologize that not everyone’s here right now, but
I've been assured that many will come. Normally, at usual congres-
sional time, which is twenty minutes after we start.

With that in mind, | am very happy to recognize, I'd recognize
the gentlelady, but I don’t know if she wants to be recognized right
now. I'll then turn to—see, | told you they'd all start coming. We'll
start then with the Honorable Wally Herger, the gentleman from
California who works so diligently on these programs. It's always
a pleasure to have you, Mr. Herger. We'll turn the time to you, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. HERGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and | do ap-
preciate the opportunity to speak today regarding the fee dem-
onstration program currently being implemented by our National
Park Service and our United States Forest Service. | represent all
or part of nine national forests, and one national park, and one na-
tional recreation area. The fee demonstration program is severely
impacting the people of my district. | am strongly opposed to any
extension or continuation of this program for three main reasons.

First, this program is another unnecessary tax on families who
are already overburdened by taxes. Second, the fee program places
additional burden on recreational access and as a result is highly
detrimental to local economies, such as mine in Northern Cali-
fornia, which are dependent on tourism and recreation. And third,
this fee program only perpetuates misuse of existing funding and
natural resources by land management agencies.

First issue of the tax burden. In 1997, Federal, State, and local
taxes combined are projected to claim 38.2 percent of the median
income of two-earner families—up from 37.3 percent in 1996. This
means families are now taxed at a level higher than any other time
in our Nation’s history, excluding the years of 1944 and 1945, dur-
ing World War Il. Imposing an additional tax burden in the form
of fees on the already overburdened American family is considered
unconscionable.
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One unintended and unfortunate result of this tax is that the av-
erage American family may no longer be able to afford a visit to
our national parks and forests. Families who once simply drove
through these areas now have an added financial burden. The im-
pact of fewer citizens visiting our National parks and forests would
negatively impact local economies. Imposing fees is not the answer.

At the heart of this issues are Federal agencies that have mis-
managed their funding. These agencies claim significant backlogs
in maintenance and upkeep for basic services, while continuing to
receive annual appropriations that are not adequately accounted
for. For example, according to a report by the General Accounting
Office and the Department of Interior’'s Inspector General, the Na-
tional Park Service lacks (1) necessary financial and program data
on its operations; (2) adequate internal controls on how its funds
are spent; and (3) that the agency lacks performance measures on
what is being accomplished with the money being spent.

Mr. Chairman, our Nation’s recreational needs will not be met by
throwing more money into the Federal Government's insatiable
hands. Before we give the National Park Service or the United
States Forest Service a permanent, revenue-generating program
such as the fee demonstration program, we should require a proper
accounting for the resources already at their disposal.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, from my firsthand experience, this
program is not working. There has been a substantial amount of
animosity generated by local communities who have had to deal
with implementation of this program. This ill-conceived program
needs to be discontinued. Again, | want to thank the Subcommittee
for hearing my testimony, and | request that when this Sub-
committee takes up any action on this issue, it will consider the
negative impact suffered by local communities such as mine. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Herger follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. WALLY HERGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, | would like to thank you for the
opportunity to speak today regarding the fee demonstration program currently being
implemented by our National Park Service and our United States Forest Service.
I represent all or part of nine national forests, one national park, and one national
recreation area. The fee demonstration program is severely impacting the people of
my district. | am strongly opposed to any extension or continuation of this program
for three main reasons: first this program is another, unnecessary tax on families
who are already over-burdened by taxes; second the fee program places additional
burdens on recreational access and as a result is highly detrimental to local econo-
mies, such as mine in northern California, which are dependent on tourism and
recreation; and third, this fee program only perpetuates misuse of existing funding
and natural resources by land management agencies.

First the issue of the tax burden. In 1997 Federal, state and local taxes combined
are projected to claim 38.2 percent of the median income two-earner family, up from
37.3 percent in 1996. This means families are now taxed at a level higher than any
other time in our history, excluding the years of 1944 and 1945 during World War
I1. Imposing an additional tax burden in the form of fees on the already overbur-
dened American family is considered unconscionable. One unintended and unfortu-
nate result of this tax is that the average American family may no longer be able
to afford a visit to our national parks and forests. Families who once simply drove
through these areas, now have an added financial burden. The impact of fewer citi-
zens visiting our national parks and forests would negatively impact local econo-
mies.
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Imposing fees is not the answer. At the heart of this issue are Federal agencies
that have mismanaged their funding. These agencies claim significant backlogs in
maintenance and upkeep for basic services while continuing to receive annual ap-
propriations that are not adequately accounted for. For example, according to a re-
port by the General Accounting Office and the Department of the Interior's Inspec-
tor General, the National Park Service lacks: 1. necessary financial and program
data on its operations; 2. adequate internal controls on how its funds are spent; and
3. that the agency lacks performance measures on what is being accomplished with
the money being spent.

Mr. Chairman, our nation’s recreational needs will not be met by throwing more
money into the Federal Government's insatiable hands. Before we give the National
Park Service or the United States Forest Service a permanent revenue generating
program such as the fee demonstration program we should require a proper ac-
counting for the resources already at their disposal.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, from my first hand experience this program is not
working. There has been a substantial amount of animosity generated by local com-
munities who have had to deal with implementation of this program. This ill con-
ceived program needs to be discontinued. Again | want to thank the Subcommittee
for hearing my testimony and | request that when this Subcommittee takes up any
action on this issue it will consider the negative impact suffered by local commu-
nities. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Herger. We appreciate you being
with us, and if you stay with us just a minute, we may have some
questions for you.

Let me state that we're very pleased to have Ralph Regula, the
chairman of the Appropriations Committee of Interior with us. It's
always a pleasure to have Ralph with us. We work very closely on
matters pertaining to public lands, Interior issues. I'll turn to Mr.
Regula for any statement he may have.

STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH REGULA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. ReEGULA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | don't have a formal
statement, but | want to re-emphasize what Congressman Wally
Herger said about accountability, and we've built that into the pilot
programs. Accountability for the money that's collected and ac-
countability for the management. This was instituted as part of our
Appropriations Committee, as a demonstration as to what could be
done. Not all units are using the fee program, but | will say that
in talking with people that have both experienced paying the rel-
atively small fees, as well as the superintendents and managers of
our recreation systems in the parks, forests, and Fish and Wildlife
Service, and BLM, that | get very positive reaction. A little footnote
to it is that they find that vandalism is down, lessened because
people, when they pay a little bit, have a stake in the facility. Visi-
tation is up, so | don't believe people are being restricted in usage.

I know that the parks have worked out an arrangement for local
folks that are in and out for various reasons, working there, or de-
livering materials, that they don't pay, they get a sticker. This is
a pilot, or an experimental program, and the effort is being made
to get the bugs out of it and make it work well. And we've made
it clear in the appropriations process that we don't see this as a
substitute for annual appropriations, but rather as a supplement to
deal with the maintenance backlog. For example, | believe in Yel-
lowstone, they're going to use some of their money to replace the
sewer system, along with what we appropriate, to enhance the vis-
itor experience by doing things that they normally couldn’'t do. And
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there is a high level of enthusiasm on the part of the managers,
simply because of what they are able to do.

As | say, it's not a substitute for the appropriations process, and
I think that the way it's being worked in the various parks and for-
ests now demonstrates that there is merit to a program of this
type. 1 commend you, Mr. Chairman, for having a hearing and
looking at this program and the pluses and minuses of what we've
experienced in the past 2 years under the program to see what
should be done, if anything, on a permanent basis. Because | think
it does have a potential for giving people a sense of participation
in the park responsibilities, as well as providing some additional
funds to substantially enhance the visitor experience. And | believe
there are a lot of pluses to it based on my conversations with peo-
ple as I visit parks, and with the superintendents or the managers.
There's a pretty positive reaction, all up and down the line. And
I'm as interested in your comments, Mr. Herger. | think probably
some of those concerns would be addressed in permanent legisla-
tion. And | thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Regula follows:]

The Hon. Ralph Regula,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Interior
and Related Agencies,

Committee on Appropriations,

House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN:

On behalf of the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture, we express our ap-
preciation for the opportunity to improve our recreation resources through the Rec-
reational Fee Demonstration Program authorized by section 315 of the fiscal year
1996 Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act. Attached is a joint progress
report on the status of the program, submitted by the Departments of the Interior
and Agriculture on behalf of the National Park Service, Fish and Wildlife Service,
Bureau of Land Management, and Forest Service. This report summarizes the most
recent information on visitation, revenues, and management issues that have arisen
during initial implementation of the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program.

We are pleased to inform you that visitor response to the new fees has been gen-
erally positive. We increased revenues substantially during the first year, and began
the long process of reducing our maintenance backlogs. The program represents a
significant step toward improving visitor services and facilities for those who recre-
ate on public lands.

The agencies agree that long-term implementation of this effort is desirable. We
will work with Congress to design a program that builds upon our positive experi-
ence in implementing the demonstration effort. Such a program should provide flexi-
bility for designing fees tailored to specific situations, embody strong incentives for
agencies to collect recreation fees, and provide assurance to the public that a major-
ity of revenues raised will benefit the site where fees are collected. To that end, we
will be pleased to submit draft legislation during the coming year and to work close-
ly with your staff. However, we do believe that permanent authority should not take
effect until after the current temporary authority expires at the end of fiscal year
1999.

A similar letter is being sent to Sidney R. Yates, Ranking Minority Member, Sub-
committee on Interior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, House
of Representatives, the Honorable Slade Gorton, Chairman, Subcommittee on Inte-
rior and Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, and the Hon-
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orable Robert C. Byrd, Ranking Minority Member, Subcommittee on Interior and
Related Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate.
Sincerely,
JOHN BERRY,
Assistant Secretary,
Policy, Management and Budget
Department of the Interior

JAMES LYONS,
Under Secretary for Natural Resources
and Environment,
Department of Agriculture

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you, Mr. Regula. Ms. Smith, do you have
any statements or comments to Mr. Herger?

Mrs. LINDA SMITH OF WASHINGTON. To begin with, I've got two
different groups. We have people who live close to the sites who
have used those properties for many, many years for picking ber-
ries, for hiking around the Mt. Saint Helens site, which was obvi-
ously a volcano and now restored. And so we're not finding a lot
of complaint, except for some of the families’ having to pay 20 more
dollars a year per member, and we are in an area of very large
families, and a lot of stay-home moms. And it is very difficult. It
appears that if we could have something for those closer. It is not
just those distributing things into the site. It's those that live
across the street. It's like you have to, where you used to go play
and climb and hike, now you're charged. That's pretty steep for
them—not for all families, but it certainly is for a significant num-
ber. And if we could find some way to get the Park Service to do
something with the families that are real close, that would prob-
ably satisfy most of the complaints that I'm getting. Because I'm
only getting them from those people. So if the Chairman could con-
sider that, and possibly—both chairmen.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. Mr. Vento? Mr. DeFazio?

Mr. DeEFazio. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Herger, I'll address
the question to you and then have a comment. You know, this leg-
islation was authorized by the 19, well first we had the Consoli-
dated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996, Public Law 104—
134. How would you vote on that?

Mr. HERGER. Well, my understanding——

Mr. DeEFAzio. Well, did you vote for or against the bill? I'm just
curious.

Mr. HERGER. This was part of a large bill.

Mr. DEFAzI0. Right, but——

Mr. HERGER. Of which | voted for.

Mr. DEFazio. So you voted for the bill, but you were against this
part of it.

Mr. HERGER. That's correct.

Mr. DeFazio. Correct, OK.

Mr. HERGER. And my experience has been one that's been very
much in the same line of Mrs. Smith.

Mr. DEFAzio. All right.

Mr. HErRGER. Except | could put many exclamation marks. The
local people, I can tell you, are incensed with this. | have probably
had as many complaints on this one issue than I've had of anything
I can recall in the 11 years I've been representing the area. And
I would hope that at least we could look at——

Mr. DeEFAzio. OK——
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Mr. HERGER. [continuing] as Mrs. Smith mentioned, doing some-
thing for the locals.

