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CRIME IN FEDERAL RECREATION AREAS

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 1978

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
ExvironueENT, ENERGY,
AND NATURAL RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTER
oF THE CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT QPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:03 a.m., in room
2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Leo J. Ryan (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Leo J. Ryan, Thomas N. Kindness, Arlan
Stangeland, and John E. (Jack) Cunningham

Also present: Norman G. Cornish, staff director; David A. Schuenke,
counsel; Ronald J, Tipton, assistant for environment; Helen Drusine,
assistant for energy; Dan Cook, chief investigator; and Eileen Theim,
chief clerk,

Mr. Ryan. The subcommittee will come to order. ‘

Today we begin hearings on the problem of ‘crime on national
recreation lands—national parks, national forests, wildlife refuges,
and water recreation sites—we all as American citizens use and enjoy.

In a way, it is very sad that we have to be here today to discuss this
kind of matter. There is not anybody in this country who does not
like to believe in certain truths, I suppose, whether it is Santa Claus

_or the fact that when one goes into the national parks crime, if there

is any, is of the Yogi Bear variety in the cartoons rather than anything
that is real. It is sugposed to be a place where peoplie can go with
safety and knowing they will achieve a kind of peace of mind and have

. & chance to see the natural beauty that God made available in such

abundance in this country.

Today the problem of criminal activity poses a real threat to visi-
tors to recreational areas, according to a recent General Accounting
Office report. The GAO found that 85 percent of the law enforcement
employees they surveyed at Federal recreation areas said that crime
was & serious problem. ;

The FederaFGovernment owns and/or manages more than one-third
of the country’s 2.2 billion acres of land. In 1976 more than 1 billion
visits were made by the public to Federal recreation areas managed by
six Federal agencies. ‘

The American people have the right to expect a pleasant, relaxing
experience and they have a right to expect to be reasonably safe from
crime against themselves and their personal property when they visit
the parks that they and all other American citizens and taxpayers
have bought, paid for, and are managed with tax dollars.

The family that visits Federal recreation lands for a weekend camp-
ing trip or a Sunday outing does so in part because they believe they
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roblems that are part of daily life in

, including crime. Today, unfortunately, they are yvrong:
urgaguanl&%asr of reportgs prepared by the Federal Governmenfa includ
ing the Corps of Engineers, the Interior Department, and so on,

indicate there is great support for the findings of the General Account-

ing Office regarding crime in Federal recreation areas. ’{‘he :}1{-2;2'
amount of criminal activity that occurs In Federal recreation

is di ' i £ crime statistics
‘ficult to determine because of the scarcity o . _
fvgﬂa‘t?llcla. All signs indicate, however, that the problem I1s getting
Wolli‘ts- E;s clear that the Federal Government is no% adequately re?arec}
to deal with crime on its lands. We are told that some Corps o
Engineer lakes have crime in excess of that experienced mhmp,]a)(li'
urban areas, but corps law enforcement personnel are not authorize
w0 X%rll;lyax?ﬁlggst.he Grand Canyon, or in any national forest, visit:j's
must Tely on State and local law enforcement EOtgﬁg?%éoiﬁlscevz ; &3:
State criminal law is applicable in some cases. 1o 0 , )
tioaﬁers depend on the local sheriff, who may be hours away and 1S

probably not that interested in investigating crimes on Federal lands.

: i i nduly alarm the public, and
Tt is not the purpose of this hearng to unduly e orp i oy

m not suggesting we return to & vigilante sys ! 7
gx%raordina,ryg gmeas%res be taken. I am simply mtere;iciedtmbfﬁgr
ing out what actions the Federal Government needs to t 1e 0 o
protect citizens who use our Federal lands for recreatlonaspul;oposHé

Our first witness today is Comptroller General Elmer 1_)’r,aa],;‘l S. He
is particularly welcome. I would like to commend him ﬁx;o 0 ]yi hois
the GAO report he will discuss today, but for all the fine Worh s
agency has done at the subcommittee’s request since T became 1c 8 A
man. T am sure his testimony will be excellent, and T am p eszseb
that he is taking & personal interest in this extremely importan
subject. ‘ . _ ts

his hearing, General Staats. We awalt your comments.

ygﬁgﬂe gz)fnt out tog the audience that after the Comptrqlller

General there will be & panel of Federal field law enforcement officials.

They have been invited to give a statement and then to dlscus§,1 oln

an -nformal basis with members of the subcommittee the whole
question of crime on Federal lands.

General Staats, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF ELMER B. STAATS, COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES; ACCOMPANIED BY DANIEL STANTON, AS-
SOCIATE DIRECTOR OF THE GENERAL GOVERNMENT DIVISION;
THOMAS JURKIEWICZ, SUPERVISORY AUDITOR; AND KENNETH
MEAD, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

r. Sraats. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
%/\Ife are pleased to bg here and we appreciate your remar%lis.G .
You have requested that we discuss today & r'egort.of the Felalem]
Accounting Office of June 21, 1977, dealing with crime in Ye eraf.
recreation areas. Our purpose In this review was to assess the current
level of visitor protection at frequently visited Federal recreation

are getting away from the p
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areas and to study the means available for providing adequate visitor 1
protection.

The Federal Government owns millions of acres of land which
lpeo(fle use for recreational activities. As the public’s use of these
ands has gone up, so also has the incidence of crimes occurring upon
them. We do not mean to be alarmist; the crime rate on these lands
is still far below the rate in our Nation’s cities. But the problem is a
serious one and more can and should be done to protect the persons
and properties of visitors to these areas. The responsible agencies are
not doing all that can be done for sundry reasons, some within the
gower of the agencies to correct, others stemming from legal issues

eyond their control.

First let me give a little background on the administration of land
used for national recreation areas. The Federal Government owns
and administers about one-third of the Nation’s 2.2 billion acres of
land. Most of it is administered by the Bureau of Land Management
and the Forest Service. Other agencies involved include the Fish and
Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, the Army Corps of
Engineers, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. Although the primary
mission of these six agencies is managing natural resources, the lands
they oversee also have as one of their objectives recreational op-
portunities. .

Bach year more and more people are taking adventage of the
recrestional areas. In 1976 they made over 1 billion visits. That would
be equivalent to about five times the total population in the United
States, Most visitors go to have a relaxing experience, and do. Others,
however, become victims of crimes—robbery, assault, and even murder

are not unusual. With the number of visitors continually increasing,

the Federal agencies administering these areas have a difficult sitaa-
tion to contend with. The growing incidence of crime has unfortunately
exposed inadequacies in visitor protection. Our report titled ‘“Crime
in Federal Recreation Areas—A Serious Problem Needing Congres-
sional and Agency Action’’ describes these inadequacies.

In studying this problem, we visited 24 of the Nation’s most fre-
quently visited recreation areas. We observed how visitor protection
services were being provided and talked with law enforcement per-
sonne} and other agency officials about their law enforcement programs.
In addition, we sent a questionnaire to 1,637 employees at 174 areas
identified by the agencies as being actively involved in law enforce-
ment activities. The 174 areas surveyed by questionnaire, along with
the 24 areas visited, accounted for 50 percent of all visits to Federal
recreation areas in 1975. The evidence we collected shows that crime
is a serious problem at highly visited recreation areas.

We found three major obstacles to good visitor protection: (a)
Limited statutory authority,.(b) lack of applicable Federal criminal
statutes, and (c¢) weaknesses in the management and operatior of
law enforcement programs.

In responding to our questionnaire, agency recreation area em-
ployees painted a grim picture. About 85 percent of these officials
said crime was a serious problem in their areas. Many cited as fre-
quent problems larceny, burglary, assault, vandalism, illicit possession
of weapons, drug and alcohol abuse, and destruction of natural and
historical resources.
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; i encies reviewed, only the Natlo_n@l Park Se A

cur?aﬁlfaﬁa(;ds?l{agi%nwide statistics for crlfrfnmal a,cm;rét);e%%(;%gﬁm& og a}:ﬁ

lands. In 1975 about 5,000 serious of eris? Weurder rape. robbery.

Service headquarters. Serious offensels inclu e%l}lle Pork Service aloa

assault, auto theft, burglary, and larceny. h as fraud, narcotics

collects data on other types of oﬁenseIS, suc D0 of these
: : X 1975 over 24,000 o

violations, drunkenness, and va,ndallsm. o : d ters.

5 to Park Service headquar

other types of offenses were reported t ile nationwide statistics on

Since the other agencies did not compile nat D activity through

i iminal activity, we learned about criminal activity 1

iﬁ?ogiez?i?riﬁ:irzcand )wr,:isits to their recreation areas. Here are ex

. amples of the types of criminal activity which had occurred on the

ilation, illicit drugs
i s of one agency: Murder and mutilation, illicit
ai%fggg%;&ggcraft for p%cl;u%, parani}ﬂltary aic(isgltmiz, glr‘ltci %I;)&)eé‘jt’s}:
destruction. This information came from inc eports and dis-
cussions with Bureau of Land Man:gement %ersoingl el In Oalifornia
In addition, the agency reported 24 homici .esi,}h o fgo ovordoses,
7 deaths from unknown causes, and 9 su}cldes in the Ca. fornia deser
i 4, At Pisgah National Forest in Nor arolina,
3:11?)1511? lgv%r?n%foiggment incidgents involved disturbances and la(licemes.
However, incidents of l(liomiciéli%i abnclltadfssa,uly:3 c?ea;*";(la :lgs:ngféul;zi L
o legal issues made it difficult for . I
mirﬁgter rgecreation areas to provide adequate visitor Prgteé}m(l)?. v’&‘l%}(z
first inveived limitedlstatutorly tatétléonty ; the second dealt
icabili criminal statutes. _ o
apflf‘lﬁ%a%rlﬁeofv)ﬁ%gg becomes all the more serious when ll_lmttczld
statutory authority ma}]lxes privcialnt;%n a,nd’s t}i):)lrrlus??;gc ;(;Jnéxl')s;?ﬁ eel’é
i legal issue, then, entails the question _ _
é&ugﬁi)nlc'li%;y to %nforce the law. Because of increasing crime, 1a,ll1 age;:slf;gi
have expanded their resource protection programs to inc ucte er or
rotection. However, this effort was handicapped b)fr a,hpeh Wuthor~
imited and differing statutory authorizations, none O{!W. 1pt rz;, “hor-
ized enforcement of all laws governing the conduct of v;(sil g  As 8
result, at some recreation areas, agency employeies prom1 t?h Pit o
tion, but only by overstepping their express statutory author }1; iny
carrsring unauthorized Igrearms fc%r lay:hgnf?zxﬁce?;nzrgi I(;l%rp()(}se&s{l g]ﬁg,rityg;
criminal offenses not within . th
gﬁf S:,itif;fé as deputy sheriffs during their working hours as Federal
emqg}llc;yggi. loyees went beyond their express enforcement %utgoms%y
for several reasons. Some were instructed by the qgenfcy ) .'otixi:
Others believed the necessary powers could be implied ronﬁ emstiorgi
enforcement statutes. Finalé%r, many felt they_ had to take ac
i owing crime problem, N .
&gjiltlzl Sc:}tl{wi.’e%:rre}cre{':-;;,tion arg&s, the prevailing practice was F!:o shy awiagr
from the law enforcement needed to protect visitors. For el\)Imt];:incL)% &
one Fish and Wildlife refuge we visited, Upper Mississippi at na;
Wildlife Refuge, had no employees involved in law gn.forceme)xol  and
relied totally on other enforcement agencies for v1s1§lor de§ ?;iona,l
services. In contrast, another agency refuge, Crab Orc1 arh Na lanel
Wildlife Refuge, had four law enforcement personne wﬁo cas lod
firearms and made arrests for felony and ;msdemeanm;r o en?ethem
volving misconduct against visitors and their property. Two o
had obtained deputy sheriff’s commissions.

5

A second legal issue has to do with the applicability of Federal
criminal statutes. For Federal lands of a particular jurisdictional
status, the Federal criminal code does not apply. At most recreation
areas crimes against visitors or their property, such as murder, Tape,
and robbery, are not Federa] crimes and are therefore not currently
subject to Federal authority.

Let me explain this in further detail. Essentially, Federal land is
held in one of three jurisdictional statuses: exclusive, concurrent, or
proprietorial.

reas of exclusive Federal jurisdiction are subject to the entire
Federal criminal code. Generally, States can neither define nor punish
for crimes committed on this land because misconduct there falls
only under the Federal criminal code. Since Federal, not State, offenses
are involved, Federal law enforcement officers, acting under appro-
priate statutory authority, may make arrests for crimes committed
on this land.

Areas of concurrent jurisdiction are subject to the criminal codes of
both the Federal and State governments. Enforcement officers of
each, acting under appropriate statutory authority, may make arrests
for offenses falling under their respective criminal codes.

Areas of proprietorial jurisdiction, however, which comprise two-
thirds of the Government’s land, ordinarily are not subject to the
Federsl statutes that directly criminalize misconduct against visitors
or their property. Visitors to these areas must rely on State and local
officials for assistance.

According to many rangers and local law enforcement officials,
local agency involvement in law enforcement has been limited, partly
because of a shortage of resources and partly because o! g primary
responsibility to handle community law enf orcement problems. Other
rangers pointed out that often local agencies which could have re-
sponded to law enforcement requests were located several hours
away.

There is a further complication of the jurisdictional issue, Because
jurisdictions of various types are often intermingled, enforcement

Historical Park, are composed of land areas held in the three different,
jurisdictional statuses. Rangers we surveyed at Blue Ridee and Colo-
nial discussed how these mixed jurisdictions can affect %a,w enforce-
ment services. '

For example, & National Park.Service ranger at Colonial commented
that the present system of jurisdictions is at best ridiculous and that
You almost have to be g lawyer to understand all of the legal ramifica-
tions of the various jurisdictions and their respective boundaries.

Recently, legislation relating to the enforcement powers of the
National Park Service and the Bureau of Land Management was
enacted. These acts expanded the authority of the two agencies to
enforce Federal laws; however, they did little to insure visitors of
law enforcement services because at many areas there are no Federal
visitor protection laws to enforce.

In addition to the legal obstacles to law enforcement, we also found
management problems in law enforcement programs. First, agencies
need to improve their reporting systems; second, they must better

25+584 O =78 - 2
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assess their rangers’ training needs; and, finally, they need to develop
uniform contracting procedures. . . .

Accurate and timely data has not been available to monitor visitor
protection programs or to allocate resources to law enforcement needs.
Only the National Park Service and the Corps of Engineers had
established reporting systems. The absence of this data has made it
difficult for headquarters, district menagement, and law enforce-
ment employees to determine: (1) the level and seriousness of crime;
(2) if recreation areas were implementing headquarters guidelines;
and, (3) the effectiveness of efforts to reduce criminal activity.

Because the agencies did not adequately monitor the implementa-
tion of visitor protection policies, practices varied considerably among
recreation areas. For example, Yosemite National Park established a
law enforcement office which issued directives to rangers and had a
definitive role in inanaging the park and its more than 2 million
visitors a year. In contrast, Lake Mead National Recreation Ares,
also administered by the National Park Service, had no centralized
law enforcement office and rangers thirs relied to a great extent on
their own discretion when engaging in visitor protection.

The seriousness of criminal activity which occurs at recreation areas
underscores the need to train rangers to deal with a variety of law
enforcement situations. No agency, however, required that employees
be trained before being assigned law enforcement duties, although
one, the Forest Service, had established training standards. In addi-
tion, none of the agencies maintained records at the headquarters
level on the type and amount of training employees received. As a
result, the amount of formal Federal iaw enforcement training which
employees received from their agencies varied greatly—from none to
over 400 hours.

Overall, about 26 percent of the employees res%ondin to our
questionnaire said that they had not received any Federal law en-
forcement training. Many employees who had been trained said the
training had not covered sucﬁ activities as arrest procedures, even
though many had made arrests, or the use of firearms, even though
many carried guns. '

Of the National Park Service and the Ferest Service rangers
responding to our questionnaire, 352 or 40 percent were less-than-
full-time employees, called seasonals. All agencies except the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority relied on seasonals to ﬁmvide some law en-
forcement services. These persons were given the same law enforce-
ment duties and responsibilities as permanent rangers and in some
cases were issued firearms.

The seasonal employees we contacted were just as likely to have
made arrests as were the permanent rangers but had not been trained
as much. They were more likely than permanent employees to have
attended training programs, but the amount of training they received
was generally less. Most seasonal employees received only 1 to 2
weeks’ training each year in all aspects of their job, including law
enforcement. ilere is what one National Park Service ranger said

about the training these seasonal employees receive:

Most seasonals only receive 40 hours of training and of that about one-half
is related to law enforcement. This is grossly inadequate and puts both the

ranger and park visitor in a dangerous situation.

7

A Forest Service ranger commented:

As a rule, during th
" ) g the summer the bulk of law enforce is 2
vt 1oat i o, i, This oSS S done by ol
pa e like i
training, sooner or later Someone is going to be sZriguZ?;c}g?lgggavg;tllgiﬁ}ég reager

The lack of uniform contract;
: acting procedures has al
ggg%xzs?gg&%%r:eﬁt gf laniv 1;ani"}grgement progra,m:. Sﬁoﬁ%ﬂgggec?egﬁj
ational Fark Service, Bureau of I,
ment, and the Cor s of Engi ’ ined to emtrpianage-
gineers—are authorized to
%E%tethtgg L?&loginz ;éﬁixgegfﬁageqclegﬁfor *irisitor proteg&%g‘aé%gmgg
] ‘ er significantly. Because th
dgencies—the National Park Service. B A weihli
» Bureau of Land M
gggho%%;l,)sth%gr E;fglggrss—t;%idhogly recently received 231?%:8%?;2
tir'ni‘cilofﬁgur g 1shed any contracting guidelines at the
e Forest Service, however, has been i 1
: ' authorized
:ﬁg;céxggn%o:})&zi&v& vz;%rﬁfme?_ts vﬁ,h State and loca?lgg?anlc?gsl fgg
the Forest Garvirs ) ams i éla. lonal forests. During fiscal year 1977
T ‘ 00 i i ’
$5f.l g}rlulholr; vl;;lth lm’é enforcemerﬁsegzgr‘lrgiezgreements nvolving. about
pouough Forest Service management is leased wi
’ t "
ﬁg& gg;‘se&%ﬁxslﬁeﬁr%%mm, %tgs rangersdare noI% as sativgigil.ﬂfgsgggg ecI\'f
. racting procedures or controls :
enforcement agencies with which it contracts, the Fore(s)zesl"ei%‘izg‘cla ifgg

initiating negotiating, and monitorin
) 1 ’ all law enforc
The Forest Service rangers we conta,c%ed pointgd gggefl(])agl : cqntmctii.
neiseiI 1ridt_he cloopf,ramve program: e weaks
- Hlolding local enforcement officers accountabl
:}];gr i?fop%eratlvcia agreements is difficult. In one ixfsg;:ngse&teé‘znsut? :
thousa,rlﬁi orr?ed iclhe Forest Service in late 1975 that it had reimbuli'seg
ppousan Ssho 'ff(l)l ars to his sheriff for services never performed and
oot tho sh t?m tadfmstrl_lcte&d him t(iﬁprepare false billings. The FBI
o D ment of Agriculture’s Office of Investigations, and the
o2 e§r heeI]‘J‘Vlce 1s}usbsta,n»tsmt;ed his allegations ’ °
. orest Service di ;
loc3a1 %ﬁv efforfementcgggﬁz ixgo't have enough funds to adequately use
- D8 level and quality of service provided un i
oo L | ' provided under ccoperative
e eoment 16d as new sheriffs were elected or new police chiefs

one in situati
resulgggni;yj Iin situations where forests border several jurisdictions
consistent levels of law enforcement, within the forests
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Tn addition, if Federal visitor protection activities are to be uniform
and if visitors are to uniformly receive adequate law enforcement
services, a national policy on visitor protection is needed. The Office
of Management and Budget should coordinate the development of
such a policy as well as specific guidelines for Federal agencies to
follow.

