The original documents are located in Box 10, folder “10/18/74 HR11537 Conservation on
Military and Other Federal Lands” of the White House Records Office: Legislation Case
Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

Copyright Notice
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Gerald R. Ford donated to the United
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public
domain. The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to
remain with them. If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

Exact duplicates within this folder were not digitized.



Q,« WASHINGTON

b
\03\ ACTION
.\Q) THE WHITE HOUSE
Last Day - October 21

October 17, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR THE EZESIDENT
FROM: KEN

SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H.R. 11537
Conservation on Military and other
Federal Lands

BACKGROUND

Attached for your consideration is House bill, H.R. 11537,
sponsored by Representative Sikes and seven others. This
bill extends and expands the authority for carrying out
wildlife conservation and rehabilitation programs on
military lands, and authorizes the implementation of
certain public lands.

Title I of this bill would authorize annual appropriations
of $1.5 million and $2.0 million to the Secretaries of
Defense and the Interior, respectively, to carry out
programs on military reservations for the conservation

and rehabilitation of wildlife. Title II would authorize
annual appropriations through fiscal year 1978 of $10
million each for Interior and Agriculture.

ARGUMENTS FOR SIGNING

Although the Interior funding would represent new authority,
Title I is essentially an extension of existing law. The
conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife program has
been very useful in providing for balanced conservation
programs on military reservations.

Bill Timmons advises that there were no votes against the
bill in either chamber and its author, Representative Bob
Sikes, is urging approval. Bill further states, "Sikes




is one of your most loyal supporters and was a key man
in the recent Turkish aid cut-off debate and veto. He
is a valuable ally who calls daily checking the status
of his bill. Also, you are facing a number of other
vetoes, much more important than this one."

ARGUMENTS FOR VETO

While the authorization levels of Title I are generally
acceptable, Title ITI would mandate low priority wildlife
conservation programs with expenditures of up to $20
million annually. All of the agencies that would be
affected by Title II have adequate statutory authority
to undertake wildlife conservation programs and have
programs that range from modest levels in the case of
NASA and AEC to major activities in the case of the
Forest Service.

This bill is a vehicle through which the Congress is
attempting to force higher spending levels at a time
when you have mounted a concerted effort to control
Federal spending and lower the Nation's inflation rate.

RECOMMENDAT IONS

Bill Timmons, Ken Cole and the Counsel's office (Chapman)
recommend that you sign H.R. 11537. Secretary Schlesinger
recommends approval of Title I and defers on Title II.

Roy Ash, Secretary Morton, Secretary Simon and Secretary
Butz recommend veto of H.R. 11537, and approval of veto
message. Mr. Ash provides you with additional background
information in his enrolled bill report (Tab A).

DECISION - H.R. 11537

Sign (Tab B) Veto
(Sign veto message at Tab C)




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 18, 1974
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESI T
FROM: JACK MARS
Both John Sikes and John Dingell have sent word to
me strongly favoring your signing this bill.

I also believe that you should sign the bill.




““ EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

\g"b. . WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

0CT 151974

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 11537 - Conservation on

military and other Federal lands
Sponsor - Rep. Sikes (D) Florida and 7 others

Last Day for Action

October 21, 1974 - Monday

Purgose

Extends and expands the authority for carrying out wildlife
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military lands,
and authorizes the implementation of such programs on certain
public lands. ’

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Disapproval (Veto
Message attached)
Department of the Interior Disapproval (Veto
Message attached)
Department of the Treasury Disapproval
Department of Agriculture Disapproval (informally)
Atomic Energy Commission No objection (informally)
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration No objection (informally)
Department of Justice Defers to Interior
(informally)
Department of Defense Approval, title I;

Defers, title II.

Discussion

Under present law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to
carry out programs on military reservations for the conservation
and rehabilitation of wildlife under cooperative agreements



Fid

with the Secretary of the Interior and appropriate State
wildlife agencies. The program includes authority to issue
special hunting permits and collect fees for such permits
which must be expended in accordance with the cooperative
wildlife program agreements. However, Defense's appropriation
authorization authority of $500,000 per fiscal year for this
program expired on June 30, 1972. Interior has provided
technical assistance for this program, but the Department has
never had direct appropriation authority for it.

Title I of H.R. 11537 would reinstate the appropriation
authorization for the cooperative wildlife program on military
reservations as described above and expand its coverage to
include Interior. Accordingly, for fiscal years 1973 through
1978 annual appropriations would be authorized of not to
exceed $1,500,000 and $2,000,000 for the Secretaries of
Defense and the Interior, respectively.

Title II of H.R. 11537 would require the Secretaries of the
Interior and Agriculture to establish, in cooperation with
State wildlife agencies, programs for the conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife. Generally, such programs would

be carried out on two types of land: (1) Interior -- areas
under jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management; and,
(2) Agriculture -- units of the National Forest System. 1In

addition, Interior, with the written consent of the participat-
ing agencies, would be required to undertake such cooperative
wildlife programs on lands under the jurisdiction of (1) the
Atomic Energy Commission and (2) the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

Under title II, State wildlife agencies could enter into
cooperative agreements with Interior and/or Agriculture which
include provisions for the issuance of "public land area
management stamps" that would be required for anyone hunting,
fishing, or trapping on lands subject to such a cooperative
agreement. Net fees collected for these stamps would be
earmarked to carry out conservation and rehabilitation programs
on the lands covered by the agreement.

~—




Civil and criminal penalties could be imposed upon
individuals who hunt, fish, or trap without the required
stamp and violator's equipment could also be subject to
forfeiture. 1In this regard, Agriculture and Interior
employees would be given certain law enforcement authorities.
None of the requirements under title II of H.R. 11537 would
affect relevant Indian rights or existing State or Federal
jurisdiction to regqulate those rights.

Title II would authorize annual appropriations for fiscal
years 1974 through 1978 of $10,000,000 each for Interior
and Agriculture.

In reporting to Congress on H.R. 11537, the four affected
agencies opposed title II and recommended that it be deleted
from the bill on the basis that the basic objectives of the
legislation could be achieved administratively through
existing statutory authority.

However, in its report on H.R. 11537, the House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee maintained that the bill
as ordered reported:

". « . in essence, meets the major objections
expressed by the various departments. If
enacted into law, it would have the effect
of making the highly successful game conserva-
tion and rehabilitation programs carried out
on military reservations a reality on other
Federal lands which are in dire need of such
programs."

H.R. 11537 passed in the House by voice vote and in the
Senate by 87-0.

Agency views

As one of the:three agencies recommending veto, Interior
generally summarized the serious concerns expressed by all
of the agencies in their views letters on the enrolled
bill as it states:



"...while we continue to favor the extension of

the Sikes Act (title I) authority and funding,

we also continue to believe that the authority
provided in title II is an unnecessary duplica-
tion of existing authority. 1In addition, we do

not believe that the authorization of an additional
$20,000,000 for this type of program is justified
at a time when our economy is experiencing tremen-
dous inflationary pressures."

Treasury also supports veto, however, for reasons that the
bill involves budgetary earmarklng and backdoor flnan01ng.
In this case, we do not view these def1c1en01es as major
issues.

* * * *

This Office believes H.R. 11537 warrants veto. While the
authorization levels of title I are generally acceptable,
we find that title II would unacceptably mandate low pri-
ority wildlife conservation programs with expendltures of
up to $20 million annually. All of the agencies that would
be affected by title II have adequate statutory authority to
undertake wildlife conservation programs and have programs
that range from modest levels in the case of NASA and AEC
to major activities in the case of the Forest Service.
Accordingly, we see H.R. 11537 as a vehicle through which
the Congress is attempting to force higher spending levels
at a time when you have mounted a concerted effort to
control Federal spending and lower the Nation's inflation
rate.

As an alternative to the one prepared by Interior, we have
prepared, for your consideration, the attached veto message
which notes that while you find title II unacceptable, you
would stand ready to approve a new bill that contained only
title I.

/1_¢v4~7 <_ [ £~\N\\////

Director

Enclosures



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

October 17, 1974

MEMORANDUM FOR: KATH Y TINDLE
FROM: DUDLEY CHAPMAN A&
SUBJECT: Enrolled Bill H,R. 11537

(Liog No. 661)

My own view is that the bill should not be vetoed. The bill passed
the Senate 87-0 and the House by a voice vote which makes an
override appear likely, We should be careful to avoid eroding
the President's prestige by unnecessarily courting successful
overrides.

The arguments for veto are (1) the cost of the program (which is
relatively modest) and (2) that existing laws are adequate to do

the job., If the second point is true, the bill could be signed and

some record of using other laws to accomplish those objectives

could then be used as a basis for seeking deferrals or recissions

in order to avoid excessive expenditures. In this way, Congress
could make its point in principle while the financial burden could

be deferred under the new impoundment and budget control procedure.




TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I am returning today without my approval H.R. 11537,
an Act ﬁTb extend and expand the authority for carrying ou£
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reserva
tions, and to authorize the implementation of such programs

on certain public lands.”

Title I of H.R. 11537 would authorize annual appropria-

Fy ®

tioné 6f $1.5 million and $2 million to the Secretaries
of Defense and the Interior, respectively, to carry out
programs on military reservations for the conservation and

rehabilitation of wildlife. Although the Interior funding

-

would represent new authority, this title is essentially an
extension of existing law. This pro§ram has been very

useful in providing for b
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Title II of H.R. 11537 would require the Secretaries

nced conservation programs on

support its extension and <é;(‘w
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of the Intigéof and Agricuf%ﬁ?g to establish, in coopera-

tion with State wildlife agencies, programs for the conser-

vation and rehabilitation of wildlife. Generally, these

programs would be carried out on 1and$ under the juris@iction

of (1) the Bureau of Land Maz:zfment within the Department
ote— e

of the Interior and (2) the National Forest System within

the Depértment of A;??Eulture. In addition, Interior, would

be required to undertake such wildlife conservation programs

on lands under the jurisdiction of (1) the Atomic Energy

Commission and (2) the Nationél Aeronautics and Space Adminis-

tration after receiving the written consent of the appropriate

agency heads. Title II would authorize annual appropriations

through fiscal year 1978 of $10 million cach for Interior

and Agriculture.
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Unfortunately, I find Title II of H.R. 11537 unacceptable

on two grounds.

