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Congressional And Agency Action
l The Government has nc policy on criminal
£ law enforcement on Federal lands, 3
‘ Visitor protection provided by rumerous Fed- :
: eral agencies has bren inconsistent because of
inadequate legal authority and wesknesses in ‘ :
law enforcement programs. i
Legistation is needed 1o provide clear and ade-
guate law enforcement authority. Existing
law enforcement programs can be improved in : A
such areas as training of personnel, crime - J
reporting systems, and cooperative agree- 3
ments with local police agencies. 3
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To the President of the Senate and the : ‘
Speaker of the House of Representatives ; K

This report describes the shortcomings in the Govern- . ;
ment's efforts to provide visilor protection services at L
Federal recreation areas. The report shows that limited ‘ b
statutory authority and lack of applicable Federal criminal N
statutes are hampering visitor protection services. If
visitor protection efforts are to be more effective, agency
programs and authorizing law enforcement statutes must be
made uniform and consistent. The report suggests ways in
which the Congress, as well as the esecutive branch, can
improve the Government's efforts.

A b i e e

We made this review to analyze the visitor protection
conditions at Federal recreation areas and to determine the
adeqguacy of law enforcement and visitor protection opera-
. tions. Our review was made pursuant to the Budget and

(- Accounting Act, 1921 (31 ©.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and
: Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S5.C. 67).
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i Copies of this report are being sent to the Director,
' Office of Management and Budget, and the heads of the de-

?l; partments and agencies discussed in this report.
ik
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of the United States

Comptroller General
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COMPTROLLER GENFRAL'S CRIME IN FEDLRAL RECREATIOR

REPORY

10O THE CORGRESS AREAS~~A SERIOUS PROBLEM
NEEDING CONGRESSIONAL AND
AGENCY ACTION

More and more people are visiting Federal
recreation areas, Unfortunately, the incidence
of crime has grown correspondingly, exposing
inadeqguacies in the protcction of visitors.

The Federal Government owns and administers
about one-third of the Ration's 2.2 hillion
acres of land., Most of it is administered by
the Bureau of Land Managepent and the Forest
Service; howaver, other agencies involved
include the Fish and W' dlife Sevrvice, the
National Park. Service, the Army Corps of
Engineers, and the Tennessec Valley Authority.
Although the primary missicn of these six
agencies is managing naturél resources, the
lands they oversee also offer recreational
opportunities,

THE_PROBLEM

About 85 percent of the law enforcement employ-
ees surveyed at recreation areas said crime

was a serious problem in their areas. Many

cited vandalism, illicit possession of weapons,
drug and alcohol abuse, destruction of natural

and historical resources, larceny, burglary,

and assault as frequent problems. Agency

studies confirm the survey findings. (See ch. 2.)

. wom i e e, i e

Because of increasing crime, all agencies
expanded their resource protection programs to
include visitor protection. However, this work
was handicapped by a network of limited and
differing statutory authorizations, none of
which authorized enforcement of all Federal
laws governing the conduct of visitors.

Tear. Sheet. Upon removal, the report i o - -
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Ls a result, at some recreation areas, agency
employees overstepped their express statutory
enforcement authority in order to provide visi-
tors with police services including

-—carrying firearms for law enforcement pur-
poses,

--making arrests for all types of criminal
cffenses, and

~—-acting as deputy sheriffs,.

At other rccreation areas, the prevailing prac-
tice was to shy away from law enforcement activ-
ities concerning visitore.

Federal lawe prohibiting misconduct against
visitors or their property do not apply at many
recreation areas. Such laws include the Federal
statutes defining assault, maiming, murder,
manslaughter, rape, robbery, and burglary.

When the Federal criminal code has not defined
a particular offense, such as bhreach ¢f the
peace, the Assimilative Crimes Act adopts as
Federal law, for certain PFederal lands, the
criminal code of the State where the Pederal
land 1is situated.

Presently, neither the Federal laws which pro-
hibit misconduct against visitors or their
property nor the Assimilative Crimes Act applies
to many of th: Nation's recreation areas, even
though Pederal law enforcement officers may he
present., For example, at the Grand Canyon mis-
conduct against visitors or their property--
including murder, rape, and robbecry--is
generally not a Federal offense. Visitors to
such areas must rely on State and local offi-
cials for assistance. 'This assistance is af-
fecocted by the local agencies' willingness and
ability to respond to reported criminal activity
occurring on Federal land.

Recently, legislation relating to the enforce-
ment powers of the National Park. Service and
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the Dureau of Land Management was enacted. E
: , Although these acts cxpand the law enforcement ' f
: authority of the two agencies, they do little
: to improve the agencies' ability to protect

visitors where no Federal visitor protection

laws apply. (See ¢h. 3.)

| UNIFOKN VISITOR PROTECTION
; EﬁOGRhM NEERDED

If visitors are to receive adequate law enforce- .
ment service when on Federal land, the Govern- _ 3
ment must: : =

-~ 3rade program monitoring and evaluation so . y

can better assess visitor protection neceds 3
: J.d allocate sufficient law enforcement re- '
o sources to recreaticn arsas. :
o ~--Make sure that personnel assigned law cenforce- k
L ment duties are properly trained. 4

--Bstablish standards and controls over non-
- Federal police agencies hired to provide law
; enforcement services.

To guide agencies in setting up visitor protec- :
tion programs and to correct shortcomings, a ;
Federal policy on visitor protection is needed.
It should be Federal policy that visitors to
recreation areas receive the same law enforce-
ment services, without regard to the agency s
administering the land or responsible for law
enforcement sw.rvices., (Sece ch. 4.)

e

- AGENCY COUMENTS

S e e,

Most agencieg involved in administering Federal
t o recrcational areas were not convinced that the
’ problem was as serious as GAO portrays it.
However, they acknowledged that law enforcement
in such areas car be improved.

R

5 Agency reactions to GAQ proposals for improving
fu the situation were mixed. Most of the agencies
o did not embrace GAO's legislative proposal to

extend the Federal criminal code to all Federal b
lands. They were ~oncerned that it might reduce 3
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law enforcement assistance from local agencies,

GAO does rot agree. It believes the cooperag-

tive effortg would be strengthened. (See ch. 5.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO HEADS
OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

e e e e

GAO recommends that the Director of the Offjice
of Hanagerent and Budget, in conjunction with
the Secretaries of the Army, Agriculture, and
the Interior, the Attorney General, and the
General Manager of the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, develop and implement a Program for vigi-
tot protection which has as its objective the
brotection of visitors and their pProperty.

The Government's program should:

--Delineate acceptable levels of law enfor

ce-
ment service to be made available to vis

itors.

~-Establish visitor protection guidelines and
standards for all the agencies to follow.
These guidelines and standards shoulg include
the philosophy, objectives, ang Procedures
for providing visitor protection.

—-Establish information systems so that there
will be essential and reliable information
available to top management on the serious-
ness and extent of crime at national recrea-
tion areas. Such a system could serve as
the basis for a brogram of supervision and
control over visitor brotection efforts,

--Develop procedures to promote compztent
recruiting, provide for adequate training,

and assure Proper equipping of alj} rangers-
assigned law enforcement duties.

—~~Develop guidelines ang procedures to be fol-
lowed when contracting with State and local

law enforcement agencies for lay enforcement
services.
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RECONMMENDATION 0 _TUP_CONGKESS

The Congress should enact legislation to
untangle the legal and policy problems associ~
ated with law enforcement on visitor-oriented

: federal lands. (Sce ch. 3 and p. 45.) Draft

- legislation to implement GAQ's recommendations
and explanatory comments is in appendixes 111 :
and 1V, b
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The Federal Government owns and administers over
one—-third of the Nation's 2.2 billion acres of land. The
following map shows the distribution of federally owned
lands as a percent of each State's acreaqe.

While the bulk: of the Federal lands are administered by
the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service, other
agencies have similar administrative duties. The table at
the ton of the following page shows the amount of rFederal
lands administered by each agency.
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In addition, although the primary mission of the National
Patk Service (NPS), RBureau of Land Managemoenit (BLM), Fish and
wildlife Setvice (FWS), Forest Service (Fs), Army Corps of
Engineers, and Tennessec Valley Authority {(TVA) is resource
management, their lands also offer recreational opportunities.
In 1975 over 958 million visits were made to Federal reciea-
tion areas administeired by these six agencies., The following
table shows the annual visitation rates between 1971 and 1975
for the six agencies which were included in our review.

agency 1971 1972 1973 1973 1375
———————————————————— (000 omitted)=—=mmmmemm e ———
Naticnal Park Service 200,543 211,621 226,492 217,43§ 238,844
Fish and wildlife Sarvice 18,856 20,249 24,351 21,)Uf (a)
Buircau of Land Management 91,240 84,560 95,35%94 89,647 79,259
Forest Service 175,250 181,054 141,013 191,261 1?8,537
Corps of Engineers 310,000 330,543 344,000 352,000 376,000
Tennessee Valley Authority 57,628 60,294 61,262 61,859 65,612

a/FWs convetted to fiscal vear data collection in 1975, Therefore, cqlendal year
T yisitation statistics wele not available. Repotted visitation for fiscal year
1475 was 24,121,000,
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We reviewed law enforcement programs of the Federal
agencics responsible for managing Federal recreation a:eas
to deteimine how the agencies were protecting visitors. In
additlion, we sent guestionnaires to 1,637 employees at 174
of the Nation's most freguently visited national forests,
national parks, historical sites, lakes, refuges, etc. We
also visited 24 recreation areas tc ohscrve how visitor pra-
tection gervices were provided and tow law enfaorcerent programs
that had been established were being implemented. {(additional
information on the scope of our review is included in ch. 6.)
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CHAPTER 2

CRIMINAL ACTIVITY AT

FEDERAIL RECREATION AREAS

Most vigitors to Federal recreation areas 4o there to
have a relaxing experience, and do. Others, however, become
victims of crimes such as burglary, assauvlt, and sometimes
even murder. With the number of visitors to Fed Lzal recrea-
tion aireas continually increasing, the Fedetral agencies which
administer these areas have a difficult situation to contend
with. Varicus independent studies and agency studies verify
that crime is a serious problem at national recreation areas,.
In addition, responses to onr guestionnaires surveying per-
sonnel performing law enforcement duties, statistics obtained
from NPS, and information gathered from visits to regreation
areas all confirm that criminal activity is a problem faced
by emplovees.

INDEPENDENT AND AGENCY STUDIES

A 1970 study for NFS by the International Associlatien
of Chiefs of Police showed that some of the soclial unrest
and antisocial behavior experienced in our larger urbsn cen-
ters had appeared in many of our national parks, The Asso-
ciation's report stated that an increased law enforcement
burden had been placed on park rangers as a result c¢f growth
in public use of national parks and the growing tendency of
many to disregatrd park vegulations and the rights of others.

A 1971 BLM report on the California desert stated that
valuable resource lands were being erocded by uncontrolled
use, abuse, vandalism, and thefts and that visitor health
and safety were belng jeopardized.

In 1971 an FS report on its law enforcement crganization
discussed the law enforcement prolklems being experienced,
The report stated that many visitors had been assaulted, had
property stolen, or had otherwise been molested. The report
further said that under Department of Agriculture regulations
FS could prevent a visitor from playving his radio too loud
but could take no action if one visitor harmed another or
stole his property. In addition, the report concluded that
more and more vandals, gangs of toughs, and careless visitors
were destroying property, harassing others, and generally
disregarding laws and regulations.
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A 1974 study by Public Management Services, Inc., found :
that a sigrnificant level of criminal activity existed at o
many Corps of Engineers lakes. The cost of such crime was p
estimated at $12 to $17 million yearly.

A 1974 Department of the Interior task force found that
drug abusce, robbery, assault, and vandalism were increasingly
present on Interilor-administered lands. The task force re-
ported that law enforcement must be improved to meet the
challenge created by the increasing crime. i

In comments on a 1976 FWS report on law enforcement,
the FWS Director recognized enforcement problems presented
by his agency's land management activities. He pointed out
that FW$ personnel face problems similar to those expericnced
by such Fedeoral personnel as park police and forest rangers.

i vt a e BN i3 B e £

CRIME AS PERCEIVED BY
SURVEY RLSPONDINTS

To update information on unlawful activities occurring

R at Tederal recreation areas, we sent guestionnaires to
1,637 employees of the 6 agencies reviewed; 1,249 employees
responded. For the purpose of our analwsis, however, only
responses from employees of five agencits were used. The

' gquestionnaires received from TVA were not used because TVA's
Public Safety Service Branch provided its employees with
supplemental instructions for completing the guestionnaires.
Since it appcared that these additiornal instructions affected
the way TVA employees answered the questions, we climinated

f; thelr responses. 1/ This reduced tne usable responses to
' 1,216.

TR et &

S g s e,

; 1/In commenting on the report, TVA stated that it has taken ;
& ” measures to insure that in the future our reqguests for

% information will be handled in strict accordance with the

%i procedures we indicate. (See app. VI.)
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According to 744 rangers (61 percent) crime was a
moderate to very grcat problem at their recreation areas. .
On the other hand, 450 rangers (37 percent) stated that
crime was little or no problem. 1/ Two percent of the
rangers did not answer this question,

Rangers were asked whether they had observed, been
informed by visitors, and/or had cause to report crimes to
jaw enforcement authorities. They were also asked to assess
the extent to which certain crimes were a problem.

e A o

The following table shows the percent of respondents who ;
had observed, been told about, and/or had reported crimes in 3
the fall 1975 through summer 1976 season. For the purpose of
this report, the following categories of offenses were used:

--Type 1 offenscs include murder, rape, robbery, auto

theit, larceny, burglary, and assault.

~-Pype 11 offenses include illicit possession of weapons, .

narcotie and drug violations, and gambling.

-—Type II11 offenses arv resource protection law viola-

tions. X

percent of 1,216 3

Question respondents reglying tyes ;

Type I Type II  Type III

Have you observed these types %

of crimes being committed? 21 53 75 i

. Have these types of crimes ,
: pbeen reported to you? 47 59 78 3
% Have you reported these types 3
: of crimes to law enforcement i 4
§ officials? ' 45 51 55 2

1/When the term "ranger' is used, it is meant to include all
recreation area employees surveyed by guestionnaire: ran-
gers, technicians, aides, agents, refuge managers, and
assistant refuge managers.
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The following table shows the number of instances in

~which the rvespondents said orimes were reporied to them oy

by them during the same per iod.

Estimated numbet of lIncidents

Questior revorted by respondents
Type 1 Type 11 Type 111

Number of times these types
of ciimes were tepolted
to you 7,538 16,295 34,501

Number of ciimes you
reported to law enforce-~
ment officlialg 6,255 12,59¢ 20,018

These fiqures could be overstated to the extent that
two or mote tangets at the same location may have reparted
the same Incident, or understated, hecause many crimes qo
untepotted. Overail, however, we believe the fiqurcs show
that any ranger assligned to law enforcement duty at any of
the surveyed recreation areas could expect to be confronted
with crime ptohlenms.

Respondents' assessment

of ciime problem

About 85 percent of the rangers we surveyed saw crimi-
nal activity as a problem.

We provided the rangers with a list of crimes which
could occur at recreation arcas and asked them to indicate
how much of a problem cach was at their particular areas.
The following table shows, in order, the crimes wiich they
reported most frequently as substantlial to very great problems:

et

Vandalism of Government property

Destiuction of natural and historic resources
Drunkenness and disorderly conduct

Game law violations

Drugs or narcotic violations

Vandal ism of private property

Disturbing the peace

Unauthorized possession of weapons

Larceny

Boating v .olations
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* As shown below, Type I offenses were also considered a :
problem hy some surveyed rangers. E
Rangers Reporting Type I CiLimes as !
Moderale 1o Very Gieat Problems
‘Number  Percent ;
Burglary 458 38
Larceny 436 36 :
. Assault 370 30 3
. Robhevy 298 25 o
; Auto theft 216 l8 4
i Rape 76 6 4
; Mutrder 48 4 ]
? NPS_STATISTICS
f Of the six agencies 1eviewed, only NPS accumulated ;
: nationwide statistics on criminal activity occurring on its g
! lands. The schedule below shows NPS' reported statistics 3
: for Type I offenses between 1973 and 1975. X k
‘ i Summary of offenses known 3
| 1973 1974 1975 il
] ; ————— ———— ——— T —————— . >,
i Homicide 6 4 8
! Rape : 15 23 22
Robbery 17 16 27
| Assault 121 181 176 .
| Burglary 718 927 893 :
| Larceny 4,292 3,978 4,168 3
Auto theft 86 137 198 e
NPS also collects data on other types of offenses, such ?
as fraud, narcotics violations, diunkenness, and vandalism. B
In 1975 over 24,000 of these other types of offenses were g
reported to NPS headquarters by the various parks. g
VISITS TO NATIONAL
: RECREATION AREAS 2
& by
4 R . . . . . 3
¢ Since the other agencies did not compile statistics on .
: serious criminal activity, we learned about criminal activity &
N i’ through our visits to their recreation areas. The following ;
R ' are examples of the types of criminal activity occurring on it
k recreation lands we visited: ;
1
& b
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--Incident reports and discussions with BLM personnel
in California revecaled cases of murder and mutilation;
illicit drugs dropped by aircraft for pickup; para-
military activities; and property destructicn. 1In
addition, BLM reported 24 homicides, 18 drug over-
doges, 7 deaths from unknown causes, and 9 suicides
in the California desert alone during 1874.