In our report we proposed certain improvements for protecting the
visitors of our national lands. Specifically, we recommended 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 Tennessee Valley
Authority, develop and implement a program to protect visitors and
their property. We stated that the Government’s program should:

(1) Delineate acceptable levels of law enforcement service to be made
available to visitors.

(2) Establish 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. : .

(3) 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 recreation areas. Such a system
could serve as the basis for a program of supervision and control over
visitor protection efforts. ‘

(4) Develop improved procedures for recruiting, training, and equip-
ping rangers assigned law enforcement duties.

(6) Develop guidelines and procedures to be followed when con-
tracting with State and local law enforcement agencies for law en-
forcement services. )

Also, we recommend that the Congress enact legislation to untangle
the legal and policy problems associated with law enforcement on
visitor-oriented Federal lands. This legislation would insure an effec-
tive legal framework for providing law enforcement services. Draft
legislation to implement these recommendstions was provided in our
report. I would like to go through that, if I may, when I have con-
cluded my statement.

Neither OMB nor the Department of Justice believes the problem
is severe enough to warrant implementing our recommendations.
Both agencies appear to have been convinced by headquarters’
officials of the la,n({) management agencies that crime is not a serious
problem in recreation lands. .

Had we talked to headquarters officials only, we probably would
have drawn the same conclusion. We did not stop there, however,
we sought out information from the people who know the problem
better than anyone else—the Federal officials on the spot. The views
of the people we talked to and surveyed convinced us the Government
needs to act now. v E

After our report was issued, OMB told us that it believed agencies
should be encouraged to resolve law enforcement problems on their
own lands and to consult with the Justice Department when appro-
priate. OMB said it had asked Justice to establish a process for doing
SO.

We do not know whether Justice has established such a process. .

We believe, however, that the Justice Department, as the chief law

it
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enforcement agency of the Government, should take the lead in
initiating and coordinating efforts to resolve the problems discussed
today.

Tl?is completes our prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ryan. Thank you. The attachments to your prepared state-
ment will be made a part of the record at this point.

[The material follows:]

ArracEMENT I

®  Lenina 1 £ 2040 XES €050
€3 o FZ3 4060 D «0100

ATTACHMENT I
ANNUAL VISITATION, CALENDAR YEARS 1971 THROUGH 1975
[in thousands]

Agency 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976
National Park Service—............._. 200,543,2 211,621 1 226,492.5 217.437.6 238, 849. 1

Fish and Wildlife Service.._..ooonoo. 18,856.0  20,249.0  20,351.0  21'107.0 Y 267, 821.0
Bureau of Land Management._.__....  91,240.0  84,566.0 = 953500  89)847.0  79,250.0 143 9410
Forest Service _._.........---..... 175,250.2 181,053.9 181,013.4 191,261.4 198,537.2 199, 928.1
£0rps of ENgINesrs .. .ooooooon oo 310,000.0 330,593.1 344,000.0 352,000.0 376.000.0 391,000, 0
Tennessee Valley Authority........... 57,628.0 60,2940 61,2620 61,859.0 65,612.0  69,200.0

+ FWS converted to fiszal year data collection in 1975. Therefore, calendar year visitation statistics we ilable.
Reported visitation for fiscaf year 1975 was 24,121,000 and for 1976 was 27,10)(’),000. on st were not available

Mr. Staars. Either now or later I would like very much if Mr.
Mead, our attorney working on this matter for us in our office of our
General Counsel, could summarize the legislation that we think is
required to deal with this problem.

Mr. Ryan. We might as well do it right now except that I think
those who are here ought to be aware that the House is going into
session today at 11 o’clock. Very early on the agenda there will be a
bill on. the floor to add some additional land to the Redwood National
Park in California. I have a very great interest in that from this sub-
committee’s study that was completed about a year ago, and a pro-
prietary interest as a citizen of the State of California concerned about
the survival of those big trees.
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Therefore, we are going to move along as rapidly as we can because
I expect we will be called to the floor sometime before we would
normally adjourn here. ‘ .

Mzr. Staatrs. If you would prefer to pass up the explanation of the
legislation, that is quite all right. _

Mr. Ryan. I think it would be a good idea to have it. .

Mr. Staats. What is involved here is included in appendix 4 of
the report we have made.

Mr. Ryan. Take a few minutes, Mr. Mead, to tell us what the
thrust of your proposed legislation is. We would appreciate that.

Mr. MEADp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The draft legislation contained in the appendix to the report would
do these basic things. First, it addresses the statutory law enforce-
ment authority of rangers. It would give the rangers, when designated
by their respective Secretaries, authority to enforce the Federal crim-
inal code on the lands they administer.

Second, the draft legislation would apply those Federal criminal
statutes that govern the conduct of visitors and protect their property
to all Federal land administered by the agencies covered by our
Teview.

Finally, it would provide a uniform statutory provision through
which States could receive reimbursement from the Federal Govern-
ment for providing law enforcement services in connection with
enforcement of the State criminal code on Federal land.

I should also point out that the legislation contains a provision
recognizing that police operations on Federal land should only be
conducted incident to an express congressional authorization.

Mr. Byan. I find it nothing less than incredible that there is almost
an anarchic situation on Federal lands now where there is & very
incomplete capacity of those we thought were in charge to administer
the law. That is as serious a shortcoming as overcrowding or any
other problem that you brought out so far, General Staats.

Mr. Sraars. The basic principle that we think should apply here
is if the Federal Government with the. taxpayers’ funds establishes
an area and opens it for recreational purposes and it carries with
it a direct Federal designation—parks, forests, or whatever—and the

Government operates that recreational area, it has a responsibility
for seeing that there is adequate law enforcement protection.

If the Federal Government develops a recreational area and turns
it over completely for a Stste and local government to operate, it
seems to me then you have a different situation. However, if the
Federal Government with the general taxpayers’ funds develops an
area for recreational purposes, we think it has a responsibility to see
that there is adequate law enforcement protection for that area.

Mr. Ryan. Let me ask you a couple of questions with regard to
your testimony.

- You say there are jurisdictional problems oit the Blue Ridge Park-

way and in the Colonial National Historical Park. Could you give me
any specific examples where the Federal Government’s hands were
tied or something happened where a crime occurred and the%r could
not do what we would normally expect them to be able to do?

Mr. StaasTs. Yes. If it is all right with you, I would like tc ask one
of my colleagues to respond. We have quite a number of examples,
Mr. Chairman.

g
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Mr. Jurkrewicz. Instead of the Blue Ridee P ke '
to give an example at a corps lak o Shis saomed. 1o id like
A]lvaézoona Lokt e G ps lake Where this occurred. It was at

e were told that Ywo male vacationers were spendin the ni

; e night ai
the %a,ke’g camp area. During the late eveningphours gi',hey Iggcangg
211\70 ved in an argument with two other men who were camping next
g them. One of the vacationers was knocked unconscious at the
start of the ﬁght; The other vacationer escaped and ran toward the
zﬁzogl(;%e; manalgel]‘I s office. When he reached the office, he found that
the door was locked. He picked up a 55-gallon drum and broke into

Since it was after 5 o’clock the ran i

wa  ranger station was closed.

He got inside the office and went to the tele hone to try to call for
assistance. He picked up the phone but it hacf been disconnected by
the rangers. So the individual was left with no assistance.

. By this time his assailants had caught up with him and they beat
Im until he, too, was unconscious. When the rangers arrived the

ﬁpxt day, they found the camper and revived him and questioned

hgm about what happened. He explained to the rangers. They told
im to call the local sheriff because they could not help him since

they had no law enforcement authority:.
ﬁr. }{YAN. This lita U.s. lgoresb Service ranger?

T. « URKIEWICZ. 1t was a Corps of Engineerk cithtion offic

Mr. Byan. A Corps of Engineers citati%n officer? oo

1}41.';'. JURIKIEWICZ. es. '

The real crux of the story is that when the man started to 1
the ranger stopped him and wrote him a citation for destroyix?g ((3}8373:
enI:tIment property, thaﬁ; 1s, for breaking in the door. '

. Hlere was a case where a victim of & cri ivir
citation and fine for trying to protect himselli?‘f.le nded up receiving a
1\1\;,I[r. :SRYAN. I vc?n identify with that, I guess.

I. STAATS. We can give you as many examples as vou would lik
¢ Mr. Ryan. For the record, it might be a good idea, }éenefal Staatg.
il you would, as a supplement to whatever you have there, unless yoﬁ

ave & very voluminous report, give us some examples such as that.

D

T : ne A
thl;,?sy ;21%&122 ?[71((3)1'%7. useful in graphlcally describing the specific problems

[The material follows:]
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Location: C & O Canal, Washington, D.C.
Administering Agency: ©National Park Service

Jurisdictional Status: Intermingled (Concurrent, Proprietorial, and
Exclusive)

Issue: Problems resulting with mixed status

While canoeing on the canal you will be in proprietory jurisdiction,
and vhile walking on the tow path you are in' concurrent jurisdiction.
A few feet off the tow path into the woods, however, proprietory or
exclusive jurisdiction begins. Depending on the jurisdiction and
whether you are in Maryland or the District of Columbia, you could
expect to call the National Park Service, the National Capitol Park
Police, the Maryland State Police, the Montgomer¥ County Sheriff, or
the District of Columbia police to assist in investigations. Such was
the case when a sulcide occurred at the Penny Field Lock last summer.
The jurisdictional boundaries were so confusing, Federal and State

officials were measuring distances with a ruler to see who had juris-
diction over the body.

Location: Lake Allatoona, Ga.
Administering Agency: Corps of Engineers
Jurisdictional Status: Proprietorial

Issue: Lack of authority to act

A camper at Lake Allatoona, Georgia, told us he witnessed a
serious fight between two visitors at the Lake while a Corps Ranger
also looked on. During the argument, one visitor got a pistol from
his car and then seriously beat the other visitor. The camper said
the ranger radiced for the Sheriff but made no attempt to break up the
argument or assist the person being assaulted. He said that was the

first time he realized the Corps Rangers have no law enforcement
authority.
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Location: Allatoona, Ga.

Administering Agency: Corps of Engineers
Jurisdictional Status: Proprietorial

Issue: 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. visitor protection service

Two male vactioners were spending the night at the Lake's camp
area. During the late evening hours they became involved in an argument

with two other men who were camping next to them., One of the vacationers

was knocked unconscious. The other vacationer escaped and ran toward
the resource manager's office. When he reached the resource manager's
office he found the door was locked. Since it was after 5:00, the
rangers had all gone home leaving the area unattended. He grabbed a

55 gallon drum which was set outside the building and broke into the
front door. He ran to the phone which was sitting on a desk and picked
it up to call for help. The rangers, however, had disconnected the
phone. By this time his assailants had caught up with him and beat him
until he too was unconscious. When the rangers arrived the next day
and found the man they revived him and questioned him about what had
happened. He explained and a ranger told him he would have to call tie
local sheriff for assistance since he had no law enforcement authority.
As the man started to leave, the ranger stopped him and wrote him a
citation for destroying Government property.

Location: Pike-San Isabel, National Forest, Ca.
Administering Agency: Forest Service

Jurisdictional Status: Proprietorial

Issue: Ranger overstepping express statutory authority

A ranger at the Pike-San Isabel National Forest told us that he
has been attacked twice. Once with a gun; the other time with a knife.
Both incidents occurred while he was making camp ground patrols. -In
both cases he became inadvertently involved when campers came to him
seeking protection from would-be assailants. Because he felt he could
not desert the victims and since he had no communications equipment with
which to summon the local sheriff, he overstepped his authority and pro-
vided aid to the victims. He disarmed the individuals in both cases and
turned them in to the county sheriff.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS
- WASHINGTON, D,C. 20314

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

DAEN-CWO-R

2 0 MAR 1978

Honorable Leo J. Ryan .

Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment,
Enexgy, and Natural Resources

House of Representatives

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Ryan:

Inclosed is a copy of a letter I have provided the Comptrollexr Gene?al,
concerning testimony given during the 9 February 1978 hearing on crime
in Federal recreation areas.

Sincerely,

. A ’
- g
CHARLES I. MEGINNIS

Major General, USA
Director of Civil Woxks

1 Incl ‘-
As stated
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DAEN-CWO-R 9 0 MAR 1978

Honorable Elmar B, Staats

Comptroller Genarxral of the
United States

441 G Street, N. W.

Washington, D. €, 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

The purpose of this letter iz to comment on two statements made by
representatives of your office during the hearing on 9 February 1978,
before the House Subcommittee on Environment, Energy and Natural
Resources of the Committee on Government Operations, concerning crime
in Federal recreation areas.

The reference to eleven murders at Grapevine Lake in the metropolitan
area of Dallas-Ft, Worth, Texas, cannot be substantiated. Our project
records for 1975, 1976 and 1977 and contact with local agenciss
indicate only three known inclidents associated with Grapevine Lake
that were homicide-related: (1) a woman reportedly drowned under
unusual circumstances; (2) the body of a man thought to have bsen
murdered elsewhere was left at the lake and (3) a man's empty car

was found at the lake although his body was found elsswhere.

Georgis, by & man neading a telephone for an amergency call. According
to the testimony, this incident resulted in the man receiving a cita-
tion for the destruction of Government property. Our investigation
disclosed that in 1972 a man was assaulted on the project and came

to the project office after it had closad, broke in and used the
taelephone to call the sheriff. He then waited at the office for thae
sheriff to arrive. Contrary to the testimony, however, there was no
citation issued to him for any vislation.
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DAEN-CWO-R 2 0 MAR 1978

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

I hope this informatioh will be of use to you in evaluating thg problem gf
crime in Federal recreation areas. I will be pleased to pr9v1de ény other
information you may need from the Corps of Engineers concerning this

important subject.

Sincerely,
SIGNED

CHARLES I. McGINNIS
Major General, USA
Director of Civil Works

CF:
‘Honorable Leo J. Ryan
—CE
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Mr. StaaTs. Another kind of an example has to do with the juris-
dicticnal problem on the C. & O. Canal, which is very close by here.
We have all three situations involved in the C. & O. Canal. We have
exclusive jurisdiction, concurrent jurisdiction, and proprietorial
jurisdiction. Yet it is supposed to be a single recreational area.

This sort of problem can only be dealt with by the agencies working
with the Congress to get a statute which will make it feasible. It is
a]mﬁst impossible to administer law enforcement in situations such
as that. . :

Mr. Ryan. That leads to a most logical auestion.

On page 15 you say that OMB and Justice do not seem interested.
Could you elaborate on that? How much effort has been made to get
them to express interest?

Mr. StaaTs. I would like Mr. Stanton to respond to that question.

Mr. StanToN. I would not say it is a matter where they do not
seem interested; it is a matter of degree. OMB certainly does not
fgel 1th3t it is one of the national priorities in which it needs to take
the lead.

Mr. Ryan. The OMB was not too concerned about dam safety

@

either until the Toccoa Dam blew down in Georgia. I think it is a’

matter of using the 4 by 4 to get the attention of the proper donkey.
Mr. StanTon. OMB has told us that the President’s reorganization
roject which is located within OMB is considering this situation.
hey are looking at both the public lands—and they have one task
force studying that—and law enforcement projects. We know that
the two groups have discussed this problem. Although it is not one of
the areas they are actively considering now, it will be.
Mr. Ryan. What about the Justice Department?
Mr. SranTon. We were told yesterday that Justice is actively
considering the situation. There have been some discussions going

on for several months. We anticipate they will be coming up with

their own legislative proposals.

Mr. StaaTs. You have probably seen, Mr. Chairman, the letter.

which they filed with the Government Operations Committee in
response to our report. They disagree with us in almost all respects
as to the seriousness of the problem, No. 1, and, No. 2, they feel what
we are suggesting in our draft bill is not the right approach. However,
so far they have not come up with a substitute. ,

Mr. Ryan. It reminds me of the old joke about a conservative
being & liberal who has been mugged. I wonder about an FBI agent
and his family in a situation such as the one you described down there
in Georgis, if that would have happened to him, perhaps the response
might have been somewhat different. I think it is simply a matter of
trying to get the attention of those who are involved, which is the
reason we are having these hearings today. That is part of the reason
for being as specific as we can.

Mr. Staars, Tt is our view that the Department of Justice as.the
chief law enforcement agency of the Government has the responsi-
bility here to try to work this situation out.

Mr. Ryan. In that letter to which you refer, which is to the chairman
of the full committee, as the staff points out here, in the second para-
graph it says: . :

However, it—referring to your report~—did not provide any convincing
documentation to indicate a crisis in law enforcement in recreation areas.
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Mr. Stanton. That gets back to the point you made earlier. We
do not think it should be a crisis before something is done.

Mr. Staars. It depends on what you define as a crisis.

Mr. Ryan, It is Jike having the city engineer finally erect a traffic
light at a corner after there have been seven deaths. ’Whep there
are only one or two traffic deaths per year, then they don’t do it. How
many bodies do you have to have? Maybe what we can do here is to
escalate the body cognt and tililie horror stories there are, which 1s
why I suggested you be as specific as you can.

I\}/rIr. Sm%&gATs. beelieve I a?m correct, am I not, that on 1 Corps
of Engineers project in Texas there were 14 bodies found in 1 summer?

I do not know whether that is a crisis or not for that area but 1t sounds
bad to me. .

Mr. Ryan. We will see if we can help a bit there.

Let me ask you one last question. .

In the appendix to your statement I noticed that the Bureau of
Land Management doubled its visitation between 1975 and 1976
from something like 74,000 or 75,000 to about 149,000. Is there some
reason for that? Is there something that has happened?

Mr. Jurkmgwicz. Mr. Chairman, we talked to Bureau of Land
Management officials about the increase. They had no knowledge or
reason why it had occurred. They said that looking back through
their historical records that there were other times when there have
been great increases in visitations one year and & sudden drop the
next. .

Mr. Ryan. Mr. Kindness, do you have questions?

Mr. Kinoness. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ' .

General Staats, I want to apologize for being late in getting here
this morning. I appreciate your being here to present this testimony.

In the process otP conducting this study, was there any compendium
put together of the different geographic areas and types of situations
that exist with respect to law enforcement? ‘ .

Mr. StaaTs. With respect to the three categories—exclusive, con-~
current, and proprietary?

Mr. KIiNDNEsS. Yes. .