First, as was clearly noted in Executive Branch rep@fﬁs
and testimony to the Congress concerning this bill, |
the four affected agencies (1) have adequate authority
to achieve the basic objectives of the legislation
through existing law and (2) already have wildlife
conservation programs implemented onztheir.respective*'

iénds.

Second, to mandate the spending of up ¢ an additional
$20 million annually for wildlife conservation programs
as provided for under this title would represent a
distortion of priorities ahd constitute a set back
in our joint effort to control Federél spending and

to lower the Nation's inflation rate.

"In sum, T find Title TII of H.R. 11537 is duplicative and
unnecessary legislation that would be detrimental to our battle -
against inflation, and therefore I do not believe that the

approval of H.R. 11537 would be desirable.

However, I stand ready to approve a bill if it is amended

to contain only the provisions of Title I.

THE WHITE HOUSE

October , 1974




TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I am returning today without my approval H.R. 11537
an Act "to extend and expand the authority for carrying out
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reserva-
tions, and to authorize the implementation of such programs
on certain public lands."

Title I of H.R. 11537 would authorize annual appro-
priations of $1.5 million and $2 million to the Secretaries
of Defense and the Interior, respectively, to carry out
programs on military reservations for the conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife. Although the Interior funding
would represent new authority, this title is essentially an
extension of existing law. This program has been very
useful in providing for balanced conservation programs on
military reservations. I support its extension and
expansion.

Title II of H.R. 11537 would require the Secretaries
of the Interior and Agriculture to establish, in coopera-
tion with State wildlife agencies, programs for the conser-
vation and rehabilitation of wildlife. Generally, these
programs would be carried out on lands under the jurisdiction
of (1) the Bureau of Land Management within the Department
of the Interior and (2) the National Forest System within
the Department of Agriculture. In addition, Interior, would
be required to undertake such wildlife conservation programs
on lands under the jurisdiction of (1) the Atomic Energy
Commission and (2) the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration after receiving the written consent of the
appropriate agency heads. Title II would authorize annual
appropriations through fiscal year 1978 of $10 million each

for Interior and Agriculture.
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Unfortunately, I find Title II of H.R. 11537 unacceptable

on two grounds.

First, as was clearly noted in Executive Branch
reports and testimony to the Congress concerning this
bill, the four affected agencies (1) have adequate
authority to achieve the basic objectives of the
legislation through existing law and (2) already have
wildlife conservation programs implemented on their

respective lands.

Second, to mandate the spending of up to an additional
$20 million annually for wildlife conservation pro-
grams as provided for under this title would represent
a distortion of priorities and constitute a set back
in our joint effort to control Federal spending and

to lower the Nation's inflation rate.

In sum, I find Title II of H.R. 11537 is duplicative
and unnecessary legislation that would be detrimental to our
battle against inflation, and therefore I do not believe that
the approval of H.R. 11537 would be desirable.

However, I stand ready to approve a bill if it is

amended to contain only the provisions of Title I.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
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T ’ EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
: N\ 4"\ OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

7’ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
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0CT 151974

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Vopﬂﬁ  Subject: Enrolled Bill H.R. 11537 - Conservation on
military and other Federal lands
lollq : Sponsor - Rep. Sikes (D) Florida and 7 others
% U/‘M Last' Day for Action
o/l‘?
! October 21, 1974 - Monday

Purpose

Extends and expands the authority for carrying out wildlife
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military lands,
and authorizes the implementation of such programs on certain
public lands.

Agency Recommendations

Office of Management and Budget Disapproval (Veto

Mocc::rra attarhnd)

s g

. Department of the Interior Disapproval (Veto
. Message attached)
Department of the Treasury Disapproval
Department of Agriculture Disapproval (informally)
Atomic Energy Commission No objection (informally
National Aeronautics and Space
Administration - No objection (informally
Department of Justice ' Defers to Interior
' (informally
Department cf Defense . Approval, title I;

Defers, title II.

Discussion

Under present law, the Secretary of Defense is authorized to
carry out programs on military reservatioms. for the conservation
and rehabilitation of wildlife under cooperative agreements



with the Secretary of the Interior and appropriate State
wildlife agencies. The program includes authority to issue
special hunting permits and collect fees for such permits
which must be expended in accordance with the cooperative
wildlife program agreements. However, Defense's appropriation
authorization authority of $500,000 per fiscal year for this
program expired on June 30, 1972. Interior has provided
technical assistance for this program, but the Department has
never had direct appropriation authority for it.

Title I of H.R. 11537 would reinstate the appropriation
authorization for the cooperative wildlife program on military
reservations as described above and expand its coverage to
include Interior. Accordingly, for fiscal years 1973 through
1978 annual appropriations would be authorized of not to
exceed $1,500,000 and $2,000,000 for the Secretaries of
Defense and the Interior, respectively.

Title II of H.R. 11537 would require the Secretaries of the
Interior and Agriculture to establish, in cooperation with
State wildlife agencies, programs for the conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife. Generally, such programs would
be carried out on two types of land: (1) Interior -~ areas
under jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management: and,

(2) Agriculture -- units of. the National Forest System. In .
addition, Interior, with the written consent of the participat-
ing agencies, would be reguired to undertake such cooperative
wildlife programs on lands under the jurisdiction of (1) the
Atomic Energy Commission and (2) the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration.

Under title II, State wildlife agencies could enter into
cooperative agreements with Interior and/or Agriculture which
include provisions for the issuance of “"public land area
management stamps" that would be reguired for anyone hunting,
fishing, or trapping on lands subject to such a cooperative
agreement. Net fees collected for these stamps would be
earmarked to carry out conservation and rehabllltatlon programs
on the lands covered by the agreement.



Civil and criminal penalties could be imposed upon
individuals who hunt, fish, or trap without the required
stamp and violator's eguipment could also be subject to
forfeiture. In this regard, Agriculture and Interior
employees would be given certain law enforcement authorities.
None of the requirements under title II of H.R. 11537 would
affect relevant Indian rights or existing State or Federal
jurisdiction to regulate those rights.

Title II would authorize annual appropriations for fiscal
years 1974 through 1978 of $10,000,000 each for Interior
and Agriculture.

In reportlng to Congress on H.R. 11537, the four affected
agencies opposed title II and recommended that it be deleted
from the bill on the basis that the basic objectives of the
legislation could be achieved administratively through
existing statutory authority.

However, in its report on H.R. 11537, the House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee maintained that the bill

as ordered reported:

". . . in essence, meets the major cobjections
expressed by the various departments. I
enacted into law, it would have the effect

of making the highly successful game conserva-
tion and rehabilitation programs carried out
on military reservations a reality on other
Federal lands wh1ch are in dire need of such
programs.

H.R. 11537 passed in the House by voice vote and in the
Senate by 87-0.

Agency views

As one of the three agencies recommending veto, Interior
generally summarized the serious concerns expressed by all
of the agencies in their v1ews letters on the enrolled
bill as it states:

-



"...while we continue to favor the extension of

- the Sikes Act (title I) authority and funding,
we also continue to believe that the authority
provided in title II is an unnecessary duplica-
tion of existing authority. In addition, we do
not believe that the authorization of an additional
$20,000,000 for this type of program is justified
at a time when our economy is experiencing tremen-
dous inflationary pressures.”

Treasury also supports veto, however, for reasons that the
bill involves budgetary earmarking and backdoor financing.
In this case, we do not view these deficiencies as major
issues.

* * * *

This Office believes H.R. 11537 warrants veto. While the
authorization levels of title I are generally acceptable,
we find that title II would unacceptably mandate low pri-
ority wildlife conservation programs with expendltures of
up to $20 million annually. All of the agencies that would
be affected by title II have adequate statutory authority to
undertake wildlife conservation programs and have programs
that range from modest levels in the case of NASA and AEC
to major activities in the case of the Forest Service.
Accordingly, we see H.R. 11537 as a vehicle through which
the Congress is attempting to force higher spending levels
at a time when you have mounted a concerted effort to
control Federal spending and lower the Nation's inflation
rate.

As an alternative to the one prepared by Interior, we have
prepared, for your consideration, the attached veto message
which notes that while you find title II unacceptable, you
would stand ready to approve a new bill that contained only
title I.

b Director

Enclosures S



TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I am returning today without my approval H.R. 11537,
an Act "To extend and expand the authority for carrying out
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reserva=-
tions, and to authorize the implementation of such programs

on certain public lands."

Title I of H.R. 11537 would authorize anmual appropria-
tions of $1.5 million and $2.0 million tc the Secretaries
of Defense and the Interior, respéctively, to carry out

T4 s
programs on mlal

ct

ary reservations fgr the conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife. Although the Interior funding
would represent new authority, this title is essentially an
extension of existing law. This program has been very
useful in providing for balanced conservation programs on
military reservations, and I support its extemsion and

expansion.
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Title II of H.R. 11537 would require the Secretaries
of the Interior and Agriculture to establish, in coopera-
tion with State wildlife agencies, programs for the conser-
vation and rehabilitation of wildlife. Generally, these
programs would be carried’out on lands under the jurisdiction
of (1) the Bureau of Land Management within the Department

£ the Interior and (2) the National Forest System within

the Department of Agriculture. In addition, Interior, would
be required to undertake such wildlife conservation programs
onvlands under the jurisdiction of (1) the Atomic Enerqgy
Commission and (2) the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration after receiving the written consent of the appropriate
agency heads. Title II would aﬁthorize annual appropriations

through fiscal year 1978 of $§10 million each for Interior

and Agriculture.
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‘Unfortunately, I find Title II of H.R. 11537 unacceptable

on two grounds.

First, as was clearly noted in Executive Branch reports
and testimony to the Congress concerning this bill,

the four affected agencies (1) have adequate authority
to achieve the basic objectives of the legislation
through existing law and (2) already have wildlife
conservation programs implemented on their respectiVe

lands.