Mr. DeEFAzio. If I, if Mr. Herger, if I could——

Mr. HERGER. Yes.

Mr. DeFAzio. [continuing] if 1 could reclaim my time, because
I've got limited time. And then we had the 1998 Interior Appropria-
tions Act, which extended it. Do you recall how you voted on that?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. DeFazio, all of these bills——

Mr. DEFAzIo. Well, but | mean, did you vote for that too?

Mr. HERGER. |—

Mr. DEFazio. OK, | voted it against it, you voted—OK. If I could
reclaim my time—I have introduced legislation to repeal this and
replace it with a modest charge on those who deplete minerals from
Federal lands, a royalty charge, which is charged by all other own-
ers of lands. Are you a co-sponsor of my bill to repeal it and replace
this legislation with another form of fee?

Mr. HERGER. | believe I'd be very opposed to the latter——

Mr. DeFazio. OK, all right, well, Mr. Herger, | would suggest
that, you know, you voted for it twice, even though it was part of
other legislation. There is one bill pending to repeal it, which is
mine, and you're not a sponsor of it. I guess I'm looking for a little
consistency here. I, you know, I'm opposed. | heard, with great in-
terest, that the chairman of the Appropriations Committee talked
about reductions in vandalism. Actually, we have a totally new
form of vandalism in my district, which is very significant removal
and vandalism of the signs for the fee areas. It's a new kind of van-
dalism.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DeFAzio. So, | haven't had the experience of reductions in
vandalism. You know, the kind of complaints | get are similar to
those that Mrs. Smith has received, and you have received, people
particularly who live in or adjacent to the forests.

There was a precedent established in Oregon which may address
their concerns and the Chairman may need to take this into ac-
count. In the Federal District Court in Oregon, you know, this
doesn't just apply to parks. It applies to forests, you know; appar-
ently, I don't know if there are any BLM lands doing it yet. It ap-
plies to beaches in Oregon, and some surfers who wanted to access
a beach in Oregon on the other side of the Dunes National Recre-
ation Area were ticketed for not having paid these fees, where they
had no intention of using the trails. They just wanted to access the
beach and surf, as they had done traditionally. They won in court.
And it was found that they could not be ticketed or charged for
that use.

I'm not exactly certain of all the principles in that case, but I
think that may undermine this fee program in a number of areas,
and | think that the Committee ought to be looking for other, and
more fair, alternatives to this tax on individuals. It flies in the face
of most of the things I've heard from the majority on the Repub-
lican Contract. I mean, this is a tax on individuals who want to use
public lands and, you know, I, and it’s, it is inconvenient for people
who live in those areas. It is burdensome for people of low incomes
that live in those rural areas. It's even, I've experienced it as a
pain in the butt because | bought a sticker. | put it on one car. But
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then | went backpacking and | took a different car, and | forgot,
and | got all the way there, and then | had to drive back out again,
find a place to buy one, slap it on my other car, and drive back in
again. And | know that other people have had that, have had that
happen.

I think this is something that should come out of general funds
or some other source, and not through this program. And the rea-
son we haven't had too many complaints, also, is that it hasn't
been enforced. Wait until this year, when the Forest Service starts
ticketing people for money, instead of courtesy tickets, if you want
to see a firestorm of protest, and/or vandalism, and/or antagonism
toward the government and Federal employees. Last year, people
just got courtesy tickets saying you should have a ticket. But this
year they're going to get tickets for real, and it's going to be a very
unpleasant experience for the Forest Service employees in my dis-
trict who are issuing those tickets. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlemen from California, Mr. Gallegly. Do
you have comments for Mr. Herger, or an opening statement?

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And it's al-
ways a pleasure to have Wally here. Wally and | have been friends
for a long time. In fact we were classmates in the 100th Congress
together, and we've been through a lot of battles and wars together.
I think that the comments relative to those that live in the prox-
imity certainly deserve a lot of consideration. | think Linda Smith
was right on point. However, | would say that for those who are
driving their $100,000 mobile homes that go across the country,
and go into a park a thousand miles from home, or 1,500 miles
from home, to say they can't afford five dollars to help maintain
the, the integrity of the public land, I think is a little bit disingen-
uous. But | do think that collectively we can work on this issue.
But those that are immediately living in the area, | do think that
we need to address that issue a little bit. But going across the
country, I'm sorry. And | do appreciate the comments of Wally and
look forward to working with him on this issue as well as many
others.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Mr. HaNseN. The gentlemen from Nevada has no opening state-
ment. We'll appreciate the gentleman——

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, let me just comment if | could. |
know you want to get going, and I'll just be brief.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. VENTO. [continuing] | wanted to be certain that Mr.
DeFazio—Mr. Herger, | didn't see your statement in my file here,
but I assume the concern was about Mt. Saint Helens?

Mr. HERGER. No, that wasn't—

Mr. VENTO. Well, that was——

Mr. GALLEGLY. That's a bit north of—

Mr. VENTO. OK, what is the, what was the unit that you were
concerned about?

Mr. HERGER. Well, |——

Mr. VENTO. Was there a specific unit? Was it a Forest Service
unit or a Park Service unit? Mt. Saint Helen, of course, was a, is
a Forest Service unit.
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Mr. HERGER. We have nine national forests within our district—
the specific, where the strongest concerns have been around Mt.
Shasta.

Mr. VENTO. Does it concern user fees, or does it concern entrance
fees?

Mr. HERGER. It would be, | assume that would be, entrance fees.

Mr. VENTO. | assume it's user fees.

Mr. HERGER. They're fees that are paid at such time as they
enter the park.