Mr. Staams. I believe s0. We do have a record, as I understand it,
of what particular lands fall in each of those categories. We would be
glad to supply that for the record.

Mr. Ryan. Without objection, so ordered.

[The material follows:]

Agency: Rtatus of land

Tennessee Valley Authority_.____cowoao—- All areas except for Land-
Between-the-Lakes is pro-
prietorial (600,000 acres of
water surface, 11,000 miles
of shoreline).

Land-Between-the-Lakes is
Aliexclusive (11171(30_00 acreg).
rps of Bngineers. . o« oo ocococ e areas are held in proprie-

Corps 8 torial status (11.0 million

d ALl Srens are held i
B u of Land Management___ __ . ._. .- areas are held in proprie-
nres 8 torial status (470.4 million
acres).

Forest Service . o e All areas held in proprietorial

status (186.9 million acres).
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Agency—-Continued Status of land

Fish and Wildlife_ - .. . ____. Exclusive—0.7 million acres;
concurrent—3.7 million
acres; proprietory—31.3

) million acres.
National Park Serviee_ ... oo See attached listing. The list-
: ing shows the situation at
12/39/70 and does not
reflect changes in status
since that date.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE—LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION IY AREAS

(Compiled by Hancock in OR about April 1968 and updated by E. V.’ Buschman
to include recent areas.)

Federal tand

acres

Abraham Lincoln Birthplace NHS, Ky., proprietorial . .. _..._.___ 116. 50
Acadia MP, Maine, exclusive proprietorial. . __ .. . 34, 350. 60
Adams, NHS, Mass., proprietorial_____ e c——— 4,77
Allegheny Portage Railroad NHS, Pa., proprietorial. ... ..____ 655. 82
Amistad RA; Tex., proprietorial . . 43, 559. 00
Andrew Johnson N. Mon., Tenn., exclusive proprietorial. . ______ 16. 68
Antietam NBS & NC, Md., coasrrent proprietorial exclusive._._ 785. 33
Appalachian Nat. Scenic Trail, Maine to Ga., proprietorial ______ 17, 000. 00
Appomattox Court House NHP, Va., proprietorial . _____._____ 937, 34
Arbuckle Ra, Okla., proprietorial. . . . _. . o 5, 631. 00
Arches NM, Utah, proprietorial . . 74, 633. 05
Arkansas Post Nat. Mem., Ark., proprietorial.. ________________ 304. 60
Assateague Island NS, Md.-Va., proprietorial. . ... __ 14, 338. 25
Aztec Ruins NM, N. Mex., proprietorial. _ . . .. ____.__. 27. 14
Badlands NM, 8. Dakota, exclusive proprietorial .. _ 107, 454, 69
Bandolier Nl\/f, N. Mex., proprietorial . ______ . ________ 29, 661. 20
Bent’s Oid Fort NHS, Colo., proprietorial - __ ... __________ 178. 0G
Big Bend NP, Tex., partial proprietorial __.___ . . __..____ 706, 558. 40
Big Hole NB, Mont., exclusive. . . oo oo 535. 72
Bighorn Canyon RA, Wyo.-Mont., proprietorial..__ .. _.._.___.. 61, 826. 00
Biscayne NM, Fla., proprietorial . . _ ____ . ______ ... 93, 276. 00
Black Canyon of the Gunnison NM, Colo., proprietorial_.._.___. 13, 317. 68
Blue Ridge Parkway, Va.~-N.C., exclusive concurrent proprietorial. 82, 384. 81
Booker T. Washington NM, Va., proprietorial _.__.____________ 217. 93
Brices Cross Roads NBS, Miss., proprietorial . _ . ___._____ ’ 1. 00
Bryce Canyon NP, Utah, proprietorial ... . 36, 007,
Buck Island Reef i\TM, V.1, proprietorial . . o eoen

Cabrillo NM, Calif., exelusive. .. ... __
Canyon de dhelly N‘M, Ariz., proprietorial
Canyonlands NP, Utah, proprietorial ... ______ -

Cape Cod NS, Mass., proprietorial ... ... ceoo oo

Cape Hatteras NS, N’.C., proprietorial . _ . ..

Capitol Reef NM, Utah, proprietorial .. . = 143.
Capulin Mountain NM, N, Mex., proprietorial. ..o _ . ..__ , 720, 42

Carl Sandburg Home NHS, N .C., proprietorial _.___ . ___.______ 246. 58
Carlsbad Caverns MP, N, Mex., proprietorial .. o 46, 433. 07
Casa Grande Ruins NM, Ariz., proprietorial.. . ..o o = 472. 50
Castillo de San Marcos NM, Fla., exclusive proprietorial._______ 19, 74
Castle Clinton NM, N.Y,, proprietorial . _____ . ... 1, 00
Catoctin Mountain Park, Md., proprietorial .. . ______ ) 5, 769. 40
Cedar Breaks NM, Utah, proprietorial . ____ . __________ 6, 154. 60
Chaco Canyon NM, N. Mex., proprietorial . o oucaacnn 20, 989. 35
Chalmette NHP, Ia., exclusive. e e 141, 32
Channel Islands NM Calif,, Rgoprietorial ______________________ 18, 166. 68
Chesapeake & Ohio Ganal N , MD.-W, Va., concurrent proprie-

torial o o e e 4, 647, 96
Chickamauga and Chattanooga NMP, Ga.-Tenn., exclusive. ... 8, 231. 83
Chiricahua NM, Ariz., groprietorial___-_________.._____-..__.r__.. 10, 632, 51
Christiansted NHS, V, 1., proprietorial .. oo 27. 15

7 FE

ot o v

g e

bt 5 i e S s e



-

o

20
Federal land
acres

City of Refuge NHP, Hawali, proprietorial _.____ . _._____._ 180. 78
Colonial NHP, Va., exclusive concurrent proprietorial. ... ... 7, 233. 05
Colorado N M, Colo., proprietorial o mma 17, 642, 92
Coronado N. Mem., Ariz,, proprietorial . - _ ______ _________ . _. 2, 834. 16
Coulee Dam RA, Wash., proprietorial .. . 100, 059. 00
Cowpens NBS, é.C., proprietorial . . . 1. 24
Crater Lake NP, Oregon, partial - _______ e 160, 290. 33
Craters of the Moon, NM, Idaho, proprietorial .._.__ . .. ._.___. 53, 545. 05
Cumberland Gap NHP, Ky.—Tenn.-Va., proprietorial .. _.___ 20, 170. 61
Curecanti RA, olo.iv})roprietorial ____________________________ 41, 103. 00
Custer Battlefield NM, Mont., exclusive proprietorial ... ______ 765. 34
Death Vallesy NM, Calif.-Nev., proprietorial . .. __________._ 1, 891, 834. 97
Delaware Water Gap, Pa.~N.J., proprietorial_______ .. __.___._ 20, 060. 00
DeSoto N. Mem., Fla., proprietorial . . e 24. 78

Devils Postpile N'M, Calif., proprietorial - ...
Devils Tower NM, Wyo., proprietorial .. ________
Dinosaur NM, Utah-Colo., proprietorial .. .-
Edizon NHS, NT ., proprietorial __ . __ o mn
Bisenhower NHS, Pa., proprietorial. . __________
Effigy Mounds NM, fowa, proprietorial.. . . _ . __
El Morro NM, N. Mex., proprietorial . __ . . ..
Everglades NIS, Fla., partial proprietorial
Federal Hall N. Mem., N.Y., exclusive___.__._____
Fire Island NS, N.Y., proprietorial - . . _______.._

Flamirg Gorge RA, Utah-Wyo., proprietorial ___ . __________ . 00
Florissant Fossil Beds NM, Colo., proprietorial . ... ____._._._ 4, 245. 32
Fort Bowie NHS, Ariz., proprietorial. . oo 900. 00
Fort Caroline N. Mem., Fla., proprietorial ... __________ 128. 37
Fort Clatso;ivN. Mem., Oregon, proprietorial ______________.__. 124, 97
Fort Davis NHS, Texas, proprietorial _..__._. e e 459, 40
_ Fort Donelson NMP & NC, Tenn., exclusive proprietorial .__.____ 528. 39
Fort Frederica NM, Ga., proprietorial . .- ..ol 210. 72
Fort Jefferson NM, Fla., exclusive - . o 47, 125. 00
Fort Laramie NHg, Wyo., proprietorial . - _ . _______________ 562. 79
Fort Larned NHS, Kansas, proprietorial . - ______.___ 406. 19
Fort McHenry NM & H. Shrine, Md., exclusive..__ . . _._._.. 43, 26
Fort Matanzas NM, Fla., exclusive. . e 298, 51
Fort Necessity NB, Pa., exclusive_ . .. ________ e 350. 26
Fort Pulaski NM, Ga., exclusive proprietorial..___.____ .. .. 5, 356. 52
Fort Raleigh NHS; N.C., proprietorial. . oo oe 140. 48
Fort Smith NHS, Ark., exclusive . oo e 12. 82
Fort Sumter NM, 8.C., exclusive. . o 34,27
Fort Union Trading Post NHS, N.D.-Mont., proprietorial .__.___ 120. 04
Fort Union NM, N. Mex., proprietorial .. .o __ 720. 60

Fort Vancouver NHS, Wash., exclusive_._.__ et e e e e e 89. 21
Fredericksburg and épotsylvania County B. Mem. & NMP, &
Fredericksburg NC, Va., exclusive concurrent partial vroprie-

torial . _ oo e e e e e e e 2,721, 47
General Grant N. Mem., N.Y., proprietorial _..______ . ________ 0. 76
George Rogers Clark NHP, Ind., proprietorial . __._ 22, 65
George Washington Birthplace NM, Va., proprietorial .. .__.___ 393. 68
George Washington Carver WM, Mo., proprietorial __.__________ 210. 00
Gettysburg NMP & NC, Pa., concurrent proprietorial ... 3, 065, 92
Gila Clif Dwelling NM, N. Mex., propi_weorial__.____ e 533. 13
Glacier Bay NM, Alaska, proprietorial . _ .. _ . lize. 2, 808, 610. 93
"Glacier NP, Mont., partial . i1, 011, 319, 15
Glen Canyon RA, Ariz.-Utah, proprietorial . _______ ... 1,186, 443. 80
Gloria Dei Church NHS, Pa., proprietorial .. _ . _.___ 2,74
Golden Spike NHS, Utah, proprietorial .. e 2,171. 69
Grand Canyon NM, Ariz., proprietorial...._ oo ____ 193, 019 34
Grand Canyon NP, Ariz., proprietorial .~ . _.______ 673, 223. 61
Grand Portage NM, Minn., proprietorial ._ . _________ R 709. 97
Grand Teton NP, Wyo., proprietorial . _. . 304, 368, 26
Gran Quivira NIv[, N. Mex., proprietorial_ . . _ . coee 610. 94

35, 528. 40

Great Sand Dunes NM, Colo., proprietorial .. ____.___..
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Great Smoky Mountaing NP, N.C.-Tenn, partial proprietorial. _ _
Guadalupe Mountains NP, Tex., proprietorial .____.____ _..______
Haleakala NP, Hawaii, partial. . . . . __._
Hamilton Grange N. Mem., N.Y., proprietorial
Hampton NHS, Md., proprietorial . __ o _ e
Harpers Ferry NHP W.Va.-Md., proprietorial .. ... .. ____
Hawalii Voleanoes Ni’, Hawaii, partial .. ___ e
Herbert Hoover NHS, Iowa, proprietorial - .. __.___.______._
Home of Franklin D. Roosevelt NHS, N.Y., proprietorial
Homestead NM of America, Nebr,, proprietorial
Hopewell Village NHS, Pa., proprietorial ... _________
Horseshoe Bend NMP, Ala., proprietorial
Hot Springs NP, Ark,, partial._ . . oo
Hovenweep NM, Utah-Colo., proprietorial .. ... . __._______
Hubbell Trading Post NHS, Ariz., proprietorial. . . ________
Independence NHP, Pa., proprietorial ... oo .
Indiana Dunes NL, Ind., proprietorial
Isle Royale NP, Mich,. partial . .o oo oo
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial NHS, Mo., proprietorial_
Jewel Cave NM, S. Dak., proprietorial.. .. . . __._
John F., Kennedy Birthplace NHS, Mass., proprietorial
John Muir NHS, Calif., proprietorial
Joshua Tree NM, Calif., proprietorial
Katmai NM, Alaska, proprietorial . ____ ____ . _______.__
Kennesaw Mountain NBP, Ga., proprietorial
Kings Canyon NP, Calif., partial . ..o
Kings Mountain N MP, S. ., exclusive proprietorial
Lake Mead NRA, Ariz.-Nev., proprietorial
Lassen Volcanic NP, Calif., partial . ool
Lava Bads NM, Calif., proprietorial . - . ____________
Lehman Caves NM, Nev., proprietorial ______ . ______________
Lincoln Boyhood 'N. Mem., Ind., proprietorial.._._____________
Lyndon B. Johnson NHS, Tex., proprietorial - ... _______._____
Mammoth Cave NP, Ky., partial proprietorial
Manassas NBP, Va., proprietorial :
Mara-lago NHS, Fla., proprietorial
Mesa Verde NP, Colo., partial . - - o e
Marble Canyon NM, Ariz., proprietorial
Minute Man NHP, Mass., proprietorial - .. . . ________
Montezuma Castle NM, Ariz., proprietorial . . o eeeooo
Moores Creek NMP, N.C., exclusive proprietorial...__..__._____
Morristown INHP, N.J., proprietorial. o oo oo oo
Mound City ‘Group NM, Ohio, BXCIUSIVE - oo e
Mount McKinley NP, Alaska, partial
Mount Rainer NP, Wash., partial
Mount Rushmore N. Mem., S. Dak., proprietorial
Muir Woods NM, Calif,, proprietorial .. cooco e
Natchez Trace Parkway, Miss.~-Tenn.-Ala., concurrent (in Miss.)
proprietorial . oo .o e ————
Natural Bridges NM, Utah, proprietorial-. ... _.__
Navajo NM, Ariz,, proprietorial . ... ... e e e e
Nez Perce NHP, Idaho, proprietorial- . _ .. e
North Cascades MP, & Ross Lake & Lake Chelan NRA, Wash,,
proprieforial o o .o

. o o o et 41/ o e e e s
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Ocmulgee NM, Ga., proprietorial .. __ . ..
QOlympic NP, Wash., partial . . oo oo e
Oregon Caves NM., Oreg., proprietorial .__.. e e i e e

Organ Pipe Cactus NM, Ariz,, proprietorial ... . _____.__
Ozark NSR, Mo., proprietorial. .. .o e e o e e e it e e e
Padre Island NS., Tex., concurrent_ . ___ . ... ___.
Pea Ridge NMP, Ark., proprietorial. ..o
Pecos NM, N. Mex., proprietorial .. . e mcccae e
Perry’s Victory and International Peace Memorial NM, Ohio,
proprieforial . e ————————

Petersburg N B, Va., exclusive concurrent partial proprietorial..__

25-584 0 - 78 - 4
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1, 939, 492. 80

Federal land
acres
514, 602, 34
79, 005. 92
21, 190. 23

0.71

45, 42
1,279, 83
210, 666. 56
128, 74

187. 69

162. 73

848. 06

2, 040. 00

8. 90

" 526, 106, 51
2, 792, 137. 00

2, 882, 62
459, 794. 62
3, 950. 00

1,912, 533. 55

106, 279. 80

46, 238, 69

640. 00

119, 45

7. 65

51, 352. 33

2, 665. 97

0. 00

51, 525. 39

32, 395. 47

507. 33

783. 09

42, 23

1, 339, 13
67

241, 781. 09

44, 070. 23
132, 211. 88
4, 278."75
340. 90

21. 44
1, 552, 58
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Federal land
acres
Petrified Forest NP, Ariz., proprietorial. - —coumomomee @1)%, ig? ?g
Pictured Rocks, N, Mich., proprietorial . o <oomocemmeeme- 10 121 19
Pinnacles NM, Calif., proprietorial - . —ooocomememm oo S , 19077
Pipe Spring NM, Ariz., proprietorial oo om0
Pipestone NM, Minn., proprietorial .o ooeomommomamnoomm o B
Platt, NP, Okla., eXClUSiVe . - o oo oo o m oo oo e a1 oas 1
Point Reyes NS, Calif., proprietorial ...~ e e , 098.19
Poplar Grove NC, Va., exclusive - - oo oo oo e 17 80 52
Prince William Forest Park, Va., proprietorial......_ - o ErE
Rainbow Bridge, NM, Utah, proprietorial. o o—oeoooootooamm- 97 Too o9
Redwood NP, Calif., proprietorial .. oo oo ;17099
Richmond NBP, Va., proprietorial - oooeom e 260 é 6. 58
Rocky Mountain NP, Colo., partial oo e 11803
Russell Cave NM, Ala., proprietorial - - ocomomo oo 10.40
Sagamore Hill HﬁS, N.Y., proprietorial oo 77 300, 90
Saguaro NM, Ariz.,l\]proprietorial____7___._ ____________________ ) 394. 58
Saint (('J;roizz1 ISIaII\lI(%-I 3 1\1/% I1\{/Iaine, pyognpaizlorxal___________T______ﬂ e 0o
Saint-Gaudens .H., proprietorial . ._._. e mmmm e m e .
St. Croix & Wolf Nat. Sceﬂig Rivers, Wis. & Minn,, proprietorial- 1, 27(1). g'é
St. Thomas NHS, V.I., proprietorial . e 1o0
Salem Maritime NHS, Mass., proprietorial- - - oomecmnen 58
San Juan NHS, P.R., exclusive. .o oo oo e em e oo fhe 80
San Juan Island NHP, Wash., proprietorial .. - o mcemeeo 3;), 178. b
Sanford RA, Tex., proprietorial .. e em e 3 792.90
Saratoga NHP, N.Y., proprietorial- - - - oo s 3
Saugus Iron Works NHS, Mass., proprietorial ._ - cooveena- 10. 2t
Scotts Bluff NM, Nebr., proprietorial - - ocem oo ee e 38%’ 832 98
Sequoia NP, Calif., partial .- R 85, D3t 18
Shadow Mountain RA, Colo., proprietorial . - - oo (35 540.0
Shenandoah NP, Va., partial . ...~ SRR 93, 535. 21
Shiloh NMP & NC, Tenn., exclusive proprietorial . - - .- 3, 522. 4
Sitka N'M, Alaska, proprietorial____-__-: _____________________ 58. 3
Statue of Liberty NM, N.Y.-N.J,, exclusive. - oo cocmvmee 58. a8
Stones River NB & NC, Tenn., exclusive proprietorial .- .- 350.
Sunset Crater, NM, Ariz., proprietorial__._.__.___ s 3, 040, 000. (1)(1)
Theodore Roosevelt Birthplace NHS, N.Y., prqpnetonal ________ 0. i
Theodore Roosevelt NMP, N. Dak., proprietorial - —~————- 69, 528.
Timpanogos Cave NM, Utah, proprietorial oo :2128 88
Tonto NM, Ariz., proprietorial __ . e 1, 20.09
Tumacacori NM, Ariz., proprietorial .. oo (]3 »
Tupelo N B, Miss., proprietorial oo &%
Tuzigoot NM, Ariz., proprietorial- . e 87
Vanderbilt Mansion NHS, N.Y., proprietorial- .- e 211,
Vicksburg NMP & NC, Miss., exclusive concurrent proprietorial.. 1, 697. 54
Virgin Island NP, V.I., proprietorial .. - ____ B 11, 825. 89
‘Walnut Canyon NM, Ariz., proprietorial . . .____ e 1, 641. 62
Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trinity NRA, Calif., proprietorial. .- 36, 047. 17
White Sands NM, N. Mex., proprietorial . 4 - ooemeeoe 140, 247. 04
‘Whitman Mission NHS, Wash., proprietorial .. oeomeen- 98. 15
William H. Taft NHS, Ohio, proprietorial.. _ .o cmee e 0. 00
Wilson’s Creek NBP, Mo., proprietorial - e 1, 727. 53
Wind Cave NP, S. Dak., proprietorial. - ooooooomoaamee 28, 059. 26
Wolf Trap Farm Park, Va., pr%prietona}l____ ___________________ 117. 89
Wright Brothers N. Mem., N.C., proprietorial. - .. ~_._ i 431. 40
Wupatki NM., Ariz., proprietorial . .-~ o e 35, 232, 84

Yellowstone NP, Wyo.-Mont.-Idaho, exclusive_ - ocee 2,219, 736. 88
Yorktown NC, Va., exclusive.. - - oo 2.91
Yosemite NP., Calif., partial e 758, 928. 19
Yucca House NM, dolo., proprietorial . - e 9. 60
Zion, NP, Utah, proprietorial . .- oo 141, 507. 59

+/ Mr. Kinpnuss. Presumably that would correlate somewhat with
other political boundaries, such as county and State boundaries?
- Mr. Jurkigwrcz. It may or may not. It depends on how the Govern-
ment acquired the land from the State. Part of a county could have
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been acquired through purchase and part of a county could have
been acquired through cessations made by the State.