Second, to mandate the spending of up %tc &an additiohal_
$20 million annually for wildlife conservation programs
as provided for under this title would rebresent a
distortion of priorities and constitute a set back
in our joint effort to control Federal spending and

to lower the Nation's inflation rate. -

In sum, I find Title II of H.R. 11537 is duplicative and
unnecessary legislation that would be detrimental to our battle
against inflation, and therefore I do not believe that the

approval of H.R. 11537 would be desirable.

However, I stand ready to approve a bill if it is amended

to contain only the provisions of Title I.

THE WHITE HOUSE
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D. €. 20250

tober 18, 1974
Honorable Roy L. Ash October 18,

Director, Office of Management
and Budget

Dear Mr. Ash:

In reply to the request of your office, the following report is submitted
on the enrolled enactment H.R. 11537, "To extend and expand the authority
for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military
reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such programs on
certain public lands.”

Sections 1 and 3 of H.R. 11537 would amend and arrange under a separate
Title I the provisions of the Act of September 15, 1960, as amended

(16 U.S.C. 670a~f). That act authorizes a program of wildlife conservation
and rehabilitation on military reservations.

Section 2 of H.R. 11537 would alsoc amend the Act of September 15, 1960, by
adding a new Title II that would authorize wildlife conservation programs

for other Federal lands., Title II would direct the Secretaries of Agriculture
and the Interior in cooperation with State agencies to plan, develop,
maintain, and coordinate programs for the conservation and rehabilitation

of wildlife, fish, and game on Federal lands under their respective
jurisdictions.

The Department of Agriculture recommends that the President disapprove the
enactment.

The provisions of section 2 of the enactment (Title II) would affect the
administration of wildlife habitat management programs on the National
Forests., The provisions do not add any substantive new authorities to
conduct such programs. Instead, the provisions tend to duplicate

existing statutes and place in statute administrative procedures now being
utilized to implement existing statutes. The direction in section 201 of
Title II to develop and implement programs for the conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game is duplicative of the direction
contained in sections 1 and 2 of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of
1960, 1In accordance with the cooperative authorities provided in section

3 of that Act, and in recognition of the jurisdiction and responsibilities
of the States for the management of resident fish and wildlife species, the
Forest Service has cooperative agreements comparable to those permitted

by section 202(c)(1l) of Title II with State fish and game agencies. These
agreements have worked well as a means for performing the wildlife management



Honorable Roy L. Ash 2

job on the National Forests on a partnership basis. Under these agreements,
the Forest Service and some States have further agreed to the sale by

the States of a special fee for hunting or fishing on certain National Forest
areas as would also be permitted by section 203 of Title II.

The objectives of Title II with respect to the National Forests appear to

be three in number. First, Title II would create a statutory requirement
that the Forest Service develop a comprehensive plan, in consultation with
each State wildlife agency, for wildlife conservation and rehabilitation
programs to be conducted on the National Forests within each State. This
would probably involve reviewing existing land use and wildlife management
plans of the individual National Forests in a State and blending the
respective wildlife plans into one comprehensive plan. For the purposes of
H.R. 11537, the plans would be useful in establishing a basis for cooperative
agreements.

Second, Title II would provide statutory reinforcement of the Forest Service-
State wildlife agency cooperative agreement arrangements. We have no general
objection to such reinforcement. However, we do not believe the contents

of such agreements should be dictated by statute as is done under section
202(c)(3) of Title II. In our view, provisions mandating the control of
offroad vehicles, range rehabilitation where necessary for the support of
wildlife, and protection of fish and wildlife considered to be threatened,
rare, or endangered by the State agency, constitutes over-precise legislative
drafting. Such details, if necessary, can be best filled in by the
administering agencies, who are in a better position to evaluate the
applicability of such measures to the specific lands and resource management
situations. We are very concerned that the broad prescription of these
mandatory requirements would create resource management conflicts. We also
think the bill is deficient in not providing a mechanism for the unilateral
cancellation of the cooperative agreements.

Third, Title II affords an opportunity to increase the amount of funds
available for the enhancement of wildlife habitat on the National Forests.
Title II envisions a program of habitat improvement that would be supplemental
to existing programs conducted by the Forest Service. The supplemental pro-

- gram would seek to enhance wildlife resources to the maximum extent practicable
on selected areas, consistent with overall land use and management plans for
the area. In effect, H.R. 11537 tends to revive the single resource

approach to forest and rangeland management. We would definitely like to

be able to conduct a higher level of wildlife habitat management on the
National Forests; however, existing appropriation mechanisms are available

to bring this about, and we would prefer to utilize them. We would be

very concerned if the appropriations we receive to finance existing wildlife
management programs were diverted in any way to implement H.R. 11537. The

sale of public land management area stamps pursuant to section 203 could result



Honorable Roy L. Ash 3

in significant amounts of additional revenues for improving habitat. However,
in view of the relatively severe penalties applicable to the act of hunting
or fishing without a stamp, and in view of the scattered ownership patterns
that are characteristic of many National Forests, we and probably several
States, would be reluctant in many cases to agreeing to the sale of such
stamps. Additionally, we are not in favor of assuming the law enforcement
obligations that would be associated with a stamp program. Enforcement of
laws relating to hunting and fishing on the National Forests has traditionally
been a responsibility of the States.

Sincerely,

J. Phil Cafipbell
Acting Secretary









Umted States Department of the Interlor

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY K
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

0CT 11 1974

Déar Mr. Ash:

This responds to your request for the views of this Department
on the enrolled bill H.R. 11537, "To extend and expand the
authority for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation
programs on military reservations, and to authorize the imple-—
mentation of such programs on certain public lands."

We recommend that the President not approve this bill.

Section 1 of the enrolled bill H.R. 11537 would amend the Act

of September 15, 1960, (the "Sikes Act") as amended (16 U.S.C.
670a~f) to authorize appropriations of $1.5 million per year

for six fiscal years beginning July 1, 1972, to the Secretary

of Defense and $2 million per year for five fiscal years beginning
July 1, 1973, to the Secretary of the Interior to carry out fish

and wildlife conservation programs on military reservations. This
Act provides for participation by the Department of the Interior

and Defense and State agencies in plamning, development and main-
tenance of fish and wildlife resources on military reservations
throughout the United States, and authorizes a cooperative migratory
game bird management program on such reservations. The Act was
amended in 1968 to authorize a program for development of and
ma.intenance of outdoor recreation resources and annual appropriations
of $500,000 to the Defense Department in fiscal years 1969, 1970 and
1971.

Section 2 of H.R. 11537 would add a new Title II to the Act of
September 15, 1960 which would require the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture to plan, develop, maintain and
coordinate, in cooperation with the States, programs for the
consgervation rehabilitation of wildlife, fish and game on public
land under their jurisdiction. The term "public land" is defined
as g8ll lands under the respective Jurisdiction of the Secretaries

of the Interior and Agriculture, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commissicn and the Administrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, except for military reservation's units of

H
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the National Park System or the National Wildlife Refuge System,
Indian reservations or an area within an Indian reservation or
vnd hel in trust by the United States for an Indian or Indian
tribe.

In addition to the requirement that he implement such conservation
and rehabilitation programs on lands under his Jurisdietion, the
Secretary of the Interior is required to adopt and implement such
programs on lands under the Jurisdiction of AEC and NASA but only
with the prior written approval of the heads of those agencies.
The bill further authorizes the States to enter into cooperative
agreements with each Secretary with respect to the programs to

be implemented under Title II on public land in the State. Such
cooperative agreements must (1) specify areas where conservation
and rehabilitation will be implemented; (2) provide for fish and
wildlife habitat improvements or modifications; (3) provide range
rehabilitation for wildlife; (4) provide protection of endangered
species; (5) require control of off-road vehicle traffic. The
cooperative agreement may also provide for the State to enforce

or assist in the enforcement of the prohibited acts under Title II.

A "public land management area stamp" may be sold by the States

for hunting, fishing and trapping on those Federal lands where

the land management plan or the cooperative agreement allows
hunting, fishing and trapping of resident fish and wildlife, and

a fee is specifically included in that agreement. The revenue
derived from the sale of such stamps must be used by the State
agency for carrying out fish and wildlife conservation and rehabil-
itation programs on the Federal land as specified in the agreement.

The bill also provides penalties for any person hunting, trapping
or fishing on any public land subject to a Title II conservation
program without a valid public land management area stamp, if

such possession is required and for violating any regulations
prescribed pursuant to the bill. The bill further preserves

the existing rights of Indians for water, fish, hunting or trapping
as secured by statute, agreement, treaty, Executive order, or court
decree and also preserves existing State or Federal jurisdiction
to regulate those rights. In addition the Jjurisdiction, authority,
duties or activities of the joint Federal-State Land Use Planning
Commission in Alaska are specifically preserved.



There are authorized to be appropriated to each Secretary for

the fiscal year ending June 30, 19T4 and for four fiscal years
thereafter the sum of $10,000,000 to carry out their responsibilities
under Title II,

Considerable military land contains habitat important to the
management and preservation of migratory birds, while other

areas are or could be essential for the survival of this Nation's
endangered animals. Furthermore, military installations which
have active programs under the Act of September 15, 1960, support
over 1.5 million man-days of fishing and considerable hunting.
With adeguate technical assistance this high-demand wildlife
related outdoor recreation activity could be easily doubled.

Requests from military installations for technical advice and
assistance and to implement cooperative plans exceed our ability

to respond. A total of 2Ll cooperative agreements covering approxi-
mately 19 million of the total 26 million acres of land controlled
by the Department of Defense are currently in effect.

We understand that the purpose of this legislation is to enhance

the value of the fish and wildlife resources on Federal lands by
improving the habitat of resident fish and game species in cooperation
with the States. It would extend the authority and increase the

funds for the Sikes Act to facilitate fish and game conservation

and rehabilitation programs on military reservations. It would

also authorize and fund the implementation of such programs on

other public lands by means of cooperative agreements with the

States in which the public lands lie.

While this Department favored the extension of the Sikes Act
at an increased funding level of $1,500,000 per year, we
recommended to the Congress that Title IT of H.R. 11537 be
deleted because we did not believe that there was a need for
the additional suthority of the kind provided in that Title.
We also recommended that the specific authorization to the
Secretary of the Interior contained in Title I be deleted.