Mr. VeENnTO. Well, is it for a camping reservation, or what is the
purpose of it? | mean, because——

Mr. HERGER. It's anything they do utilizing the water at, for ex-
ample, Lake Shasta——

Mr. VENTO. Well, |1 don't want to—I mean the concern is, | think,
that we've always had, the Forest Service has had, historically, au-
thority for user fees as well as the Park Service. That would be for
parking a car, for a campsite, you know, primitive and so——

Mr. HERGER. This is just for day use for going use and use, like,
the water——

Mr. VENTO. Just an entrance fee, but | guess that's under the ex-
periment. But we had authorized, | think, for BLM and for Forest
Service some of the sites, you know, that are a basic monument or
type of a visitor contact station, not just for entrance. And of course
there’'s a big increase. I mean, the real question here is, you know
we go to a film or something and it costs five, six, seven dollars
to get into a film. You know, and you talk about people, you know.
So they, you know, the issue here is, how do we sustain or support
this. | appreciate your comments about those that live in close
proximity, and there are, of course, accommodations where you can
get an annual pass because you're going more often. It is inconven-
ient, it is obviously a—they’re on the learning curve with regards
to understanding that.

Mr. HERGER. But even on that point——

Mr. VENTO. Yes, sure——

Mr. HERGER. [continuing] even on an annual pass, say someone
living in Redding, California would have to buy a pass for Lake
Shasta and an additional pass for—

Mr. VENTO. Yes. Well, | think that——

Mr. HERGER. [continuing] the lake, which are all within, maybe
three miles.

Mr. VENTO. Well, | appreciate that, because the Forest Service
doesn’'t have a Golden Eagle, so to speak, as the Park Service. So
that's something that needs to be, needs to be addressed.

Mr. HERGER. And | would like to urge the Committee, there are
a number of issues of this type that I'd like to see us address. We
attempted to address this point, Mrs. Smith brought it up, of per-
haps having the local area, some type of discount for people who
leave there.

Mr. VENTO. Well, they already—I mean, | think there are
accommodations——

Mr. HERGER. They determined that was not constitutional to be
able to do that—

Mr. VENTO. Yes, well, I think there probably is a better deal than
that that probably they can get for going to five or six parks, in
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terms of a Golden Eagle, or America the Beautiful, or some other
type of pass that had been recommended previously. And this, of
course, was an experiment, but there are in fact annual passes that
permit any type, and there are even exemptions, of course, for
those that need them. So there is a process set up, and obviously,
as | said, everyone’s on the learning curve with regard to this proc-
ess.

But | think the fundamental issue is that, the consensus is that
those that use or those that visit these areas ought to at least help
in sustaining them. These fees, of course, will never sustain the
type of costs for maintenance for the expense of these units. So |
think we, especially with our friend Mr. Regula here, we have to
obviously point out that we understand the dilemma that he faces,
because if we cut these back, all we're doing is adding to the back-
log of costs that we have both in the Forest and in the park, and
the other public land units.

Thanks. Thanks, Wally.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlemen from Montana, Mr. Hill. Do you
have any opening statement? Gentlelady from Idaho, Mrs.
Chenoweth, do you have an opening statement or comments for Mr.
Herger?

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, | do have an opening state-
ment.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentlelady is recognized.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I'd like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hold-
ing this hearing on the recreational fee demonstration program,
which we enacted last year. And normally | don't make an opening
statement; | just submit it for the record. But | feel very strongly
about this. As | was in the district last week, the issue of fees was
something that | heard a lot about. So | commend you on holding
this hearing now, and, and | do minimally support the concept of
having users help contribute a minimal fee, specifically for rec-
reational area improvement.

But ultimately, I would like to see recreationalists have the best
experience possible on well maintained forest campgrounds, facili-
ties, and trail. Very small fees can play a role in that effort, but
I am especially interested in this issue because a couple of areas
in ldaho, most significantly the Sawtooth National Recreational
Area, has been chosen as test cases for this fee program.

However, | do have concerns about how this demonstration pro-
gram has been implemented, serious concerns. Generally, 1 do not
believe that agencies have done an adequate job selling the pro-
gram to the public. The common complaint | have heard is that
visitors have suddenly have had to pay a fee without knowing the
reason why, and most people are not aware that these fees are to
go directly to the upkeep and improvement of the specific area that
they are visiting.

And, Mr. Chairman, | do believe that in our, our general fund
budgeting that, to the degree fees are collected and kept within
that forest, then | think that we ought to be able to save the gen-
eral taxpayer money by, in a comparable manner, diminishing our
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appropriations to the agency. Otherwise, we just have mounting of
fees as well as a continued increase in our general funding.

And my second concern, which is that there have been no notice-
able improvement to campgrounds, hiking trails, boat docks, rest-
rooms, and many other facilities and amenities that serve the gen-
eral public. If there have been changes, the agencies have not done
a good job of letting the people know, because evidence shows there
hasn’t. Just as any charity soliciting funds, the Federal Govern-
ment must actively promote the benefits of fees.

I am concerned also about what appears to be a case of double
and even triple taxation that this program represents to some pub-
lic lands users. In some States, there are already programs in place
that collect a fee for improvements, especially the fee many off-road
users pay in many States, such as the green-sticker program in
California, and the OHV trail fund in Idaho is one such example.
So we need to make sure that we're not double-charging these peo-
ple, and that we're not negatively impacting our counties and the
tourism industry that so many of our States and counties have
learned to lean upon with the diminishment of active natural re-
source industries being fees from them, and resources from them,
being made available to the counties.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, again | want to thank you very
much for holding this hearing.

Mr. HaNseN. | thank the gentlelady from Idaho. That takes care
of the opening part.

Mr. Herger, you're more than welcome to join us on the dais. We
appreciate having you with us, if you have the time to stay with
us, and appreciate your testimony.

Mr. HERGER. Thank you.

Mr. HANSEN. With that in mind, let’s turn to the first panel. Our
two panelists will be Mr. John M. Berry, Assistant Secretary, Pol-
icy Management and Budget, Department of the Interior, and Lyle
Laverty, Regional Forester, Rocky Mountain Region. They both are
accompanied by—Mr. Berry is accompanied by Henry Schmitt,
Maureen Finnerty, and Dr. Roger Coleman. Mr. Laverty is accom-
panied by Greg Super. We appreciate these folks being with us. Mr.
Berry, this is twice in one week you've had this opportunity. We
appreciate you being here. Five minutes OK? You need any little
extra time, let us, let us know, OK?