~-According to a Coips ranger at Allatoona Lake in
Georgia, much of the crime problem, which includesg
theft, rape, and drug use, rcsults from the nearby
large urban center. Georgia State Crime Commission
statistics showed a 1l0-percent increase in burglaries
in Allatoona lakefront counties from 1972 to 1974.

~--At Pisgah National Forest in Worth Carolina, most law
enforcement incidents involved disturbances and
larcenies. However, incidents of homicide and assault
have occurred. In one case a State Wildlife Protector
wag killed while issuing a citation for possession of
an undersized fish. An FS officer was also assaulted
by four juveniles in a scuffle that was caused by their
failure to obtasin a permit tc enter one of the Forest's
Wilderness Areas.

~-Increased criminal activity in the 1t 70s, according
to Crab Orchard National Wildlife Retuge officials,
has led to the estahlishment of an WS police force
at the refuge. In fiscal year 1975, Crab Orchard
police reported 54 thefts, 1 rape, and 3 armed robbery
cases to police agencies. Refuge personnel also in-
vestigated 75 other incidents.

. ——Local law enforcement officers near TVA's Chickamauga
Dam Reservation in Tennessee said that crime was a
serious probklem in that area., Public use areas and
facilities around the lake attract many people, and
crimes, including disorderly conduct, theft, and
assault, have occurred.
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HINDER FEDERAL VISITOR PROTECTION SERVICES

Criminal activity is a wioblem which affects visiters
and adwinistering agencies alike. Because of incvreasing
visitor misconduct, all agencies have expanded their resource
protection proygrams to include visiter protection. - However,
agency efforts in this area are handicapped by a network of
limited and differing statutory authorizations, None of the
statutes authorized the administering agencies to enforce all
Federal laws governing criminal activity. As a result, at

some recreation areas agency employe«s cxceceded their agqen- :

cies' express statutory enforcement authority by providing
visitors with police services. At other recreation areas
agency employees did not become involved in law enforcement
activities concerning the protection of visitors or their N
property. fﬁ'
Another problem at many recreation areas is that Fedeial
laws prohibiting misconduct against visitors or their progerty
do not apply. These laws include the Assimilative Crimeg’Act
and the Federal statutes which definc the crimes of arson, as-—
sault, destruction of property, maiming, murder, manslaughter,
rape, receiving st len property, robbery, and burglary. 1/
Such crimes f:ll under State law, and visitors must, therefore,

rely on State and local law enforcement officials for assis-
tance, ‘

1/When the Federal criminal code has not specifically defincd
T a particular crime, such as breach of the peace, the
Assimilative Crimes Act adopts as Federal law for certain
Federal lands the criminal code of the State where
such land is situated. See 18 U.5.C. §§7, 81 (arson),
113 (assault), 114 (maiming), 661 (theft), 662 (receipt
of stolen property), 1111 (murder). 1112 (manslaughter),
1113 (attempted murder or manslaughter), 1363 (destruction
of property), 2031 (rape), 2032 (carnal knowledge of
a female under 16), 2111 {(robbery and burglary) (1970).
See also Assimilative Crimes Act, 18 U.S.C. §§7, 13 (1970).
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Recently, legislation relating to the enforcement powers
of NPS and BLM was enactaed. (See p. 25.) Although this legis-
lation significantly expanded the authority of these agencies
to furnith law enforcement services, it does little to improve
their ability to provide visitor protection when no Federal
vigitor protection laws apply.

RLCPIATI N ARFA LEPLOYFFQ ENGLGED

Many recreation area cmblovees cngaged in law enforcement
activities not expressly authorized Ly their agencies' enforce-
ment statute. 1/ These activities included carrying firearms
for law enforcement purposes, making arrests for all types
of c¢riminal offenses, and conducting police operationg as
deputy sheriffs. 'These activities occurred hecauro

--the agencies instructed employees to engage in them,

~-the employees bhelieved the powers could be
implied from existing enforcement statutes, or

--action had to be taken against a growing crime
problem.

Employees should be aware of several piifalls when
engaging in such activitics.

~-0n much of the land administcred by their agencies
Federal laws prohibiting misconduct against visi-
tors or their property do not apply.

~Many times when employees make arrests they do so
as private citizens.

-~-When operating as deputy sheriffs, employees may run
the risk of being found to have operated outside the

e e o e e S i . Lt . i $ S e e o i

1/Appendix I contains a comparatlve statement of Federal
enforcement statutes which were in force at the time of
our review as well as those which were introduced in or
enacted by the 8%4th Congress authorizing law enforce-
ment operations on visitor-oriented Federal lands.
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scope of their employment should any suits arise or
should they be injured.

ADMINTSTLRING AGENCY ENFORCEMENT
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We reviewed the enforcement statutes applicable during
the 1976 sumnmer zeason to NFS, FWS, BLM, FS, TVA, and the
Corps of Engineers. Our basic finding was that the law
enforcement tools (express slatutory authority to arrest,
investicate, obtain and execute warrants, and carry firearms)
available to these agencies through the 1976 summer secason
were, without exception, inadequate to provide effective
law enforcement services. 1/

The authorizing lanquage of the agencies' statutes,
unlike the enforcement statutes governing such agencies as
the ¥BI, did not exprescly permit agency personnel to carry
firearms or make Fedoeral felony and misdemeanor arrests for
all Federal crimes. 2/ None had clear-cut statutory author-
ity to enforce all Féderal laws which prohibit misconduct
against vigitors or their property.

The statutory enforcement authority of the six adminis-
tering agencies was not only limited in scope, but it also
varied widely. For example, NPS and FS employees could
enforce certain resource protection laws which relate to
national parks and forests. Although the Congress has autho-
rized these two agencies to arrest violators of these laws,
it has not authorized the Corps of Engineers, even though
the Corps has some of the same natural resources.

l/The Congress recently expanded the enforcement authority

T of NPS and BLM. These recent authorizations did not, how-
ever, govern NPS and BLM enforcement operations during the
1976 summer season. (See p. 25.)

2/0ther Federal agencies which are also specifically autho-

T rized to carry firearms include the Defense Department,
Bureau of Prisons, U.S. Marshals Service, Secret Service,
Drug Enfotrcement Administration, State Department, Customs
Service, Internal Revenue Service, General Services Admin-
istration, National Aeronautics and Space Administration,
and Central Intelligence Agency.

12
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The ahsence of express statutory authority has resulted
in agency employees either enforcing only those laws and
requlations clearly within their agency's enforcement juris-
diction or engaging in extensive enforcement activities not
specif{ically authorized by their agencies' enforcement stat-
utes.

Corps of Fngineers

Corps rangers could issue citations for violations of
requlations promulgated by the Secretary of the Army, arvest
violators of regulations that relate to the collection of
recreation feecs, and arrest violators of certain laws per-
taining to aavigable waters. ‘“The Corps has strictly con-
strued these enforcement authorizations and believes that
general law enforcement is the responsibility of the FBI and
State, county, and local enforcement agencies, Therefore,
Corps policy does not permit rangers to carry firearms or
engage in enforcement activities not expressly authorized by
statute. However, some Corps rangers surveyved said they had
made felony arrests for crimes against visitors or their prop-
erty, and carried quns. In addition, some reported that they
were deputy sheriffs.

BLHM

BLM rangers were authorized to arrest violators of laws
and regulations relating to the collection of recreation
fees and the protection of wild horses and burros and certain
natural resources., Like the Corps, BLM has strictly construed
its enforcement authority and, as a general rule, did not
permit its rangers to carry firearms (for law enforcement
purposces) or engage in enforcement activities involving mig-
conduct against visitors or their property. BLM's policy is
to rely on other agencies to provide law enforcement services
to visitors. However, we found that some BLM employees were
cartying guns for law enforcemenl purposes and in some instan-
ces were deputy sheriffs,

VA

TVA's employees lacked express statutory authority to
carry firearms or conduct any law enforcement activity. How-
ever, TVA considers it the agency's responsibility to protect
TVA resources and visitors to TVA land. Thus, TVA established
an armed and uniformed force of Public Safety Service (PSS)
officers to enforce both State and Federal criminal codes.
Although PSS officers are considered employees of the United

13
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States, many of these officers have ulso hecome city or
county deputy sheriffs to conduct enforcement operations on
Federal lands. The TVA Act, however, does not cxpressly
authorize PSS officers to exercise the same powers as State
sheriffs.

e il S

NPS :
All NPS employees had statutory authority to emforce
Federal laws and regulations relating to national forests :
and parke. Persons arrested for violating these laws and 4
regulations had to be taken before a magistrate for trial,
(A magistrate's trial jurisdiction is limited tc misdemeanor
. cases.) Interior believes that a strict interpretation of
' this authorization would not permit NPS amployees to make
arrests for anything more than violations of misdemeanor laws
and reqgulations that relate to the protection and management
of the National Perk: System-—-much less permit the making of ]
arrests for all Federal crimes. In this regard, ihe U.S. :
District Court for Wyoming recently ruled that arrest author-
ity of NFS was limited to certain Federal misdemeanor offensecs.
According to the court, felony arrcsts made by RBPS cmployees
may be justified conly on the basis of a private citizen's
power to arrest for the crime involved. i/

Nevertheless, we found that many WPS rangers surveyed
had made felony arrests for such crimes as murder, rape, lar-
ceny, and assault; carried guns for law enforcement purposes;
and- had procured at least one deputy sheriff's commission. 5
These practices occurred because NPS, like TVA, considers
visitor protection an NPS responsibility.

e+ o i T SR I T N SRR S g2 el

FWS

Except for enforcement activities directed toward
enforcing FWS-issued regulations--which have some visitor

protection aspects-~Interior believes FWS relies on other f
law enforcement agencies for visitor protection. According y
to Interior, this policy evolved in parbt because the Congress k.

has not authorized FWS to enforce "non-fish and wildlife
resource protection-related crimes,"

1/United States v. Burns, Criminal No. CR-76-59B (D. Wyo.,

T Filed July 19, 1976) (NPS arrest authority under 16

U.S.C. 10 limited to misdemeanors). See p. 18 for a discus-
sion of citizen's arrest powers.
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We visited two PWS recrealion areas. One had no
employees involved in law enforcement and relied totally on
other enforcement agencies for visitor protection services.
The other TWS recrnation arca had four “police officere™ who
carried fircarms and made arrests for felony and nmisdemcanor
offenses involving misconduct against visitors and their
property. Two of the "police officers” were also deputy
sheriffs,

rs

Designated PS employees may "aid" States in the enforce-
ment of their laws that relate to livestock, the prevention
or detection of forest fires, and the protection of fish and
game. Designated S employees may also "aid" other Fedepal
agencies, on request, in performing duties imposed on them
by law., However, the statutes governing F$ expressly authorize
only the making of arrests for those vicelationsz of laws and
regulations relating ta the national forests whicy are triable
by a U.S. magistrate ‘misdemeanor offenses).

The Department of Agriculture's position, however, is
that certain FS employecs "may conduct investigations, appro-
hend suspects, arrest persors in the act of [violating] Fed-
eral laws and tequlations, and perform other enforcement
activities." The Department alsc pointed out that 'S employ-
ees carry weapons when neccessary for self{-protection and to
protect others. Nevertheless, at five FS recreation arcas
vigited, the prevailing practice was not to become invelved
in law enforcement .ivities concerning the protection of
visitors and theii property. Among the FS rangers surveyed,
however, were some who said that they carried guns, were
deputy sheriffs, and had made felony arrests involving mis-
conduct againat visitors or their property.

The following chart shows by agency the extent surveyed
rangers carried guns, made arrests, or were deputy sheriffs
during the fall 1975 through the summer 1876 recreation season.

1
1
s
t
4
15 ’
E P
AN
s . P
s
i it B AN I A e L B e ke R ot et n el e s B e U o el A
DISCEIR GRS I, LT ReTRAIE N

¥
ke

Lt e St s Al Ceida e

e B B i

[IPRVAPPARIS.

ook x

Fmylieses L




# ¢

|
|

Percent
. who made arrests for
Percent ' Tynao Percent
of rangers Type I IT and I71 who were
Agency carrying guns offenses offenses deputized

NPS 81 20 39 23
PWS 80 6 15 24

BLM 3 (a) (a) (a)
FS 5 5 6 . 19
Corps 5 {a) {(a) ’ (a)

a/Less thau 5 percent.

We surveyed over 1,600 rangers to ascertain what effect
the presence of a gun had in confrontations and to determine
their preferences for carrying a weapon. ®f those reswvonding

Sy

~--534 sa3id a gun's presence acted as a deterrent
to crime;

R

--862Z2 said a gun made it easier to handle serious
situations such as making arrests; -

s w

--546 said having a gun made it eas.er to handle
mild c¢onfrontations such as issuing warnings and
citationsg;

~--485 sald they needed a gun to protect thoemselves
from visitors; and

e s s i b A R S T

--438 said a gun was needed to protect visitors
from other visitors.

Overall, 396 rangers ({33 percentj responding to our question-
najre stated that they had gung available to them during
their normal duty hours. Of these, 266 said they carried
their guns at least half of the time when they went out on

; patrol, and 314 said they usually carried their guns when re-
sponding to calls for enforcemenc assistance.
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Merely issulng a Lirearm to a ranger or treining him

¢ to perform law enforcement duties is not a sufficient basis
. for a ranger to assume that he can wake ariests; use
firearms, or become a deputy sheriff to enforce State laws. 1

e

Recause the Congress may not have authorized him to
. make arrests for the crime involved, to carry or use weapons
! for law enforcement purposes, or to become o deputy sheriff,

R YA

-~he may be acting outside the scope of his employment
when he acts as a deputy sheriff;

--he may be acting as a private citizen when he makes
felony arrests; and

1 -~cyiminal activity for which he is making an arrest
: may not be a Federal offense.

2T Deputizations

Some Federal employees werce using sheriff's deputiza-
tions to cope with ctiminal activity occurring on Federal :

ety b

land. The practice of Federal employees assuming the pow rs ; :
of a deputy sheriff presents a number of problems. For : i
example, these employees wear uniforms identifying them as . ;

Fedetal-—-not State--employees, and in many States, these

‘ employeas are subject to call by the sheriff, who may direct
: them to perform State policing functions beyond the geograph-
ical confines of Federal land.

rra-

% e e W e xag

In addition, the United States does not ordinarily
enforce State lews. A limited express statutory exception
to this general rule exists with respect to the enforcement
; authority of certain General Services Administration law en-
: forcement officials and U.S. Marshals and their deputies. 1/
No similar express statutory authorizations exist for the

ool e oy A G i
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1/Whil=s executing their Federal law enforcement responsibil-
ities, these officials have express statutory authority to
exercise the same powers as are exetcised by sheriffs
under State law.
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administering aagencies, This is not to imply. however, that

arrests made by agency emplovees acting in their capacity

as deputy sheriffs ave invalid. “The walidity of such arrests
is a matter appropriate for resolution under State and local

laws governing the cnforcement powers of deputy sheriffs.

When rangers take enforcement actions in a deputy sher-
iff's capacity, the question arises whether such employees
would be found to be operating within the scops of their
Federal employment, because no Federal statute specifically
recognizes the propriety of Federal employees becoming deputy
sheriffs. Bn unfavorable finding on this--vwhether the em-
ployce was within the scope of his/her PFederal employment
while acting as a deputy sheriff--would almost certainly mean
that the employee involved would lack full entitlements undey
the Pederal Bmployees Compensation Act in the event of injury
or death and would ldack: protection under the Fedoral Tort
Claims Act in the event of a falge arrest suit.

In addition, Federal employces holding deputy sheriff's
commissions can usually arrest for State crimes such as homi-~ ,
. cide, rape, and grand larceny, even though the Congress has .
, not authorized them to arrest for similar offenses under the
v Federal criminal code. As a result, when cemployees obtain
their enforcement povers from local sheriffs, these powers X
could be far greater than any expressly granted by the

Congress.
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Arrests and fircarms

Generally, Federal law enforcement statutes conferring
the power to arrest are narrowly construed. 1In inteéerpreting
enforcement statutes applicable to Federal employess, courts
have reguired express statutory authority with respect to the
Federal crimes for which the employees may make arrests.