However, while we continue to favor the extension of the Sikes
Act authority and funding, we also continue to believe that the
authority provided in Title II is an unnecessary duplication of



existing authority. In addition, we do not believe that the
authorization of an additonal $20,000,000 for this type of
program is justified at a time when our economy is experiencing
tremendous inflationary pressures. Accordingly, we recommend
that the President not approve this bill.

Sincerely yours,
EEE}StanL Seagfetary of the Interior

Honorable Roy L. Ash

Director

Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503









UNITED STATES
ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20545

0CT 11 1974

Mr. Wilfred H. Rommel

Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference

ATTN: Mrs. Louise Garziglia

Legislative Reference Division

Office of Management and Budget

Dear Mr. Rommel:

The Atomic Energy Commission is pleased to respond to your request for
its views and recommendations on Enrolled Bill H.R. 11537, "[t]lo extend
and expand the authority for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation
programs on military reservations, and to authorize the implementation

of such programs on certain public lands."

The Atomic Energy Commission has no objection to the President's signing
the Enrolled Bill. However, we believe that the programs prescribed by

the bill can be effectively achieved administratively and it might thus

be questioned whether there is a need for this legislation.

The bill would, among other things, direct the Secretary of the Interior

and the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with state agencies in the
planning, development, maintenance and coordination of programs for the
conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game on public

lands. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture

would implement programs on public lands under their respective jurisdictions.

Plans and programs developed by the Secretary of the Interior involving
public lands under AEC's or NASA's jurisdiction would require the respective
approval of AEC or NASA. In this connection, we note that subsection 202(c)
(5) provides that the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall prescribe implementing regulations ''in a manner consistent
with the applicable comprehensive plan and cooperative agreement ....'" We
assume that AEC's involvement in the development of such plans and agree-
ments will provide sufficient opportunity for AEC to assure that the
implementing regulations do not adversely affect the performance of its
functions.

The Atomic Energy Commission administers approximately 2.1 million acres
of public lands. AEC's use of these lands is primarily related to
production, research and test activities which involve both security and
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health and safety considerations. As an incident to its management and
control of these lands, AEC has permitted hunting, fishing, and trapping
where such activities would be consistent with AEC programmatic, security,
and health and safety considerations and with applicable regulations

issued by Federal, State or local authorities. The AEC has also, consonant
with its programmatic functions, initiated a program of multiple land use,
which, we believe, does and will contribute significantly to an understand-
ing of the environment and steps necessary to its conservation and
enhancement. Thus, the Commission supports the basic objective of the
proposed legislation (i.e., to protect and conserve wildlife, fish and

game resources on the public lands), but also believes this objective

can be achieved under existing law by administrative action.

Sincerely,

Chairman
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ASSISTANT AJTORNEV GENERAL
LLEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Bepartment of Justice
Washington, B.C. 20530

0CT 151974

Honorable Roy L. Ash
Director, Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Mr. Ash:

In compliance with your request, I have examined
a facsimile of the enrolled bill H.R. 11537, 93rd Congress,
""To extend and expand the authority for carrying out
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military
reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such
programs on certain public lands.”

The provisions of this enrolled bill appear
appropriate for the purposes of the bill and present no
constitutional or other legal questions.

The Department of Justice defers to the land-
administering agencies which would be affected by its
enactment as to whether this bill should receive Executive
approval.

W. V1n ent Rakestraw
Assistant Attorney General



THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20220

0CT 111974

Director, Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D.C. 20503

Attention: Assistant Director for Legislative
Reference

Sir:

Reference is made to your request for the views
of this Department on the enrolled enactment of
H.R. 11537, "To extend and expand the authority for
carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs
on military reservations, and to authorize the
implementation of such programs on certain public lands."

The enrolled enactment would authorize the Secretaries
of the Interior and Agriculture, in connection with
appropriate State agencies, to develop and carry out plans
for the development, maintenance, and coordination of
wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilitation
programs on public lands administered by them respectively.
The Secretary of the Interior would further be authorized
to develop and carry out similar plans for lands
administered by the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration and the Atomic Energy Commission. The
proposed program would be implemented under cooperative
agreements entered into by the responsible Federal
officials with State agencies. Agreements could provide
that no individual be allowed to hunt, trap, or fish on
public land on which a conservation or rehabilitation
program was being carried out under this legislation
without a "public land management area stamp.'" Any such
stamps under such an agreement would be issued by the State,
and stamp fees would be earmarked for carrying out conservation
or rehabilitation programs in the State.

Since such stamps would authorize the use of Federal
lands, and could not be issued unless required pursuant
to cooperative agreements between the State agency and
the responsible Federal officials, receipts from the sale
of the proposed public land management area stamps should
be treated as Federal receipts and should be deposited
in the Treasury.



As a general principle of effective budgetary management,
Federal receipts should not be earmarked for particular purposes
but should be available in the general fund of the Treasury
for appropriation by the Congress for current programs and
objectives. Legislative enactments setting aside certain
receipts for particular expenditure purposes tend to intro-
duce undesirable rigidities into the budget process and to
limit the flexibility of the President and the Congress in
determining priorities on the basis of their evaluation of
current needs. In addition, since expenditures would be
authorized other than through appropriation Acts, backdoor
financing is involved.

The Act of September 15, 1960, as amended, which
contains an authorization of $500,000 per annum that
expired on June 30, 1972, authorized the Secretary of
Defense to carry out conservation programs on military
reservations in cooperation with the Secretary of the
Interior and appropriate State agencies. The enrolled
enactment would authorize appropriations of $3,500,000
per year for an additional five years for this program.
The financial provisions of this program substantially
raise the same problems as those discussed above.

Views " similar to those expressed above were provided
to the House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries
and the Senate Committee on Commerce in March 9, 1973
and April 12, 1974 reports, respectively, from the Department.

In view of the foregoing, the Department would
support a recommendation that the enrolled enactment not

be approved by the President.

Sincerely yours,

—Z. L.

General Counsel



GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20301

11 October 1974

Honorable Roy L. Ash

Director, Office of Management
and Budget

Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Mr. Ash:

Reference is made to your request for the views of the Department of
Defense with respect to the enrolled enactment of H. R, 11537, 93d Con-
gress, an Act ''"To extend and expand the authority for carrying out con-
servation and rehabilitation programs on military reservations, and to
authorize the implementation of such programs on certain public lands. !

Public Law 86-797, September 15, 1960, as amended by Public Law 90-465,
August 8, 1968 (16 U.S.C. 670a-f), authorizes the Secretary of Defense to
carry out a program of planning, development, maintenance and coordina-
tion of wildlife, fish and game conservation, public recreation and rehabili-
tation in military reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan
mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the
Interior and the appropriate State Agency designated by the State in which
the reservation is located. The comprehensive plans are to be consistent
with any overall land use and management plan for the lands involved and,
where hunting, trapping and fishing are permitted, such are to be conducted
in accordance with state laws and regulations. Section 2 of Public Law
90-465, (16 U.S.C. 670£(b)), further authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Defense an amount not to exceed $500, 000 per year for fiscal
years 1970, 1971, and 1972 to carry out a program for the improvement

of fish and wildlife programs and for the development and enhancement of
recreational opportunities on military reservations. The statute further
provides that the Secretary of Defense shall, to the greatest extent practi-
cable, enter into agreements to use the services, personnel, equipment and
facilities of the Department of the Interior, with or without reimbursement,
in carrying out the provisions of the Act.

In implementation of these authorities, a basic agreement has been in effect
since 1960 between the Department of Defense and the Department of the
Interior covering conservation of fish and wildlife resources on military
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installations. In addition, a total of 237 cooperative agreements cover-
ing approximately 19 million of the 25.8 million acres of land controlled
by the Department of Defense are in effect between the installation com-
manders and the designated state agencies. Under these agreements,

and within the funds generated by hunting and fishing fees supplemented
by other resources of the Department, many successful and well balanced
conservation programs have been developed at Defense installations
capable of supporting such programs consistent with the military mission,
The fact of budgetary restraints has limited the exercise of the appropria-
tion authority provided in Public Law 90-465 with a resultant limitation
on the technical and other assistance provided by the Department of the
Interior. Consequently, the extension of an aggressive fish and wildlife
program to all suitable installations has not been possible.

H.R. 11537, when approved, will amend Section 670 of Title 16 U, S. C.

to extend through fiscal year 1977, the authorization contained in Public
Law 90-465 for an annual appropriation to the Department of Defense for
the purposes of the Act and will, at the same time, increase the authori-
zation to $1, 500, 000 per year. In addition, it will essentially provide an
authorization to the Secretary of the Interior of an annual appropriation not
to exceed $2, 000, 000 for fiscal years 1974 through 1978 to enable the
Secretary of the Interior to carry out such functions and responsibilities
he may have under the cooperative plans for the conservation of natural
resources on Defense lands. Additionally, this Act will direct that the
cooperative agreements will provide for fish and wildlife habitat improve-
ments or modifications, range rehabilitation where necessary for support
of wildlife and the control of off-road vehicle traffic. The former Act is
now designated Title I and it adds a new Title II which will authorize pro-
grams similar to those of the Department of Defense on lands of the
Departments of Agriculture and Interior, the Atomic Energy Commission
and the National Aeronautical and Space Administration.

The Department of Defense believes that the current working arrangement
with the Department of the Interior to be the most satisfactory method by
which military lands can be managed under the multiple use concept. The
extension of the authorization to the Department of Defense for funds, as
provided in this Act, with funds included for this purpose in the annual
Department of Defense Appropriation Act, is necessary to assure the con-
tinuation of programs successfully implemented under the basic authori-
ties of Public Law 86-797 and to provide for the initiation of conservation
and recreation programs where they do not now exist.




With regard to the merits of the new Title II, the Department of Defense
defers to the Departments and Agencies involved. In the absence of
objections by those Departments and Agencies, the Department of
Defense strongly recommends the President approve the enrolled enact-
ment.

Sincerely,

Martin R. Hoffm




TO: .