STATEMENT OF JOHN M. BERRY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY,
POLICY MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY RODGER SCHMITT,
GROUP MANAGER, RECREATION GROUP, BUREAU OF LAND
MANAGEMENT

Mr. BERRY. OK, thank you Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you for appearing before us, and, Mr. Sec-
retary, we'll start with you.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I'm very pleased to talk
to you and the Committee about the experiences we've had with
the fee demonstration program, which have been mostly positive,
I would like to add, and, based on our first year-and-a-half experi-
ment with this demonstration project.
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As you know, this project has been a joint effort on the part of
three bureaus within the Department of Interior and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s Forest Service. These agencies manage a va-
riety of resources under a variety of authorities, yet for this experi-
ment they have worked very closely and have found that they have
a great deal in common.

I have prepared a statement, Mr. Chairman, that, with your
agreement, we would just submit for the record, and I'll try and
summarize here.

Mr. HANSEN. Without objection.

Mr. BERRY. But | would be pleased to also introduce the folks
who will with me who can help us answer questions in specific de-
tail about each of our bureau’'s programs. We have Maureen
Finnerty, who is the Associate Director of the National Park Serv-
ice for Park Operations and Education. We have Dr. Richard Cole-
man, Director of Refuges for the Fish and Wildlife Service. And we
have Roger Schmitt, who is the Group Manager for Recreation in
the Bureau of Land Management. So they'll be with us in case we
have specifics that I'm unable to answer.

Visitor response to the demonstration fees program has been
very positive. Both the National Park Service and the USDA Forest
Service conducted surveys to assess visitor reactions during the
first full year of the recreational fee demonstration program. Over-
all, 83 percent of National park visitors surveyed said they were ei-
ther satisfied with the fees they paid, or thought the fees were too
low. In the Forest Service, over 6 percent of people who completed
a survey card said that the opportunities and services they experi-
enced were at least equal to the fee that they paid.

We believe that the strong support so early in this program is
primarily because the fee revenues have not been offset by reduced
appropriations, and because receipts remain in the recreation areas
in which they are collected, to be used to improve visitor services
and to protect resources. Our visitors seem to be responding with
greater care to the recreation resources, for there is increasing evi-
dence that incidents of vandalism have decreased in areas where
recreation fees have been collected.

We also believe that much of this public acceptance came about
because we involved and communicated with the public in a proc-
ess, in a variety of ways. At the local levels, our agencies spent a
great deal of effort working with the public through formal commu-
nication plans, news releases, meeting with local community lead-
ers, constituent groups, advisory councils, information leaflets, ex-
planatory videos, open houses at the parks, public workshops, com-
ment cards, and then signs, entrance signs and bulletin boards.
These efforts, | believe, were important to the success of the public
reception for the recreational fee demonstration program.

Interagency cooperation has blossomed under this recreational
fee demonstration program. The participating agencies have estab-
lished a record of cooperation that | believe is unprecedented in
this, in this government. This is true not only among the Depart-
ment of Interior's bureaus, but also with the Department of Agri-
culture’s Forest Service. Throughout the process of implementing
the program, fee managers from the four agencies held regular
meetings to discuss progress, approaches, problems, and solutions.
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And they have developed common approaches for evaluating the fee
program.

Mr. Chairman, | could go into a great deal about our accomplish-
ments, but they're already described in a report that we have pre-
pared for the Interior, Agriculture Committees on Appropriations,
and which I believe we have made available to the Committee and
to the Members. I'd just like to highlight a few of the summaries,
points in that report.

First, a very large majority of visitors’ levels have been sustained
during the initial year of new fees. The initial data we have on visi-
tation during the first full year of the program indicate that fees
appear to have a negligible impact on visitation levels. Of course,
we will not be satisfied with a single year’s experience.

Second, recreation fee revenues have increased significantly in
all four agencies administering this program. Between 1996 and
fiscal year 1997, recreational fee revenues increased by 57 percent
in the National Park Service, 35 percent for the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and 11 percent for the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. This is good news, for it identifies a new source of revenue
in addition to public appropriations that will allow us to improve
visitor services and deal with our serious backlog of infrastructure
needs.

Third, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of different
types of fees. Some are variations of entrance fees, ranging from in-
dividual and carload fees that are typically collected at an entrance
kiosk, to the Golden Eagle Passport, unit-specific annual passes,
and also multi-unit passes that allow entry into several sites of the
same Federal agency, or several sites operated by different Federal,
State, local agencies. Too, we're trying to address some of the con-
cerns that Mr. Herger and some of the members of the panel have
already raised this morning. We are also evaluating several types
of user fees for such uses as parking, hunting, camping, boat
launching, dumping of sanitary waste from recreation vehicles, and
expedition fees.

Fourth, the agencies are evaluating a wide variety of methods for
collecting the fees, from typical ranger in the kiosk, to automated
collection machines and collection by mail. And we are looking at
different approaches to this that will include using our employees,
partnership arrangements with other agencies, volunteers, as well
as consignment with private-sector vendors and concessionaires.

Fifth, the agencies—Mr. Chairman, if it's OK, if | would, | see
the red light, but I——

Mr. HANSEN. Go ahead, Mr. Berry. | want to hear your testi-
mony.

Mr. BERRY. Just got a couple more minutes.

Mr. HANSEN. Don't let the light bother you.

Mr. BERRY. Great.

Fifth, the agencies have found that some of the initial collection
costs for new fees are higher than expected, and certainly higher
than they will be over the long run. The reason for these higher
costs initially is the large startup and capital costs for instituting
some of the capital infrastructure that needs to be in place to col-
lect the fees, such as kiosks, entrance stations, new equipment, and
supplies that have to be in, in availability to monitor.
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The agencies will continue to look for ways to reduce the cost of
collecting these fees, but it's also important to note that cost-effec-
tiveness may not always be possible. In some sites, for example,
the particular mix of low visitation and multiple access points may
just make it impractical, impractical to institute any fees at all.