The Everglades National Park which is constantly adding land
to the park has areas in differing jurisdictions.

Mr. Kinponess. Is there anything that I may have missed here
that would provide in your recommendations for some relatively
automatic way for future acquired lands to be brought clearly into
the coverage of the type of legislation you are providing? It seems
to me it is blanketing by categories of administration of the lands.
Perhaps that is the best approach to it, but would you care to commment
in that area?

Mr. MEap. Mr. Kindness, the draft legislation would apply the
Federal criminal code to lands presently: held in proprietorial status.
Under present law the Federal criminal code applies to concurrent
and exclusive lands. As a result of the draft legislation it would be
unnecessary from the standpoint of Federal law enforcement to require
an upgrading in jurisdictions, say, from proprietorial to concurrent.

Recent legislation passed in the last Congress and applied to the
National Park Service authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to

place his land in concurrent jurisdictional status. That would mean .

that both Federal and State criminal codes would apply. The Secretary
must give certain committees of both the House ,an(f) the Senate notice
of any proposed jurisdictional change. If I recall correctly, if so many
days expire without negative resolution, the jurisdictional change can
occur. The draft legislation provides a similar authorization.

Mr. Kinoness. The observation has been made, I guess, that what
is being proposed in the GAO report would amount to the establish-
ment of a Federal police force in a sense. Would you care to use this
opportunity to respond to that comment?

Mr. Staats. That has been stated, I think, in one of the comments
that was received. That was someone else’s interpretation, not ours.
We would not think that is the case at all.

In fact, the draft legislation would restrict the basic enforcement
authority of National Park Service rangers to the lands they adminis-
ter. Under present law and in some circumstances, the National Park
Service can conduct field criminal investigations and serve criminal
warrants anywhere in the United States.

We do think, however, there ought to be enough authority in the
Federal agency that has the responsibility to work out adequate law
enforcement procedures for the area for which it has responsibility.
It seems to us that this goes along with the responsibility for operating
recreational areas to give reasonable protection for the people who
are invited to come to that area.

Mr. KinonEss. Thank you very much.

Mr. Ryan. Somebody needs to be there to stop the man from getting
beat up, instead of having a phone call. That sort of increased vigilance
is not necessarily the creation of a national police force.

Mr. Stangeland?

Mr. StaneeELAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ,

General Staats, do you have any documentation of the number of
crimes that are committed? Do you have any reports filed on the
criminal activity? kS .

Mr. Staars. I believe vnly the National Park Service, among all
the Federal agencies that orzarate park areas, has any kind of a system
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ind ¢ 1 sis. Par t we are

duce that kind of data on a national basis. Part of wha .
té(;y%izﬁﬁgre today is that we ought to have that kind of information.
In fact, one of the reasons that we beh?;vlfn that the agencies are saying

i roblem is that they do not know. . )
th%lifeeliéll(i)ege when you go out in 174 areas and geb questlorgfnalres
from 1,249 rangers and others who are responsible for law eh orce-
ment and follow that up with visitations in some 24 areas, then we

“have probably as good information as anyone has as to what is going

- i ! day to geb
ht to have a better situation than we have today
thzz(i:igllégof information on a national basis. We do not have 1t except
k Service. _ _ _
fOI;l‘%l:nI}ai‘hink the agencies would a%ree with us that there is & more

i lem here than they say there Is. . _ .
sgrll\g.s ;XEI;EJAND. The poigt T would like to make is this. I a,m%
not one for Government paperwork but the Government seems 1I{lod~
to be overly concerned about that. So aix rlepfmit that is filed, checke

—referenced could be very helprul. _
Ouksaggeclc‘:%figman says, we ought to be ooking for these kinds gf
violations, and then we should dramatize them and magnify t.he?l t0
get the attention of people. I would rather do that with basic z}f s
o show what kinds of crimes are being committed and where {; e)g
are being committed and this type of thing. I am talking abou

s docurentation.
abi(/)llr]ftJU;f{IEwmz. Mr. Stangeland, we have I our re ort some
statistics compiled from ﬂ}ga rangers we surveyed. This give you
idea in terms of numbers. _ .
SOI’.%‘Sv:a%i;-one percent of the rangers responding to our questhnﬁmlre
said that they had observed what we call type 1 crimes, whic hafl;;e
murder, rape, robbery, burg%r;)lrl, larceny, afsslaggg, and auto theft,
ing the fall of 1975 through the suramer o 5.
du’i‘lﬂgse sa;ne rangers reported to us that they had 7,538 of ths;e
type 1 offenses reported to them. So there are crimes 0CCUITIng. e
are talking in terms of 1,249 rangers who actually responded to our
qul(ifslt:.ogﬁilngELAND. Are these divided 'by'.areas as to where they
happened and that sort of thing? You mentioned something about 14
killed somewhere in Texas. . o _
pe(l)\/fgjif.3 Jurrrewicz. That was a Corps of Engineers project mn Grape-
vine, Tex. .
Mr. STANGELAND. A gaml‘)?er project?
. Rvax. Was it a dam .

%\\/g :'[}ERKIEWICZ. This is a lake area. The Corps of Engmeers
admimnisters it. They built a lake and they provide some recreation
areas around it. 1t is the lake itself that provides the recreation

ity. .
OPR/(I);. ullll;ZN; Is it a Corps of Engineers dam managed by the Corps
of Engijleers? v
", WICZ. Yes. . o
11&11‘ Sg‘ill\?f}EI}BLAND. What would this be undg the jurisdiction of—
heriff or the local police department?, o

th%é%g.c ?IT?RI?ITEWICZ. All corpg projects are held proprietorial status,
which means that the local sheriff or the local law enforcement agency

is responsible for providing visitor protection.
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One other fact I would like to bring out to you is that 95 percent
of the recreation areas the Government administers are held in
proprietorial status. On these lands the crimes we are talking about
are not Federal offenses. '

Mr. Staars. What we have here is a situation where the Govern-
ment has created in a sense an attractive nuisance and has no capa-
bility to deal with it.

_ Mr. StangELAND. I was just going to make that point. I think that

is grobably fairly clear.

have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Ryan. Mr. Cunningham?

Mr. CunnineaAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Staats, you referred to the fact that there have been some
local jurisdictions that have failed to sign agreements of cooperation.

Is that normally done because of inadequate funding on the part of
that local entity?

r. JUrRKiBEwWICZ. Mr. Cunningham, it works both ways. There are
times when the Forest Service does not want to contract with the
locals because they lack either the capability to provide the service
required or the locals do not have interest in coming on to Federal
land to provide service. On the other hand, a lack of funding does in
some cases hinder providing service.

many questionnaires we received from rangers they said that
they were only able to contract for an 8-to-5 o’clock law enforcement
presence. They were able to contract for a deputy sheriff to be present
for 8 hours 5 days a week. But their law enforcement problems started
at 6 in the evening into the night.

Mr. CunningHAM. On your questionnaire, especially with the
rangers themselves, those who belong to the Park Service, were they
sgecﬂically asked whether they would want to be armed or whether
they felt that they had to be armed? A lot of park rangers look at
themselves as first conservationists and not as law enforcement agents.
Are you trying to put a task on them that they really do not want?

Mr. Jurkiewicz. We only surveyed rangers who were identified by
their agencies as having law enforcement duties. For example, 81
percent of the Park Service rangers responding to our questionnaire
said they were carrying weapons at tge time they were surveyed.

Mr. CunninegEAM. Do you have any idea what percentage of the
total force of employed rangers that represents? Are you talking about
81 percent of 50 percent or 81 percent of 5 percent?

r. JurkiEwicz. When we did our survey work, we selected those
recreational areas that represented 50 percent or more of the visitations
for each agency. Then we asked the agency to identify those employees
who were engaged in law enforcement, so we cannot say what percent
of the entire work force that represents.

Mr. CunNiNeraM Even within that 50 percent of visitations?

Mr. Staars. It would be 80 percent of all those who had law en-
forcement responsibilities designated by the agency as such, but the
universe was selected in ozder to be able to pick up 50 percent of the
visitation for that particular agency.

Mr. Stanton. We did not compare the number of law enforcement
types to the total number of rangers in a particular area.

Mr. Staats. In other words, it would exclude the type of ranger
activity that you have described as having conservation duties.
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Mr. CunnineaAM. My only other point, Mr. Chairman, is this.
When they do submit the testimony on those horror stories, I would
also personally be very curious to have that include the disposition.
In this one where the guy wrote the warrant, I know what I would
have done with it, especially with the guy able to pick up a 50-gallon
dnl{g Ryan. I am curious about that, too. There are a number of
questions that arise from that single incident. Therefore, if we can
have some other specific incidents of different kinds, it can give us a
much better idea of the nature and scope of the problem. A

For example, was there any effort made later on to cancel that
citation by the citing authority? If not, why not? Are thel"e any signs
posted in that particular place saying, “Warmng': After, ,5 o’clock don’t
expect us to come and bail you out if you get stugged”? There ought
to be some kind of warning if the situation is so bad assistance 1s not
av’%llllzb%;rson who comes into a public park assumes there his life is
not endangered and he is not in danger of being assaulted. If that
is not the case, then clearly at least the minimum amount of money
should be spent to provide some signs which say, “Warning: We can’t
help you; we're overwhelmed.”

Another question has to do with how much we charge’for entrance
into these various places or do we charge at all. If we don’t, why don’t
we? If we do charge, where does the money go? The assumption is if
you charge to go into the park, then why don’t you ﬁge the public
the benefit of the money paid to get in, including some kind of guaran-
tee of safety while in there.

Mr. Sraars. We will try to give you a range of examples that came
from the questionnaire and from the visitations, so that we will not
give you a distorted picture in any sense of the word. We will try to
be illustrative of the kinds of problems which we run into.

Mr. RyaN. As my colleagues have pointed ouf, it is extremely
important that we get an accurate set of figures. Mr. Stangeland is
right; we have to have the best reporting we can get. I think that is

our job here. _
P&ﬁﬁfJélRélexcz. Getting accurate figures would be very difficult
in our opinion because, only the Park Service collects nationwide
statistics. However, their statistics are very incomplete. They ad-
mitted to us that many of their parks are not submitting statistics
for fear that it would look bad to visitors. v

Mr. Ryaw. If it is bad, we had better tell them, . o

Mr. JurkiEwicz. Also, they have parks which submit statistics
late which distorts the monthly crime statistics. In the Park Service
if you do not submit your statistics by the 10th of the month, they
do not get counted until the end of the year. That makes December
look like a bad month. L ‘ .

Mr. Ryan. The gathering of these statisiics is obviously in a very

imitive state. ‘
prThamk you very much for being here, General Staats. We really
appreciate the work GAO has done. I hope it is the initial phase of
what will result in some very significant improvement in our various
Federal lands managed around the country.
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Mr. Sraats. We are pleased, Mr. Chairman, that you have indi-
cated the interest that you have in holding these hearings. I believe
you have made a wise decision in getting some of the people who are
actually in the business to come and give you the benefit of their
views. Whether they agree with this or not is up te them. We think
gegerally they will be supportive of what we have had to say here
today.

Mr. Ryan. I have one last question. Did anyone prosecute that
sheriff for the false billing? I am talking about the one mentioned in
your statement.

Mr. StaaTs. We do not have the outcome of that, sir. We will try
to find out for you.
Mr, Ryan. Some county sheriff probably pocketed a few thousand

dollars which could have been spent much more adequately than it
was.

Thank you very much.

Mr. Sraars. Thank you.

Mr. Ryan. Now we have a panel of four Faderal law enforcement
officials: Mr. Lee Shackelton, Mr. Wayne Adams, Mr. Gerald Purvis,
and Mr. William Derr.

Would you gentlemen rise and be sworn in, please?

Do you gentlemen swear the testimony you are about to give this
subcommittee is the truth, the whole trath, and nothing but the
truth, so help you God?

Mr. SrackeLTON. I do.

Mr. Derg. I do.

Mr. Purvis. I do.

Mr. Apawms. I do. '

Mz, Ryan. You may give us your statements in the order in which
you are called.

The ranking minority member, Mr. Kindness, and I agree that
we can read and have read in many cases the statements you have
submitted. Therefore, we would appreciate it if in the interest of time
you could summarize them so that we can get to the questions or the
more immediate comments that the rest of us have. As I said before,

we are a little pressed this morning because of what is happening on
the floor.

Mr. Shackelton, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF LELAND J. SHACKELTON, CHIEF LAW ENFORCE-
MENT OFFICER, YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK, CALIF.

Mr. SaackerToN. I am Lee Shackelton, Chief Law Enforcement
Officer at Yosemite National Park. I am a U.S. park ranger.

My statement has been submitted for review. I understand the
limitation on time, so I will try to summarize.

Mrd RyaN. Your entire prepared statement will appear in the
record.

Mr. SrackerTon. I addressed probably 10 or 12 individual points
in my statement. I will try to summarize in this manner.

I have been associated with the Yosemite National Park for 17
years. For 4 years I was in the Hawail Volcanoes National Park.

Mr. Ryan. When was that?
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_ SmackuLToN. For 4 of the 17 years I was reassigned out of
Y(}.\sfr‘nite %0 the Hawaii Volcanoes National Park. I returned about
ears ago. . o
° }]rBoth ogf those parks were under exclusive Federal jurisdiction. I
rangered in Death Valley for about 3 years. I have addltlon_al experi-
ence in Death Valley National Monument which is under proprietary
jurisdiction. I have never worked in an area of concurrent jurisdiction.
During the period that I have worked in Yosemite, from 1961 to
the present—17 years—I have been aware of the changing crime
problem. In essence, the type of law enforcement problems we had
17 years ago in Yosemite were more of the conservation regulation
violation type, such as too many trout in the fishing creel, running
hunting dogs through the park, and that type of thing. We put a lot
of our time on those violations.  ~° .
¢ Ifeel that there have been certain sociological changes in the types
' of visitors coming to the parks in the last few years. We have gradu-
~ ally moved from the outdoorsman type of visitor to the urban dweller
who is highly mobile often coming in his large recreational vehicle.
Along with this changing type of visitor have come many of the
urban-oriented crimes.

" We have experienced an alarming increase of felony-level crimes,
~ part 1 category crimes under the uniform crime reporting system

~ which are identified as homicide, rape, robbery, burglary, larceny,

. assault, and auto theft.

“‘Tn those areas, our statistics indicate a very heavy concentration
of crimes against property. A decade ago the old “code of the hills”
held your camp property sacred when you put 1t on. your campsite
and went away fishing for the day. You could rely on finding it right
where vou leff it when you returned. That habit is now seemingly an
open invitation for larcenists and burglars. The rate of theft is very
high. L ed
. The rangers in my agency are of two varieties. They are all calle
rangers but it is important to understand that some are law enforce-
ment protection rangers, which would be like myself, and others are
the naturalists and resource-type rangers who very often do not get
itito law enforcement. These are the two categories in our agency.
~“When I say “ranger,” I am speaking of the protection, law enforce-
ment-type ranger in my examples. . _ .‘

© We i}:}l)md ag a grou}I;, mysglf included, and I will be a little self-
critical here, that my training 10 years ago was not adequate to deal
with the’ growing crime problems. We operated a good deal by our
own intuition without benefit of formal training which in many cases
botched up serious felony investigations and convictions.

* It pretty much came to & head in 1970 on July 4 when we had
the riots in Yosemite. At that time the analysis of our situation
spiggested that we had not been trained properly. We had responded
o many of the problems at that time inappropriately. We subsequently
st to work to train and develop in our officers’ professional skills.

. We have a ways to go with that training but we have at least
made a good start. Effective the first of this year, and based in the
‘Greneral Authorities Act passed and signed into law October 7, 1976,
and further defined by the Interior Department manual release,
DM-446, on law enforcement, you can no longer perform law enforce-
‘ment services in the National Park Service unless they have a law
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enforcement commission. In order to receive that, each must meet
the training criteria set down by the Secretary. So there have been
some changes in ihe right direction.

The problem we have immediately before us is that in Yosemite
that requirement has dropped the number of law enforcement person-
nel from 120 at peak season 2 years ago to the present count of only
34. The training criteria came too late. It came toward the end of
last year, and there was not adequate time for many of the rangers,
especially the seasonals, to respond to the training voids in their
training programs in order to qualify for the commissions.

In my prepared statement you will see three examples of very
serious crimes that have been committed in the park in the past
couple of years: A rape, strangulation homicide, and three attempted
rapes in another case where the responding rangers were fired at a
point blank range by the rapist. He was a 16-year-old juvenile. He
was charged under the Federal Juvenile Deliquent Act with attempted
murder, assault on a Federal officer with a revolver, rape, and forced
oral copulation as the basis for JDA. He received a sentence of 2
years of probation. The current sentencing practices leave a lot to
be desired, we feel, and serve to encourage rather than to deter crime.

Mr. Ryan. What court was that, just out of curiosity?

Mr. SmackerLToN. Because of the juvenile status, that case was
heard in the U.S. district court in Fresno, Calif., under the provisions
of the Federal Delinquency Act. It was also referred to a county
court for possible violation of probation from prior acts. '

Mr‘.) Ryan. It was a State court, though, rather than a Federal
court!?