THE WHITE HousE

WASHINGTON

10/15/74

WARREN HENDRIKS

POl

Robert D, Linder



93p Conaress } HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES { Rrrorr
2d Session No. 93-753

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILITARY AND OTHER
FEDERAL LANDS |

Jaxtvary 21, 1974—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mrs. SuLLivan, from the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 115371

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was
referred the bill (FLR. 11587) to extend and expand the authority for
carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military
reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such programs
on certain public lands, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended

do pass.
’IPhe amendment is as follows:

On page 12, line 23, strike the word “offsense.” and insert
the word “offense.” in lieu thereof. ,

Purrose or rae LEcisraTion

The purpose of the legislation is to extend the game conservation
-and rehabilitation programs carried out on military reservations, and
to provide for the carrying out of such programs on certain other
Federally-owned lands.
In accomplishing this purpose, the legislation would authorize to be
‘appropriated $1.5 million per year to the Secretary of Defense and $2
million per year to the Secretary of the Interior to carry out the pro-
. %fams on military reservations. In addition, the legislation would au-
thorize to be appropriated $10 million per year to the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out the programs on lands of the Department of
-Agriculture, and $10 million per year to the Secretary of the Interior
to carry out the programs on certain lands of the Department of the
Interior, lands of the Atomic Energy Commission (A%}C) and lands
of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (ﬁASA).
The appropriation-authorizations would terminate June 30, 1978.
99-006
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. LieersraTIvE BACKGROUND

~_H.R. 11537 was introduced on November 15, 1973, by Mr. Sikes, for
himself, Mr. Dingell, Mr. Biaggi, Mr. Forsythe, Mr. Breaux, Mr.
Cohen, Mr. Studds, and Mr. Bowen.

H.R. 11537 is similar to H.R. 75, introduced by Mr. Sikes, for him-
self and Mr. Dingell; H.R. 731, introduced by Mr. Mailliard; and
H.R. 783, introduced by Mr. Mailliard. Another bill introduced on the
general subject is H.R. 4327, by Mr. Sikes.

H.R. 11537 (except for a technical amendment) is identical to
H.R. 75, with amendments, as ordered reported by the Subcommittee
on Fisheries and Wildlife Censervation and the Environment to the
Full Committee. H.R. 11537 was introduced in the form of a clean
bill pursuant to instructions of the Subcommittee in order to allow
members of your Committee desiring to do so to cosponsor the leg-
islation. ) CrTr T :

Hearings were held on the legislation by the Subcommittee on
March 8,1973.. - . .
The General Services Administratien and the Department of Jus-
tice, in their reports on the legislation, deferred to the views of the
agencies directly concerned. The National Aeronautics and Space
Administration deferred to-the Department of the Interior as to the

need and desirability of the legislation.

The Department of Treasury, in its report, opposed the legislation
because receipts from the sale of the public land management area
stamps would be required to be retained by the State agency selling
such stamps and utilized by the State and the appropriate Federal
Agency pursuant to a cooperative agreement. The department felt that
the receipts from such sales should be treated as Federal receipts and
deposited in the Treasury. Your Committee felt that the depositing of
such receipts in the General Fund of the Treasury would defeat the
purposes of the legislation and make the cooperative plan meaning-
less. Therefore, your Committee did not adopt the recommendation.

The Comptroller General of the United States, in his report, ex-
pressed concern over the limitations on the use of stamp fees col-
lected by the States since no provisions were included in the bill for
determining or enforcing compliance with those limitations. He sug-
gested that the Committee consider incorporating into the bill ap-
propriate measures of enforcement to insure compliance with the
limitations. Your committee did not deem it necessary to incorporate
in the bill such enforcement measures since each State agency con-
cerned will be expending such receipts pursuant toa cooperation agree-
ment entered into between the State and the Federal Agency eon-
cerned. It is to be noted that the legislation authorizes the I‘yederal
agency concerned, and the State agency, to include in the cooperative
agreements such other terms and conditions as they deem appropri- .
ate. Therefore, your Committee felt that the language was broad
enough te permit appropriate enforcement and protective measures
to be included in such agreements, and in this regard, your Commit-
tee would like to make it clear that it expects such agencies to take
the necessary steps to insure compliance with the limitations imposed
on the use of such receipts. : -
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The Department of Defense, although it did not file a departmental
report, provided testimony at the Committee hearings which, in es-
sence, supported Title I of the bill. Title T would extend the pro-
grams on military lands until June 30,.1978. It deferrqd to the views
of other departments and agencies involved as to Title II of the
legislation. , )

The Atomic Energy Commission, in its report, supported the basic
objectives of the legislation but felt that such objections could be
achieved administratively through existing statutory authority. How-
ever, it did recommend that if the Committee should decide to report
the legislation to include language in the bill that would require 1ts
Chairman to be a party to any cooperative agreement concerning pro-
grams to be carried out on lands subject to its jurisdiction.

Your Committee agreed with the suggestion of AEC and H.R.
11537, as reported, includes such language, It also includes language
that would require the Administrator of NASA to be a party to any
agreement affecting lands under his jurisdiction. v

The Department of Agriculture, in its report, endorsed the general
objectives of the bill, but opposed the legislation on the grounds that
it already had sufficient statutory authority to carry out the purposes
of the legislation. The Department also expressed concern over
provisions of the bill that would require each cooperative agreement
to provide, for controlled burning and control of all-terrain vehicular
traffic. It also was opposed to the provision that would prohibit the
carrying out of game conservation -and :rehabilitation programs on
lands under the jurisdiction of the Départment, unless the projects
were included in a coeperative agreement with the State concerned.
Since the Departmental witness indicated at the Committee hearings
that all lands under its jurisdiction on which such programs would
be carried out were already under cooperative agreements with the
States, your Committee did not, in its wisdom, deem it necessary to
remove this requirement from the bill. With respect to the require-
ment that the cooperative agreement would have to provide for con-
trolled burning, your Committee agreed to the recommendation of
the Department and the clean bill, H.R. 11537, does not contain such
a requirement. With respect to the requirement that the cooperative
agreement would have to provide for cortrol of all-terrain vehicular
traffic, your Committee in essence met the objection of the Department
by making the requirement in the clean bill, HL.R. 11537, correspond
with the President’s Executive Order, which called for the control of
off-road vehicular traffic (in liew of all-terrain vehicular traffic, which
is more restrictive).

The Department of the Interior, in its report, recommended against
the enactment.of the predecessor bill, H.R. 75, however, it did favor
the enactment of H.R. 4327, a bill similar to Title I of the reported
bill, H.R. 11537, which would continue the programs carried out on
military reservations at a level of funding of $1.5 million per year.
Since the Department expressed concern over the lack of necessary
funds to carry out its functions under the original Act, your Commit-
tee retained in the clean bill the provision in Title I of tﬁ,e predecessor
bill, as ordered reported by the Subcommittee, that would authorige
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tﬁ be appropriated up to $2 million per year to the Department of the
terior.

Although the Department of the Interior opposed Title IT of the
bill, on the ground it already had sufficient authority to carry out its
purposes, your Committee in its wisdom deemed it necessary to retain
the title. Retention of Title 11 of the bill would provide a specific
mandate to the Department, with adequate funding authorized, to
carry out programs for which the Department claims it has sufficient
optional authority, but which are not being carried out.
 In brief, your Committee feels that H.R. 11537, as ordered reported,
in essence, meets the major objections expressed by the various depart-
ments. If enacted into law, 1t would have the effect of making the
highly successful game conservation and rehabilitation programs car-
ried out on military reservations a reality on other Federal lands
which are in dire need of such programs. '

_ After giving thorough consideration to the evidence presented at
the hearings and the departmental reports, your Committee (exce
for one dissenting vote) unanimously ordered reported, H.R. 11537,
with an amendment, by voice vote. ‘

The amendment to the bill corrected a misspelled word.

BacrerouNp aNxp NEep ror THE LEGISLATION
MILITARY RESERVATIONS

- Public Law 86-797, September 15, 1960, as amended by Public Law
90465, August 8, 1968 (16 U.S.C. 670a~f), authorizes the Secretary
of Defense to carry out a program of planning, development, mainte-
nance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation, pub-
lic recreation, and rehabilitation in military reservations in accord-
ance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon by the Secretary
of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior, and the appropriate State -
agency designed by the ISv:f;a,te in which the reservation 1s located.

- In implementation of these authorities, a basic agreement has been
in effect since 1960 between the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of the Interior covering conservation of fish and wildlife re-
sources on military installations. In addition, a total of 237 cooperative
agreements covering apgroximabely 19 million acres of the 25.8 million
acres of land controlled by the Department of Defense are in effect
between the installation commanders and the designated State
agencies. : :

thnder these agreements, and within the funds generated by hunt-
ing and fishing fees supplemented by other resources of the Depart-
ment, many successful and well balanced conservation programs have
been developed at Defense installations capable of supporting such a
program consistent with the military mission. o ,

- Much of this land has tremendous wildlife enhancement potential
while other areas are, or could be, important in the preservation of this
Nation’s threatened and endangered animals. For example, three mil-
itary installations along the lower California coast, Imperial Beach
Naval Air Station, Camp Pendleton, and Point Mugu Naval Air Sta-
tion, contain important nesting areas for the California least tern and
the iightfooted clapper rail; both endangered.
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On the China Lake Naval Ordnance Test Station, Calif., watering
areas have been developed for the rare desert bighorn sheep. This in-
stallation also provides habitat for the desert tortoise, classified by the
State of California as a fully protected species. Mohave chub, an en-
dangered species, have been stocked in ponds on this base to insure
their protection. The Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve, Calif,,
serves as a refuge for the endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox. Fort Hood
and Camp Bullis in Texas has set aside and are protecting habitat
for the rare golden-cheeked warbler. '

A cooperative agreement between the Department of Interior and
the Air Force Aerial Gunnery Range in South Dakota serves to pro-
- tect the endangered black-footed ferret. The Okaloosa darter, which is
proposed for Iisting as an endangered species, is found in only five
small streams originating on Eglin Air Force Base in Florida. .

With the skyrocketing costs of land, it is essential that we maxi-
mize other sources for insuring the preservation of the Nation’s
threatened willdlife. Vast areas of our public lands administered b
the Defense Department have outstanding potential as wildlife habi-
tat. These areas can be developed and managed for wildlife, thereby
avoiding the additional costs of new area acquisition. In light of the
present restrictions placed on Land and Water Conservation Act
funds for land acquisition, it is now more critical that we exploit this
opportunity for wildlife preservation.