They have done so to guard against abuses of Federal police )
power and because of the Congress' role in distributing that ‘ .
pow2r. The courts, therefore, have generally declined to s 3
create Federal police powers in the absence of specific stah-

utory authority or = broaden an agency's statutory enforce- :

S g
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ment authority by resorting to inference, implication, or by
the presence of statutory obliqueness and ambiguity. 1/

When not exoregssly authorized to do so by statute, TFed-
eral officers usuallv have no greater power to make arrests
than a private citizen. The ric¢ht te make a citizen's arrest
for a misdempeanor is generally confined to misdemeanors com-
mitted in the prescence of the person naking the drlPSL and
is further restricted, in the absence of a State's citizen's
arrest statute to the contrary, to misdemcanors involvinq a
breach of the peace. However, if there exists express stat-
utory authority, a Federal enforcement officer may arreost
without warrant for any misdemeanor committed in his presence.

A Federal enforcement officer, if there exists appropri-
ate statutory authority, may make a felony arrest without
warrant when he has reasonable grounds to believe that a led-
eral felony has been committed. In the case of a citizen's
arrest for a felony, however, the defensze ol an individual
must ordinarily rest upon proof both of the actual commission
of the felony and the existence of reascnable grounds for be-
lieving that the person arrested was the one who committed
it. If no felony has been committed, a citizen's arrest with-
out warrant may be invalid and may give rise to an action
for damages, even though a police officer, acting under appro-
priate express statutory authority, might have been justified
in making an arresc under similar circumztances. Moreover,
the validity of a citizen's arrest is generally determined
by the law of the State where the arrest took place.

1/8ee in this regard Alcxander v. United States, 390 F. 2d
101 (Sth Cir. 1968); United States v. Diamond, 471 F. 2d
771 (9th Cir. 1973); Unlted States v. Bell, 294 F. Supp.
1314 (N.D. Ill. 1968); United bLatcs V. Moderackl, 280 F.

Supp. 633 (D. Del. 1968)7 Garland v. Brown, 52 F. Supp.

401 (N.D. Tex. 1943); United States v. Jackson, 423 F. 248
506 (9th Cir. 1970). ~
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The enforcement statutes of the agencies administering
Federal lands were not modeled in the image of the statutes
defining the powers of the FBI, U.S. Marshals Service, and
Secret Service. 1/ Clearly, the statutes applicable to the
FBI, U.$. Marshals Service, and Secrat Service include the
auLhoxity tu carry firearms and enforce all Fedecal laws
governing the conduct of visitors

A comparison of the latter authorizations with the
statutes which governed NPS, TVA, FWS, BLM, FS, and the Corps
showed that the enforcement authorizations applicable to the
administering agencies could not clearly bhe said to have in
cluded the right to carry firearms for law enforcement pur-
poses or the authority to enforce all Federal laws governing
the conduct of visitors.

Overall, the statutory enforcement authority of the
administering agencies was limited, where it existed, to mak-—
ing arrests for the violation of Federal misdemcanor laws
relating to national parks and forests and laws relating to
fish, wildlife, and natural resources, plus enforcing certain

agency regulations. 2/ To conclude otherwise implies that
the Congress expreuqu limited and defiuved the enforcement
powers of agencies such as the FBI, but inferentially gave
the administering agencies “"carte blanche" enlorcemenl powers
on the lands they administer.

Broad law enforcement authority, in our wview, should
not be inferred from the fact that an agency administers
land or {rom the fact that an agency may be governed by

l/Certain officers of the FBI, U.S. Marshals Service, and
Secret Service have express statutory authority to carry
firearms and make arrests for any offense against the United
States committed in their presence, or for any felony cog-
nizable under the laws of the United States if they have
reasonable grounds to believe that the person tc be arrested
has committed or is committing a felony.

2/Certain administering agency employees are authorized to
enforce recreation area requlations. Each administering
agency and, in some cases, each recreation area, has issued
its own rules and regulations treating the same types of
conduct differently.
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an ambiguously worded cenforcement statute. We believe case
law narrowly construing enforcement statutes and the exis-
tence of other Federal law enforcement ‘statutes which are
far more explicit than those that applied to the administer-
ing agencies suppert this view. We were therefore unable to
conclude that any of the administering agencies had a suffi-
cient ¥Federal statutory basis for enforcing all Federal laws
governing the conduct of visitors,

AT MANY RECREATTION AREAS CRIMIRNAL

PRUPERTY TS ROT X FEDERAL_CRINE

The tools of law enforcement (statutory authority to
arrest, carry fircarms, ete.) available to the administering
agencices were inadequate to enforce all Federal laws govern-
ing the conduct of visitors. Even if the Congress made these
tools available to the administering agencies, their effec-
tive use would hinge on applicable Federal visitor protection
laws to enforce. As previously stated, visitor protection
laws include Federal statutes defining certain crimes and the
Assimilative Crimes Act. 1/

Presently, however, neither the Federal laws which pro-
hibit misconduct against visitors or their property nor the
Assimilative Crimes Act apply to many of the Government's
recreation arcas. For example, at places such as the Grand
Canyon, misconduct against visitors or their property is not
a Federal crime. Visitors must, therefore, rely on State and
local officials since visitor misconduct on such lands falls
only under State law. 1In addition, enforcement efforts are
affected by the local enforcement agencies' willingness and
ability to respond to reported criminal activity occurring
on Tederal land. Many rangers surveyed and local officials
interviewed stated that local agencies were limited in their
ability to become involved with enforcement necds at Federal
recreation areas. The local agencies' limited involvement was
due in part to a shortage of resources and the fact *hat their
primary responsibilit” was to handle their own communities'
law enforcement problems. Other rangers pointed out that
often local agencies which could respond to requests for
law enforcement assistance were located several hours away.

1l/See footnote, p. 10.
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The inapplicability of Federal visitor protection laws
is due in part to the three different jurisdictional statuses
in which Federal land may be held: exclusive legislative
jurisdiction, concvrrent legislative jurisdiction, and pro-
prietutial interest only. In 1%537, "Lhe inilcieparwasntal
Committee for the Study of Jurisdiction over Federal Araas
within the States undertook to clarify the meaning of these
terms. 1/ A summary of its effort follows.

The term "exclusive legislative jurisdiction" refers to
situvations in which the Pederal Government has, with certain
minor exceptions, received all of the State's authority over
the land., This type of jurisaistion wmay result from a reser-
vation of jurisdiction by the United States, a cesszinn of
jurisdiction by a State, nr by operation of Article I,
section 8, clause 17 of the U.S. Constitution. 2/

The term "concurrent legislative jurisdiction” refers
to situations in which a State has received or retained the
right to exercise, concurrently with the Federal Government,
authority over the land invclved. This type of jurisdiction
may result frem either a retrocession of exclusive jurisdic-~
tion or a reservation of jurisdiction by the United States,
or a cession of jurisdiction by & State.

The term “proprietorial interest only" refers to situa-
tions in which the Federal Government has acquired title to
land within a State but has not received any measure of the
State's authority over the area. This does not mean that
the United States holds proprietorial land in the same way
as a private landholder. To the contrary, the Congress

1/Report of the Interdepartmental Committee for the Study of
Jurisdiction over Federal Areas Within the States, Juris-

2/"The Congress shall have power * * % to exercise exclusive

T Legislation * * * over such District * * * as may, by Ces-
sion of particular States, and the Acceptance of Congress,
becom2 the Seat of the Government of the United States,
and tu exercise like Authority over all places purchased
by the Consent of the Legislature of the State in which
the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines,
Arsenals, dock-yards, and other needful Buildings."
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possesses broad constitutional authority to make rules and
regulations for all public lands rec.idless of whatever de-
rivative legislative powers may have been granted the Federal
Government when a State ceded title to the land. This is
true reqardless of the jurisdictional status in which the
land is held. 1/

Whnto do Federal vigitor

pxutnctlnn Taws qpply’

Areas over which the Federal Government has acauired
exclusive jurisdiction are subject to the entire Pederal crim-
inal code. Generally, States can neither define crimes nor
punish for crimes commlitted on sach loand because misconduct
on such 1qnd falls only under the Federal criminal code.

Since Pederal, not State, offenses are involved, Federal law
enforcement oiLLcera, acting under appropriate statutory au-
thority, may make arrests for crimes committed on this land.

On Federal lands held in a concurrent status, the crim-
inal codes of the Federal Government and the State apply and
enforcement officers of each, acting under appropriate statu-
tory authority, may make arrests for offences falling undor
their respective criminal codes.

Therefare, when persons engage in misconduct on lands
over which the United States has exclusive or concurrent
jurisdiction, authorized Federal officers may enforce all
Federal laws governing visitor conduct because the Federal

l/The Property Clause of the Constitution provides that

~ "Congress shall have Power to make all needful Rules and
Regulations respecting the tervitcry or other Property
belonging to the United States." (U.S. Const. Art. IV §3,
cl. 2.) And Article I, section 8, clause 18 of the Consti-
tution provides that "The Congress shall have power * % *
to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other:
Powers vested by this Constitution i+ the Government of the
United States, or in any Department uvr Officers thercof."
See Kleppe v. ﬁEE-ﬁSEiSQ' 426 U.S. 29 (1976). (The pre-
has nothlng to do with the Congress' powvers under the Pro-
perty Clause.)
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criminal code, including those Federal criminal statutes
prohibiting misconduct against visitors or their property, "
is fully applicable.

Much of the Government's land, however, is held in a
proprietorial status and, under present law, the Federal
statutes that directly criminalize misconduct against vigi-
tors or their property do not usually apply to proprictorial
lands. The Assimilative Crimes Act also does not currently
apply to proprietorial lands. On proprietorial lands, mis-—
conduct against visitors and their property is generally not
a Federal crime but, instead, is a crime only under the gov-
erning State crimiral code. 1/

BT L YL S Nt gt

On lands held proprietorially, therefore, the enforce-
ment of laws prohibiting misconduct against visitors or their
property is usually dependent upon State or local police
forces and their willingness and ability to respond to cri-
minal activity. Federal financial asgistance might insure that
States and localities would be better able to furnish law en-
forcement services on these lands. However, this is not an
answer to the circumstance in which, in the absence of State .
or local police, immediate effective law enforcement measures
are necessary to combat serious criminal activity against
visitors.

A further complication is that the boundaries of juris-
dictional areas may not bhe readily defined. This may, as
shown below, confuse or even hamper law enforcement since an
enforcement officer would have to be knowledgeable of both
the jurisdictions and their boundaries in order to determine
which laws were applicable and enforceable. Some recreation
areas, like the Blue Ridge Parkway and Colonial National His-
torical Park, are composed of parcels of land held in each
jurisdictional status. Comments from rangers surveyed at
these two areas indicate how these mixed jurisdictions can
affect law enforcement services. For example, one Blue Ridge
Parkway ranger stated that the overlapping jurisdictions
caused confusion for both NS employees and visitors alike.

B b A A2

1/In contrast, most Federal criminai laws regarding fish,

T wildlife, and resource protection apply to all Federal
land without regard to the jurisdictional status in which
the land is held, and certain acts or omissions may consti-~
tute a Federal offense if they occur anywhere in the United
States (for example, mail fraud, sabotage). : ]
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The ranger went on to point out that conflicting jurisdictions
cut down on the overall e¢ffectiveness of law enfcrcement scr-
vices provided visitors since they had to rely on NPS rangers
to enforce some regulations, such ay traffic regulations, and
the county police to handle criminal cases.

An NPS ranger at Colonial National Historical Park com-
mented that the present system of jurisdictions is at best
ridiculousz. He said it practically requires heilag a lawyer
to understand all of the ramifications of the various juris-
dictions and their respective boundaries.

In our opinion, providing effective law enforcement serv-

ices on visitor-oriented Federal land depends largely on

the scope of the administering agency's statutory enforcement
authority and upon the applicability of enforceable Federal
laws. One way to insurc the applicability of all Federasl

laws governing visitor conduct without divesting the State

of its authority to enforce the State's criminal code is to
acquire concurrent jurisdiction where practical. All Federal
criminal statutes and the Assimilative Crimes Act would then

apply. 1/

Where acguiring concurrent jurisdiction is impractical,
these Federal laws using the property clause of the Constitu-
tion as a basis could be made applicable t> lands held in a
proprietorial status. This action would give Federal officials
a Federal law to enforce when confronted with misconduct
against visitors or their property. Since State criminal
Jaws also apply to proprietorial lands, State and local en-
forcement officers could continue to enforce the State's
criminal code. However, becausc Federal laws would prohibit
visitor misconduct against other visitors, Federal officers
would not have to become deputy sheriffs to combat visitor
misconduct.

RECENT ENFORCEMENT AUTHORIZATIONS~-

A_STEPIN_TUE RIGNT DIRECTION

During our review, bills pertinent to the enforcement
authority of NPS, FWS, BLM, and the Corps were introduced in
the Congress., FEach was referred to a different committee orv
subcommittee, each applied to & particular agency ot bureau,

1/See footnote p. 10.

25

o d

[ s AL

EE T SRS

v s e o

A MRS gt e R e g

RE PRI

SR N A R R N

B B

o




e R W ety S € h 4 s

[P

e e Tt A Ly A s bk T £ £ i

and each advocated a different appreach to providing law
enforcement. We advised the committees considering the billsg
that the administration of law enforcement on Federal lands
was not uniform. In addition, we suggested changes in the
bills to improve the six agencies' ability to Furnish law
enforcement setrvices to visitors,

Legislation relating to the enforcement powers of NPS
and BLM was enacted. This legislation significantly expanded
the agencies' authority to furnish enforcement services on
Federal land. However, the two agencies received differing
amounts of enforcement authority and adopted differing ap-
proaches to law enforcement on agency lands.

Public Law 94-458 authorizes the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to designate any Interior employee to carry firearmsg
and make watlantless arrests for all Federal crimes committed
on Rational Park System lands. These employeas can, under
certain cirvecumstances, conduct criminal investigations and
execute walrants anywhere in the United States. Moreovel,
the Secretary of the Intevior is authorized to appoint State
and local officials as "special policemen® with all the powers
and immunities of Federal enforcement officers. On NPS lands
held in an exclusive or concurtent status, these special
policemen could enforce the entilre Federal criminal code and
make arrests thereunder.

Public Law 94-578 authorizes the Secrectatry of the
Interior to appoint "Federal petrsonnel or appiopriate local
officials" to carry firearms and enfoice laws and regulations
"relating to the public lands or theit resources." To en-
force these laws and regulations, the appoin:ed local or Fed-
eral officials are authorized to make Federal misdemeanor
and felony arrests. It Ls unclear, however, whether this
act was Intended to authorizevarrests for such crimes as
homicide and rape because the statutes whizh criminalize such
conduct have no special reference to "public lands or their
resources." In addition, the act contains no provision giving
BLM any express investigative authority. This contrasts
sharply with the authorization given NPS.

BLM's act also authorizes the Secretary to contract with
local police departments to furnish law enforcement services
on BLM-administered lands. In performing such contracts,
“local officlials and their agents" are authorized to enforce
celrtaln Federal laws--relating to public lands or their
resources—-and may be reimbursed for enforcement activities
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"which assist in the administration and regulation of the use
and occupancy of the BLM's public lands.”

Neither act, however, specifically addresses what NPS
and BLM could do if State and local police arc not available
when non~Federal felonious activity occurs, such as visitor
misconduct against olher visitors on proprietorial lands.

We believe the Congrees should correct this shortcoming be-
cause the new autharizations do little to improve the ability
of NPS and BLM to provide visitor protection services where
no Pederal visitor protection laws are in force.

HOW THE CARADIAN_ GOVERRMLNT
PROVIDES UIEITOR PROTLUTION

SIRVICEA AT 178 NATIONAL PARKS

In Canadian National Parks, Parks Canada wardens are the
law c¢nforcement officials. The wardens have all the powers
4

of police constables, which obviates the need for wardens ¢
try to obtain law enforcement authority from local sources.

Wwardens are not armed, although by law they are autho-
rized to carry weapons. Since the wardens® main role is to
inform vi-~itors about the rules and requlations relating to
the park, they limit their law enforcement activities to
issuing citations to visitors who repeatedly or willfully
violate park requlations. As a result, wardens do not usually
pecome involved in cases of visitor misconduct against the
person or property of other visitors. Aiso, the Royal Cana-
dian Mounted Police (RCMP) is normally readily available. 1/
The Govermnment recognizes, however, that there will be occa-
sions when park wardens should use their broad police powet
to take direct action when the KCMP is not available.