Mr. SuAckELTON. Only for violation of prior probation. The
juvenile laws that the Federal officers have to work with leave a lot
to be desired. They are practically nonexistent. So often we refer
them to the State or counties for adjudication.

More recently, we have been involved in a series of arson fire
investigations where an environmental activist has decided to return
the state of the park to the way the Indians had it one building at
a time. We had three buildings burn to the ground before we were
able to a%prehend him. He is under indictrent now for four counts
of arson. He also confessed to over 100 cases of vandalism, tire slashing
mostly. of Lincoln Continental and Cadillac automobiles because in
his mind they emit more pollution than other types of cars. He also
confessed to me to the stealing and selling of a large quantity of
marihuana from a dope-smuggling airplane that crashed in one of
the high elevation lakes in midwinter. He comes up for trial in about a
week, Apparently he is going to enter a plea of insanity.

The National Park Service General Authorities Act of 1976 changed
the complexion of things for us in a favorable way. We feel we do
now have better authority in areas of proprietary jurisdiction, at
least, to do our job. It delineated who can enforce the law and gave
us for the first time the formal authority to carry weapons. We have
done it for years, whether we were authorized or not, but we now have
the authority. It gave authority to serve warrants and investigate
crimes.

There had been a good deal of consternation between Federal
agencies as to who actually had the jurisdiction to investigate crimes
in National Park Service areas, and that has been clarified now.
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I would like to say one favorable thing. It sounds like a horror
story all the way. I support everything that I heard in the GAO
report this morning. It is something about which we should be
concerned. o

T was asked to comment on whether or not crime is 8 threat to the
visitors to the park. It is a threat; there is no question about it.
However, it is a threat that can be controlled, handled, and managed.
It can be done by organizing and setting up a law enforcement
program. g _ . o

We did this 6 years ago in Yosemite. Our bad crime statistics con-
tinued to rise for a few years. We finally assigned as many as seven
rangers to nothing but criminal investigation and we began to solve
these cases. We raised the rate of closure of part 1 crimes from a
percentile of 13.2 in 1971 to 42 percent last year. This year’s statistics
have not been printed yet. . _

The rate of recidivism was staggering in Yosemite; when I came
there with some defendants appearing before the magistrate as many
as six and seven times in one year. That rate has been reduced to prac-
tically zero now. The followthrough on investigations was, again, a
key ingredient in accomplishing that reduction plus training the patrol
rangers to be more professional in their law enforcement responses.

- ‘Frankly, when I was assigned to take over the law enforcement in
1971, I read all the case files from the year of 1971. I got there in
December. I found that, for the most part, the crime reports turned
in: by the rangers were more of an obligatory bureaucratic reporting
exercise. Even though the ome-page reports often carried clues as
t6 who the culprits were, they were seldom followed up. = =

.1 feel that rangers in the areas that have proprietary jurisdiction
have their hands bound. In Death Valley, I do not recall any exact
examples, but I know there were times I happened onto felony crimes
and stood helplessly by while I tried to suramon a sheriff—and I
was wearing a uniform. I would feel a little ridiculous with a badge
and uniform looking like a law enforcement officer but having no
duthority to pursue ihe matter. It is also a dangerous situation In
which to find yourself.

« - Mr. Ryan. Mr. Shackelton, we are going to have to call a short
récess here to answer this quorum call.

* The subcommittee will be in recess until we return.

- [Recess taken.] ] ‘

+ Mr. Kinpness [presiding]. The subcommittee will come to order,
Pplease.

?p Chairman Ryan has sent word that the debate has begun on the
‘Redwood Park bill on the House floor. He will be participating in
'the debate on that. I will be participating somewhat later. .
i T hope that we might proceed to get to the information that is
particularly within the scope and realm of activities that you gentle-
-en represent. ]

~* I apologize for the way our schedule has run today. We cannot
‘always predict in advance exactly how these things are going to
happen. As a matter of fact, the legislation that is under debate now
‘was expected to be under debate earlier in the week and probably
‘weuld have been disposed of by this time except for the exigencies
“of the legislative process.
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With those apologies, I would ask that we might resume where
we left off, Mr. Shackelton.

B Mr. SuackerTon. I will wind up with a few points for summation
ere. '

I believe we were discussing at the break the response to the prob-
lems by organizing into investigation and increasing the training
and so forth. The result that we have had in our experience, at
Yosemite is a reduction of our crimes by a rate of 19 percent. I sm

" talking about part 1 crimes and the year 1976. That is the last year

for which we have completed statistics. It appears that 1977 will
show an additional 6 percent reduction.

We feel that these reductions, the first ones we have ever ex-
gerienced, do correlate directly to the followup investigations done

y the rangers and the higher degree of training given to the patrol-
men out in the field doing their law enforcement work.

Briefly, we have a reporting system that has already been mentioned
by the GAO report. It has two shortcomings I would put into the
record. One is that there seems to be discrepancy in accuracy. The
figures that we put in on our reporting forms are greater for the last
2 years straight running than the totals that are reported by the
computer printouts. I don’t know what the problem is, but it i1s one
which we will have to look into ourselves and cerrect.

Mr. KinpnEess. Let me ask a question at that point, please.

The time involved in reporting relative to other duties involved
in law enforcement in your area of work—is it cut of balance? Is it
a burdensome thing? Does its value coincide with the amount of
time spent on it, as you see it.?

Mr. SuackerTon. I do not think it is out of balance with what you
need to do in a law enforcement job because law enforcement is a
profession which necessarily depends upon good records. The input
1s vital. Otherwise, you can work for weeks on a case and lose it
because you did not report it accurately. I do not think the reporting
1s out of balance with what is needed, as far as crime reporting goes.

The problem I do see is that the incident-reporting system of the
Park Service was meant to be an all-encompassing system which
would replace many other former reporting systems when, in truth,
In many Instances it-was just an add-on. .

That was not necessarily the case in pure law enforcement but it
was also supposed to be used to report such things as forest fires,
search and rescue incidents, first-aid incidents, and incidents other than
true law enforcement. In those cases we still have all of our other
reporting system requirements, such as for forest fire reports and so
forth, so we have opted 1n Yosemite not to use the incident-reporting
system and duplicate effort. Some Park Service areas, I understand,
are using the incident-reporting system for reporting those types of
routine incidents, and the increased reporting procedures are burden-
some and exceed their value in terms of workload.

I would like to make the point that I believe we have a number of
agencies here. We are talking about a common problem. However, I
do not believe the law enforcement problems and our responses to
them are identical in all cases. We have different types of jurisdictions
to administer. Whatever comes out of these meetings and the work

SR

. 5 e
A e s L gt s S o o

IR




.,..-\‘

o e e e i 21

AR b e

32

that you gentlemen are involved in, the agencies should be allowed
to rebain their agency identity in their law enforcement policies.

The National Park Service does not necessarily have the saime prob-
lems as the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or the
Bureau of Land Management, nor do we necessarily deal with the
same types of people. o

The Park Service has a dichotomy of responsibilities in its mandate
that we manage these areas for the enjoyment of people while at the
same time exacting a code of conduct on them through our regulatory
provisions. We find the national park ranger very often is using his
discretionary authority as a law enforcement man more than perhaps
a law enforcement officer in an agency that has only law enforcement
as their responsibility. . . _ .

The jurisdiction issue which we discussed with regard to proprie-
tary jurisdiction—those rangers need more authority maybe at the
level of concurrent jurisdiction. There is quite a bit of agreement on
that. They cannot enforce any of the U.S. criminal codes that apply
only to areas of special jurisdiction. . .

However, I would like to make the point that I do not believe areas
that have exclusive jurisdiction should lower the level of jurisdiction
to, concurrent. Under exclusive Federal jurisdiction we have the ulti-
mate potential for doing the law enforcement job in a more uniform
manner. You lose that when you have mixed Federal and State

agencies of different governmental organizations all coming together

on a common problem. ) ] )
.We have some management attitudes that give us difficulty in
doing our law enforcement job. We have managers who have never
done law enforcement. They are naturally not experienced and some-
times not as sensitive and supportive of our law enforcement needs as
those of us who have come up in the law enforcement end of it feel
is necessary. This attitude surfaces when we compete for money to
operate.
: pLaW enforcement has historically been underfunded in the areas
where I have been assigned. I find my department in competition
for operating funds with interpretative needs, maintenance needs,
snow removal, and a myriad of other things that the Park Service
has to do to maintain their areas. The law enforcement needs seem
to take a fairly low priority unless, of course, there is a riot or some-
thing to bring it to everybody’s attention. Then we come immediately
to the surface. Properly funded law enforcement programs serve to
prevent riots and continuing criminal enterprise.

. We feel we should have an opportunity to compete for our funds
to operate within the law enforcement program only in competition
with other law enforcement needs and not with such a variety of other
grvices. ]

S Lastly, I would like to say that the national park ranger in my ex-
perience has a much greater exposure to personal safety hazard and
life hazard than any other Federal officer with whom I have had an
opportunity to work. For the past 8 years we have averaged 18
assaults a year on our park rangers in Yosemite, while they were
doing their law enforcement job. _ .

.1 therefore think they should be entitled to be included under the
20-year Federal officer retirement program as other Federal officers
are. At this time they are not. ‘
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That concludes my summary.
Mr. Kinpness. Thank you, Mr, Shackelten.
[Mr. Shackelton’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF LELAND J. SmackerToN, CHIEF Laow ENFORCEMENT
Orricer, YOsEMITE NATIONAL PArx, CALIF.

By June of this year I will have been associated with Yosemite National Park
for 17 years as a U.S. Park Ranger. During that period I have observed the
law enforcement problems grow and change from petty erimes against the resource
and its flora and fauna to the more urban oriented crimes against people and
property. Felony crimes which were practically unknown at the beginning of my
career in the mid-1950’s are alarmingly comimonplace now. All of my duty sta-
tions during the past 17 years have been in areas of exclusive Federal jurisdiction
where the U.S. Park Ranger is the first line law enforcement officer, and state
and local agencies are precluded from the routine law enforcement function.

I believe we have experienced a changing public ethic regarding social behavior
in the great outdoors. A relatively few years ago there was a sacred trust among
campers and mountain recreationists that allowed one to leave his campsite
unattended without fear of property theft. Gradually there has been an incresse
in the number of Park visitors who evince attitudes more of the city dweller than
of the outdoorsman. With that change we have experienced many of the anti=
social acts previously limited to urban. To some the sight of an unsecured camera
or backpack in a campsite is' too much to resist. To many professional auto
burglars (car-clouters), the vehicles in the long-term trailhead parking areas are
sitting ducks to this specialist in larceny as he drives his route through the recrea-
tional areas. This thief can and often does burglarize thirty to forty cars a night.

Other trends observed include the introduction and increase in dangerous drug
use among the younger visitors and resident employees. Intoxicated youths become
involved in assault and disorderly public acts. Law enforcement action is primarily
aimed toward those trafficing the controlled substances but our response is frag-
mented and severely limited by funding and we are not maintaining an acceptable
level of control on drug violations at present.

I have been asked to discuss the extent to which I believe crime poses a threat
to the visiting public in Yosemite National Park. The temptations to commit
either crimes of opportunity or premeditation abound in Yosemite because the
visitors’ guard is down in the relaxed outdoor setting. My feeling is that many
property crimes go unreported because of delayed discovery or a conditioned
victim apathy. Many transient victims consider the recovery of stolen property
futile. Our property lockers contain hundreds of items recovered from thieves
and burglars wherein the victims failed to file reports of their loss and the suspects
cannot recall their victims. Regarding all varieties of crimes in Yosemite the
extent of the threat is directly proportionate to the amount of preventative and
detective services we are able to fill. In 1971 Yosemite listed two rangers as

investigators with multiple collateral duties. The solution rate for Part I crimes

was 13.29%, about half the national average. Qur rate of recidivism was staggering
with some defendants appearing before the U.S. Magistrate six or seven times
within the year. We reorganized building the number of investigative rangers,
with no other duties, to a peak of seven by 1974. Our rate of solution rose steadily
to 429 by the end of 1976 and the amount of criminal recidivism has been re-
duced to practically zero. For the first time in years the number of Part I and
Part II crimes reported for investigation in 1976 (1,595) represented a 19%, drop
below the previous year (1,960).

It is premature to conclude that this is the start of a trend change but it can be
correlated directly to the increased level and quality of investigative effort to
apprehend and prosecute those responsible for crimes in Yosemite.

he. threat of crime varies not only by our ability to control or discourage it
but also by varying sociological influences associated with geographical differences
within Yosemite and other areas of the National Park System. Roughly 909, of
our crime experience takes place within the narrow confines of Yosemite Valley
where visitors gather by the thousands and an urban-like social interplay exists.
In the more open areas of the park, like Tuolumne Meadows, where there are
few of the amenities of modern life, the visitors seem more occupied with enjoying
the resouzce than with enjoying each other and there is little crime among those
gathered by comparison. 1t is interesting to note however that the latter group
is most often the victim of the professional route-driving auto burglar as their
love of the trail takes these visitors farther away from their parked vehicles.
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Somie specific examples that may help at this point are the following major
crimes and selected statistics. S

In July of 1976 a 16-year-old juvenile accosted a female in a ca{npground rest-
room and threatened her with a handgun. Her screaming routed him and he next
tried to rape a second girl at gun-point in a nearby parking lct. She escaped when
he fell down during the struggle. Six patrol rangers responded after first securing
shot-guns from headquarters. By the time of their arrival the youth had a third
victim on the ground attempting to rape her. As the six rangers arrived he fired
his .38 caliber revolver at a point blank range at 20 feet narrowly missing seasonal
Park Ranger Everett Ackart. All the rangers held their fire as the fleeing suspect
was silhouetted against a row of canvas tent cabins at 2:00 A.M. The juvenile
was arrested minutes later without further gunfire. He was .subsequently charged
as & juvenile delinquent with assault on a Federal Officer with a revolver, assault
with intent to murder, a rape and oral copulation. He pleaded guilty—imposition
of sentence was suspended and he was placec an probation for two years.

In April of 1976 the body of concession employee Barbara Ann Bentley was
found strangled m the Ahwahnee Meadow in Yosemite Valley. An extensive
investigation was launched by Park Rangers and by the end of the week I arrested
one Bruce Allen Curtis for the murder. Curtis, 26 years of age, also a concession
employee, had an extensive prior criminal record. He was convicted on totally
circumstantial evidence and is presently serving a life sentence for first degree
murder. .

In November of 1977, Yosemite experienced a rash of arson fires. Three major
buildings were burned to the ground with a rough loss estimate of one million
dollars. A fourth building was set but the fire went out quickly. Again a major
case investigation was conducted with rangers being reassigned from other parks
to assist. The arsonist had revealed his plans to burn most of the major buildings
in Yosemite as he was an inspired environmental activist. I was able to identify
him as a 23-year old former concessioner employee and a warrant was issued for
his arrest. We traced him to Sierra Madre, California, where local police effected our
warrant on December 5, 1977. I flew south the same day and obtained his signed
confession to the four arsons, approxzimately 100 cases of tire slashing and the
theft and sale of a large quantity of dope from an alr?\%ane that crashed in Yosemite
while on a dope smuggling flight from Mexico to Nevada. The defendant is set
for trial this month. The cost of this investigation was $22,000 to the National
Pdrk Service plus another $12,400 contributed by assisting agencies and the
concessioner for investigative and surveillance services.

Over the past six years, our law enforcement activity level has averaged ap-

roximately 500 arrests, 5,000 citations, and 15,000 verbal warnings per year in
Igm’c').semite. Especially on petty regulations our preferred level of enforcement is
to educate antl warn and develop visitor support for our conservation regulations.
Where that approach is ineffective higher levels of enforcement are applied.

With the passage of PL 94-458 (the National Park Sgrvxce.Genera}l Authorities

Act of October 7, 1976), we were provided for the first time with a fairly definitive
legal authority with which to conduct our law enforcement responsibilities. The
blanket arrest authority for all National Park Service employees previously
provided ty 16 U.S.C. 10 was replaced by a system of individually assigned law
enforcement commissions to employees meeting the criteria set by the Secretary
of the Interior. These standards are based in the Departmental Manual 446,
DMI and 2. This system should eventually lead to the elimination of amateur
and substandard law enforcement actions and produce a level of professionalism
in our Service. , ) ) ]
" Our authority to investigate crimes committed in the National Park System is
clarified by the Act and should serve to eliminate interagency squablghng over
who has the primary jurisdiction on criminal investigation. Even with the Na-
tional Park Service responsibility for_ investigating routine crimes clarified by
the Act, we are sssurred by the Federal Bureau of Investigation of any investiga-
tive assistance requested and all of the other Federal investigative agencies offer
their services as epoperators. We, of course, report to those agencies any particular
types of crimes tha# are clearly under the primary investigative authority of
another agency. ]

.. The Act also enables the National Park Service to obligate Federal funds for

the use of non-Federal officers as ‘“Special Police.”” While Yosemite does not

dontemplate contract police services, per se, that provision does open the door
for the first time to allow our participative membership under the provisions of
the California Law Enforcement Mutual Assistance Plan. We are presently
hoiding meetings with representatives of the State and local law enforcement
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agencies to formalize mutual aid plans for Yosemite. Until now we have been an
island of jurisdiction in this regard and as much unable to legally summon emer-
gency essistance to cope with civil disturbance emergencies. Recall that during
the July 4, 1970, Yosemite riots the California Highway Patrol and other respond-
ing State i’olice units were recalled in midemergency because of this void and the
Mariposa County Sheriff who lost two patrol vehicles and his personal revolver
was told that there was no legal statutory provision with which the Federal
Government could reimburse his loss. Local and State officers are still concerned
that their injury and death compensation provisions, which are greater than the
Federal compensation system, may be forfeited if they respond to our area of
exclusive Federal jurisdiction for emergency duty. I feel that this can be worked
out in the plan when it is finally formalized and approved.

The Act also provides for the first time the authority of commissioned law
enforcement officers to carry firearms. Also clarified are the conditions under which
arrests can be made for crimes committed in the System;.

Employee training criteria is still in a state of flux. The National Park Service
set up a Law Enforcement Task Force to evaluate and recommend standards.
Two hundred hours of specified law enforcement subjects were established as
the training criteria for a law enforcement commission. Although 1977 was allowed
as & transition year and employees deficient in training requirements were allowed
to make arrests, carry firearms and practice law enforcement, the final training
specifications were not available until too late in the year for them to seek course
subjects to fill their training voids. Effective January 1, 1978, those still lacking
the full training requirements were cut from law enforcement duty. This has
caused a drastic reduction in available law enforcement personnel apd caused
major difficulties in our seasonal ranger recruiting efforts. The end product will
be good but the transition period will be very difficult. The overall effect as it
stands in Yosemite to date is a reduction in rangers quelified for and assigned to
law enforcement duties at peak season of from 120 in 1976 to 34 at present,

The quality of the training Yosemite personnel have received in Brunswick,
Georgia, at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center has been good. It is
& general school for officers of several Federal agencies and it is of great importance
that each agency continue to include such training as is necessary to rwaintain
the individual agency identity and ageney mission.,

This is especially true as it pertains to the National Park Service because by
the very nature of our Establishment Act we have been given a dichotomy of
responsibilities in the administration of the areas of the National Park System. In
so many words we are ‘‘To provide for the public enjoyment’ on the one hand
and enforce a strict code of conduct on the other. Either responsibility alone is
simple but to balance one against the other is difficult. The Park Ranger soen
discovers that one person’s idea of enjoyment is another’s idea of disorderly
conduct. He learns that thousands of acts of regulatory violation against the
resource are truly perpetrated in total ignorance of the law and such acts often
constitute totally acceptable behavior in other recreation areas. The law enforce-
ment training for the ranger must therefore equip him or her to make more use
of discretionary authority than that accorded an officer with only law enforcement
responsibilities.