In addition to the potential habitat provided on military lands
" for the protection of rare and endangered animals, installations which
‘have active programs for fish and wildlife management support over
1.5 million man-days of fishing and considerable hunting. Although
statistical data on other recreational activities enjoyed on these lands
is not available, without question, however, use is being made by pleas-
ure boaters, nature photographers, birdwatchers, amateur naturalists,
and others in pursuit of high quality outdoor recreation. The demand
for this type of wildlife-oriented recreation is increasing at a faster
rate than 1t can be provided. ‘ ;

In general, military reservations are open to public hunting and fish-
ing. However, in many areas, due to security measures and ordnance
contamination, only employees and their guest are permitted to par-
ticipate in such activities. ‘ ' '

ilitary lands in many locations across the country can be devel-
oped to supplement existing overtaxed public recreation facilities.
With an adequate level of technical advice and assistance, opportuni-
ties for hunting, fishing, and other wildlife-related outdoor recreation
activities can easily be doubled on military lands.

Requests for technical assistance far exceed the capacity to re-
spond. As a result, many opportunities are lost to the detriment of the
Department of the Interior. To emphasize the extent of the Depart-
ment’s minimal ability to respond in Fiscal Year 1972, it was only
able to provide three man-years of effort, This means less than one
visit annually to each installation served. While this man-year effort
will remain roughly the same in Fiscal Year 1973, it is expected to
decline in Fiscal Year 1974 due to rising costs and funded program
priorities. Unless more funds can be made available, it will be virtually
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impossible to provide anything more than token participation in this
program.

It is estimated that about $750,000 would be required by the De-
partment of the Interior to preFare and maintain management plans
and provide an adequate level of technical assistance on military
lands alone. An equal or larger amount would be required to implement
the plans. Part of these costs can be offset by collection of hunting
and fishing fees on all areas open for such activity. By supplementing
the revenues received from hunting and fishing with appropriated
funds more areas can be developed. Eventually, with adequate develop-
ment, revenues might be sufficient to support most of the program
requirements,

The Department of Defense believes that the current working ar-
rangement with the Department of the Interior to be the most satis-
factory method by which military lands can be managed under the
multiple use concept. The extension of the authorization to the De-
partment of Defense for funds, as provided in H.R. 75 and HL.R. 11537,
with funds included for this purpose in the annual Department of
Defense Appropriation Act is necessary to assure the continuation of
programs successfully implemented under the basic authorities of
Public Law 86-797 and to provide for the initiation of conservation
and recreation programs where they do not now exist.

The following list, prepared by the Department of Defense, indi-
cates the installations that should be suitable for a more aggressive
fish and wildlife program if additional funds were available:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Alabama : Redstone Arsenal, Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Anniston Army
Depot.

Arizona : Navajo Army Depot, Ft. Huachuea.

Arkansas: Pine Bluff Arsenal, ¥'t. Chaffee,

California : ¥t. Ord Complex.

Colorado: Ft, Carson,

Georgia : F't. Benning.

Iilinois : Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Savanna Army Depot.

Indiana : Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, Newport Army Ammunition Plant,
Jefferson Proving Grounds. .

Iowa : Jowa Army Ammunition Plant. ;

Kansas: Ft. Riley, Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, Sunflower Army Ammuni-
tion Plant. -

Louisiana : Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant, F'f. Polk.

Maryland : Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Edgewood Arsenal.

Missouri : Ft. Leonard Wood.

Nebraska : Cornhusker Army Ammunition Plant.

New Jersey : Picatinny Arsenal,

New Mexico: White Sands Missile Range.

New York: Seneca Army Depot.

North Carolina : Ft. Bragg.

Ohio: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Oklahoma : Ft. Sill. :

Pennsylvania : Letterkenny Army Depot.

South Carolina : Ft. Jackson.

Tennessee : Holston Army Ammunition Plant, Milan Army Ammunition Plant.

Texas: Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant, Red River Army Depot, Ft. Bliss.

Washington : Ft. Lewis, Yakima Firing Range.

Wisconsin ; Badger Army Ammunition Plant.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

California: NAS Miramar, NWC China Lake, NRS Dixon, NSGA Skaggs
Island, NAVCOMSTA Stockton.

Florida : NAS Cecil Field.

Georgia : NAS Glynco.

Indiana : NAD Crane.

Maryland : NAS Patuxent River.

Mississippi : NAS Meridian.

Nevada : NAAS Fallon.

New Hampshire : NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth.

New Jersey : NAS Lakehurst, NAD Earle.

New York : NWIRP Calverton.

Oklahoma : NAD McAlester.

Rhode Island : NAS Quonset Point, CBC Davisville.

South Carolina : NWS Charleston.

Tennessee : NAS Memphis.

Virginia : Armed. Forces Experimental Activity Camp Perry, NWL Dahlgren,
NWS Yorktown, Cheatham Annex, NSC, Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek.

Washington : NRS Jim Creek, NAD Bangor, NAS Whidbey Island.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (MARINE COBRPS)

California : MCB Camp Pendleton.

Hawaii: NCAS Kaneohe.

North Carolina : MCB Camp Lejeune, MCB Cherry Point.
Seuth Carolina : MCB Parris Island.

Virginia : MCB Quantico.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ¥ORCE

Alagka : Elmendorf AFB, Eielson AFB, Clear AFB,
California : Beale AFB, Hamilton AFB, Travis AFB.
Colorado: Academy.

Florida : Tyndall AFB.

Illinois : Scott AFB.

Leuisiana : Barksdale AFB,.

Massachusetts : Otis AF'B, Westover AFB.
Nebraska : Offutt AFB.

New Hampshire : Pease AFB,

New York : Hancock Field.

Missouri : Richard Gebaur AFB.

Puerto Rico : Ramey AFB.

Oklahoma : ATtus AFB.

Texas: Matagorda AF Range.

‘Washington : McChord AFB,

Wyoming : K. B, Warren AFB,

AEC Laxps

The Atomic Energy Commission administers approximately 2.1
million acres of public lands. AEC’s use of these lands is primarily
related to production, research and test activities which involve both
security and health and safety considerations. As an incident to its
management and control of these lands, AEC has permitted hunting,
fishing, and trapping where such activities would be consistent with
AEC programmatic, security, and health and safety eonsiderations
and with applicable regulations issued by Federal, state, or local
authorities.

The AEC has also, consonant with its programmatic functions, ini-
tiated a program of multiple land use which does and will contribute
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significantly to an understanding of the environment and steps neces-
sa?r to its conservation and enhancement,

n this regard, the AEC has worked out agreements and arrange-
ments with Tocal, State, and Federal agencies for multiple use of its
facilities, ‘

The AEC lands have proven to be valuable wildlife refuges, tim-
ber management areas, areas with controlled access for hunting, fish-
ing, picnicking, and hiking; controlled access to rifle and archery
r;nges, areas for dog obedience and field trials and many other kinds
of uses. ‘

Agreements which have been entered into by the AEC with State
Fish and Game Departments, other local political subdivisions, or
nonprofit sportsman groups have generally contained provisions re-

niring that the operations be without cost to the Commission or that
the Commission be reimbursed for out-of-pocket costs. Upon passage
of this legislation, it is anticipated the Commission wouldp continue to-
follow the same policy in all agreements entered into pursuant to the
legislation. :

The Commission has not received financial assistance under its
agreements with State Fish and Game Departments, other local politi-
cal subdivisions, or nonprofit sportsman groups with the possible ex-
ception of fees colleeted from each hunter by its Savaanah River Plant.
A portion of these fees are used to compensate the Commission for out-
of-pocket costs of the program with the balance being paid to the State
of South Carolina. Over the past years, fees have been collected by the
Commission averaging approximately $19,000 per year. = A

With the exception of the Commission’s Savannah River Plant
numerical counts of hunters and fishermen gaining admission to AEC
facilities are kept by State and other Federal agencies. Admissions
for thess purposes occur mainly at the AEC’s Richland, Washington,
and Savannah River, South Carolina, facilities being a;;i)roximately
4,000 in number at each of the two facilities during Fiscal Year 1972.

For all other AEC facilities, it has been estimated that the annual
number of admissions during an average year since fiscal year 1965
was approximately 600 persons. State and Federal agencies has esti-
mated 621 admissions of these other facilities during fiscal year 1972.

Passage of this legislation, in addition to other things, would per-
mit NASA and AEC to control off-road vehicle traffic on their lands
since the President’s Executive Order 11644 does not include such

lands in its coverage. :
: . NASA Laxps

The following testimony of the NASA witness at the Committee
hearings can best explain the background and need for this legislation
as it would relate to NASA land :

As indicated in our report, submitted to the chairman of -
~ the subcommittee on March 7, 1973, not all NASA installa-
tions will be subject to this legislation, if it is enacted. By
their terms, these bills exclude land designated as a military
reservation, a national park or monument, or an area within
the national wildlife refuge system.
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As we see it, then, this means that such installations as the
Marshall Space Flight Center in Huntsville, Ala., the Ken-
nedy Space Center in Florida, and Wallops Station in Vir-
ginia, might well be excluded for the following reasons:
Marshall, because it is within the perimeter of the Redstone
Arsenal, a military installation; and Kennedy and Wallops,
because they are already in the wildlife refuge system as a
result of agreements we have entered into with the Depart-
ment of the Interior under our existing authority.

Kennedy Space Center may well be used as an example of
our application of this existing authority. At this installa-
tion, we have an agreement dating back to 1963 with the De-
partment of the Interior. This agreement was entered into as
a means of preserving the natural environment in certain
limited areas of the Center.

Just during this past year, however, we expanded this
agreement to encompass all the land and water areas at the
Kennedy Space Center except those areas occupied by a struc-
ture or otherwise in direct operational use. This, in essence,
places a{)proximately 140,000 acres at this installation under
the single agency management of the Department of the In-
terior for wildlife conservation and rehabilitation programs.