In addition to establishing recreation area rules and
regulations, the Canadian Federal Criminal Code covers all
types of criminal activity and applies tc all recreation
jands. This practice results in more uniform rules and reg-
ulations than thosc established for U.S. recreation areas.
The specific rules and regulations governing national

e e e 4 St T e o e e o

1/The RCMP is the sole police operation in the Canadian North,
It is the police force in all provinces except Ontario and
Quebec. RCMPs are resvonsible for enforcing all Federal
legislation throughout Canada. (See app. II.)
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recreation areas in Canada are not always identical; differ-~
ences can exist because of an area's unique topography or re-
sources. ;

By contrast, U.S. national recrcation areas are adminis-
teved by several agencies. Each perceives its enforcement
duties differently, each approaches law enforcement adminis-
tration differently, each has a different amount of enforce-
ment authority and, during our review, each lacked statutory
authority to enforce all laws governing the conduct of vigi-
tors. In addition, cach administering agency issued its own
rules and regulations. As a result, visitors to national
recreation areas were subject to at least six sets of regu-
lations which treated the same types of conduct differently.
This situvation was made even more perplexing by the fact
that Pederal laws criminalizing misconduct against visitors
or their property apply to some national recreation areas
but not to others.

CONCLUSTONS

Law enforcement on Federal lands is handicapped by a
network of limited and differing statutory enforcement autho-
rizations, none of which authorize the administering agencies
to onforce all laws governing the conduct of visitors. In
addition, Federal laws prohibiting misconduct against visi-
tors or their property apply only to some Federal recreation
areas.

Providing cffective law enforcement services on visitor-
oriented Federal land depends largely on the scope of the
administering agency's statutory enforcement authority and
upon the existence of applicable Federal laws to enforce.
Further, the exercise of enforcement power by Federal employ-
ees, whether undertaken in connection with the enforcement
of State or Federal laws, should be predicated on the exis-
tence of express Federal statutory authority.

Broad law enforcement authority, in our view, should
not be inferred from the fact that an agency administers
land or from the fact that an agency may be governed by an
ambiguously worded enforcement statute. We believe case law
narrowly construing enforcement statutes and the existence
of other Federal law enforcement statutes which are far more
explicit than those which applied to the administering agen-
cies support this view. We were therefore unable to conclude
that any of the administering agencies had a sufficient Fede-

ral statutory basis for enforcing all Federal laws governing
the conduct of visitors.
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One way to insure the applicability of Federal laws
without divesting the State of its authority to enforce its
own criminal code is to acquire concurrent Jjurisdiction
where practical. All Federal criminal statutes and the
Assimilative Crimes Act would then apply.

Where acquiring concurrvent jur lsdiction is impractical,
the Congress miy wish to consider making Federal laws appli-
cable to lands held in a proptictorial status. This action
would give Federal enforcement officials a Federal law (o
enforce when confronted with misconduct against visitors ox
their property. Since State penal laws also apply to propri-
etorial lands, 8State and local enfolcement officers could
continue to enforce the State's criminal code. Rut kecause
Federal laws would probhibit visitol misconduct agait ot other
visitors, authorized Pederal officers would be able to combat
visitor misconduct without becoming deputy ste. LIfs,

RECOMMENDATION_10_THE CONGRESS

To achieve a comprehensive and uniform approach to the
legal and policy problems associated with law enforcemsnt on
visitor-oliented Federal lands, we recummend that the Congiess
enact legislatilion:

~=Authorizing the Sccretaries of the Interior, Agri-
cultnre, and the Aimy and the Board of Dirtectors,
Tennessee Valley Authority, to designate emploveces
to maintain law and oirder and protect persons and
property on Federal lands.

--Authorizing designated administering agency law
enforcement officials to carry {irearms.

~-Authorizing designated cdministering agency law
enforcement officials vo secure any Federal ovder,
warrant, subpoena, ot other Federal process and to
execute and serve such process on persons located
on Federal land or on persons in contiguous areas
in cases involving flight to avoid service.

—--Authorizing designated administering agency law
enforcement officials to conduct investigations of
Federal offenses committed on federal land in the
absence of investigation by any other Federal law
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enforcement agency having investigative jurisdic-
tion over the offense or with the concurrence of
such other agency. Unless the administering
agency has primary investigative jurisdiction

over the offense, udministering agency investiga-
tions should be conducted only on Federal land

and in cases related to arrests or serving process
on contigquous areas.

--Authorizing designated administering agency law
enforeemont officials to make warrantless arrests
for any tederal offense committed in their presence
or for any Federal felony if the officials have
reasonable grounds to believe that the person to he
arrosted ‘has committed or is committing such felopry,
Unless otherwise expressly provided by statute,
allowahle geoqraphical arcas for administering agency
employees to make arrests should be limited to Ped-
eral land and, in cases of hot pursuit, to contiguous
areas.

~-Applying the Pederal criminal statues that defince the
crimes of arscn, assault, maiming, murder, manslaughter,
rape, carnal knowledge, rohbery, receipt of stolen pro-
perty, destruction of property, theft, and burglary,
and the Assimilative Crimes Act to all Federal land
administered py the National Park Service, Bureau of
Land Management, Fish and Wildlife Service of the
Department of Interior, Forest Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and
Tennessee Valley Authority.

--Authorizing thc Secretaries and the Board of Directors
of TVA, where practical, to make arrangements with
States to place administering agency land in a con-
current jurisdictional status.

Draft legislation and explanatory comments are included
in appendixes III and 1IV.
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Agency reactions to our legislative proposals for _
improving the situation were mixed. Most of thoe agenciles did
not embrace our legislative proposal to exteid the Federal
cririnal code to all Federal lands. rhey were concerned theot
it might reduce law enforcement assistance {rom local agencies.
We do not agree. We believe the coopaerative efforts would be
strengthened. (A detailed discussion of agency comrents is
in ¢ch. 5.)
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CHAPTER 4

IMPROVED PROGRAHS_AND_FEDURAL_POL1CY

NECESSARY FOR ADEQUATE ARD CONSISTENT

YISITOR_PROTECTION

The Federal Government needs Lo improve geveral aspects
of its viesiter protection programs if visitors are to receijve
adeguate law enforcement service on Federal lands. The Gov-
ernment must:

-~Upgrade its program monitoring anc evaluation so it
can hetter assess visitor protection needs and allo-
cate law enforcement rescurces to racreation areas

-~Insure that personnel assigned law enforcement duties
are prop- ly trained.

~-Insure t.at law enforcement activities of Federal,
State, and local law enforcement agencies which
share law enforcement responsibilities at Federal
areas are coordinated.

~--Establish standards and controls over non-Federal
police agencies hired to provide law enforcement
services.

To guide agencies in implementing visitor protection
programs and to correct the above shortcomings, a Federal
policy on visitor protection is needed. Such a policy would
assure that visitors to all recreatlion areas receive the same
guality of law enforcement service.

LACK OF MONITORING ENCOUB&QEU
PROGRAM TINCONSISTENCIES

Accurate and timely data which could be used to monitor
visitor protection programs or to alleocate resources to law
enforcement needs is generally unavailable. Only NPS and the
Corps have established reporting systems. FWS, BLM, FS5, and
TVA do not centrally collect information on crime occurring
at their recreation areas. The absence of this data has made
it difficult for headquarters, district management, and law
enforcement employees to determine (1) the level and seri- "7
ousness of crime, (2) if recreation areas wete implementing
headguarters guidelines, and (3) the etffectiveness of efforts
to reduce criminal activity.
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In 1973 WPS established a uniform crime verorting system
designed to help management guantify law enforcement activity
and assess the impact of enforcement policies., However, HPS
headquarters officials bellieve that because of the system's
design and reporting inconsistencies on the part of park
officials, these objectives cannot be met.

According to NPS officials, reports of all incidents
occurring in national park arecas must ! sent to NP'S head-
guatrters for tabulation. Some parks, iawever, do not report
¢liminal acts, fearing such information might reflect nega-~
tively upon the park's operation. Other pavks do not {forward
clime data on a timely and consistent basis, resulting in
distorted monthly and quarterly outputs of crime information.
For example, crimes occurring in any month, Lf not forwavded
to headguarters by the 10th day of the following month, will
not be recorded until the end-of-year tabulations. Aadition-
ally, NPS officials stated that available information is
only raw data and can only minimally assist them in reviewing
MPS law enforcement efforts.

The Corps of Engineers has two primary channels of
information for law enforcement records--the Provost Marshal
incident repnrting system and the Recreation Resource Manage-
ment System, an annual data collectioi system managed by the
Recreation Resource Branch.

Although both systems purport to reflect the number of
warnings and citations issued by Corps rangers, the reports
prepared often vary significantly. 1In addition, overall
Corps crime statistics understate the actual level of crime
at Corps projects because:

~-Visitors cannot easily report incidents to Corps
rangers due to a lack of readily accessible communi-
cations eguipment.

~-No comprehensive crime reporting system exists, which
includes incidents reported to State or local enforce-
ment agencies.

--The Recreation Resource Management System compiles
crime data only from projects with annual recreation
attendance of over 3,000 recreation days.

Since both types of reports are of little help in cor-

rectly assessing the requirements of law enforcement programs,
Corps officials make little use of them.

33

i Ak TR P s ]
i i3 7

e

R e b e

L et 3 s g, Ean i

L st Il 10s A ibnrd 5




AR

»

S

i

SN

R L T e R T RV

Because the agencies do not adequately monitor how their
agency visitor protection policies are being implemented,
many differing practices and procedures have been establiched
at recreation areas. For example, Yosemite National Park
established a law enforcement office which issues directives
to rangers and has a definitive role in managing the park and
its more than 2-million—~plus visitors a year. In contrast,
Lake Mead Hational Recreation Arca, also administered by NPS,
had no Centzalj zed law enforcement effort and rangers there
relied to a great extent on their own discretion when engaged
in visitor protection, 1In addition, we believe that many
rangers involved in law enforcement activities may not be
fellowing agency guidelines. For example, 378 respondents
(31 percent) stated that they were not provided written guid-
ance concelrning their law enforcement duties and responsibil-
ities. Of those who received written quidance, 433 considered
the guidance less than adequace. Thus, as many as twe—-thirds
of the regpondents may not have been providing the type of
law enforcement service headgualrters had intended,

TRAINED RANGERS
IN LAR EKFORCEMER

GAGING

lx

URTRAINED OR MARGINALLY
Ef
[N

ACTIVITIES

The sericusness of criminal activity which vecurs at
recreation areas underscores the need to train rangers to
deal with a wide varilety of law enforcement situations. No
agency, however, requires that employeces be trained before
being assigned law enforcement duties, although one agency
has established training standards. 1In addition, none of the
agencles maintain records at the headguarters level relating
to the type and amount ¢f training employees receive. As a
result, the amount of formal Federal law enforcement training
“thich employees receive from their agencies varies greatly--
from none to over 400 hours.

Our review revealed the following variances in agency
training activities:

--NPS made available an average of 400 hours of training
at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center, Bruns-—
wick, Georglia. However, rangers assigned law enforce-
ment dutlies were not required to attend.

-~FWS required no training for refuge employees who
performed law enforcement duties. The agency is now
considering reguiring all refuge employeés assigned
law enforcement duties to attend a 100-hour program
to be held at the Brunswick Center.
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--BLM did not require any type of law enfotcement
training fol its [ield emploveos.

==TVA rtequired its Public Safcety Service officers to
attend a 120-hour basic law enforcement course.  How-
evol, enforcement personnel employed at the Land
Reotween the Lakes tecreation area were not reqguired
to attend.

~=The Corps of Engincers reguired only that its 1angel s
given citation author ity attend an appropt iate
ol ientation/instiuction coutse on citation procedures,
On the average, this amounted to about 15 hours of
classroom instruction.

--FS has established minimum training standards which
its employecs assigned law enforcement duties should
mect. For example, all employecs authorized to issue
viovlation notices should receive 24 hours of training,
and forest supervisors and selected tegional office
staflf should 1cceive a 24-houlr course on their authol~
iteres, responsibilities, and enforcement abligations.
However, IS had not established any uniform training
programs. Instcad, each regional coffice had beon
instructed to develop and implement 1ts own programs.

In addition to permancnt 1anagers, all agencies except
TVA relied on secasonal and less-than-full-time employees to
provide some law enforcement services. Of the NPS and FS§
tangers surveyed, 352 (40 percent) were less—-than-full-time
employees. Less than 10 percent of the FWS8, BLM, and Corps
rangers tesponded that they wele scasonal or less—than-full-~
time employees. These "seasonals" werce gliven the same law
enforcement duties and responsibilities as permanent langelrs,
and in some cases were issued f[irearms.

The seasonals surveyed were just as 1.cely to make
arrests as were the permanent rangers but had not been
trained to the same extent. Seasonals wele more likely to
have attended trainina programs, although the content and
amount of training they received were less than that of per-
manent rangers. For example, most seasonals receivéd only
1 to 2 weeks training each year in all aspects of their job,
including law enforcement. The following examples best
sunmarize the comments we received from surveyed rangers
regarding the training that seasonals receive. One NPS ranger
stated:
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“Mest ceasonals only receive 40 hours of training and
of that about one-half is related to law enforcement,
Thin 1s grossly insdeguate and puts both the ranger
and park visitor in a danverous situation."

An FS rangcer commented:

"As a rule, during the summer Ulhe bulk of the law cen-~
forcement is done by college students with 24 hours of
training. This training is not sufficient to properly
prepare them {or the bad situations the. are likely to
encounter. With the meagqer training sooner or later
someone 1is going to e seriously injured or killed."

Overall, about 26 percent of th2 1,216 rangers respond-
ing said they hed not received any PFederal law enforcement
training. In addition, many of the rangers who said they
had been trained indicated the training had not covered such
activities as

--arrest procedures, even though many had made arreste,
or

~~-the use of firearms, even though many carried guns.
The following table shows the number of respondents who had

not received Federal training in these as well as other basic
law enforcement functions,

Respondents who had
no Federal training

Training Number Percent
Firearms 837 69
Crime prevention 793 65
Drug enforcement 776 64
Search and seizure 639 53
Arrest procedures 621 51
Investigative techniques 552 45

In our opinion, personnel who use veapons or who attempt
to make arrests without proper trainine run an excessive risk
of injury or death, of having legal action brought against
themselves and/or the Government, or of having the case jeo~-
pardized as a result of errors caused by a lack of training.

When we analyzed the guestionnaires for the 396 rangers
who said they had & gun available to them during their normal
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duty houres, we found that 197 had reported that they had
received little or no Pederal training in the use of firearms.
In addition, we analyzed the guestionnaires for rangers who
said they had drawn and/or firced their weapon and, as shown

in the chart below, found that many of theose individuals had
received little or no training.

Percent of

Number respondents who

ol had little or no

respondents  Federal training
Drew--warning to stop 23 48
Fired--warning to stop 4 50
Drew--issuing citation 7 43
Fired--issuing citation 2 -
Drew~-making arrest 69 30
Fired--making arrest 4 25
Drew-—crime in progress 66 27
Fired--crime in progress 6 33
Drew--investigating crime 97 31
Fired--investigating crime 6 50

As shown above, lackcof training did not prevent the rangers
in our survey from having access to a weapon, carrying it,
or using it.

CONTRACTING FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT~-

Four of the agencies--FS, NPS, BLM, and the Corps of
Engincers--are authorized to contract with State and local
enforcement agencies for visitor protection services. Three
of the agencies had recently received this authority and
therefore had not established any contracting guidelines at
the time of our review. lowever, in 1971, FS was authorized
to enter into cooperative agreements with State and local
agencies for law enforcerment services in national forests.
The law authorizes FS to reimburse State and local agencies
“for expenditures incurred in connection with activities
on national foresi system lands." During fiscal yecar 1976,
FS5 had 365 cooperative agreements in—'olving about $3.7 million
with law enforcement agencies.
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FS policy is to use the cooperative agreement program
to the fullest extent possible, but it has not established
contracting procedures for FS personnel to use or controls
over local law enforcemenit agencies with which it contracte.
Instead IS has delegated to its forest supcrvisors full re-
sponsibility for initiating, negotiating, and monitoring all
law enforcement contracts, This has been done, according to
the headquarters official responsible for monitoring the FS
law enforcement activities, because IS believes

~-its people can be relied on to use vood judnwont when
negoLlaLlng contracts,

-~its people can Le relied on to monitor contracts Lo
insure complisnce without headgquarters supervision,
and

~—headguarters has no authority to establish national
criteria which local sheriffs or their deputies must
meet regarding their training or capabilities.