All law enforcement incidents are reported on the Servicewide Incident Report-
ing System. While the computer system has good potential it is not sensitive to
field needs. The coding system was designed around the U.S. Park Police metro-
politan problems and should be modified to reflect the types of incidents en-
countered in the outdoor recreational areas of the System. The field areas should
have terminal control access for data retrieval if they are truly to derive maximum
management use of the System. Present data retrieval is awkward and slow, The
system which was supposed to combine other reporting systems into one central
system has, in fact, become an added reporting task on top of the other systems
in many instances. The data bank seems too often to be in error. Ezample: 1975
cases reported; Actual—1,960, computer printout—1,704; i976 cases reported;
actual 1,595; computer printout—1,475. .

Management attitudes are sometimes a problem in that some managers view
the law enforcement’s function begrudgingly as a necessary evil in a conservation
agency. Top managers who have not dealt with the operational difficulties of
field law enforcement are naturally not as understanding or supportive of the need
of law enforcement as they are of operations they have personally experienced.
The competition for operation funding places law enforcement far down the list
of priorities below interpretation, maintenance and resource management needs.
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The only exception was in the period immediately following the riots and dis-
turbances of 1970 and 1971. I feel law enforcement operations should compete
for funding ouly within its own field. Top managers that did progress through the
ranger protection field are too often influenced by their recollection of law enforce-
ment problems of a decade ago which admittedly were minor by comparison.
The whole subject of law enforcement in my agency becomes too emotional. It
should be viewed as just another job responsibility to be performed to the best
of our professional ability. I would like to offer my brief thoughts on the follow-
subjects in general,

1. Rangers in areas of proprietary jurisdiction lack the authority to respond
to the full spectrum of crimes they encounter. Such areas should either be raised
to concurrent jurisdiction or the Sections 7 and 13 of Title 18 of the U.S. Code
should be modified to include areas of proprietary jurisdiction. I do not believe
it is proper to deputize a Federal Ranger as a eounty officer in order that he can
deal with criminal acts in his area of duty. Areas of exelusive jurisdiction should
retain that status as the N.P.S. has a better management ability to provide
uniformity in the law enforcement program.

2. Funding should be provided to meet the staffing needs of Service areas’
law enforcement programs to at least a realistic level of response to crimes com-
mitted and on-going drug trafficking activity. Even better would be a funding
level that would allow a prevention program, which is actually our primary
responsibility.

3. U.S. Park Rangers and Technicians assigned to law enforcement duties
face as much or more exposure to hazard as any Federal Agents I have known.
For this reason I believe that those personnel with law enforcement commissions
should be allowed the same opportunity to be covered under the 20-year retire-
ment benefits as other Federal officers. The number of assaults on our rangers
and physical resistance to arrest cases are as follows: 1974-24; 1975-18; 1976-12.

4., Whatever the final training criteria turns out to be, the Service has not yet
been able to solve the problem on a uniform basis for providing that training to
our seasonal employees. These ‘“Seasonals’ are the front line representatives of
our Service during the peak visitation seasons. As such they must be able to
fully qualify for law enforcement commissions. Recruiting procedures are next
to impossible under our present methods with regard to obtaining qualified law
enforcement seasonal employees. Too many key law enforcement jobs are staffed
by less-than-full-time employees because of position ceilings and funding limita-
tions. The effectiveness of the law enforcement operation suffers because the
Government’s witnesses are terminated or on furlough when needed for trial,
when further developments in their assigned case investigation require their
handling. The solution of many other problems in law enforcement that depend
on better continuity of personnel. The investigative staff in Yosemite has com-
pletely turned over four times in six years. It takes the sharpest officer at least
a year to become fully productive as an investigator. Only one of all the Yosemite
investigators is a permanent employee.

' Mr. Kinpxess. Mr. Adams?

. STATEMENT OF WAYNE D. ADAMS, PROJECT MAKAGER, CRAB
- ORCHARD NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, CARTERVILLE, ILL.

. Mr. Apams. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
+ I am Wayne Adams. I am Project Manager of -Crab Orchard
National Wildlife Refuge, Fish and Wildlife Service.

- I appreciate the opportunity of appearing here today and giving
‘testimony in regard to our visitor protection and our needs.

- I will try to summarize my report in the interest of time.

* Mr. KinpnEss. Your prepared statement in its entirety will be
made a part of the record. ,

' Mr. Apams. Crab Orchard has gone through several periods of
‘change in jurisdiction. We are now proprietorial jurisdiction as far
-as the entire area is concerned. Prior to that time, we had a combina-
tion of exclusive Federal jurisdiction and concurrent jurisdiction.
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I am not in complete agreement with my nej hbor to my ri

[ . . - P l
;c)hls. We are optimistic that under proprijgtaryg qu'iSdiCtiO}Irl r‘ﬂgg tw?ﬁ

etter be able to solve our problems than we were able to under ex-
clusive jurisdiction. I will get into that in a few minutes.
evéf ma]o(riltyhof the cases at Crab Orchard are misdemeanors. How-
gver, rgeto (:l J ave, as my report indicates, enough felonies to be of

My report might be a little misleading in that stat
raisdemeanors prosecuted between the ye%rs 1973 angtelag:},g]nt;:é ?gg
felognes reported. The 125 felonies reported does not mean that some
of those were not prosecuted in one court or another. The problem
is that our officers do not have authority in felony cases. Therefore
Wﬂg defer either to the FBI or various State authorities to take these
offenses through court. Eventually they are reported through as
cloged (f)_rlopgn (ziases, Whatﬁver the case might be.

ur lelonies do cover the entire gamut of rape i
and entry, assault and what have t%’;rou. I do If:)t’ llgllile‘grzr’ ;)érefillfuf;%
Crab Orchard is concerned, that it is a crisis. I think it is a serious
problem. I believe we have to address ourselves to that problem.

In a fairly concentrated area, we handle roughly 1% million visitors
annually. As far as our public use figures go, we probably rank with
some of the national parks in regard to the visitation received.

A fe;;v days ago I briefly had the opportunity to review or touch
}Jlﬁnon the highlights of the law enforcement authorities contained in
y e criminal code reform legislation that was recently passed by the
bglrllaig. I think this is commonly referred to as the McClellan-Kennedy
lelg o é(())]:ll t%};izt“}:)n(]a(fl rev1elw, I feel :here are several things in that

uld go a lon g idi
neg:l tt()) %ettﬁr %lccl%mpl%sh s %ovl?y oward providing us the tools we

rab Orchard Refuge, as far as the Fish and Wildlife ice i
concerned, does not represent a typical refuge in the systeitlg.rzll‘(fe;:
are probably not over 8 or 10 at the most that receive this kind of
concentrated public use. I suspect that Crab Orchard is the highest
use area as far as public recreation is concerned. Therefore legislation
and authority that we might need at Crab Orchard would not neces-
sz}rﬂy apply to the entire Fish and Wildlife Service, particularly some

;)yzgi' remote refuge areas where they have maybe 100 or so visitors

We have experienced excellent cooperation from oth
ment agencies, both local and Federzlx)l. I do not view :}I;ilsa;vs ell)ltficg.g"}ea
problem. However, we do not have any written formal agre ements
with these agencles and it is not a contractual arrangement.

. We are operating our programs so that in the past 3% years we
O&Vﬁ néxloved fr?m. 8 one-man law enforcement operation at Crab
fuﬁ} t?III‘l e gg z; Iig;{r-tég}g,r ﬁve-mgn police station. These fellows operate

i ceme . '

poamon ghat has nat e ﬁﬁedc.apamty Right now we arc short one
ur retuge 1s open 24 hours a day. We have people on

a week, 24 hours a day, and we do respond to %alﬁ' of andggeZgggg;

nature. In many instances we are not and cannot be on the scene when

a crime of a serious nature does ha ¢
brief period of time. ppen, but we do respond in & very
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One thing that gives nie & great deal of consternation is the fact that
many times the officers who are working under my supervision walk
into areas of criminal activity where 1t is questionable that they
have the authority to be there. I am talking primarily about felonies
because they do not specifically have authority in felony cases. When
you get right down to the legal aspect of it, they can only operate
as a private citizen.

This gives me a bit of a problem because I cannot and the agency
cannot then afford that officer the degree of protection that he should
have under the law in performing his duties.

I believe that concludes my statement. I would be happy to answer
any questions or discuss any particular cases that we have had at
Crab Orchard, those of a serious nature or any that would be of
interest to the committee.

Thank you.

Mr. KinpNess. Thank you, Mr. Adams.

[Mr. Adams’ prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WAYNE D. Apams, PrRosEcT MANAGER, CRAB ORCHARD
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE, CARTERVILLE, ILL.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and discuss Visitor
Protection on the Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge.

The Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge was established in 1947 by a
special act of Congress to be operated as a complex—20,000 plus acres to be
operated as a wildlife sanctuary and industrial complex; and 22,000 plus acres to
be operated as a public use or recreation area.

The majority of our cases at Crab Orchard are misdemeanors; however, we do
have enough activity of a felonious nature that poses a problem that must be
addressed. A summary of law enforcement activities for 1973 through 1977 reflects
that 874 misdemeanors were prosecuted and 125 felonies were reported.

.The above cases reflect a public use level of approximately 7 million visitors
for the 5-year period. Misdemeanors are not normally against persons or property
of the individual, but reflect infractions such as game laws, trespass, trafic and
lesser drug offenses—to name a few. Felonies range from breaking and entering,
theft, rape, armed robbery, and assault, to serious drug offenses.

. Our existing authority is contained in Title 16 of the U.S. Code, in particular
the Refuge Administration Act, and we operate under Title 50 of the Code of
Federal Regulalions. These authorities are sufficient for misdemeanors but I
believe we need a greater degree of authority than that contained in the above
documents to adequately meet our enforcement responsibility with regard to
jurisdiction over felonies committed on Refuge lands. 'l‘lljle law enforcement author-
ities contained in the Criminal Code Reform legislation that was recently passed
by the Senate are the types of authorities I believe we need and would go a long
w ay toward solving our problems.

..Since Crab Orchard National Wildlife Refuge does not represent a typical
refuge field station, (there are probably not more than 8 or 10 field stations that
would require this level of authority).it should be left to the discretion of the
Agency as to which field staticn would be granted this degree of enforcement
authority. .

"We have always experienced excellent cooperation from local law enforcement,
agencies, Federal, State and county. However, they do not have the resources or
manpower to provide an ongoing presence to deter nr prevent criminal activities,
therefore their assistance in practically all instances is after the fact, and they
rely on Refuge personnel to be on the scene and patrol the areas.

- All court activities are reported, through channels, to the Washington Office on
Disposition Report 3-300A, Department of Interior, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, as pending, active, or closed. Serious incident reporting, such as hcmicide,
rape, ete., are reported by telephone, through channels, t0 the Washington Office
a3 soon as possible. This telephonic report is followed by a written report after
the case has been disposed of through prosecution or declared inactive.

- An 8-week training program is being required of all full-time law enforcement
officers at Crab Orchard. For those employees doing law enforcement work on a

€

@

L

(9.8

39

part-time basis, such as our firefighters and refuge managers who are occasionally
called upon to enforce refuge regulations, there is a 3-week training program.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be pleased to
answer any questions you may have.

Mr. Kinpness. Mr. Chairman, I think, as usual, we might proceed
with the rest of the panel before getting into questioning.

Mr. Ryan [presiding]. I apologize to t%ose who were here for waiting,
but the redwood bill was up and I had to be there for a statement
on the floor. I appreciate Mr. Kindness proceeding with the hearing
in my absence.

Mr. Purvis, you are our next witness.

STATEMENT OF GERALD PURVIS, CHIEF, RECREATION RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT BRANCH, OHIO RIVER DIVISION, ARMY CORPS
OF ENGINEERS

Mr. Purvis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, thank
you for allowing me to be here.

I am Gerald Purvis. I am with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
This is an opportunity for the field people to participate in these

discussions.

The comments I make are my personal observations based on 15
years of field experience with the corps and not necessarily the policy
of the Corps of Engineers.

My experiences in the recreation and natural resources management
profession range from positions as a field ranger to a project manager
of a wates resources development project to my current position as
the Chief of the Recreation Resource Management Branch in the
Ohio River Division of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

The corps is a major provider of recreation and resource manage-
ment. In the Ohio River Division, we manage about 1.4 million acres
of land and water and had over 82 million visitors in 1977. Nationally,

" in 1977, the corps managed nearly 11 million acres of land and water

on 436 water resource development projects. We estimate our 1977
visitation to be approximately 424 million. The U.S. Forest Service,
I believe, will be the only agency that will exceed the corps in visita~
tion in 1977.

Mr. Ryan. If I may interrupt you, Mr. Purvis, this is a very long
statement. It is obviously a good one. If it could be summarized,
I would appreciate it because there are some questions that I would
like to ask you and others.

Mr. Purvis. All right, sir. .

As you can see, we have a small amount of land with large visitation.

Our reporting of criminal activities on corps’ projects is traditionally
low. It is generally handled by the local agencies for those crimes
above the normal rules and regulations of the corps, and they have not
Lieen reported, as shown in the GAOQ report.

‘The corps does have proprietary intersst in lands only. Therefore, -

the Federal crimes do not apply. Accordingly, our rangers or citation
officers  are restricted to addressing misdemeanors punishable as
petty offenses only with a fine of $500 or 6 months maximum.

Our rangers generally relate more to the management of the natural
resovices and recreation development. They do, as I say, have cita-
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tion authority to issue citations for violations of our rules and regula-
tions. They are not law enforcement officers per se. They offer visitor
assistance and resource protection, but they are recruited from pro-
fessional fields such as forestry, wildlife management, and park
management. They are resources and public relations trained and
oriented and are not law enforcement officials.

In 1976, 727 employees in the corps with citation authority issued
a?prommately 4,980 violations and 15,710 warnings for violations
of our rules and regulations.

There were some significant problems in the Ohio River Division
assoclated with the citation program. We were unable to secure
cooperation in some areas with the magistrates in having collateral
forfeitures or they were unable in some cases to even participate in
the program.

I have listed in my prepared statement six separate incidents which
did occur that involved interference with a ranger and his duties in
the Ohio River Division.

Participation by local law enforcement agencies varies. In cities
such as Nashville, Tenn., we have very good cooperation; in rural
counties we often have very poor participation because of the limited
capabilities of rural agencies.

'The December 1974 report of the Secretary of the Army to the Congress
on visitor protection did identify deficiencies in our visitor protection

rogram. The report analyzed various alternatives, including increased
aw enforcement authority and contracting with the State. The corps
has taken the route of contracting with local law enforcement agencies.
We are going to have contracts this summer. We hope that this will

. assist us in reaching an acceptable level of visitor protection at our

projects. This is consonant with our limited proprietary jurisdiction
and the principle that law enforcement should remain primarily the
responsibility of local authorities.

.Training has generally been delegated to the divisions and to the
districts. It ranges from 32 to 40 hours for new employees with pe-
riodic refresher courses for seasoned employees.

- We recognize there has been a deficiency in the training. We are
developing a new training curriculum nationwide which would pro-
vide basic instruction for stress training. It will not include training
for weapons since the corps has no armed rangers.

I think that our reporting of title 36 violations is good. We do have
a.good reporting system. We report quarterly and annually. I think
it 1s reasonably accurate.

. I would like to make some personal comments concerning the
GAO report, current corps actions, and some suggestions. As I said,
we will fully implement the increased law enforcement contracting
program in 1978 and 1979. I personally think it will vary in its effec~
tiveness according to the cooperation of local sheriff’s department.

~'The Department of Army has strongly recommended to the Con-
gress that our employers who are engaged in title 36 enforcement be
included under section 1114 of title 18, which makes it a Federal
clf';ime to intimidate, assault, or otherwise interfere with such an
officer.

.As I said earlier, we are developing new guidance for implementation
of the citation program, which I think will eliminate some of the
problems now existing.
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A new title 36 part 327 is in the Federal Register now for comment,
which eliminates some of the problems which have become evident
in the current code.

I believe the GAO report is not entirely representative of the Ohio
River Division. I do not view our problem as significant in the Ohio
River Division as the two sample projects in Georgia. We do have a
problem but it is not out of control. I believe it can be handled.

I concur with Mr. Shackelton’s statement that any action should
recognize the variance of our policies and that each agency should
be able to retain its identity. There are many management solutions
that can be taken—and I have listed some in my statement—that I
think can be of great benefit to increase visitor protection without
the necessity of changing our polieies.

This concludes my testimony. If there are any questions, I would
be glad to answer them.

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Mr. Purvis. Your prepared statement in
its entirety will be made a part of the record.

[Mr. Purvis’ prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GERALD Purvis, CrieF, RECREATION RESOURCE
MaNageMENT Branch, Oxio River Divisiow, ArMy Corrs oF ENGINEERS

My, Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Gerald Purvis. Thank you
Chairman Leo Ryan of California for inviting me to testify at this hearing con-
cerning problems of Crime in Federal Recreation Areas. It is a pleasure to partici-
pate in these discussions. The comments I make here today are based on my
opinions and observations developed over the past 15 years while working in the
recreation field. They are not necessarily the policy of the Corps of Engineers.

The Corps of Engineers has provided and administers outdoor recreation areas
at many of the watfer resources development projects constructed by the Corps
under its Civil Works program throughout the Nation. In accordance with its
policies and goals, the Corps holds public safety, personal security, and environ-
mental protection as fundamental to its management of recreational opportunities.

My experiences in the Recreation and Natural Resources Management pro-
fossion range from positions as a field Ranger to my present, position as Chief of
the Recreation-Resource Management Branch for the Ohio River Division, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Cincinnati, Ohio. I was a Ranger for 3 years, and have
been a Resource Manager at a large multipurpose laske and a District office
Branch Chief for Recreation-Resource Management, all within the Nashville
District. I was Recreation-Resource Management Branch Chief at Nashville
in 1971 when the pilot study for issuance of citations by Corps Rangers for
violation of Federal rules and regulations was conducted at Lake Cumberland,
Kentucky. This pilot program grew into the nationwide citation program cur-
rently implemented by the Corps to protect project resources and to assist
visitor protection.

The Corps of Engineers is a major provider of recreation and resource manage-
ment. In the Ohio River Division we manage 1.4 million acres of land and water
and had over 82 million visitors in 1977. Nationally, we manage nearly 11 million
acres of lands and water at the 436 water resource development projects with an
estimated visitation of over 424 million in 1977. Only the U.S. Forest Service
with its vast acreage of land surpassed the Corps in visitation. Most of our
visitation -occurs on the 53 million acres of land we manage. You can easily see
that we have lots of people on a relatively small piece of real estate. Two-thirds
of our recreation areas are within easy aceess to about 70 percent of the Nation’s
citizens. At the same time, many of the recreation sites around our water resource
projects are in a rural setting and somewhat remote. Easy accessibility, high
usage, scattered recreation sites and a relative degree of remoteness contribute
to the increased likelihood of criminal activity.