Finally, the agencies have begun the process of financing mainte-
nance backlog projects. Considering that we are now only into the
second full year of the recreation fee demonstration program, and
that many of the revenues were not available to the bureaus until
the end of fiscal year 1997, the participating agencies have begun
a significant number of projects that will reduce the backlog main-
tenance requirements and provide public service enhancements at
recreationsites. I'd like to point out just a few.

At Yellowstone National Park, they are rehabilitating their dete-
riorated electronic infrastructure for safety and resource protection,
repairing utility systems, replacing deteriorated docks, rehabili-
tating trail and overlook, interpretative exhibits, and back country
sites. In Paria County, on the Arizona—Utah border, the Bureau of
Land Management used fee revenues to maintain and upgrade
sanitation facilities at trail heads.

The recreation fee demonstration program has been a very posi-
tive experience for participating agencies, and the agencies agree
that long-term implementation of the fee program is desirable. We
wish, however, to emphasize our strong desire that any permanent
authority should not take effect until after the current temporary
authority expires at the end of fiscal year 1999. The test is entering
its second full year, and our current findings and observations are
preliminary. The full evaluation of this program will not be com-
pleted until March 1999. Yet even at this early stage, we are very
pleased with the results, and we would like to work with you to
design a program that builds on that positive experience in imple-
menting this effort.

There are a few elements which | would like to recommend for
your consideration for permanent legislation. These elements are
presented in more detail in the report that we have submitted, but
let me just touch on a few.

First, we would emphasize the need for flexibility to tailor fees
to meet specific management and visitor needs. We simply caution
that one size does not fit all.

Second, we think it is crucial to recognize the importance of in-
centives in the design of recreation fees. The provision in the dem-
onstration program that fees be applied to onsite backlog mainte-
nance projects provides a very substantial incentive for recreation
managers to collect and keep the cost of collection low. People seem
much more willing to pay fees if they know the revenues will di-
rectly benefit the resources that they are enjoying.

Third, the provision that allows agencies to utilize the revenues
over more than a single fiscal year can help agencies do better
long-range planning to approach backlog reductions, and imple-
ment reform and rehabilitation in a more systematic way.

Finally, we believe that this provision, that the provision that
sets aside some of the fee revenues for addressing broader agency
priorities would be an important element to continue in any perma-
nent legislation. We caution that a fixed formula that returns a
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high percentage of revenue to the collecting site could, over the
long run, and this would be long run over 5 to 10 years, could cre-
ate undesirable inequities within an agency, where certain popular
facilities have more funds than they can effectively use, and others
that don’t have the public access would face continuing deteriora-
tion.

So we need to consider the possibility in determining what’s the
appropriate balance between the needs of the fee-collection site in
the long run, with the backlog maintenance needs of the entire
agency.

Mr. Chairman, thank you. That would conclude my statement,
and I'd be happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Berry may be found at end of
hearing.]

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you very much. Mr. Laverty.

STATEMENT OF LYLE LAVERTY, FORMER DIRECTOR, RECRE-
ATION PROGRAMS, REGIONAL FORESTER, ROCKY MOUN-
TAIN REGION, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, ACCOMPANIED BY
GREG SUPER, NATIONAL RECREATION FEE DEMONSTRA-
TION PROGRAM COORDINATOR, U.S. FOREST SERVICE;
LINDA FELDMAN AND FLOYD THOMPSON

Mr. LAVERTY Mr. Chairman, it's an honor for me to be here today
to discuss the fee demonstration program as it relates to the Forest
Service and how we have been able to implement this program. I'm
delighted to be here, because | have great interest in what is hap-
pening, and even though | have transitioned from Washington to
Colorado | had great interest, as | served in, not only the Director
of Recreation, but also in the Acting Associate Deputy Chief role
as we began to roll this out.

Many of the comments that I'll share with you, Mr. Berry has
already captured, and | think as we have looked at the implemen-
tation of the fee demonstration project across agency lines, it truly
has brought agencies together. I'll just summarize some of our re-
marks, because many of the things that we have prepared in our
statement are already captured by Mr. Berry, and I'll zip through
that so we can engage with any questions you might have for us.

I am accompanied by Greg Super, as you mentioned, and Linda
Feldman on our staff, and Floyd Thompson, who are really the key
folks on our staff that help make this come about. For the Forest
Service, it was really an incredible journey for us as we began im-
plementing the program, simply because in many of our sites, un-
like many of the Park Service sites, we had not charged fees before.
So we embarked in a endeavor where we started essentially from
ground zero in terms of helping people understand that we were in
fact going to collect fees but, more importantly, as Mr. Herger even
pointed out, that we need to be able to let people know why and
how these fees are going to be collected, but how they're going to
be used.

And I can share with you, as I've talked to folks around the coun-
try, that folks are very, very supportive of the idea of paying fees,
as long as they know those fees are going back on the site, they
can actually see some tangible results.
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As Mrs. Chenoweth pointed out, we are just the in process now
of beginning to implement some of those fees and actually make
some of these improvements. We had projects on, in fact at Flam-
ing Gorge, where the ranger, as soon as he started collecting fees,
began making significant improvements on boat docks right away,
even though he didn’'t have all the fees in hand. And, you know,
so that people could visibly and tangibly see that these fees were
actually showing some improvements on the facilities that they
used.

Let me just capture a few points that | think are significant, and
then, 1 think we can answer any questions you might have. As |
look at what's happening in the National forests, we're just con-
tinuing to see increased demands for recreation. And, as we have
pointed out with, with the Committee in the past, the demands are
far outreaching our abilities to deliver the services, in terms of pro-
viding the basic attention to the services that people expect. But
I think, more importantly, the investment we need to be making
as we protect America’s resources, | think this is one of the signifi-
cant tools that has come to us as a result of the fee demonstration
program. That it does, in fact, give us the opportunity to make not
only investments to serve people, and also to protect these re-
sources so that future generations are going to be able to enjoy
many of the same things that we're experiencing today.