The Department of Agriculture has stated that it is
generally pleased with its cooperative law enforcement pro-
gram and believes that relatively few law enforcement prob-
lems have arisen since the program's inception. The Depart-
ment's view is that the cooperative program has produced a
more unified approach to law enforcement in the national
forests. Further, it believes that its willingness to help
local agencies finance their added law enforcement hurden of
protecting forest users has fostered a degree of cooperation
comparatively greater than the amount of dollars spent,

These views are not shared by FS rangers. @S rangers
surveyed pointed out many weaknesses in the cooperative pro-
gram. We were told, for example, that:

--FS was being forced to pay for local law enforcement
services which were previously provided frece by local
sheriffs,

--Holding local enforcement cfficers accountable to the
terms of the contract was difficult.

--Not enough funds were available to allow FS to
utilize local law enforcement agencies to the fullest
extent possible.

--The level and guality of service varied as new sheriffs

were elecied or new police chiefs appointed.
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--The need to make conkractual arrangements with more
than one agency in situations in which forests border
several Jurisdictions resulted in inconsistent levels
of law enforcement within the forests.

In addition, we found that gaps in visitor protection
occur when F$ districts cannot get local agencies to partici-
pate, One national forest, for instance, has bheen unsuc-
cesaful in seccuring cooperative agreements with 4 of the 12
countiecs bordering the forest. As a result, when incidents
such as shootings, knifings, rapes, or larceniss accur on
forest land in these counties, the violators usually escape
becavse forest cmployecs have been instructed te rely on local

.

agencies for enforcement actions,

Although the cooperative efforts of 'S may bz working as
intended, we were unable to verify this fact due to adminis-
trative weaknessoes at the forests visited, such as the lack
of itemized bills and/or records on the type and amount of
services to he provided.

The shortcomings faced by the FS recreation arecag may be
present elsewhere, since the Corps of Enginecrs, NPS, and BLM
have also been authorized to use State and local agencies to
provide law enforcement service.

An analysis of the recent authorizations revealed several
shortcomings. TFor example:

--The Corps was given the authority to contract for in-
creased law enforcement scervices, but which statulces
or which Federal, State, or agency regulations the
hired locil officials could enforce are not clear.

In addition, the act made no provision as to what
degree of training local officials would be reguired
to have. ‘

--NPS is now allowed to use local officials appointed as
special policemen by the Secretary of the Interior to
enforce the PFederal criminal code. When hired as
special policemen, these local officials receive all
the powers and immunities of NPS enforcement officers.
The act makes no provision, however, for the type or
amount of training the special policemen are to have or
if they will be expected to enforce State criminal laws
as well.
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--BLM can now use local law enforcement officers
appointed and paid by the Sccretary of the Iaterior
to enforce the Federal statutes and requlations which
relate to the public lands and their resources. The
act requires that appointed local officials be trained
to the same degree as BLM special agents. However, at
the time of our review no training programs had been
designed for special agents.

The agencies' authcorizations Lo contract with local
officials differ as to the types and amounts of services which
are reimbursable. In addition, the authovizations give con-
tracted State and local agencies varying degrees of authority
to enforee the Federal criminal statutes which probibit misg-
conduct against visitors or their property.

If State and local agencies are to he used to supplement
law enforcement services at recreation areas, then uniform
procedures shiould govern the contracting or reimbursement
for those services. However, we question the desirability
of burdening local law enforcement agencices with the addi-
tional responsibility of enforcing the entire Federal criminal
code. Local law enforcement officials are hired, appointed,
or elected to enforce State and local laws in their cowmuni-
ties; their enforcement of Federal criminal laws at Federal
recrecation arcas may degrade the services they provide their
communities. Moreover, this additional responsibility may
create increased police and staff and egquipment needs which
can only be met with substantial long-term Federal financial
aid. Without such aid local agencies may be reluctant or
unable to assume additional responsibilities. Local law en-
forcement agencies are reluctant to put themselves under
the direction of the Federal Government and therefore might
prefer to conduct Federal enforcement operations independent
of any direction or oversight by the administering agency.
Finally, the Government could be held liable for the conduct
of local law enforcement officials when they are enforcing
the Federal criminal code.

WHAT SURVEYED RANGERS
SaAY ABOUT LAW ENFORCE-

MENT EFFORTS

We received numerous comments from surveyed rangers
regarding the need for well-planned and well-managed law en-
forcement programs. The examples that follow best summarize
the concerns voiced by rangers of all agencies except TVA.
(Because the rangers had been assured that their responses
would be kept confidential, we requested permission to
quote from their questionnaire responses and again pledged
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: confidentiality regarding the rangers' names and work loca-
{ tions.)
g From F§ comes this comment:
! "Thank you for the opportunity to expross mysclf.
i This is the {irst time, to my knowledge, anyone
! has conducted a study which deals with the law
N enforcement prohlems of the field employees. The
{ Forest Service is my life--but someday (I hope
! _ never) we may lose a good employee because he
' didn't have the training necessary to carry out
¥ the law enforcement function.

“Times have changed. The image of the ranger is

; changing. We're not the same people we once were,
! - brecause the problems we encounter are radically
different than 30 years ago. I'm an arca direc-
tor for 1% developed recreation sites with 400

: campgites~—about 2,000 persons not including any

: dirversed usage. I'm responsible for recreation
operations uvn three wajor reserveirs in addition
to three major restricted use areas,

T

; "I could talks for hours on my law enforcement
. problems, But what we need is this:

1. Bliminate co-op agreements.

i 2. More training and appropriate eqguipment.
3

: 3. PFull-time professional law enforcement
f: personnel.

¥ :

h

) 4. We need a streamlined professional law
; enforcement approach to the problems.
§ Instead we have an approach bhased on

: 'other duties as assigned' in our job
' description.

A Thank you for listening.®

L An NPS ranger writes:

:

i "Until relatively recently, the National Parks
! were seldom visited and comparatively isolated

attractions. The very nature of the Parks themn-
selves dictated this. In recent years however
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and particularly with the building of new or
improvement of old roads, the Urban American

hag been visiting the Parks in increasing nun-
bers, With this increased visitation has come
the problems of Urbana. When I first entered
the Park Serviece in 1962, Part I and Part 11
offenses were virtually unknown. . Their increas-
ing fLrequency speaks much more plainly than 1
can. Defensive cguipment for the Park Ranger is
an unfortunate outgrowth of this fact. No one
seems to guestion the need for the city police
or even the State Police officers to carty
weapons, yet a hue and cry arises when this
occurs with the Ranger. In an ewver increasing
number of Parke, this is becoming the case.

The Ranger's job is multifaceted, only a part

of which is law enforcement--and this only in
certain areas. Not all arecas have a need for a
higher law enforcement profile but some de-
finitely do. Those people, whether in or out of
the Service, who refuse to acknowledge the fact
are wishful thinkers or, worse vet, OSTRICH-like
by ignoring the facts and hoping it will gpo

away " '

A Corps of Enginecrs ranger expresses this goncern:

"It appecars that the Corps of Engineers is

afraid of law enforcement. I don't know why.

When a ranger is placed in a marked vehicle with

a badge and in a uniform, the general public has

a right to expect him to protect them from harm

or hardship both from other people and the re-
sources. Because of the limited authority that T
have (the public doesn't realize how limited) and
the absence of agency backup many local and state
officers have told me that they would not have

my job under any circumstances. In my opinion the
Corps attitude can be summed up in the attitude

of one assistant district engineer who in 1272
told a training session that 'All vou have heard
here forget. I don't want you out there getting
into trouble or getting yourself hurt. If you do,
don't come running to me,'"

And an FWS ranger says:

"This is a large national wildlife refuge located
in a heavily populated area. It is subject to
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approximately a half-million public visits
yearly. Since it reprecents some of the last
remaining wild land of this localitly it has
become heavily used hy narcotics addicts, boot-
i legyers, drinking parties, those cariving on
gquestionahle practices of all types, ote,
Visitors have hoen harassed and molested. The
i refnge maintaing an adequate patrol from about
' November 1 through aboul March 1, but there
should be regular patrol throughout all other
monthea, including holiday and weekend vatrol
and some night patrol. Only by this will future
vigsitors he assured of a safe and respeclable
experience.”

e RN YN

Finally, a BLM cmployoe writes:

“At this time the incumbent is the only offi-
cial BLM law enforcement officer in the State.
Since my primary duties are criminal investi-
gation and presentation of cases to the U.S.
Attorney for prosecution on resource crimes,

. an opportunity is not present for daily obser-
vation of crimes committed in the various re-
source arcas, Needs [or adequate law enforce-
ment in BLM Recreation Areas include:

St A e e

1. An act giving law enforcement authority is
needed.

LT AT Sy syt e iy
+

2. Promulgation of regulations providing criminal

i ré . . 2

L penaltieg for their violation to be handled
3 in U.S. Magistrate court. '
% 3. Uniformed law enforcement personnel highly j
§ trained and eguipped to provide visitor 3
i protection, with sufficient authority to :
: meet these responsibilities. :
: ‘
4, Additional Special Age' .s to adequately handle ;
| criminal investigatior., and to provide training i
! and assistance to uniformed law enforcement !
E personnel . " :
* CONCLUSIONS ;
As crime in the parks and forests increases, the need :
for professionally trained personnel and more sophisticated i
techniques to handle crime has also increased. Although v
A
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each of the six agencies involved in recreation area
managemant had established visitor protection policies,

mare must be done Lo assure visitors of a consistent level
of protection ul similar arcas, Administering agencics can
improve their law enforcement efforts hy selectively assigning
employees to law enforcement duties and providing them with
professional training. vYet, cmployees withont propor train-
ing are currently providing law onforenment cervicoes. The
agencics should take action to give rangers who porform law
enforcement duties proper training in this aspect of their
joh.

There should also be uniform circumstances under which
the administering agencies could reimburse States and locali-
ties for services rendered in connection with enforcement of
State and local laws on Federal land.

Improvements also are needed in the agencies' crime-
monitoring svstems, and those agencies which do not have
such 'systems should establish then. Management would then
be better informed on law enforcement problems and the suc—
cess of efforts to overcome them. Good monitoring eystems
would also help the agoncics insure that uniform law en-
forcement policies and procedures are being followed at
their recreation areas.

Overall, if Federal visitor protection activities are
to be uniform and visitors are to receive adequate law en-
forcement services, a national policy on visitor protection
is needed. The Office of Management and Budget should
coordinate the effort to develop this policy and the guide-
lines for Federal agencies to follow in implementing it.

RECOMMENDATIONS T0 HEADS

OF FLDERAL™AGENCIES

We recommend that the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget, in conjunction with the Secretaries
of the Army, Agriculture, and the Interior, the Attorney
General, and the General Manager of the Tennesssce Valley
Authority, develop and implement a program for visitor pro-
tection which should have as its objective the protection

of visitors and =heir property. The Government's program
should:

~--Delineate acceptable levels of law enforcement service
to be made available to visitors.
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--Bstehlish visitor protection guidelines and standards
for all the agencies to follow. These guidelines and
standards should include the philosophy, objectives,
and procedures for providing visitor protection.

The quidelines and standards should include, but not

be limited to, the following areas: purpose of visitor
protection, law cenforcement principles, law enforeoement
code of cthics, defensive equipment policy, reports
procedures, firearms lraining and safety rules, physi-
cal fitness, and controlled substances.

~-Bstablish information systems so that there will be
essential and reliable information available to top
management on the seriousness and extent of crime
at national recrcation areas. Such a system could
serve as the basis for a progiam of supzrvision and
control over visitor protection efforts.,

--Develop procedures Lo promote competent recruiting,
provide for adequate training, and assure proper
equipment for all rangers assigned law enforcement
duties.

~-Develop guidelines and procedures to be followed when
contracting with State and local law enforcement agen-
cies for law enforcement services.

We also recommend that the Directors of the National
Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Fish and wWild-
life Service; the Chiefs of the Forest Service and Corps of
Engincers; and the General Manager of the Tennessee Valley
authority insure that rangers assigned law enforcement
duties are adequately trained and equipped to provide law
enforcement services.

In order to achieve & uniform approach to contract law
enforcement, we recommend that the Congress enact legislation
authorizing the Secretaries of Agriculture, the Army, and the
Interior and the Board of Directors of TVA to cooperate with
any State in the cenforcement of State laws by providing rea-
sonable reimbursement, where appropriate, to a State or its
political subdivisions for expenditures connected with the
enforcement of State laws and ordinances on Federal lands.
(Draft legislation and explanatory comments are included
in apps. III and 1IV.)
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The Forest Service said tnat it was concerned over the
impact that an expsided Federal law enforcement role would
have on its law enforcement activities at recreation areas.
(See app. V.) The policy of FS is to rely heavily on State
and local law enforcement agencies to supply needed visitor-
related law enforcement services. FS believes that adding
Federal jurisdiction over, and applying existing Federal
visitor protection laws to, FS lands would

—-—obligate I3 to enforce the added laws;
--reduce the need for reimbursable programs; and
~~relieve State law enforcement agencies of some

of their jurisdiction, thereby lessening the necd

for them to enforce State laws prolecting recrea-
tion visitors.

We believe the proposed legislation would greatly assist

FS in achieving its objective of developing and maintaining
a law enforcement program to insure compliance with laws and
regulations and to protect the public and their property,
and forest resources. While the draft legislation would
specifically authorize FS to enforce Federal visitor vrotec-
tion laws, we are not advocating that FS create a Federal
police force., Rather, the expanded authority would provide
FS and other administering agencies with alternatives to
present visitor protection.

In areas where only Federal laws and regulations apply,
for example, designated FS personnel would be authorized to
take enforcement measures in order to combat misconduct
against visitors or their property. Where both Federal andg
State statutes cover an offense, FS could take action or
defer to local authorities if it was expedient to do so.
Most importantly, however, desiqgnated FS personnel would
have the specific authority to take enforcement actions
when confronted with a situation which demanded immediate
action to protect a life, prevent serious damage to Govern-
ment property, or prevent a violator from escaping. Thus,
visitors to an FS5 recreation area could be assured that law
enforcement services were readily available and that action
could be taken if they becamq victims of crime.
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In addition, as discussed on page 39, whenh cither
FS or local agencies decline to engage in cooperative law
enforcement, a very sericus law enfoarcement gap emerges.
For example, there have been instances in which State and
local enforcement agencies have chogen not to enter into
cooparative law enforcement agreewents., The reasons given
by sheriffs were:

-~Thry are elected by the people of their county;
hence, their first and only commitment is to the
local populace. .

--Law enforcement in naticnal forests is a Federal
responsibility.

There have also been instances in which FS officials declined
to enter into cooperative agreements with sheriff's depart-
ments because

-~the sheriffs' staffing has been inadequate, causing
unacceptable delays in assistance reaching the forests;
and

--there was evidence of a lack of -commitment on the part
of the sheriffs to act on national forest lands.

FS suggested that an expanded Federal enforcement role
would adversely affect the need for reimbursable programs.
We do not believe that greater Federal involrament will
necessarily lessen or eliminate the need for such programs.
We believe, however, that the Federal Government should no
longer rely exclusively on State and local enforcement agen-
cies for visitor protection in national forests. As pointed
out on pages 21 and 22, local agenciles are limited in their
ability to become involved with law enforcement at Federal
recreation areas. Local enforcement agencies' primary
responsibility is to their communities, and therefore they
cannot be expected to furnish all visitor protection services
at Federal recreation areas. This is especially true when
recreation area visitation rates exceed the population of
the local enforcement agency's community. In fairness to
these communities, law enforcement at Federal recreation
areas should be a cooperative Federal-State effort.

F$ should, however, continue to utilize cooperative
agreements when needed to maximize its law enforcement
effort. Our position regarding cooperative agreements is
in line with the congressional intent expressed when Public
Law 92-8B2, the present contracting authorization for FS, was
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enacted. We believe, therefore, that designated Federal
recreation area employees assigned law enforcerent duties
must have enforcement auvthority and laws to eirorce when
confronted with visitor misconduct. We believe the coopera-
tive agreements with State and local authorities can be used
to supplement the Federal efforts.

FS believes that there has been satisfactory progress
in Implementing cooperative law enforcement programs, hut con-
cedes that there could be administrative problems. Further,
FS stated that the report does not reflect the successes
nor the long-term desirability of the cooperative effort with
local law enforcement agencles, While cooperative arrange-
ments may be working as intended, we were unable to verify
this bhecaunce of administrative weaknesses in the program
such as tle lack of itemized hills and/or records on the
type and amount of services to be provided. (See p. 37.)
Our report recognizes the value of cooperative efforts,
ags evidenced by our recommendation that all agencies have
eguivalent autuority to enter into cooperative reimbursable
agreements with local law enforcement agencies. (See p. 45.)