As stated in the GAO study the raporting rate of criminal activity is tradition-
ally low for some crimes; many pecple do not report thefts or minor assaults
through Corps channels. Crimes often occur at our recreation areas that are
reported directly to civil authorities, consequently, Corps officials are not con-
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tacted. I must point out that Corps personnel do not have the authority to enforce
civil and criminal violations just deseribed.

"The Corps, when obtaining 1and for our projects, acquires a proprietary interest
only. The Criminal Codes of the affected States are the effective Criminal Codes
for the enforcement by those States concerning any serious criminal activities
that might oceur at our projects. It is the policy of the Corps, in which I concur,
that the enforcement of laws above those contained in Federal regulations should
remain with the local authorities. Accordingly, direct Corps law enforcement
authorities and activities at our projects primarily involve enforcing the Depart-
ment of Army regulations related to uses of our recreational areas and facilities
and are restricted to misdemeanors punishable as petty offenses against the
Corps’ proprietary interests such as littering and unauthorized use of vehicles.
Such offenses carry only a maximum fine of up to $500 and/or imprisonment for
up to six months under the provisions of Section 4 of the 1944 Flood Control
Act, as amended, (16 U.S.C. 460d). Corps of Engineers Rangers, whose duties
generally relate more to management of natural and recreational resources, en-
force the regulations through citation authority requiring the alleged violator to
appear before a United States Magistrate.

Public Law 91-611 authorized the Chief of Engineers to grant citation authority
only to selected Corps of Engineers employees. This authority allows for the
issuance of a violation notice to anyone found violating a rule or regulation
governing public use of projects managed by the Chief of Engineers. These rules
are published as Title 36, Chapter III, Code of Federal Regulations, ‘Part 327,
The intent of the regulations is to protect the natural resources and give limited
protection to the visitors.

Our rangers are not law enforcement officers per se, but rather, they offer
visitor assistance and resource protection. We are in the land management busi-
ness, consequently, our ranger force is recruited from professional fields such as
forestry, wildlife management or park management. They are resource and public
relations trained and oriented and should not be considered as law enforcement
officers nor can they be adapted to such use.

"~ An important part of the ranger’s work is to prevent unauthorized use or
encroachment of public property. Encroachments can deteriorate the value of the
natural resources and can usurp the public right to use public lJands and waters.
In 1976 the 175 rangers with citation authority in the Ohio River Division issued
672 citations and 2,677 warning citations on our 69 water resource projects.
Nationwide, the Corps had 511 permanent and 1,017 temporary rangers in 1976,
727 of these employees had citation authority. These officers issued 4,980 violation
notices and 15,710 warning notices for violation of our rules and regulations and
recognized 20,103 encroachment violations. Our staffs and rangers are spending
hundreds of hours to resolve these problems through use of the courts or by volun-
tary compliance.

In the Ohio River Division some significant problems associated with the cita-
tion program are as follows:

‘1. In some areas cooperation with U.S. Magistrates and U.S. Attorney Officers
are critical. Only in 1977 were we able to secure full participation by the U.S.
Magistrates office in the southern District of Ohio in our program, and in the
eastern District of Kentucky we still do not have a collateral forfeiture system.

-.2. At Dewey Lake in Kentucky a ranger was called out of his home at gunpoint
ag a result of his impoundment of a camper’s trailer. -

3. At Sutton Lake in West Virginia a ranger was physically restrained while
attempting to issue a citation.

"4, At Tishtrap Lake in Kentucky a ranger was threatened at gunpoint while
conducting a visitation survey.

5. A ranger at Grayson Lake in Kentucky was threate;: 'd with bodily harm
over issuance of a citation for reckless operation of a boat.

‘6. At Dale Hollow Lake in Tennessee a ranger’s badge was torn from his uni-
form and he was threatened with bodily harm.

Ag stated above, the Corps relies upon local law enforcement authorities to
maintain law and order. The principle action agency is the county sheriff’s office.
Cpoperation from county sheriffi departments across our division varies from
excellent to non-existent. At our J. Percy Priest project on the outskirts of Nash-
ville, the sheriff’s department provides 2 full-time vehicles and men to patrol
the project. We have excellent cooperation. On the other hand, a rural lake project
may be served by a sheriff’s department with ouly one man. He turns off his police
radio and closes office at the end of his workday. We can’t expect toc much

_assistance from a small department such as this.
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The December 1974 Report of the Secretery of the Army to the Congress on
Visitor Protection Services at Corps of Engineers Lakes found deficiencies in
visitor protection stemming from Corps rangers having limited law enforcement
authority and State and local law enforcement agencies being unable to provide
sufficient personnel. The Report analyzed various alternatives to correcting the
perceived deficiencies, including increased law enforcement authority for Corps
rangers and contracting with State and local law enforcement agencies for in-
creased law enforcement services at Corps projects.

The Corps recommended the contracting alternative to the Congress which
Congress approved by enacting Section 120 of the Water Resources Development
Act of 1976 (PL 94-587). It authorizes up to $6 million for fiscal years 1978 and
1979 to contract with States and their political subdivisions for increased law
enforcement during peak visitation periods.

The Corps is now completing a regulation that will provide for law enforcement
contracts to be entered for the 1978 summer recreation season. This should prove
to be a very important program in improving visitor protection at Corps projects
as well as the safety of Corps rangers. My personal opinion is that the success of
this contract effort for increased law enforcement will vary across the country.

I believe that our new contract authority, supplemented with enactment of
the legislation to protect our personnel and with improved emergency communi-
cations and coordination with State and local law enforcement agencies, should
assist in the Corps reaching an acceptable level of visitor protection at our projects.
This is consonant with our limited proprietary jurisdiction and the principle
that law enforcement should remain primarily the respousibility of local au-
thorities. If contract services fail to provide sufficient improvement in visitor
protection the Corps, of course; will reevaluate its position.

In the .Ohio River Division, training has been delegated to the Naskville,
Huntington, Louisville and Pittsburgh Districts. These Districts have utilized
the special Law Enforcement Institute at thie University of Louisville and other
universities for various aspects of our training. Training is held once a year and
usually consists of a block of from 32 to 40 hours of training, including field prob-
léem cases for new employees, with refresher courses for experienced rangers.

Instructors are assembled from top experts in their field from the Corps, other
Federal land management agencies, U.S. magistrates, U.S. attorneys, local and

Federal law enforcement authorities and behavorial scientists.

Many of the Districts have sent rangers to the Parks and Recreation Law

Enforcement Institute at Michigan State University. This is a two-week course
of study over a two-year period. The course mostly covers theory of recreation
law enforcement problems and has proven to be of limited value in our Division.

The Office of the Chief of Engineers has recognized our deficiency in the Citation
Program training. Plans are now underway to develop a basic core of instruction
at the national level which all personnel dealing with the citation program would
have to complete. The schooling will include stress training which deals in handling
difficult situations. No firearms training is contemplated since it continues to be
Corps policy nct to arm our rangers. This training will be aimed toward better
equipping our personnel to implement the Corps citation program within existing
policy guidelines and legislative authorities. The Corps is currently reviewing its
guidance on visitor assistance programs and may move in the direction of soften~
ing the “police” image of rangers. Directions may be to do away with the highly
visible squad car type ordinance (lights and siren), or place them in concealed
areas. Some Districts have already adopted this approach and found it to be
appropriate. The badge the officer now wears may become smaller or removed
from clothing and carried in a badge case. In these cases the effort would be %o
project rangers as resource personnel and to dispel the misconception that they
are law enforcement officers.

Reporting of criminal activity at Corps projects is very irregular as I have
previously noted, For one thing, it is realized that not all crimes are reported to
any authority. Most criminal investigation and administration is handled by local
authorities. If one of our rangers were involved as a witness or received the first
complaint, then he would file a special incident report. This report is forwarded
to the Provost Marshal's offices at Division and the Office of the Chief of Engineers
in. Washington. Corps personnel are not involved with these cases, so the records
are prepared by local authorities and we are not informed.

Reporting of violations to 36 CFR 327, Rules and Regulations are adequately
covered under the reporting systems to our Washington office. A report is filed
quarterly from each project which shows the number of violation notices and
warnings ‘issued by type of violation. These reports are funneled through the
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Provost Marshal’s offices. A second report iz the Annual Recreation-Resource
Management System Report which is maintained in the Recreation-Resource
Management Branch files. This report gives the number of citation officers, num-
ber of warnings and citations issued, number of convictions and number of cases
pending, all as of the end of the calendar year.

I would like to make some personal comments concerning the GAC report,
current Corps actions and suggestions.

1. The Corps will fully implement the increased law enforcement contracting
program in 1978 and 1979. It should be completely analyzed after the 2 years
and continued only if it is found to be effective and then only at those projects
where it is deemed appropriate. There should be willingness to recognize that
effort may not be the answer to agency problems in law enforcement at all projects.

2. With regard to the safety of our Park Ranger personnel, the Department of
the Army has strongly recommended to the Congress and continues to recommend,
that Corps civilian employees engaged in Title 36 enforcement type activities
be provided the same legal protection as is presently provided to other Federal
employees, similarly engaged, by amending Section 1114 of Title 18, United States
Code to make it a Federal crime to intimidate, aszault, or kill any civilian official
or civilian employee of the Corps of Engineers engaged in investigations, inspec-
tions, law or regulatory enforcement functions in connection with civil activities
of the Department of the Army.

3. As stated earlier the Corps is developing new guidance for implementation
of the citation program and is developing a nationwide training program for
visitor assistance functions.

4. Problems have developed in implementing certain provisions of Title 36
CFR, Chapter I1I. These have been resolved and an amended Title 36 is currently
in the Federal Register for comment.

. 5. The GAO report only used two Corps lakes as sample projects, both of which
have a strong ‘“law enforcement’” posture with significant problems. I do not
believe these projects to be representative of the Ohio River Division nor do I
preceive the criminal problem to be as significant as statistically shown in that
report. As an example, one question on page 16 of the report asks ranger prefer-
ence for carrying a weapon. It then lists 5 reasons rangers desire a weapon but
does nnt list any of the reasons why rangers would not desire to carry a weapon,

6. It is my opinion that while criminal activity at Federal recreation areas
certainly should be recognized as a problem it is not as serious as some people
have deemed it to be. I believe it can be adequately controlled through existing
policies and authorities except as stipulated above concerning Title 18 coverage
for rangers. Many management solutions are being used in reducing this prob-
lem, among these are:

_ 1. Bingle entrances to areas with manned control gates. This can be accomplished
with in-house personnel or contractual agreements.

2. User fee areas which will help to defray cost of control gates and provide
funds for site improvements.

3. Improved communication systems in ranger vehicles.
"~ 4. Improved coordination and communications with local law enforcement
authorities to discuss mutual problems.

5. Closing of recreation areas during off peak seasons or times of day. As an
example, close picnic areas at a reasonable hour each evening while maintaining
free public access to the lake at other locations.

-6, Provide flexibility in ranger duty hours to extend patrol coverage over a
longer time period.

. 7. Develop a set of procedures prescribing how a ranger should handle various
types of incidents.

8. Increase in public relations efforts through news articles, interpretive pro-
grams, films, information bulletin boards. :

. 9t Proper design of facilities to include separation of camping and day use
visitors.

‘" 10. Improved reporting data system to monitor areas of problems.

“-11, Formation of local citizens committees to include Federal and local au-
‘thorities to discuss law enforcement problems and solutions.

;. Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement and I would be pleased
to answer any questions you may have for me in my present capacity as Chief
of the Recreation-Resource Management Branch of the Corps Ohio River Di-
‘Vision or my present position with the Office of the Chief of Engineers.

Mr. Ryan. Mr. Derr, you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM DERR, REGIONAL SPECIAL AGENT, US.
FOREST SERVICE, CALIFORNIA REGION, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF,

Mr. DErr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I, too,
appreciate this opportunity to testify before the subcommittee today
to express my personal views on law enforcement problems associated
with recreational areas on national forest system lands.

In my present position as regional criminal investigator I am respon-
sible for providing direction to the law enforcement program in the
California region, which includes national forest lands throughout
the State. This mcludes the enforcement program relating to the

rotection of the public, forest resources, and employees. It also
mcludes the criminal and civil investigative program relating to such
crimes as arson and major thefts of timber as We%l as protection of the
Government’s interests in substantial civil claims.

I have been in this job for 6 years and prior to that worked as a
field criminal investigator. My career with the Forest Service began
in 1952. Prior to becoming involved in full-time enforcement and
investigative work, I held numerous field positions which put me in
daily contact with many forest visitors.

I will confine my discussion primarily to the general subject areas
outlined in your request. Perhaps I should emphasize that my testi-
mony reflects my personal views on these issues and does not neces-
sarily reflect those of the Forest Service or the administration in
terms of policy or-administrative priorities.

With respect to the extent that crime poses a threat to those who
visit the national forests, I believe that the recent report by the
(General Accounting Office offers some insights into this situation.
From my perspective, there are problems with crime in some specific
areas. However, in most areas the public is receiving an acceptable
level of protection. ~

In California, 2,017 felonies involving crimes committed against
gersons and/or their property, on national forest lands, were reported

v local sheriffs during calendar year 1976. The majority of these
crimes occurred outside of developed recreation areas. During the
same period, 5,641 misdemeanors were also reported. Many crimes
occur in remote areas outside of developed recreation sites and may
not affect a significant number of forest visitors. ’

In addition to the above statistics, in calendar year 1976, forest
officers handled 31,228 reported violations of Federal and State
forest and fire laws dealing primarily with resource protection. The
17 national forests in California include approximately 20 million
acres and received close to 50 million visitor days of use during 1976.
Therefore, the above statistics do not reflect a serious crime problem
considering the size of the areas involved and the amount of use, but
rather demonstrate that aporopriate action is being taken. No doubt,
some visitors were subjected to an inadequate level of protection
from crime. A clearer definition as to the extent crime poses a threat
to visitors should result as reporting procedures are refined.

The existing legal authority for the Forest Service to fulfill its
overall law enforcement responsibilities appears to be adequate. The
authority contained in 16 U.S.C. 551 and 559 enables the Forest
Service to use the recently revised criminal regulations contained in
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36 CFR 261 as a means of protecting the resources and to some extent
the visitors, primarily concerning disorderly conduct.

The GAO report recommends an expansion of Federal and State
enforcement authorities for forest officers in regard to the protection
of visitors. This propesal can best be evaluated when we have develop-
ed more comprehensive and accurate statistics concerning the extent
that crime poses a threat to National Forest visitors. With respect
to criminal investigative jurisdiction and authority, the GAO report
has also identified the need to further review existing and proposed
legislation to insure the continuance of needed authorities.

Reliance on local communities for law enforcement assistance
related to crimes against the public and their property is accomplished
largely through the cooperative law enforcement program, as author-
ized by Public Law 92-82. The Forest Service, over the past 4 years,
has reimbursed local sheriffs in California in the amount of approxi-
mately $2.5 million for providing additional services in the enforce-
ment of State laws beyond their normal deployment within areas
on national forests. Qur current budget for this cooperative program
is $880,000 in fiscal year 1978.

The visible presence of local law enforcement officers and their
closer proximity when crimes occur have increased the level of visitor
protection significantly. We are confident that there has been a
reduction in crimes against visitors as the result of this cooperative
program. The services provided are professional and meet standards
;s,lgt by the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and

raining.

In th% California region, the day-to-day Federal enforcement job
is accomplished by approximately 1,000 full-time Forest Service
employees supplemented during the summer months by additional
seasonal employees. All of these employees must satisfactorily complete
a prescribed 32-hour minimum enforcement course before being author-
ized to issue a citation. An additional 32-hour advanced course is
required for personnel who supervise employees that issue citations
and perform limited investigative work. Appzoximately 500 employees
have completed this advanced course. An additional 80-hour in-
vestigator course, which is a condensed version of the 8-week Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center course, has been given to 80
Forest Service employees in California.

. All of the above courses are planned and conducted by professional
Forest Service criminal investigators, GS-1811 series. These in-
vestigators, of which there are eight, have extensive law enforcement
experience and are required to attend the full 8-week Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center course.
" A revised law enforcement reporting system was established in the
region in 1973. Since that time, a law violation report by calendar
year has been compiled and submitted annually to our Washington
office. This report, among other things, shows the disposition of each
specific Federal and State violation, relating to the administration of
the National Forests. In addition, the number of crimes, both felony
and misdemeanor, which are committed against people and/or their
property on National Forest lands is shown. Tﬁese reports reflect
actlvities primarily at the ranger district level.
" My recommendations for future action are:
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One, the continued development by the Forest Service and other
Federal agencies of a more thorough and accurate national crime
reporting system to identify the locations and type of crimes being
committed against people and their property on Federal lands, includ-
ing a statistical sampling of visitors as to the threat of crime they
perceive and encounter.

Two, by the spring of 1979, after the Forest Service has developed
more precise crime statistics, evaluate the need for expanding its law
enforcement authority and the need for ‘acquiring concurrent
jurisdiction.

Three, a review of all existing Forest Service law enforcement
authorities by the Forest Service to insure that investigative juris-
diction and authorities are adequate.

Four, the Forest Service should continue to increase its capability
in providing direct protection to the public from crime when imme-
diate action must be taken by Forest Service employees to protect
visitors. -

Five, a review of the following staffing needs:

(@) The U.S. Attorney’s Office for the Eastern Federal Judicial
District, headquartered in Sacramento and Fresno, Calif., provides
R}osecutive services for 14 national forests and the Lake Tahoe Basin

anagement Unit. Their present staffing level of assistant U.S. attor-
neys, which they have been attempting to increase for some time, has
been inadequate in fully meeting the needs of the Forest Service.

(0) In the Central Kederal Judicial District in Los Angeles, the
present staffing level of the U.S. Marshal’s Office appears to be inade-
quate in effectively serving petty offense arrest warrants.

I might add that the Forest Service has just completed an extensive
revision of the law enforcement section in their directives system,

which has provided increased opportunities for effectively dealing with

crime in the national forest system.

This concludes my testimony. I will be happy to respond to any
questions you may have.

Mr. Ryan. I want to thank all of you for your comments.

It seems obvious from listening to you this morning and from what
Mr. Staats said that in varying degrees most of the agencies began
their existence with an assumption in mind which nzeds to be changed.
I do not think the Corps of Engineers got into the construction of
dams and into public works with t%e idea of becoming law enforcement
officials or watching people come through a gate somewhere. That is
not their primary mission. It was not and still is not.’

In the case of the Bureau of Reclamation, for example, in California,
where I have had some experience at one lake there, Lake Berryessa,
their job is to build dams to store water, primarily for agricultural
purposes.

Inevitably, when there is water, there is recreation as well as when
there are forests and they become public land, you have to deal
with people.