The recreation use on the National forests, as well as all public
lands, are significant contributors to the gross domestic product,
and as we begin to rack up, across agency lines, contribution that
takes place on public lands as a result of recreation is significant.
That, that use on local economies is extremely significant. | was in
Glenwood Springs yesterday, and listened to folks from the commu-
nity talking about the importance of the National forest in that
community’s economy as it relates to the use that takes place
there. And as we look at how we can invest to make sure that
those resources that draw and attract people to these lands are
sustainable. Our trails are an excellent example. If we're not able
to sustain trails, these folks that normally would hike, are going
to make choices to go somewhere else. And that's where | think the
value for us in being able to return these resources and funds back
to the sites to improve and maintain these systems is critically im-
portant.

I'd like to just share maybe with you a few ideas that we would
recommend that you consider long-term engagement of a fee bill.
And the values that we have learned, and we would capture that,
as we aggressively moved on implementing the fee program. Back
in 1996 when the Congress passed the opportunity for us to do this,
we moved right along. And we actually implemented projects in
1996. And we have learned a lot. We viewed this as a test, and we
have, we went through a very structured process in terms of how
we started. We required business plans, we required communica-
tion strategies, and setting up the whole financial and cash man-
agement accountability part, which I think is extremely crucial for
us as we implement the program. And if | could just take a couple
minutes, I'll be done, and then we can start.

Mr. HANSEN. Nancy, maybe you want to turn the light off.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. LAVERTY. This is a great conversation. We, we really viewed
this as a test, and the places where we have been successful, we
have found that that up-front communication has been absolutely
crucial. Where people could really understand why we’re collecting
the fees, but more importantly how we're going to use those fees.

I was talking to the ranger on the Clear Creek Ranger District—
this is the Mt. Evans project. One of the ideas that he has to better
communicate with the folks on what we have actually collected in
1997, but on the other side of this little hand-out that he's going
to distribute to the folks that actually pay the fees, is going to show
exactly how those funds are going to be used. So we have that ac-
countability, not only internally, but also with the people that pay
those fees. And | think that's our key for our success.

Let me just suggest there’s four elements that I would, 1 would
capture that you want to consider, at least as we've learned from
the past. The first is that, 1 would recognize that this, this joint
agency effort. And | would hope that as you consider long-term con-
sideration on this bill, or permanent legislation, if you could give
us some clarity and some authorities where we could even cross
across lines, not only with Federal agencies, but even with some
States and counties. We've got some projects that, that we're doing
this, but it's been really tough because we have folks that think we
don't have the authority to do that. That would be most helpful.

I think in terms of building a long-range planning, some of the
things that Mr. Berry spoke about, as we know that we have a
more permanent authority coming that we can carry over some of
those funds to take on larger projects than simply one year at a
time type of projects. | think the idea, perhaps, for you to consider
broadening the fee demonstration authorities, where we could ex-
pand to include the recreation-related activities, such as some of
the fees that we collect off of outfitter and guide permits. If we
were able to keep even a portion of some of the fees from some of
the ski areas, that we could put back into the administration and
improvement and enhancements. Right now, all those funds simply
go back into the Treasury.

Let me just close it off, because | know that we need to have
some conversation about some of the questions you might have.
But | would just close by saying that we aggressively and totally
endorse the concept of the fee demonstration program. It's been a
great tool for us, and, you know, we're just in the process right
now, | think, of beginning to demonstrate that government works,
and that government can work well. And | think this is really key.
We've got some bumps in a road that we're addressing, and as we
pick these up, we've aggressively gone back to take care of that.

I think the piece | would just share with you, comments from the
people that are paying the fees has been very, very positive. Cer-
tainly, as Mr. Herger pointed out, we've got some folks that still
don’'t agree with the fee, period, but I think as we begin to show
and demonstrate the results, folks are going to accept that. | appre-
ciate just the chance to share with you, and would love to get you
out and show you some of our projects on the ground.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Laverty may be found at end of
hearing.]
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Mr. HaANsSeEN. Thank you, Mr. Laverty. | appreciate your com-
ments. You folks that are standing back there, if you're so inclined,
this bottom tier, no one’s going to use it, if you'd like to sit down,
we'd be more than happy to have you do that. If you want to stand,
that's up to you, but I'm embarrassed to see you standing there.

We'll start with members of the Committee to question this
panel. Mr. Hill from Montana, you're recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HiLL. | thank you, Mr. Chairman. | just have a couple of
questions about the fee structure.

Are any of the concessionaire fees retained within the park for
the purpose of the park services, or, or are they, or do they go to
the general treasury?

Mr. LaverTy. I'll speak on the Forest Service side. Right now,
those all go into the general treasury.

Mr. HiLL. Those all go to the general treasury?

Mr. LAVERTY. Yes, sir.

Mr. HiLL. And how do those fees compare with the other fees
that you charge directly to people who, either admittance fees or
user fees. Could you give me some indication of what that relative
amount of money is?

Mr. LAVERTY. | don't have those figures here, but | could cer-
tainly pull that up. I used to know those figures, but I've forgotten
that stuff.

Mr. HiLL. | mean, obviously, the concessionaire fees are indi-
rectly fees that are charged for people who use the parks. It just
seems to me that if we're going to be talking about trying to create
an entrepreneurial climate within the parks, we ought to consider
whether or not some portion of concessionaire fees or something
ought to be retained within the park. What do you think of that
idea?

Mr. LAVERTY. | think if we were able to keep some of those fees
in the fee demonstration program, it could go a long ways. | think
it could help us do a couple of things. We could enhance the admin-
istration that goes on right now in terms of how we administer
those special-use programs, particularly outfitter and guide pro-
grams. And if we were able to get some consistency, | think we
would find our relationship with many of the outfitters would even
improve.

Greg was just telling me that our, our special use fees that we
collect, are about $37 million. Last year, we collected about $8 mil-
lion under the fee demonstration program, and we expect that to
go up significantly as we begin to implement the program. We have
40 projects underway that we actually implemented in 1996-1997,
another 5 ready to go on line in 1998 and 1999, so, | think we'll
see that fee collection increasing to be probably comparable over
time.