FS stated that acquiring concurrent jurisdiction
and/or apulying to proprietorial lands the Federal laws that
prohibit misconduct against persons or their property could
relieve the States of criminal jurisdiction and lessen their .
need to enforce laws protecting visitors. We disagree. The
proposed legislation would neither deprive the States of
criminal or civil jurisdiction nor affect the authority of
State and local officials to make arrests under the appli-
cable State criminal code.

PFS further stated that, i1 enacted, the recommended
statutory authority for enforcement officials would not bhe
broad enough to enable FS to p:rform its total law enforce-
ment function, which includes resource protection. 1In our
view, the proposed legislation would not disturb existing
FS resource protection author .ty. However, if FS believes
that an expansion and clarification of its resource pro-
tection laws is needed, it should so advise the Congress.

Contracting procedures and controls have been estab-
lished, FS stated. Further, it said that internal reviews
and reports indicate that it does receive the services for
which it contracts and that no overall control problems
exdist that cannot be administratively corrected.
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The only contracting procedures and controls which FS
identified were delegations of authority to forest supervi-
sors to initiate, negotiate, and monitor all law enforcement
contracts. Lacking adequate controls and proper internal
reviews, the program has experienced problems. (See pp.

38 and 39.) For example, a deputy sheriff informed FS

in late 1975 that many scrvices for which it had reim-
bursed thousands of dnllars to his sheriff{ were never per-
formed and that the deputy had been instructed by the
sheriff to prepare the false billings. Investigation of
the allegations by the FBI, the Department of Agriculture's
Office of Investigations, and FS verified his rveport.

In addition, Department of Agriculture internal audit
reports issued in 1975 and 1976 disclosed that:

~--Use of cooperative law enforcement funds is not ade-
quately controlled. For example, participating agen-
cles were reimbursed even though they did not submit
itemized statements for their services. As a result,
they were reimbursed more or less on a flat rate
for their services.

--There were no regional guidelines established for

review or audit of charges for services incurred under

cooperative agreements.

--No reviews were made by the forest staff or regional
office staff to determine if the services contracted
for were received. One audit report concluded that
this situation appeared to reflect the general at-
titqde of the tegion and possibly PF5 as a whole.

FS said that our survey and field visits appear
to miss most of the Agency administrator's viewpoints on
the law enforcement problems and procedures, adding that
it would have been valuable to obtain the perspective of
administrators at each organizational level who are better
informed on the full scope of the Agency's program.

Our report (see p. 41) reflects the views and opinions
of FS rangers (identified by FS officials) who perform law
enforcement duties at the most frequently visited forests,
as well as those of headquarters officials (identified by
FS officials) regarding the agency's law enforcement efforts
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and proygrams. While we combined the views of regional
foresters with those of other FS officials in our report,
the views of most FS officials were consistent with the
rangers’ views on the problem.

Law enforcement plans for 1975-12976 Submitted by regional
foresters to the Chief of FS highlight the types of law ¢n-
forcement problems occurring in national forests. For ex-
ample, regional foresters at frequently vigited forests
described the most common violations in recreation areas, and
the most common causes of visitor complaints, as vandalism,
thefts, assaults, and drug use.

According to FS, our report fails to accurately describe
'S law enforcement training activities. FS policy allows
each forest to develop and invlement, within breoad headquar-
ters guidelines, its own training prograr. At the time of
our review, there were 123 natiounzl forests and conceivably
as many different law enforcement training programs in cffect.

FS policy also states that no employee is to engage in
law »nforcement activities as part of his normal duties
without proper training. Our review showed that FS training
policy is not being implemented urniformly, because many
surveyed FS rangets assigned law enforcement duties had not
received Federal training in basic law enforcement functions.
The following table lists the types of training surveyed
FS rangers had not received.

FS respondents who had
no Pederal training

Training NumbeT Percent
Drug enforcement 403 83
Crime prevention 368 75
Search and seizure 297 61
Arrest procedures 252 52
Investigative technigues 187 38

In addition, some responding rangers were concerned
about the guality, content, and amount of law enforcement
training which they were receiving. For example, rangers
mentioned the following:s

--The last law enforcement training session given at
one forest was at best poor. (The ranger stated that

the instructor could not answer even basic questions
concerning matters such as citation procedures.)
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-~-Additional training is needed for all forest em-
ployees, especially in investigative techniques and
how to recognize potentially dangerous situations.

--More law enforcement training is urgently needed in
order to ecstablish half-decent service to the public.

TENHESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

i L i it g ) ot . i i U e S b i o i e e o i o i

The Tennessee Valley Authority said it would be pleased
to participate in any task force established to study
the problems pointed out by our report. (Sec app. VI.)
TVA also agrees that there is a necd for uniformity of
law enforcement throughout the Federal recreation system,
It does not believe, however, that the system proposed
in the report is the most suitable one.

TVA stated that it would prefer legislation providing
Federal agencies which administer recreation areas with
authority similar to that of the Administrator of the

General Services Administration, who 1Is authourized to appoint

uniformed quavds as special policemen with the authority of
sheriffs and constables on Federal property for the purvose
of protecting property and persons (40 U.S.C. 318).

We believe that such legislation would not solve the
problem. The General Services Administration and the
Congress have found the authority granted by 40 U.S.C, 318
to the General Services Administration's uniformed policemen
both tco limited and too vague ts provide for an effective
protective force. Deficiencies cited in the statute include

these:

—--It vests the General Services Administration's uni-
formed special policemen with the powers of sheriffs
and constables. It is hard to say exactly what such
powers include. There are no Federal sheriffs, for
instance, and in many States there are no longer law
enforcement positions which are identified under the
terms sheriff or constable.

~--The circumstances in which the General Services Admini-
stration's uniformed police may make arrests are unclear.

The statute does not specify whether these officials
may make an arrest i1f they have reasonable grounds

felony or whether their arrest authority is limited
to offenses committed in their presence.
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~--The statute does not contain a provision for arresting
persons {leeinyg from Federal property.

In March 1974 a bill was introduced in the 934 Congress
which would have corrected these deficiencies by expanding
and clarifying the agency's protective responsibilities.
While the bill was not enacted into law, the General Services
Administration has tried cvery vear since to amend its enforce-
ment statute to correct the deficiencies noted above. TIts
current effort is a pilece of draft legislation to he cited
as the "Federal Protective Service Act of 1977,

According to TVA, one of the principal concerns of our
report is the adequacy of the legal authority of the agencies
reviewed to engage in law enforcement. It is TVA's apinion ;
that it has adeguate Federal statutory authority to provide
law enforcement services at recreation areas it administers.

As discussed on page 13, we could not conclude that
TVA lhas a sufficient Fedcral statutory basis which would
allow its employees to make arrests for the violation of
Federal laws governing visitor conduct. 'TVA employces ™
lack express statutory authority to carry firearms or to
exercise the same powers that are exercised by local law
enforcement officials.

TVA pointed out that its law enforcement activities ,
are carried out by Public Safety Service officers who are ooy
usually commissioned by local law enforcement agencies as
deputies or city policemen. In addition, TVA stated that
in limited instances in which the United States holds ex-
clusive jurisdiction, its PSS officers act as private
citizens to enforce PFederal law.

vt abie A

The report discusses the detrimental aspects of em-

ployees (1) being encouraged to obtain their law enforce- %
ment powers from local law cnforcement agencies or (2) i
relving on their citizen's power of arrest. (See pp. 17 to i
21.) For example, when a Federal enployee becomes & deputy 4
sherif{ without express Federal statutory authorization, :
he may run the risk of being found to have operated outside g
the scope of his employment. 3
i

TVA's own experiences show the drawbacks of relying on ;
State and local law enforcement agencies for authority. For ;
example, in its November 1975 PSS Situation Assessment, TVA ;
i

i
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stated that it has been unable to solve the many problems
which it experiences from having TVa officers deputized.
Thegse problems relate to some sheriffs who

~~require bonds for depucized TVA employees,

-~require policies insuring them against claims or mal-
feasance by deputized TVA employees, and

-~-refuse to deputize TVA employees,

In Decemher 1975, TVA's Chairman of the Roard said that
TVA's practice of obtaining deputy sherifif's commissions for
law enforcement purposes was unsatisfactory. He pointed outl
that it wos often extremwely difficult for TV) employees to
meet local requirements for deputization. Por example,
Kentucky reguires that before a person can be appointed a
deputy sheriff of any county h¢ must have resided in that
county at least two years. This provision, he pointed out,
prevents TVA employess from being deputized in more than
one county. The Chalrman also said that dealirg with a
large number of sheriffs makes uniformity of administra-
tion by TVA difficult.

VA stated that il opposes any legislation which would
supcraede the authority of the States and irxpose a body of
Federal criminal law for all offenses on Federal land and a
federal system of enforcement and prosecution in an attempt
to achieve a comprehensive and uniform approach to the prob-
lem. This, TVA believes, would destroy the basis for coxist-
ing cooperaticn and, in the end, result in less, not more,
protection for the public., OQur provosed legislation
would neither supersede the authority of the States
to make arrests under their criminal cedes nor interfere
with or diminish the rights of States and local govern-
ments to exercise civil and criminal jurisdiction. (8ce
app. I1I1.)

TVA, while saying that it is not familiar with the
situvation at other agencies, does not believe there is a
need for mandatory training standards for TVA personnel.
TVA stated that all PSS officers and Land Between the Lakes
patrolmen are full-time employees, qualified by training or
prior law enforcement experience for the performance of
their assigned duties. TVA added that it pericdically
conducts training programs for its officers which provide
basic fundamentals of law enforcement.
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We question this, because only 3 of the 7 officers
assigned to the Chickamauga Dam location during our review
had received any law enforcement training. The three who
had received training had obtained it through TVA's Public
Safety Service Schools. None of the seven officers, ac-
cording to TVA records, had any law enforcement expericnce
prior to their employment with TVA.

Further t1as noted on p. 35), TVA does not reguite law
enforcemant personnel employed at Land Between the Lakes
to attend TVA's 120-hour basic law enforcoment course,.

It is at these types of training inconsistencies that our
recommendations for training standards are aimed.

In TVA's view, the types of offenses which normally
occur on TVA-managed property are well within the capabil-
ity of Tvh officers to handle, and they need not becoue
police officers to investiqute the more serious offenses
which are immediately reported to State or Federal law en-
forcement ayencies for action. Prior actions taken by TVA
do not supvort this statement.

For example, since 1974, because of increasing law
enforcement problems occurring at TVA-administered areas in
the State of Tennessce, TVA has been reguesting the State
to commission TVA employees as State police officers. TVA

said it neceds these commissions becausec many of its facilities,
which are used by the public, are located in arcas where local

sheriff resources are limited. These commissions, according
to TVa, would enable its employees to handle all types of
criminal activity and thus enable TVA to see that adequate

law enforcement resources were available to assist and protect

the visiting public.

As for beceoming a "police force," TVA has already estab-

lished an armed ar® uniformed force of about 300 PSS of-
ficers. (See p. 1. V These officers, accerding to TVA, are

responsible for en rcing both Federal and State criminal
codes.

TVA said that it has two basic law enforcement require-
ments:

--Its officers must be able to engage in hot pursuit
and conduct investications outside Government-owned
property.
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autho

--TL must be able to issue requlations rvelating to its
property and to visitor protection and to sebt penalties
for infraction of these requlations.

Section 201 of our bill contains a provision which would
rize designated TVvA enforcement officials to engage in

hot pursuit. (See app. II1.) In addition, scction 201 would

autho
of ar
These
to ar

rize ™A enforcement cfficials to exercise full powers
reat wheon confront-d with a violation of Federal law.
powers, in caseg invelving hot pursuit, weuld extend
eas contiguous to TVA land. Where TVA has primarvy

investigative suthority for an offense, the bill would not
limit TVA investigations only to TVA lands.

Since cur review focused on visitor protection as it

relates to serious criminal activity, we are not in a posi-

tion

to make recommondations relative to the adequacy of

TVA's authority te (1) issue rules and regulations relating
to property and resource protection or (2) set penalties
for the infraction of any rules or requlations it may wish

to cg

tablish. However, if TvA believes that an expansion

and clarification of its resource and property protection
statutes are needed, it should so advise the Congress.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

with
app-

The Department of the Interior said it is not content
current crime levels at its recreation arcas. (See
VIT,) It agrees with our findings that it nceds to

learn more about the crime situation occurring at its
recreation areas, improve the quality and competence of its
law enforcement personnel, and clarify their authority.

Interior agreed further that a law enforcement policy

applicable to Federal recreation areas is desirable and

shoul

4 be developed. Interior concurred with our recommen-

dations that this policy should delineate:

~~Acceptable levels of law enforcement service in
recreation areas.

~-Guidelines and standards for (1) selection and training
of law enforcement personnel assigned visitor protection
duties, (2) collection and dissemination of criminal
information, and (3) contracting with State and local
law enforcement agencies for law enforcement services.

Interior also concurred that overall guidance to address

thé crime problem is necessary, and went on to point out that
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if the Office of Hanagement and Budget creates a task force
to implement our recommendations, Interior would participate.

Interior is concerned, however, that the report does
not fairly precent the crime situation at Federal recrcation
areas. Interior believes that the information presenced in
the report is haced on incomplete and apparently unreliable

: reporting systems, questionnaives, and oral communication.

; Therefore, thore could be a danger that the pubhlic and the :

~ Conqgress could receive a false impression that crime is
rampant and that .t is unsafe for perople to visit recreation

; areas. Also, Interior stated that the manner in which our 4
: questionnaire statistics are cited tends to make one ques- :
i tion their validity. For examnle, the fact that %34 rangers :

belleved a weapon's precscence acted as a deterrent to crime &

; causes Interior to wonder abhout the context of the question. :

As discussed on pages 3 and 64, the scope of our work :
was directed towards an assessment of the current level of '
visitor protection at highly visited Federal recreation
areas and the means availlable for providing adequiate protec-
tion at these areas., The evidence collected and developed

through our field visits and through our guestionaaire shows :
that crime is a serious problem at highly visited recreation
areas.

Tk imian e

To obtain the necessary information and data to accom~
plish our objectives and to fully present the crime situation i
at highly vigsited Federal recreation areas, we used a multi- ;
faceted approach. Our approach included visits to 24 ficld
locations to talk with law enforcement personnel, including
regional office staff and recreation area superintendents
and managers. While at these locations, we reviewed records

PSR

G AT g KA B 10 ey T

1
and observed ongoing law enforcewent operations, In addition, :
a qguestionnaire was used to assist in gathering information :
on the law enforcement operations at 174 additional recrea-
tion areas. The questionnaire was used to insure maximum
uniformity of pertinent information collected. The sites
surveyed by questionnaire within each of the six agancies
were those which accounted for about 50 percent of all
visitation., To assist us in distributing the guestionnaire,
each agency prepared a list of its employees who were most
actively involved in law enforcement activities at the
selected recreation areas. '

i

The questionnaire was pretested on recreation area i
employees to observe any misinterpretation in the wording of 3
the guestions or any problems in obtaining the information ]
requested. As a result of the pretest, the questionnaire §

:
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was adjusted., It was mailed out to the selected recreation
area employees after it had been reviewed and approved by
headquarvers oflicials from each of Interior's bureaus
reviewed, Since our findings and conclusions agree with
the findings and conclusions of Interior's studies (see pp.
4 and %), we believe that our report accurately reflects
and addresses the law enforcement problems that face both
visitors and employces alike.

Interior pointed out that it is iwportant that the "crime
problem” in the National Perk System be put in its proper
perspective.  Interlor contends an analysis of Wational Park
Service statistics would hardly indicate the national parke
are unsafe to visit,

We agree that the National Park System crime problem
chould be viewed in perapective, We also agree that
NPS statistics show that not all porks are unsafe,  The NPS
crime data for 1975, shown on page 8, discloses, howvever,
that the 23 NPS arcas reviewed--about 8 percent of the 3130
National Park: System aveas--accounted for 53 pzreent of all
visitors and 41 percent of all reper.ed Type 1 and Type 11
crimes, By 1976, these same 23 aicas experienced a 35-percent
increasce in reported Tyoe I and 11 c¢rime which accounted for
58 percent of all reported Type 1 and 11 crimes, The greatest
single increase occurrved at Olympic Rational Purk where crime
rose 380 perzent—-—from 82Y reported crimes in 1975 to 3,987
reported crimes in 1976.

As Interior pointed out, total Type 1 offenser did
decrease in 1876. The reason for the docrease, according to
an NPS official, was Interior's elimination of its Wasihiington,
D.C., "Human Kindness Day" activities which in 1975 accounted
for, over 5G0 Type I offenses.