I do not suppose it is possible for you to respond adequately yet to
what appears to me to be the central problem: How do we distinguish
between the primary functions which vary from agency to agency—
where the storage of water or the construction of public works, in-
cluding, for instance, the Tennessee Valley Authority and all those
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marvelous dams and lakes built for various purposes, among them
hydroelectric pewer—how de we distinguish Eetween those primary
Jmjssions and the secondary mission of controlling the people who
wish to use these areas for recreation purposes that are perfectly

~Jegitimate?

We are simply not equipped, either emotionally or otherwise, to
handle it. From my own experience in talking to people at Yosemite,
for examﬁle, which is a people place if there ever was one, most
geople who become forest rangers or Park Service employees do it
because they like the outdoors, because they like nature, because
they are essentially rural oriented, and because they want to be away
from urban ﬁ)roblems. They like that kind of life. As a consequence,
they resist the concept of handling crowds at the front gate.

With all the differences there are in missions in the various agencies,
what kind of suggestions do you have? Should we try to consolidate
this one particular function? Would it be a good idea for us to have
the law enforcement problems handed over to a special group, for
example, a law enforcement group on a national basis? Or 1s it getter
to have each a,ﬁgncy handle its own law enforcement with better or
more specific kinds of training for personnel within the agency
involved?

Should the Corps of Engineers itself develop a law enforcement
agency? Should the U.S. Forest S~~vice develop a law enforcement
agency? Should the Agriculture D. irtment develop a law enforce-
‘ment agency? Should the Bureau of Land Management develop a law
eworcement agency? Each one of those would be different.

Is it better to contract for services using local authorities coupled
with better Federal laws regarding jurisdiction? I wonder about this
myself because I think it has some very obvious shortcomings. You
are dependent pretty much on the quality of law enforcement at the
local level, which may not meet national needs.

Does anyone want to respond to that?

Mr. Derr. Mr. Chairman, I agree with what you have said. I
think there are some opportunities to look at alternatives and come
up with some prescriptions which will in the final analysis provide an
acceptable level of protection to the public.

I see as a solution a balance of alternatives. As an example, it seems
to me that within any particular organization there needs to be a com-
bination of law enforcement resources. There are a variety of crimes
being committed against Federal resources and the public, some of
which can be handled by seasonal employees, some which can be
nandled by the conservation-oriented ranger, and others that need to
be handled by professional Federal or State law enforcement people.
It seems to me that the handlinfg of these levels of crime needs to stay
in the administrative purview of the Federal resource agency involved.
Otherwise, you lose sight of your objectives and your basic mission,
wherein the national forests are managed for use as opposed to the
national parks which are managed for preservation.

.. My suggestion would be that what we really need to be looking at is
setting some Federal resource agency :aw enforcement standards,
recognizing the total job done in response to different levels of
crime by different levels of law enforcement people. It seems to me
that where the services are adequate the additional resource of local
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law enforcement agencies is an efficient way to provide certain visitor
protection services. . . .

This would minimize the additional investment and the impact
that doing that particular law enforcement job would be to the Federal
agency.

gAbs)(rant an acceptable level of competency with respect to local
Jaw enforcement agencies, there is no doubt that the Federal resource
agency then must respond itself to the need for visitor protection.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on that question.

Mr. SuacksrroN. I would like to respond to the same point. .

1 obviously support the retention of the law enforcement responsi-
bility within the agency itself. _ .

A'great hue and cry arose in the 1970’s when inappropriate resj:onse
was made to Yosemite’s law enforcement problems by poorly trained
rangers. There were many reports, studies, critiques, an bad publicity
given the Federal forces from the public and from the press because
of the great concern about the apgroach.and imagery of the national
park ranger and how he went about his law enforcement responsi-
bilities. _

Again, keeping in mind that the public comes to enjoy, there are
various problems with what they consider forms of enjoyment.

The ranger in law enforcement in my experience 1S more appro-
priately the correct person because he has in mind what the agency
mission is, and he can apply his law enforcement in that regard.

Mr. Ryan. Let me draw a distinction, though. I see a parallel
here that I would like to try out; with all the limitations there are in
trying any kind of parallel because nothing is ever exactly the same.

In our U.S. embassies overseas we have the problem of security.
That security problem is very specific and very real. The Foreign
Service does not handle the problem. The ambassador does not hire
the local police to do it. What we have is a kind of hybrid arrangement
which was not contemplated in the creation of the U.S. Marines. But
the fact is that the U.S. Marines are employed on & regular basis as
the security personnel for embassies all over the world.

I just returned from a Middle East trip where we have some
problems in Damascus. The embassy there, I believe, 1s terribly
vulnerable. Always there is a standard of guality for the personnel
who are there. They are trained specifically for a particular kind of
job within the mission of the U.S. Foreign Service and are under
the authority of the ambassador. .

I am not suggesting that any kind of law enforcement group that 1s
created be beyond or outside the authority of whoever is the local
authority, whether it is & dam in.California or a national park
Idaho or a lake in Kentucky. What I am saying is that emotionally
and constitutionally a good part of our problem is that these various

Government agencies don’t really want to handle as their primary
‘mission the -business of law enforcement. They just don’t.

I think I can see this reluctance reflected in the reports and the
comments and suggestions here today. What you want to keep is your
own identity as the Forest Service, or as the Park Service, or as the
Corps of Engineers, or whatever it is. You don’t want to lose this
to some other agency.
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I am concerned about the level of training that is involved, because
law enfercement today is a highly complex and terribly disciplined
operation. You cannot just do it casually from a horse when you see

.some guy knocking somebody.in the head. You can’t do it.

To adequately protect with very few personnel over a large area of
land, which is what you usually have on Federal public land, you have
to have some people who have some very specific and highly technical
training, as well as a knowledge of the laws they enforce. Then when
you catch somebody knocking somebody in the head, you can get
them. You can go after them, prosecute them, bring them to justice,
and toss them in prison, if necessary. You cannot get that the way
we are going right now.

The suggestions I have heard so far don’t really satisfy me as being
enough. We want to go in the right direction, and I think we should go
cautiously. However, I want to see ths time come—and pretty soon—
when people can begin to enjoy cut national lands with the degree
of feeling of safety that they used to have in the past and which they
cannot have now. I am not satisfied that the suggestions made here
about upgrading a little, using contractual services here, and a little
bit here and a little dab there will work out. I think the situation is
more serious than that.

We are not going to go backward to a past time unless some
terrible catastrophe occurs in this country where we can no longer
travel about as freely as we have learned to do in the past 20 years
and want to do now.

Can you give me some kind of comment about the possibility of
creating a special services force which can be trained and then as-
signed to the chief law enforcement officer under his authority and
jurisdiction at Yosemite or, say, a Forest Service area in Oregon, or
whatever the situation happens to be?

- In this case the local laws would apply, but also would recognize
the pattern of behavior and performance that is Federal in nature.
I think that is important. That is not being addressed here. -

Mr. SuackerToN. I will respond by saying, yes, I think that con-
cept is elmost happening in certain areas. The idea of having a special
force within the agency is almost a fact in certain spotty areas.

Mr. Ryan. Including Yosemite.

Mr. SuackELTON. About 90 percent of the time the valley dis-
trict rangers there are in law enforcement. They are professionals now.
They were not 10 years ago. It has developed.

- What you are asking is should we make more formal recognition of
that being the way to go. '

"Mr. RyaN. You said it was different 10 years ago in Yosemite
from what it is now. Yosemite is simply an example for the future for
a great many other places. You have to close the doors now at Yosem-
ite. There are just too many.

-Mr. SmackieLToN. I would conclude by saying that within our
agency, if we could get over the emotional fear of law enforcement
and recognize it as just another job responsibility as important as
any other of our job responsibilities and then pursue it that way as
professionally -as we can; designating a special force or anyway you
want to approach it.
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Mr. Ryan. My conception is that at Yosemite you would have,
from what I am suggesting here, a fairly small force of professional
law enforcement officials who would be working under the authority
of the Park Serviee itself and who would be on call so that when s
regular park ranger said, “We’ve got trouble over here; you’d better
get over here in a hurry,” they would call in. the specialist, turn the
job over to him. They could then go back about their business of
showing people what the park is like and doing the kinds of things in
a broad and general way that a Park Service ranger ought to be doing.
That is my idea. That frees more of your rangers t¢ do what they were
originally hired to do, which is to help people enjoy that park and
protect 1t for future use.

Mr. Kindness, do you wish to comment?

Mr. Kino~nEss. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that I am going to have
to leave shortly.

I think this is a very important and interesting area to pursue.
We are talking about, conceptually, a large number of law enforcement
personnel. In fact, it is an impossibility, as we all know, to completely
eliminate the crime problem in all public land areas throughout the
country. There could be a great deal done and there would still be
crimes occurring.

We need to get at the appropriate governmental mechanism for
approaching the problem. It does have more than one aspect to it.
It is not just law enforcement but also control of the population out
of which the crime arises. '

It has been touched on here adequately to start our thinking along
those lines, but it may not just be a matter of providing and maintain-
ing more law enforcement personnel and providing more training and
so on. It may be necessary to restrict access to public lands and public
areas or to control it in such a manner as to, in turn, control the crime

roblem. Fewer of the typical sorts of crimes that have been discussed
ﬁere today would belikely to occur in any physical arrangement where
access and egress are through controlled points.

That may not sound very interesting or attractive as a way to deal
with our public land areas, but it may be & part of the problem that
has to be approached in that manner.

I would welcome any comments.

Mr. Purvis. I would like to commient on that.

One of the things I said in my statement was that very thought.
I think that through management procedures you csn reduce your
eriminal activities. You can close areas at night and restrict them.
Having a man on the gate has been of benefit to us in controlling
criminal activities, simply by controlling entrance. Also to be con-
sidered is the division of overnight and day use areas and making sure
that they are separate areas. Those types of things can be done within
an agency.

I am not at all certain about the other question. I can see that it
would be terrifically difficult to ever come 1p with the proper train-
ing for a single law enforcement agency that could appreciate the
mirage of intangibles that exist between agencies. It would also be
very expensive. It would require a lot of people to form such a law
enforcement agency.
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Mr. Ryan. That depends on how it is done.

We are talking about-an ill-defined. thing so far. We are talking
about degrees ratner than absolutes. Every one of the Federal lands
is different, requiring different kinds of prescriptive solutions. How-
ever, I think you can still make a declaration of intent or declara-
tion of purpose, one of which ought to be that the lands ought to be
as open and as accessible to the public as is reasonably possible.

Off the top of my head, those lands, when they are opened and as
the public has access.to them, ought to be as free and as clean from
thhe threat of crime or violence as it is reasonably possible to make
them.,

Mr. Purvis. Mr. Chairman, these things can be done throngh, as

the GAO report said, a standard of quality.

- Mr. Ryan. That is very possible. '

We need to have very soon some pressure that I do not feel yet
from the various agencies involved, including the Corps of Engineers,
about the need for answers to these critical problems. One of the
things most needed is some better documentation of what your prob-
lems really are and the scope of the problem.

I don’t think we should overreact. I don’t think the answer is to
put a gun on three times as many people running through the park
and have them fire them in the air or fire them at anything else. I
think we ought to have a very sensitive response that includes enough
facts to get the job done. B

Let me ask you to ask your agencies to produce this pressure as
soon as possible and in the best way that you can. Also, we would
like to have some suggestions for resolving the problem beyond your
oWD. agency. -

From what I have heard this morning and from that very signifi-
cant GAQ report, it is obvious that we have a problem that we have
never had to face before, and we are reluctant to look at it now. Until
otherwise notified, the problem will get worse, and significantly worse,
and there will be more people who will be the victims of some pretty
serious trouble before we finally be%in to get this thing under control.

Because of this, I think the public ought to be advised that the
situation is far more serious than it used to be.

'Thank you all for coming. If you have any further comments as
we go along or as time goes on, I wish you would feel free to com-
municate with the subcommittee and give us your suggestions.

Thank you for being here.

The subcommittee is now adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:32 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to re-
convene subject to the ca,l{J of the Chair.]
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX 1.—SUMMARY OF GAO REPORT
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

Crime In Federal Recreation Areas--

A Serious Problem Needing
Congressional And Agency Action

The Government has no policy on criminal
law enforcement on Federal lands.

Visitor protection provided by numerous Fed-
eral agencies has been inconsistent because of
inadeguate legal authority and weaknesses in
law enforcement programs.

Legislation is needed to provide clear and ag:le-
quate law enforcement authority. Existing
law enforcement programs can be improved in
such areas as training of personnel, crime
reporting systems, and cooperative agree-
ments with local police agencies.

JUNE 21, 1977
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AREAS—--A SERIOUS PROBLEM

NEEDING CONGRESSIONAL AND

AGENCY ACTION

DIGEST

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

The Federal Government owns and administers
about one-third of the Nationfs 2.2 billion
acres of land. Most of it is administered by
the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest
Service; however, other agencies involved
include the Fish and Wildlife Service, the
National Park: Service, the Army Corps of
Engineers, and the Tennessee Valley Authority.
Although the primary mission of these six
agencies is managing natural 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.)

THE LEGAL JUNGLE

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.

CRIME IN FEDERAL RECREATION:
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As 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
offenses, and

—-acting as deputy sheriffs.

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

Federal laws 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 breach of the
peace, the Assimilative Crimes Act adopts as
Federal law, for certain Federal lands, the
criminal code of the State where the Federal
land is situated.

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

Recently, legislation relating to the enforce~
ment powers of the National Park: Service and
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the Bureau of Land Management was enacted.
Although these acts expand the law enforcement
authority of the two agencies, they do little
to improve the agencies' ability to protect
visitors where no Federal visitor protection
laws apply. (See ch. 3.)

UNIFORM VISITOR PROTECTION
PROGRAM NEEDED

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

~-Upgrade program monitoring and evaluation so
it can better assess visitor protection needs
and allocate suffjicient law enforcement re-
sources to recreation areas.

-~Make sure that personnel assigned law enforce-
ment duties are properly trained.

--Establish 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
administering the land or responsible for law
enforcement services. (See ch. 4.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

Most agencies involved in administering Federal
recreational areas were not convinced that the
problem was as serious as GAO portrays it,
However, they acknowledged that law enforcement
in such areas can be improved.

Agency reactions to GAO proposals for improving
the situation were mixed. Most of the agencies
did not embrace GAO's legislative proposal to
extend the Federal criminal code to all Federal
lands. They were concerned that it might reduce

iii

—
~
T

]
»

o

(s

™
€.

87

law enforcement assistance from local agencies.
GAO does not agree. It believes the coopera-
tive efforts would be strengthened. (See ch. 5.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO HEADS
OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

GAO recommends 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 Tennessee Valley Author-
ity, develop and implement a program for visi-
tor protection which has as its objective the
protection of visitors and their property.

The Government's program should:

-~Delineate acceptable levels of law enforce-
ment service to be made available to visitors.

--Establish 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.

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

--Develop procedures to promote competent
recruiting, provide for adequate training,
and assure proper equipping of all rangers
assigned law enforcement duties,

--Develop guidelines and procedures to be fol-
lowed when contracting with State and local
law enforcement agencies for law enforcement
services,
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RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS

- \\\

The Congress should enact legislation to
untangle the legal and policy problems associ-
ated with law enforcement on visitor-oriented
Federal lands. (See ch. 3 and p. 45.) Draft

legislation to implement GAO's recommendations
and explanatory comments is in appendixes III
and 1v. »
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS e
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20314 1N

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF1 o

DAEN-CWO-R

Honorable Leo J. Ryan “
Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment, '
Energy, and Natural Resources
House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:v

*
This letter responds to your requesé during the 9 February 1978 hearing
on Crime in Federal Recreation Areas for additional comments from each

- of the var*gus Federal agencies involved,

In answer Eg your question of how to distinguish between the primary and
secondary missions within our agency, it seems to me in many cases to be a
matter of clear legislative authority. In earlier days, Corps water resource
projects were constructed based solely ori £flood control and navigation re-
quirements. However, as interest in water-oriented recreation increased,

the Congress and the Administration repalized the need to include recreation
as an authorized purpose in the construction of new projects. The Flood
Control Act of 1944, as amended, (16 USC 460d) authorized the Corps to
construct, maintain and operate public parks and recreational facilities at
all new water resources projects. Approval by the President in May 1962 of
new policies and standards for evaluation of Federal water resources develop-
ment (Senate Document 97, 87th Congress) recognized long-term recreational
development as a full-scale project purpose on an equal basis with other
established purposes of water resources developiment. ' However, even with

the tremendous increase in visitors, we have not found it necessary to
recommend changes to the Congress that would revise the present Federal/
local relationship which makes response to criminal activity on Federal
property a local respongibility. )

It i3 feasible that the law enforcement function at Federal recreation
areas could be handled by a single law enforcement agency; however, I do
not see the need for making such a change at this time. In my opinion,
most effective management would result from each agency projecting a single,
unified image instead of fragmenting into an agent for law enforcement

and an agent for resource management. Placement of all Federal agencies

“under one uniform visitor protection system would also be impractical

because of the numerous unrelated missions and land acquisition authorities
of the agencies involved, Increased training of personnel under existing
authorities should.help reduce crime at Federal recreation areas, but it
will require additional personnel., There may also be advantages in pro-
viding additional Federal assistance to local agencies involved in law
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enforcement on Federal lands. This Federal assistarice could take a form

such as our newly authorized contractual services program., It could also

be in the form of grants for the purchase of equipment and training for

employees. I believe it is desirable to give this type of program an oppor-

tunity to succeed. In particular, I do not recommend that police power

be incorporated into our ranger program, I share your concern about the -
problem of crime on Federal recreation areas. However, I believe that (&*
we can protect our visitor effectively through existing authorities.

.

L]

The documentation of our problems becomes quite difficult because of the

intermingling of thousands of state, county, city, town and subdivision

jurisdictions along our 45,000 miles of lakeshores bordering these separxated

jurisdictions. The capabilitles of these jurisdictions vary to extremes

on cooperation in law enforcement and documentation of incidents involving

crime, The Corps does not have authorization to require uniform and detailed

crime reporting from these bordering jurisdictions. As was reported at e
the hearing, the Corps acquires only a proprietary interest in land, and (,9
the state and local law enforcement agencies retain primary responsibility B
for enforcement of laws. Incidents of crime on public iands which fall

under the responsibilities of state or local laws may or may not be reported *

to the Corps. Many of these cases are brought to the attention of the ] & ¢
Corps, but it is on a voluntary basis by the local agency.

iy L i

As has been testified, the Corps is implementing a number of actions related

to visitor protection. These include contractua’, law enforcement with

local agencies, intensified training and .improvel management techniques. R
These will enable us to improve rour ability to meet the demands at our ( !
projects. Adequacy of resources'will remain a problem, however, The 1974

land use study recommended that the Corps be given an additional 921 rangers

to adequately meet its responsibilities to the public in visitor assistance

and resource management., The 1974 Congressionally-authorized visipor

protection study also identified a strong need for additional rangers at

Corps of Engineers projects. - .

I thank you for the opportunity to provide my thoughts concerning this
important subject. . (nﬁ

Sincerely,

S i

” CHARLES I, McGINNIS
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