It appears that wildlife conservation and rehabilitation
programs would have only a limited applicability to the re-
maining NASA installations. This is £le to such limiting
factors as building density or the lack of existing wildlife.

Possibly the studies and surveys provided for in the legis-
lation would find some potential at the Plum Brook Station,
Ohio; the Mississippi Test Facility ; the NASA-owned por-
tion of Langley Research Center, Va.; and the Fairbanks
Tracking Station in Alaska. :

Plum Brook, which is being placed in a standby status as
current programs are closed down, contains about 8,000 acres.
This installation has an overpopulation of white-tailed deer.
NASA works yearly, in a cooperative program with the
State of Ohio, to trap portions of this herd and transport
them to areas where hunting is permitted. :

At the Mississippi test facility, there is also some potential
for wildlife programs. As previously covered in prior testi-
mony relating to earlier bills, the 5-year effort along these
lines with the State game commission has been unsuecessful,

" A major factor in this unfortunate circumstance, as we un-
derstand it, is the reluctance of land owners in the 118,000-
acre buffer zone to permit their holdings to be combined with -

~ NASA’s 21,000 acres into a very large wildlife area.

Recently local interest has been rekindled in this effort and
State representatives have undertaken a new study of the
present possibilities. Any hunting privileges extended here
would, as at all NASA installations, be consistent with State
hunting rules and regulations.

At Langley Research Center in Virginia, a wooded section
on the 430-acre parcel owned by NASA provides the habitat

H. Rept. 758, 93-2——2
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for a herd of deer. This herd is managed for us by the Air
Force which owns the adjacent land, part of Langley Air
Force Base. .

Finally, the NASA tracking station at Fairbanks, Alaska,
contains approximately 8,500 acres of public domain land but,
up to the present, has attracted little conservation-oriented
interest.

NASA expends approximately $10,000 per year of appropriated
funds to carry out fish and wildlife programs on its lands.

AgricovTure LaNps

The Department of Agriculture fully endorses the general objectives
of the legislation to improve the management of wildlife and fish
habitat on public lands. However, the Department contends it now has
sufficient authority to develop and implement programs for the con-
servation of wildlife and fish on public lands under its jurisdiction by
virtue of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 215).
This Act enunciates the principle that the national forests are to be
administered for wildlife and fish purposes. o

In accordance with this policy, the Department witness indicated
at the Committes hearings that the Department has administered
the 187 million acres of land in the National Forest System for range,
timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes coordinated with
outdoor recreation. Furthermore, the witness indicated that the De-
partment has cooperated closely with various States, through coop-
erative agreements and memoranda of understanding with each State
in which National Forest System lands are located.

During fiscal year 1972, the Department expended approximately
§6.1 million of appropriated funds in carrying out fish and wildlife
oriented programs. In addition, direct expenditures by States on na-
tional forest lands amounted to $811,000, with an additional $300,-
000 being expended from cooperative deposits with the States. The
1973 fiscal year budget for wildlife management for the Forest Ser-
vice amounted to $7.7 million and the President’s budget request for
fiscal year 1974 amounted to $7.8 million.

Your Committee would like to point out that even though coop-
erative fish and game conservation ssrogmms are being carried out
voluntarily on National Forest lands, this legislation would make
it mandatory by a specific act of Congress that such programs be
carried out in the future. Also, the legislation would require the co-
operative agreements to provide for such activities as wildlife habitat
improvements or modifications, range rehabilitation where necessary
for the support of wildlife, and the control of off-road vehicle traffic.
In addition, the legislation would encourage the issuance of public
land area management stamps as a means toward raising additional
funds with which to carry out these activities, which your Commit-
tee highly endorses.

- IntERIOR LANDS

Because units of the National Park System, National Monument
System, and the National Wildlife Refuge System are exempted from



11

the coverage of this legislation, the Interior administered lands princi-
pally affected by H.R. 11537 would be the 450 million acres adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

BLM lands are of considerable importance as wildlife habitat, sup-
porting approximately 20 percent of the big game animals of the
United States. This includes virtually all of the caribou, brown and
grizzly bears, desert bighorn sheep, 80 percent of the moose, 65 percent
of the mule deer, and 45 percent of the antelope. Spawning grounds
on BLM lands provide more than half of the Alaska and other west
coast catch of salmon and steethead.

To maintain and enhance the fish and wildlife values of these lands,
BLM has entered into cooperative, statewide agreements with wildlife
agencies of Alaska and 11 Western States. These provide for a mutual
e%?)rt to facilitate wildlife management on the public lands, including
the execution of plans for habitat improvement in areas found to have
significant wildlife values.

The Department of the Interior expended approximately $3 million
to carry out fish and wildlife conservation programs on BLM lands
during the past year and anticipates such expenditures will gradually
increase during the coming years. In addition, the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife provided without reimbursement, technical as-
sistance to BLM, AEC, NASA, and the Department of Agriculture
over the past few years. :

Of considerable importance to the Department of the Interior is the
authority that would be provided by the legislation to authorize the
control of off-road vehicle traffic on BLM lands and specific enforce-
ment authority related thereto with respect to search, seizure and
arrest.

At the Committee hearings, the Department of the Interior was
asked to compare the President’s Iixecutive Order 11644 with the au-
thority provided by this legislation as they would relate to the control
of off-road vehicle traffic on Federal lands. Briefly summarized, the
Department replied as follows:

The Executive Order applies to public lands under the ju-
risdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture, except Indian lands; Tennessee Valley Au-
thority lands in Western Kentucky and Tennessee, and De-
fense Department lands are also covered. H.R. 75 applies to
public lands of the Department of Interior, not excluding In-
dian lands; Department of Agriculture and Defense Depart-
ment lands are also covered. Tennessee Valley Authority
lands are not covered. AEC and NASA lands come under the
provisions of HLR. 75, but not the Executive Order. * * *

The Executive Order specifically excludes Wilderness
Areas and Primitive Areas from having areas and trails for
off-road vehicle use. It further allows such use in areas of the
National Park System, National Wildlife Refuge System,
Nature Areas and Game Ranges only if the respective land
management agency head determines that off-road vehicle
use in such locations will not adversely affect the natural, aes-
thetic or scenic values of the area. H.R. 75 excludes National
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Parks, monuments and areas within the National Wildlife
Refuge System. Provision is not made in H.R. 75 to allow off-
road vehicle use in these areas if such use would not conflict
with the primary purpose of thearea. * * *

HL.R. 75 specifies the penalties for violation of the regula-
tions (Section 204(a) (2)) whereas the Executive Order di-
rects agency heads to issue regulations prescribing the pen-
alties for violation of the regulations.

Both the Executive Order and H.R. 75 provide for Federal-
State cooperative enforcement. HL.R. 75 contains specific en-
forcement authority related to search, seizure and arrest. The
Executive Order is silent on the matter.

It should also be noted that H.R. 75, as introduced, covered only
“all-terrain vehicles.” HL.R. 11537, the clean bill, uses the same term as
that of the Executive Order, “off-road vehicle traffic,” which is broader
in scope.

The following statement made at the Committes hearings by Mr.
Daniel A. Poole, President, Wildlife Management Institute, Wash-
ington, D.C., in support of the legislation, best explains the need for
this legislation as it relates to BLM lands:

The authorities that would be granted under the terms of
title II, while not entirely necessary for the other Federal
agencies, are of the utmost necessity for BLM. ‘

Speaking frankly, Mr. Chairman, BLM's wildlife and rec-
reation program is a national tragedy. This is because neither
successive administrations nor Congresses have acted to give
BLM the authority it needs to properly manage lands under
it control. BLM urgently needs authority and funding. Title
IT would be of the utmost benefit to the agency’s program
should the authority be actually implemented to a desirable
degree, * * *

The Institute supports the cooperative concept for refining
wildlife man%%ement on public land embodied in Title IT of
H.R. 75 and H.R. 733. Although both the Interior and Agri-
culture Departments have authority to carry out cooperative
programs with state wildlife agencies, and are doing so in sev-
eral states, we believe this directive may stimulate more coop-
eration. It is important that both state and federal levels work
closely in managing wildlife and other natural resources. As
this Committee well knows, funding at both the federal and
state levels for wildlife is always the last to be added and the
first to be cut. Neither level of government, under these eir-
cumstances, is able to do the job alone. Therefore, the directive
of these proposals to actively seek more cooperative effort is
desirable. : C
_ As a final point, Mr. Chairman, we endorse the concept of
issuing “public land management area stamps” for access to
Interior and Agriculture areas managed under cooperative
agreements with the states. The earmarked money would be
used to help finance wildlife management programs carried
out on federal public lands by administrating federal agencies
and cooperating state agencies. In this way, those who actually



13

use the public resource will pay a greater share of the man-
agement expense. This type program has worked well on
national forests in Virginia and other states. In our opinion
it would provide much needed money to enhance wildlife and
other resources on millions of acres of public land.

We support the objectives of these proposals and hope the
Committee can move them promptly.

WaaT THE Binn Dors: SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

As indicated in the legislative background of this report, your
Committee ordered reported to the House, H.R. 11537, with an
amendment. The amendment to the bill corrected a misspelled word.

There follows a section-by-section summary of H.R. 11537, accom-
panied by discussion where appropriate.

TITLE 1
CoNsSERVATION ProcraMs oN Mirrrary LaNDs
SECTION 1

Under Section 1 of present law, known as the Sikes Act (16 USC
670a), the Secretary of Defense, in conjunction with the Secretary
of the Interior and the appropriate State agency, is authorized to carry
out wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilitation programs
on military reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan
mutually agreed to by the Secretaries and the appropriate State
agency. Such agreements may call for the issuance of a special State
hunting and fishing permit, with fees to be collected by the Command-
ing Officer at the reservation as agent for the State and expended on
the conservation plan.

In addition, under Section 3 of the Act (16 USC 67b), the Secretary
of Defense, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interior and the
appropriate State agency, is authorized to carry out a program for the
conservation, restoration, and management of migratory game birds on
military reservations, including the issuance of special hunting per-
mits, the collection of fees, and the expenditure of such funds in ac-
cordance with a mutually agreed to plan. : :

Also, under Section 3 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 670c), the Secretary of
Defense is authorized to carry out a program for the development,
enhancement, operation, and maintenance of public outdoor recrea-
tion resources on military reservations in accordance with a coopera-
tive plan mutually agreed to by the Secretaries of the Interior and
Defense, in consultation with the appropriate State agency.