Interior stated that we made no attempt to compare
the prevalence of crime in Federal recreaticon areas with that
in other jurisdictions. That is correct. Such comparisons
were not made because a recreation arca's design, location,
and types of inhabitants diffzr from those found in communi-
ties of comparable population. Thorefore, national crime
figures for urban and rural nonrecreation fjurisdictions are
not valid measures for crime at Federal recreation arecas.

According to Interior, our recommendations seem to
suggest that dissimilar problems should be addressed equally.

Interior added that while it is posgsible to place an ade-
quate number of law enforcement officers in limited areas
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of hiqgh visitor concentration, it is unrealistic that recrea-
tion arca visitors should expect, and be provided, uniform
levels off service at all recreation arcas, We agree. We
believe that the agencies should see that adeyuate numbors

of law enforcement porsonnel are placed at recreation areas
which have high concentrations of visitors and overnight stays.
These types of areas include urban park lands and all or parts
of other recreation areas which many people visit, such as

the Yosemite Valley.

We also aqrec with Interior that at some arcas
similar levels of service may not be geographically or
cconomically feasible. For example, recreatinn activity
on BLM land is not confined Lo arcas established or de-
lineated by BLM as recreation sites. We believe that BLM
should channel its efforts primarily to its arcas of concen-
trated recreation activity.

While we do not contemplate that each agency would
assign the same number of law enfo:cement personnel to all
recreation areas it administers, the quality of service
available to visitores should be consistent. This is in
line with recommendations made by Interior's Task Force on
Law Enforcement in its 1974 report. The report stated that
the absence of Departmental standards and policy on law
enforcemrnt was having a detrimental effect on the quality
of service and/or protection provided visitors to Interior-
administered lands. Our recommendations on pages 29, 30, and 31
alm to provide uniform visitor protection services at all
Federal recreation arecas regardless of the administering
agency.

Interior stated that our proposal to the Congress
to enact legislation is premature and that it would greatly
expand the law enforcement responsibilities of the Secretary
of Interior and impose on him and the affected Interior
bureaus basic police functions which may far exceed their
present law enforcement problems. Interior believes more
thought and study must be given to the guestion.

We disagree that our legislative proposal is premature,
since our report points out the need for such legislation.
Ag discussed on page 25 and shown in appendix I, the
Fish and Wildlife Service and NPS now have or are trying
to obtain similar law enforcement authority.

We alsoc disagree that our legislative proposal would
greatly expand the law enforcement responsibilities of the
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Secretarv. Except for sections 301 -303 of the draft legis-
lation, which would apply Federal visitor protection laws

to most of Interior's proprictorial land, our dratf't legis-
lative proposal would not provide any law enforcoment author-
ity to NPS or FWS that they do not alrcady have or that they
are trying to ohtain. Under the draft legislative proposal
NP&, Fws, and BLM would have comprehensive and uniform on-
forcement. authority to exercise on the lands which they admin-
ister. In the case of NPS, however, our dralfl leagiglation
would cut back on sowme of the broad policve powers that it
wags recently given, For example, the power to appoint local
law enforcement ofticials as Federal police officers with
all the powers and immunities of Pederal law enforcement
officials provided under Publie Law 94-458 would he re-
pealed. Under the existing enforcement statute for NPS,
Interior could establish its own police force using non-
Federal cmployees. When local police oftficials are ap-
pointed as special NS policemen they have more enforcemeont
authority than .S, Marshals or FBI agents. Their power
could include the authority to enforce all Federal, State,
and local laws, conduct State and local criminal investiga-
tions, and under certain circumstances conduct Pederal
crimwinal investigations and serve Federal process anywhere
in the United States.

According to Interior, the report is very one-sided
regarding the total visitor protection situation, since
State and local protection responsibilities and capabilities
are not analyzed. In addition, it is Interior's view that
our report does not recognize the great potential which
exists in the arca of cooperative agreements. We disagree.
A discussion of State and local authorities, responsibilities,
capabilities, and burdens is found on pages 21 to 25. 1In
addition, we recognize the role that State and local enforce-
ment agencies can play in providing visitor protection serv-
ices. This is evidenced by the recommendation to the Congress
on page 45 that legislation be enacted granting agencies
the authority to reimburse State and local law enforcement
agencies for services rendered orn® Federal Jands in connection
with the enforcement of State law.

Interior also stated that the report does not adequately
address the success that its bureaus have had with coopera-
tive aqrecements in the past. Cooperative agreements as they
existed at Interior recreation areas we visited consisted
of "gentlemén's agreements” between vecreatinn area officials
and local law enforcement agencies.
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Presumably these informal agreements have been benefi-
cial, but we believe a more formalized approach is better
for all parties. The Federal agencies wouid be able to plan
their law enforcement activities around a known commitment
by local agencies; &nd local taxpayers would not have to

; "foot the hill" for law enforcement on Pederal land.

OFFICE OF MANBGEMENT AND BUDGET

The Gffice of Management and Budget agreed that there
may be value in a uniform national law enforcement policy
on Federal recreation areas. (Sce app. VIITI.) OMB stated,
however, that while our report is helpful and provocative,
it has significant data gaps and methodelogical problems
which raise questions about whether the crime rate is of
: sufficient magnitude to warrant implementing the re»ort's
; recommendations.

: OME said that our methodology is biased toward the

? conclusion that crime is a serious problem because the indi-
viduals we interviewced werce field-level officials who were

; directly responsible for administering law enforcement

; activities. According to OMB, headguarters officials

of the land management agencics reviewed arc not convinced

that crime is a serious problem on the land+s they administer.

Our approach, described on pages 56, 57, and 64,
was multifaceted. It included visits to 24 field locations
to interview law enforcement personnel, review records,
and observe ongoing law enfoicement activities. We inter-
viewed headqguarters officilals, regional office stalf, and
recreation area superintendents and managers. A question-
naire was used to gather information on the law enforcement
activities at an additional 174 recreation areas. The
recreation areas surveyed by questionnaire accounted for
50 percent or more of all visitation.

The questionnaire enabled us to obtain information from
a much broader spectrum of geographical areas and law enforce-
ment personnel than would have been possible if we had relied
on perscnal interviews alone. With so meny diverse sources
of information, we are confident that the overall picture
of the crime problem which they presented is an accurate one--
not one biased towards a particular region or agency.

S

It is true that most of the personnel who responded
to our gquestionnaire were field-level officials. We
solicited information from them because of their intimate
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involvement with day-to-day occurrences in Federal
recreation areas. They are on the scene either witnessing
crimes or getting first-band information about them from
the visitors. We readily acknowledge that the fiecld-level
officials’ proximity to the crime problem may make them
hiased; but 1t would be foolish to discount the weolght of
their cumulative views because it is likely that they

know the problem in their arcas hetter thav anyone elsge.

OMB stated that a comparison of availsble crime statis-
tices on Type 1 crimes (referred to on p. 8) in the Mational
Park Systém with such statistics nationwide indicates a crime
rate one-fifth as high in the Park System. Thus, according
to OMB, although statistics for all of the areas covered in
the study are not available, thosze available for NES sugqgest
that crime on public lands is not nearly as serious a prob-
lem as our report asserts.

We agree that the crime rate in the parks is less than
the nationwide rate. However, this is to be expected given
the difference in the povulations, environments, and oppor-
tunities for crime which are found on public recication lands
as opposed to typical residential or urban areas. We believe
that the crime rate in the parks is nonetheless serious.
in the face of evidence we have collected from visits,
interviews, and questionnaires, it scems unwise to conclude
differently when, as OMB states, statistics for all of the
areas covered in our study are not available. Various in-
depender t and agency studies substantiated that crime was a
serious problem at Federal recreation areags. (See pp. 4 and
5.) Studies in 1974 and 1976 by the Corps of Engineers and
and FWS, respectively, represent the views of their headquar-
ters officials responsible for administering recreation lands.
An Interior task force which issued a report in 1974 con-
gsisted of represcntatives who had decisionmaking authority
from each burcau or office with law enforcement responsibili-
ties.

Even if the crime problem in the parks is less serious
than the national crime problem, it is still a nationwide
problem demanding a national law enforcement policy and a
uniform statutory enforcement aunthorization to combat it.

OMB stated that there may be sound reasons for the
different managerial authorities, responsibilities, and
jurisdictions held by each of the Federal land and watet
management agencies. OMB added that these reasons include
the authorizing legislation of each administering agency,
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the agency's purpose of management, and the territorial
jurisdiction ceded by each State when the areas were
established.

We agree that these are the reasgons why the Tederal
Government has so many different approaches to hendling
visitor protection; however, it is precisely at this wide
disparity that cur irecommendations for a consistent and
uniform approach to visitor protection are aimed. We be-
lieve that if the legal and programmatic shortcomings dis-
closed are to be corrected. immediate congressional and
agency action is needed.

OMB said that it does not believe that a task force,
headed by it, should be established to develop a national
law enforcement policy for Federal recreation lands. We
disagree. If Federal visitor protection activities are to
be uniform and visitors are to receive adeqguate law enforce-
ment services, a national policy of visitor protection is
needed. Since such a policy would cut across numerous Fed-
eral agencies, we believe that OMB is the logical agency
to develop and cocrdinate a Government-wide policy for law
enforcement on Federal recreation lands. This would insure
that a consistent and uniform national policy is developed
and implemented.

DEPARTHENT OF THE ARMY

The Department of the Army said it concurs with our
recommendations to develop a standard law enforcement policy
for providing uniform visitor protection on national recrea-
tion lands. (Sce app. IX.)

The Department pointed out that it is its policy to
provide a safe and healthful environment for public use of
lands and water at Civil Works water development projects.
The Corps of Engineers has the authority to regulate
conduct upon its land as it relates to project purposes and
uses. According to the Department, however, the Corps
does not exerclse any traditional police powers, hecause
Corps lands and water are held in a manner analogous to
that of a private landowner, Present Federal laws pro-
hibiting misconduct against persons or their property do
not apoly to most Corps recreation areas. The Corps be-
lieves that the responsibility for enforcing State criminal
and civil laws which do apply te Corps recreation areas
therefore belongs to the States and their political subdi-
visions.
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The Department stated that the State and local law
enforcement agencies have bheen unable to provide adequate
visitor protection service on Corps projects for various
reasons including limited staff{ and lack of funds. There-
fore, the Congress enacted Public Law 94-587, which authorized
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of En-
gireers, to contract with the States and their political
subdivisions to obtain increased law enforcerment services
at Corps Civil Works projects, DBecause thils legislation
stated that funding was only for fiscal years 1978 and 1479,
there hac been no opportunity, according to the Department,
to evaligte the effectiveness of law enforcement contracting.

The Department said legislation which would provide
legal protection for Corps civilian ewplovees, along with
implementation of the existing legislative authority to con-
tract for law enforcement, should materially enhance Corps
efforts to improve visitor protection services at Corps Civil
Works water resource development projects.

We agree that violence against agency law enforcement
officers should be a Federal crime., Section 304 of our
draft leaislation (se¢ app. II1I) would provide that assault-
ing, maiming, or killing any civilian of the Corps assigned
to perform investigative, inspection, or law enforcement
functions would be a Federal offense. We also agree that
the Corps' ability to contract for law enforcement services
will enhance its visitor protection services. We caution,
however, that if the Corps is to make certain that it re-
ceives the services for which it is contracting, it will
need & system of control and internal review.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

In February 1977 we submitted our report to the Depart-
ment of Justice for its review and comment. Because we have
received no response and because of congressional interest
in the report, we are issuing it without Justice's comments.
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CHAPTER 6

SCOPE_OF REVIEW

We reviewed operations at six agencies which administer
the majority of the federally owned lands. ‘'The agencies are:
the National Park Serwvice, the Bureau of Land Managewment, and
the Pish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the In-
terior; the Forest Service of the Devartment of Agriculture;
the Corps of Lngineers of the Department of Defense; and
the Tennecsee Valley Authority. Our audit work was performed
at agency headquarters where we reviewed agency records and
held discussinns with agency officials.

In addition, we visited the following field locations
to talk:with law enforcement personrel, review records, and
observe the law enforcement activities at each location.

NPs

Everglades National Park:, Florida

Grand Canyon HNational Park, Arizona

Great Smoky Mountains National Park, Worth Carclina and
Tennessee

Gulf Islands National Seashore, Florida, Alabama, and
Mississippi

Lake Mead National Recreation Area, Arizona and i‘evada

Mt. McKinley National Park, Alaska

Rocky Mountain National Park, Colorado

Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho

Yosemite National Park, California

FS

Angeles National Forest, California
Coronado National Forest, Arizona
Ocala National Forest, Florida

Pisgah National Forest, North Carolina
Sierra National Forest, California

BLM

State Office, Sacramento, California
District Office, Riverside, California
Area Office, El Centro, California
State Office, Fairbanks, Alaska
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Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge, Illinois

Upper Misslissippi River Wild Life and Fish Refuge,
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, and Illinois

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

Allatoona Lake, Georgia
Lake Sidney Lanier, Georgila

TVA
Chickamauga Dam Reservation, Tennessce
Land Between the Lakes, Kentucky and Tenncssce

We reviewad existing and proposed law enforcement
legislation applicable to these agencies. We also sent
a survey questionnaire to 1,637 employees at 174 selected
recreation ateas administered by these 6 agencies. IFor the
purmage of our analysis, however, only {ive agencies were
used. The gquestionnaires received from TVA were not used
because its Public Safety Service Branch provided its em-
ployees with supplementary instructions for answering the
questionnaires. Since it appeared that these additional
instructions af{fected the way they answercd the questions, we
eliminated the responses. In commenting on the report,
TVA stated that it has taken measures to insure that in
the future our requests for information will be handled
in strict accordance with the procedures we indicate.
(See app. VI.)

The questionnaire wac used to insure maximum uniformity
of pertinent information collected. The sites surveyed by
questionnaire were those which accounted for about 50 percent
of all visitation. To assist us in distributing the ques-
tionnaire, each agency prepared a list of its employecs who
were most actively involved in law enforcement activities
at the selected recreation areas.

The questionnaire was pretested on recreation area
employces to observe any misinterpretation in the wording
of the questions or any problems in obtaining the information
requested. As a result of the pretest, the gquestionnaire _
was modified. It was mailed to the selected recreation o
area employees after it had been coordinated with head-
quarters officials from each agency.
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APPENDIX I

hacrey

Katicnal Fark
Seryvice (NESY.,
Cepartrent of
the Interior

Statutory Enforcement
Aathority
as_of Geteber 1, 1976

pet of March 3, 1901, 33
Stat. B72 {16 U.8.C, 16
(1970) {rerealed ny Pub. L,
No. U4-4TH, 90 Srat. 1939,

1941, epproved “cotober 7,
1y76))~-A1l HEb epployees
authorized to raxe arrests
for the viclation cf lows
and requlaticps relating
to the Wational Forests
and Natioral Parke; all
persons arrested muct he
taken tefore a ragistrate
for trial (mindereanor
trial jurizdiction).
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«
L 3
MPARATIVE STATEMLNT
Tederal Statutes Lxpressly Authorizisg lLav
ans_on Vicitor-Oriented Eederal Lards
Scope of bropased or Kecently Corrents on Prownred or Recently
Enacted Enlorcement Authorizations Engeted Enfore Jhutherizations
Pubs, L. Ho. S4-458 (%, 3430): Fub, L. Mo, 94-458 (8,3436G):
~=Designated Interior Department —=Mcut NFS recseation areas are held in a proprietorial
employees authorized to carry flrearms; interest stalus. On preprictorial lands, those see-
tiors of the Federal criminal code that prohibit mis-
-=Desigqnated Interior Department corduct aqainst visitors or their property do not
ewplovees authorized to make worrant- apply and, hence, are not enforceable.  Fub. L. No. 94-458
legs arrests for all Federal orises decs put apply these lows to Federal recreation areas held
within the National PFark System or in a proprictorial status, While miscanduct against visi-
beyend if the person to be arrested tors and their property is coonizable under a State's
is {lecing to aveid arrest; cririnal code on proprietorial lends, Pub, L. NHo. 94-458
does not specifically authorize NES enforcement oflicers
| ~=besignated Intericr bepartwont Lo rake arrests under a Glate's criminal code or offer
| employces authorized Lo executs isrenities to those that do;
| Federal warrantes end other Federal
| process; --Under certain circurstances, NPS employees may oxecule
| warrants and conduct c¢riminal investigations anywhere in
| --Designated Interior Department the United States;
; employees autharized to conduct
| criminal investigations; —-%he Secretary of the Interior may appoint local sheriffs
; as "special pclicemen” with all the powers and immunities
| ~-~8ecretary of Interier may appcint ¢’ & Federal NPS enforcement officer. No provision is
| State and local officials as "spo- rade for the training of "special policemen;"
cial policeren” with the authority
to enforce the entire Federal cri- ~-rlthough the Secretary of the Interier may reimburse
minal code, States and lecalities localities for services rendered in conmection with the
may be reinbursed for expenditures enforcement of Federal laws, no specific provision is
incurred by “"special pelicenen” in made for reimbursing States and localities {or services
connection with such enforcement rengered in connection with the enforcement of State laws.

activities;

~=Secretary of Interior is autheor-
ized to consummate arrangements with
States to the end that the United
States cxrrcise concurrent jurisdic—
tion over NPS lands (State and Fed-
eral criminal codes apply on lands
held in a concurrent status).
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APPENDIX

Nat1nnal
Service
Dopartwent

the

(Cont inued)

u.s.