Mr. HiLL. Is there any relationship between the fees the conces-
sionaires pay, and the use of infrastructure they have? For exam-
ple, sewer and water costs, and those sorts of things within the
park or within the—now, | would ask any one of the three of you
to respond to that. Are those fees, do they bear any relationship to
the services that they also consume?

Mr. BERRY. Yes, sir, Mr. Hill. Each concession contract in the
Park Service is an individually negotiated contract between the
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concessionaire that accounts for opportunities and other costs that
are subject to that. In response to your last question, in the Park
Service, the general rule is that our concession funds are returned
to the Treasury, but there are instances in certain concessions in
certain parks where we have the ability to keep some of those
funds on park site. And we can get you a more detailed break-out
of that, | think, in an answer to the record.

Mr. HiLL. | would appreciate having that.

Noting that, you know, a lot of the backlog is associated with in-
frastructure needs, and, | mean, how do you fund those infrastruc-
ture needs? Substantially, now, they're being funded, obviously, by
the Treasury, I mean, just general taxpayers. Some of it's going to
be funded from increase in user fees. Seems to me that, if we're
going to address this whole issue, that we ought to look at that
again. I'm not making a case for more concessionaires’ fees; | want
to make that clear. I'm just saying, though, that there ought to be
some relationship there, and those, it seems to me, those dollars
ought to stay within the park, too.

Mr. BERRY. You raise an excellent point, Mr. Hill, and the ad-
ministration, we're working now between the departments and the
Office of Management and Budget on preparing some concession
approaches similar to what you're talking about, so that we can
submit those for your consideration. But you, you've hit on a very
god point.

Mr. LAVERTY. One of the points | would also make, Mr. Hill, that
relates to outfitters and guides on the National forests is that most
of those folks do an incredible amount of volunteer work for us, just
doing basic maintenance that we would not be able to do ourselves.
That's not part of the permit, but, you know, that's work that's
being contributed by the folks, you know, for, oftentimes in addi-
tion to what the fee that they pay. So that probably doesn't cover
all that.

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

Mr. HaNseN. Thank you. The gentleman from Minnesota, a
member of the Committee, is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. VENTO. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. | didn't make an opening
statement, but | did read yours and noted your concerns with re-
gards this experimental program, and specifically with regard to
trying to guide the use of the entrance fee and user fee type of pro-
grams. It's really pretty confusing for those that are not familiar
with this. And, of course, when my colleague from Montana, intro-
duces concessions into the process, you can really, I'd suggest—and
I think that, you know, he had some very good points with it, but
that if we're going to deal this, we try to deal with the user and
entrance issue. And what you were removed from, like, for in-
stance, | mentioned Mr. Laverty that you actually have broad au-
thority to implement user fees, in almost many instances. Is that
correct?

Mr. LAVERTY. That is correct, yes.

Mr. VENTO. And this, this gave you flexibility to put in more user
fees, not entrance fees, because you hadn't had that except in the
special units that we designated in 1993. Is that correct?

Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.
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Mr. VENTO. And so the, the point is that this freed you up in
terms of not being limited by the land water conservation law, in
terms of where you could charge user fees. These user fees are gen-
erally designed to pay for what the actual use is of a campsite, and
they go directly into that site. Is that right? Or a parking lot or
some other activity?

Mr. LAVERTY. That's correct. We have used those for trail fees,
where those funds are going back for trail maintenance, and that’s
one of the significant——

Mr. VENTO. So none of that goes to the Treasury, does it?

Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.

Mr. VENTO. That does not. I mean, it's only these entrance fees
that the new issue. You hear, someone’s going to give you some ad-
vice now.

Mr. Berry, have you been around this a little bit so you get the
difference here?

Mr. BerrY. At the Parks and Fish and Wildlife, and Public
Lands, there is a distinction between the departments in this re-
gard in that we generally approach it from the entrance fee ap-
proach, as opposed to the service approach.

Mr. VENnTO. Well, | think we have in the Park Service, | think
the others—of course BLM recently in 1993 was granted authority
for special units. I don't really know the Fish and Wildlife Service,
but obviously it's a small amount of revenue there. We look at
these figures, and then there’s also a county sharing in terms of
some of the type of fees that are present here, that the counties ac-
tually, under normal law, would get some share—not under the
user fee, |1 don’t think, but under—I don’'t know if under user fees
or not. Mr. Laverty, do they get part of the user fees t00?

Mr. LAVERTY. Under the fee demonstration, they do not.

Mr. VENTO. They don't, but otherwise they would, is that right?

Mr. LAVERTY. That’s correct.

Mr. VENTO. Well, that's sort of problematic, especially if we want
the money to go into the purpose for which it's intended. Of course,
it isn't enough but, you know, I'm a little—the concern here, of
course, asking for more specificity, you know, is going to end us up
at the Appropriations Committee again. And then when you get the
revenue comes all to the government, then it gets to be an offset
in the appropriations bill. And, of course, that's one of the problems
with this concessions policy, you know. They're trying to find a bal-
ance between the superintendent, or the supervisor of a forest, or
the other administrator, and the OMB and appropriator type of
process. Because the money just doesn’'t seem to get back once it
comes to Washington—at least not all of it.

And, of course, there are a lot of units that don't have any collec-
tion of fee money. | notice that these ideas seem to be a better idea
in Washington than sometimes in the field.

Mr. LAVERTY. | have spent the last two-and-a-half months talk-
ing to a lot of the folks in the field, and | can tell you that there’s
a lot of enthusiasm and great support among agency people, you
know, with this, with this program. I wish we could have some of
the folks that | talked to yesterday, that were just talking about
the project that they have at Vail Pass. These folks are enthused
about it, but also, more importantly, is that they're finding that
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there is a great support from the public that is paying that. And,
you know, | can’'t share that——

Mr. VENTO. No, no. | understand that but | think there is some,
I think as | said that the public is on the learning curve and you
have to become acquainted with this. For instance, in the case that
our colleague presented in his testimony, it looks to me there is no
pass that would be applicable. You have the authority and have ex-
ercised the authority to provide a single pass for