Statutory Enforcerent
Authority
as_of Ucterer 1. 1376

{NFS),

Park Police Y. C. Code Ann., 4-201-

4-211 (1973}, as enended
(Supp. 1I, 14975)~-while
within the District of
Colurbia and contiquous
environs, U.S. Fark Police
nay carry f{irearms and make
arrests for all crires
cognizable under the laws
of the United States and,
while within the District
of Columbia proper. the
U.5, Park Police have all
the powers and duties as
the District Metropolitan
Police.

Preceding page blank
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COMEARRTIVL STATEMENT

Leyislative Btatue of
Enfercement Authevizations
Freposed tn ydth Conoross

$. 1, Y4th Cong.., 1ot Sesy,
(1975} (referted Yo Sencte Come
mittee on the Judiciary); H.F.
12904, 44th Cona,, 2d Sess,
(1976) (refereed to Subcomnmittee
on Criminal Justice of the House
Copmittes on the Judiciary).

5.1 and M.k, 12304 failew of
3 ent .

Pub. L. No. 94-458. 90 Stat.
1839, the recent NPS enforee-
ment autorizatien, was not
intended to enlarge or diminis
the authority of the .5, Park
Police. H.R. Rep. No. 94-1%689,
4th Cong.. 23 Sess, 18§ (1476).

Scope of Proposed or kede
nacted Dnfopcepent Authoriz

§.1; H.R. 12504:

~~Des ignated NPS cnployers ¢
fzed Lo carry flrearmsg

-=Dogsignated RNES ewp layees &
ized to make warrantleus art
all Fedoral crimesy

~=Designated NES employees @

ized Lo cxecute and serve b
warrants and other Federal

Not applicable.
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RATIVE STATEMLNI
Scape of Propored or keerntly
Epacted Enfotcepent Authorizations
S.l; HL.R, 12504
~=Degiarated NP3 esployees author -
fzed to carry firearps;
“=Designated KPS erployocs agthor-
ized to pake warrantless arreste for
all Federal crimes;
~=Docignoted NES cmployees author-
ized to sxerute and strve Pederal
warraiets and other Federal procecss.
Not applicable.
1]
-
-
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APPENDIX I

Commenty on Proposcd or Recoently
Epacted Lotorcerent hutherizaliens
s§.1; B.K, 2504
-=NI&' arrest, warrant and process cerving authority is net
geograrhically limited to lands withip the Nationsl Fark
Systen;

-~&.1 and H.R. 12504 are szilent on the scape of Nps!
tigative authority;

inves-

--Most NFE land iz held in & preprietorial interest status,
On proprieterial lands, those sections of the Fedcral crim-
inal code that prohibit misconduct against visiturs or
their property do not apply and, henee, are net enforee-
able., 8.1 and L.K. 12504 do not apply there lows to bPed=
eral recreation areas held in a proprictorial status,

While misconduct againet vicitors or their property ie
counizable under a State's crimtnal code on proprietorial
lands, S$.1 and H,LK., 12504 do not authorize KPS enforcerent
officers (o make arrests under a State's crininal code or
offer immanities to Lhose that do;

--§.1 and H.R. 12504 neither permit the Secretacy to
appoint lacal police to enferce the Pedevel criminal code
nor authorive the Secretary to reirburse States and local-
ities for services rendeted on N3 land in connecvion with
the enforeement of State and local laws,

“ot applicable.
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Pi'ENDIX I

hgency

Bur_au of Land
Managgemment (BLM),
lepartment of

wle Interior

Statutory Enforcewent
muthority
as_of Gctobver 1,

16 U.S.C. 460 ~6a(c)

(supp. V. 1975 )~-~besignated
BLY erployees suthorized Lo
make arrests for offenses
invelvina the vialation of
requlations relating to the
collection of recreation
use foeps.

16 U.5.C. e7Gi(b) (Gupp.

Vv, 1976 =-Designoted BLM
epployees anthorized tao
arrest peruans found hunt-
ing, trapping. ar fiching
withoot a valid public land
managemrent Stawp.

16 U.5.C. 1338(b)
Vv, 1475)=-Desiapated
employecs auvthorized
arreats for offenses involy-
ing the viclation of laws
and requlations relating

to the protection of roam=
ing horees and burros,

(Supp.
BEM
to make

Precening page hlank
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Legislative Status of
Enforcepenl Autborizaticns
Propoged_in 94th_Lengrooh

§.507 (H.K. 13777)=-Reported
in Senate Decerbor 18, 1475
Interict and Insular Affairs
kepurt 94-583. Passed Senate
February 25, 1976. 1n House
teferred to Interior and
Insular Affairs Februwary 26,
1976. PFeported in Bovece Moy 195,
1976; kReport Y4-1163. FPaszed
Houre and amended (duly 27,
1976, Senate asked for a
conference July 30, 1976,
ference report filed in the
fHouse September 29, 19763 Report
g4-1724. tHouvse aarced Lo cop-
{erence report September 34,
1976. Senate agreed to confor-
chee report Octobor L. 1976,

'

Lon-

Approved by the President
Ootebor 21, 1976--Fub, L. No.

5751927900

i

COBPARATIVE STATEMENT

Scope of Proposed oo Recently
tpacted Enforcement Autherizatic

pPub, b, No. 94-479 (5.507):
--Tesianated "Federal peosonnel’
authorized to carry firearms;

~=Degignates "Federal peraonnel’
autborized te cXecute and serve
Federal warrants ond other bede)
process;

—-Desianated "Federal personnel!
authorized to enfarce Pederal L
and requlations relating to the
publie lands or resources. To
enforce such laws and requlatio
desiqnated BLY officials nay ma
Federal folony and misdemeanor
arcests,  Pub. L, Ke. Y4-57Y% ce
that Foderal perrennel perforimi
enforcement dutive on BLM land
receive trailning;

~-Seeretary of Intering pey con
with local pelice to carcy out
enforeerent regponsibilities,
tocal ofiicials heve all the inm
ities of Federal law enforcemen
of{icers and moy eénforce Vedera
laws and regulations releting t
rublic lands and their resource
pub. L. No. 94-57% requires tha
police under contract with BLH
training;

~-«5tates and locolitier may bLe
bursed for expenditures incurre
them in connecticn with activit
that assist in the administrati
and regulation of the use and ¢
pancy of the public lands.




COMPAKATIVE STATENINY

Srope of Proposcd or kecently
Enacted Enfurcepent Autherizations

Pub, L. Ho. 94-579 (8.507}:

~~Designated "Pederal peoreonnel®
avthogized to carry Lirestes;

~=Designated "Federal perseonnel”
authorized to execute and ceorve
Federal warrants and other Federal
proguss:

~=Degranaled "Federal persennel”
authorirzed to enforee Federal lawe
and requlations relating to the
public lands or refourcez.  To
enforce sueh laws and reculations,
desiguated BRLM officials muy made
Federal felony and wisdeseano-

arrasts, Pab, Lo No.o 94-9%9 1poauires

trat Pederal personnel perforning
enloreorent duties on BIM land
receive trainina;

~=8ecr-iary of Interior ray contract
with local police to cariy cut his

entorcement responsibilities.  These

local offictals have all the trpon-
ities of Pedoral law enfrreerent
of ficors and may enfource Federal
laws antd requlations reletling te
publig lands ant their rescurces,

APPFNDIX I

Cormer te on Iroposcd or Recently
Enacted tnforeenent Authorizations

Pub., L, No, 94-579 (5.507):

~=Degignated "Federal personnel” may enforce Federal laws and
reatlations that reldte Lo the Ypublic lands or their re-
soureen, " See, e.0., L8 U,5.8, §81851~1063 (1970), Tt is un-
clear whether this anthorization would permit epforcement of-
ficials te coke arrests for the viglalion of [ederal laws pro-
hifiting miceonduct 2uainst vicitors or their property be-
caune the Foederal cririnal ctatutes which coriminalize such
comiuet have no spectal reference to "public lands or their
resources”;

~-Most LLM land is beld in a proprieterial interest statue.
Gn proprirtorial londs, those sections of the rederal crim-
inel coae that prohitit misconduct aqainst visitors or
their property do nst apply and, hence. are not enforceable.
Pub, L. Ko, 94-579 dees not apply these laws te Fodetal
land heid in a proprietarial status, wWnile misconduct
againet visiters end their property iv coanizeble under a
State's criminal cede on proprieterial land, Yub. L. Nn.
94-579 deer not gpocifically authorize BLM enforcement
efficers to make arrests under a State's criminal code or
offer imzunities to thofe that do;

-=Fab, L. RBo, 94-579 is e¢ilent on the scope, if any, of BLM's
investiaqative autherity;

--kub, L. Ho, Y4-57% directs the Secrotary af the Interior to
try to achieve "maxirur fewsible reliance™ on local police
in order to discharge Federal law eaforcement responsitil-

o

v

Pab. L, No. 94-57y reguices that local ities.
police under contract with BLM receive
trainina;

-~States and localities way be rein-

bursed tor expenditures ancurced by

them in connection with activities

that assist in the adainistration

and requlation of the ure and occu- i
panc,; of the public lands. :
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APPENDIX I

Bureau of tard
Managenreont (BLM).
Lepartment of

the Interior
{Cont inued)

Statutoery Enforcerent

Author ity

as_of Oevober 1, 1370

Legislative Status of
Fnforcement Autbhnrivatt
Froposed in 94td Londre

G.1, 9dth Cofig., 1=t Sess.
(1975 (referred to Senate
mittee on the Judiciaryl:

CONIARATIVE STATENIND

onsG

BH

Contpm

Hoky,

12004, 4ith CTong,, 24 Sess,

(1978) {referrad to subeer
tee on Criminal dustive of

Hoaee Copmittee on the Jusciaryl.

§.1 and M R, 12302 failed

eractrent.

Wit
Lthe

et

L s

Scope «f Propossd Or Re,
toocted Enforcement Authog

&0l HOR. 12504;

~~pesignated Interior Deopa
erployees authorized to ca

arma:

~=pesignated Interior Depa
employees authorized to ma
less arresls for oll Peder

~=pesignated Interior Depa
erployees authorized te ox
serve Federal warrants and
Federal process,
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Seope af Fropesed or Becently
Lhacted Eolezcerent Anthorizetiens

£.); Wok, 12504:

-=Derignated Interior Deparlment
erployees sutherized Lo carry fire-
arms

~=Peatgnated Interlor Departoent
eppioyves: authorized to make warrant-
legs arrests for all Federal criwes:

~«pwsignated Interior bepartment
erpleyees auvthorized Lo execute and
s¢ fpderal warcrants end other
Federal process,

PLORE LA R
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APPENDIX 1

. on Frepoced or Recently
iotnforcrnent Authorgrzatiens

$,.1; H.ok, 12504:

~edrfest, warrant, and procens scrving suthority is not
geoqtaphically liwited to BLM land;

—=8&.) and H.R. 12504 are silent on the scope of BLM's inves-
tigative authority;

—=Mast BIM lend is beld in a proprietorial interest status.
On proprieterial lands, these scevtions of the Federal crime=
inal cooge that prohitit misconduct against visitoers or

their property do not opply and, hence, are not epforceable.
§.1 and H.R. 12504 do not apply these laws to Federal land
held in a proprietorial status. While misconduct againt
visitors or their property is cognizable under a State's
crirvinal code cn preprietorial lands, .1 and H.®, 12474 do
hot aunthorize BLM cnforcement of Eicers to make arrests under
a State's eriminal code or offer irmunities to those that do;

5.1 and H.R. 12504 peitbur permit the Scovetary Lo appeint
local pelice to enforve the bederal criminal code nor author-
ize the Secretary to reimburse States and localities for
services rendered on BLM land in connection with the enforce-
mwent of State and local laws.




Wildlife Service

fiepartre
Interic

APPENDIX I
»
L d
Agency
U.S, Fich and
(tws),
of the
|
»
»
-

Statutory Inforcerent
Anthority

as_of Ocotober 1, 1976

Bald ard colden Raqlo

Act, 1t L.5.0, tbb-668c. The
Endangered Specics Aot of
1973, 16 ©.8.C, 1531~-1%43,
the Natioral wildlife Pefage
Systen Adwinistration Act
Amendire nte of 1u74, 16
U.8.C, 6t 6have, Migra-
tory Bird raty Avt, 16
U.s.C, TéI-711, the Miara-
tory Bitd Hontingy Stary Act
of Mares 1o, 1934, as
arended, 14 U.8,C, 718-71&:n,
the Afrtarpe Hanting

16 U,.8.C. 7:43-) :
Bass Act, le U.8.C. B31~6lu,
the Marine Mammal brotection
Act of 1972, 16 .80, 1361~
1407, &ri the lacey hct, 16
U.s.C, 42-44, 3094, 3112,
--Designated FWS erployecs
are authorized to rake
artests far the vinlation

ol nulcrentially all Tedvral
laws ans reculations that
relate to the protection of
fish and wildlife.

Preceding page blank
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COBPARRYIVE STRTINENT

Legislative Statvs of
Enforeement Authorizations

Provosed in 8dLl (ongress

.k, 5%03%, 94th Cona.. let
8¢ [iviSi=-Repocted frop
House Conpitter on derohant
Marine and visheries dvril 28,
197k Bepart Y4-109%3,  Lasoed
lHouse May 3, 1976, In Sceaate,
reforred to Senate Cordittee
on Cormerce Nay 4, 197¢. Lope
Tittee diactaraed,  Atended
and pasaed ty Senate October 1
1476, BRY

i, 3 gq pv

Seope of fropored or Kecen
Loscted Epinrecrent Authorira

Hofi, 5523:

“~Derinnated FWS employecs sy
to certy firearms;

~~Lesf{ansted s eoployers oy
Lo rake warrantiess arrests f
Foedoral crimer;

~

--Lesianated FWS emplovees au
to mwestigate fish ond wildl
related of lwes;

--Desigrated FWE employces au
to execute amd rerve Federal
and cther Federal process

-~secretary of tae Interior a
ized to desigrate local offic
enfoerce the entire Federasr ov
code en FWs land. focal offi
so desianatced would have all
imranities of Federal enforce
ofifizers;

~=H.PB, 5523 would reguire the
tary ¢f the Interior to estab
trairing programs in order to
the ability of lecal official
enforce Federal and State fis
wildlife laws:

--Secretacy of the Interior a
ized to reimburge State and )
agencies for servieces rendere
copnection with the cnforceme
State and Federal lawz on Fw§

Esait P
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ALARATIVE STATENENT

Geope of Fropos
Eppeted Enforcen

#d or hecently
Authotizations

Hok, 95503

Lt SR

mmated FWS cnployees suthor izod
to carry firearme;

~=Desianated FES eoployees authot ized
fo make warrantless arrests for all
Fednral cripes;

~-Drsiunated FWS employees authorized
to investigate {i1ah and wildlife
related crines;

~-Desiapated FWS erployvees authorized
to cxecute and cerve Federal warrants
and other Federal procesg:

==Secretary of the latericr author-
ized to Sesignate local officisls te
enforce the ortire Federald criminal
code on FWS land., locval eofficials
£o desicnated would have all the
trmunities of Federal enforceoment
officers;

~=H,R. 5423 would requite the Se¢re=
tary of the Interior to establish
training programs in order to improve
the ability of lccal officials to
enforce Federal and State fish and
wildlife laws;

--=8ecretary of the lnterior author-
ized to reimburce State and local
agencics [or services rendered in
connectien with the enforcerent of
State and Federdl laws on FwS land.

APPENDIX I

Comrenls on Froposed or hecently
Enacted £ fureement Attherizatiuns

H.R, 5523:

-l R, 5523 speciflically dovs nol authorize FuS enforcenent
officials to investigate satlers unreluted t