Under Section 6(b) of the Act (16 USC 670f(b) ), there is author-
ized to be appropriated to the Secretary of Defense, not to exceed
$500,000 per year for each of fiscal years 1970, 1971, and 1972.

The need for legislation arises from the fact that the appropriation-
authorization under the Sikes Act expired June 30, 1972.

Section 1 of the bill' would ameng section 1 of the Act to require
that any cooperative plan entered into between the Secretaries of De-
fense and Interior, and the appropriate State agency, contain provi-
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sions for: (1;1 fish and wildlife habitat improvements or modifications;
(2) range rehabilitation, where necessary, for support of wildlife; and
{ 3} control of off-road vehicle traffic.

t 1s to be noted that the President’s Executive Order 116844, dated
February 8, 1972, requiring the control of off-road vehicles on the
Public Lands, would be applicable to military reservations. Your Com-
mittee felt that such a requirement should also be included in this
legislation since it provides enforcement authority and uniform pen-
alties for violators. Also, it would make the requirement for control
of off-road vehicle traffic permanent by including the requirement in
an Act of Congress, as compared to an Executive Order, which could
be withdrawn at any time by another ¥xecutive Order.

Also, section 1 of the bill would amend section 6(b) of the Act to
Increase the amount of funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Defense from $500,000 to $1.5 million per year, and ex-
tend the program for an additional six years, from July 1, 1972 to
June 30, 1978. :

Under present law, the appropriation-authorization expired June 30,
1972. The bill, for continmty purposes, would authorize appropria-
tions beginning with Fiscal Year 1973. Since fiscal year 1973 has al-
ready expired, there would be no cost to the Federal Government for
that fiscal year.

In addition, section 1 of the bill would amend section 6(b) of the
Act to authorize to be appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior the
sum of $2 million per year for a period of five years, from July 1, 1973,
to June 30, 1978, to enable the Secretary to carry out his functions and
responsibilities that he may have as a party to any cooperative plan
entered into pursuant to this title.

Both the Department of Defense and the Department of the Interior
witnesses indicated at the Committee hearings that the funds author-
ized to be appropriated under this title of the bill would be in keeping
with their needs if they are to adequately carry out the intent of the
legislation. Your Committee would like to express disappointment over
the meager funds expended by each of the departments since the in-
ception of the Act in 1960. In addition, your Committee would like to
encourage the departments to make sure that the appropriation-
authorizations are fully funded during the extension of this program
because it is only in this way that the more than 200 cooperative agree-
ments covering approximately 20 million acres of Department of De-
fense lands can be adequately implemented.

BECTION 2

Section 2 of the bill would amend the Sikes Act by adding at the
end thereof a new Title II, with the language of Title IT of the bill.

TITLE 11
Coxgervarron Proorams oN Cerrary Puosric Lawnps

SECTION Z201—IMPLEMENTATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 201 of the bill would extend the concept of the Sikes Act to
certain other public lands throughout the United States.
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In achieving this purpose, section 201 (a) would require the Secre-
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation
with the State agencies and in accordance with comprehensive plans
developed pursuant to Section 202 of the bill, to plan, develop, main-
tain, and coordinate programs for the conservation and rehabilitation
of wildlife, fish, and game. Such programs would be required to in-
clude, among other things, specific habitat improvement projects and
related activities.

In addition, section 201 (b) would require the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to implement such programs on public land under his jurisdiction
and the Secretary of the Interior to implement such programs on cer-
tain public land under his jurisdiction, and with the prior written
consent of the Administrator of NASA, on public land under his
jurisdiction, and with the prior written approval of the Atomic
Energy Commission, on public land under the jurisdiction of the
Chairman.

SECTION 202—DEVELOPMENT OFl COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 202(a) (1) of the bill would require the Secretary of the In-
terior to develop, in consultation with the State agencies, a compre-
hensive plan for conservation and rehabilitation programs to be im-
plemented on public land under his jurisdiction. The Secretary of
Agriculture would be required to do the same in connection with pub-
lic land under his jurisdiction. In addition, section 202(a) (2) of the
bill would require the Secretary of the Interior, after necessary studies
and surveys of the land concerned have been made, to do the same with
respect to public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman and the
Administrator, with the prior written approval of the AEC and the
Administrator, as the case may be.

Section 202 (b) of the bill would require each comprehensive plan
developed to be consistent with any overall land use and management
plans for the lands involved. :

Your Committee would like to point out that this requirement was
included in the bill because of concern expressed by witnesses of the
Department of the Interior at Committee hearings.in the 92nd Con-
gress on the predecessor legislation to the effect that legislation was not
needed since legislation pending at the time that would direct the
Secretary of the Interior to develop land use plans for the public
lands under his jurisdiction, mainly for the benefit of Bureau of Land
Management lands. This legislation is intended by your Committee to
supplement and be consistent with any overall land use and manage-
ment plan that may be developed under any other public law. It is also
intended to allay any concern that fish and wildlife programs would
constitute a dominant use on public land areas to the exclusion of other
appropriate uses.

In addition, section 202(b) would require any hunting, trapping, or
fishing of resident species under a plan to be conducted in accordance
with applicable State laws and regulations of the State involved.

Section 202(c) (1) would provide the necessary authority for a
State agency to enter into a cooperative agreement with—

(A) The Secretary of the Interior concerning the carrying out
of programs on public land under his jurisdiction; (B) the Sec-
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CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILITARY AND OTHER
FEDERAL LANDS

JANUARY 21, 1974.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mrs. SuLLIVAN, from the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 11537]

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, to whom was
referred the bill (H.R. 11537) to extend and expand the authority for
carTying out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military
reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such programs
on certain public lands, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended
do pass.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 12, line 23, strike the word “offsense.” and insert
the word “offense.” in lieu thereof.

PuUrPosE OF THE LEGISLATION

The purpose of the legislation is to extend the game conservation
-and rehabilitation programs carried out on military reservations, and
to provide for the carrying out of such programs on certain other
Federally-owned lands. ,

- In accomplishing this purpose, the legislation would authorize to be
appropriated $1.5 million per year to the Secretary of Defense and $2
million per year to the Secretary of the Interior to carry out the pro-

.- grams on military reservations. In addition, the legislation would au-
thorize to be appropriated $10 million per year to the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out the programs on lands of the Department of

-Agriculture, and $10 million per year to the Secretary of the Interior
to carry out the programs on certain lands of the Department of the
Interior, lands of the Atomic Energy Commission (AEJ)EC) and lands
of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (hASA).

The appropriation-authorizations would terminate June 30, 1978.

99-008
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. L;erstAaTivE BACKGROUND

. H.R. 11537 was introduced on November 15, 1973, by Mr. Sikes, for
himself, Mr. Dingell, Mr. Biaggi, Mr. Forsythe, Mr. Breaux, Mr.
Cohen, Mr. Studds, and Mr. Bowen.

H.R. 11537 is similar to H.R. 75, introduced by Mr. Sikes, for him-
self and Mr. Dingell; H.R. 731, introduced by Mr. Mailliard; and
H.R. 783, introduced by Mr. Mailliard. Another bill introduced on the
general subject is H.R. 4327, by Mr. Sikes.

H.R. 11537 (except for a technical amendment) is identical to
H.R. 75, with amendments, as ordered reported by the Subcommittee
on Fisheries and Wildlife Censervation and the Environment to the
Full Committee. H.R. 11537 was introduced in the form of a clean
bill pursuant to instructions of the Subcommittee in order to allow
members of your Committee desiring to do so to cosponsor the leg-
islation. . Tre e ‘

Hearings were held on the legislation by the Subcommittee on
M&I‘GhA,Sg 1973.. - L - .

The General Services Administratien and the Department of Jus-
tice, in their reports on the legislation, deferred to the views of the
agencies directly concerned. The Natlonal Aeronautics and Space
Administration deferred to the Department of the Interior as to the
need and desirability of the legislation.

The Department of Treasury, in its report, opposed the legislation
because receipts from the sale of the public land management area
stamps would be required to be retained by the State agency sellin
such stamps and utilized by the State and the appropriate Federa
Agency pursuant to a cooperative agreement. The department felt that
the receipts from such sales should be treated as Federal receipts and
deposited in the Treasury. Your Committee felt that the depositing of
such receipts in the General Fund of the Treasury would defeat the
purposes of the legislation and make the cooperative plan meaning-
less. Therefore, your Committee did not adopt the recommendation.

The Comptroller General of the United States, in his report, ex-
pressed concern over the limitations on the use of stamp fees col-
lected by the States since no provisions were included in the bill for
determining or enforcing compliance with those limitations. He sug-
gested that the Committee consider incorporating into the bill ap-
propriate measures of enforcement to insure compliance with the
limitations. Your committee did not deem it necessary to incorporate
in the bill such enforcement measures since each State agency con-
cerned will be expending such receipts pursuant to a cooperation agree-
ment entered into between the State and the Federal Agency eon-
cerned. It is to be noted that the legislation authorizes the Federal
agency concerned, and the State agency, to include in the cooperative
agreements such other terms and conditions ag they deem appropri-.
ate. Therefore, your Committee felt that the language was broad
enough to permit appropriate enforcement and protective measures
to be included in such agreements, and in this regard, your Commit-
tee would like to make it clear that it expects such agencies to take
the necessary steps to insure compliance with the limitations imposed
on the use of such receipts. : '
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The Department of Defense, although it did not file a departmental
report, provided testimony at the Committee hearings which, in es-
sence, supported Title I of the bill. Title I would extend the pro-
grams on military lands until June 30, 1978. Tt deferred to the views
of other departments and agencies involved as to Title II of the
legislation, ' .

The Atomic Energy Commission, in its report, supported the basic
objectives of the legislation but felt that such objections could be
achieved administratively through existing statutory authority. How-
ever, it did recommend that if the Committee should decide to report
the legislation to include language in the bill that would require its
Chairman to be a party to any cooperative agreement concerning pro-
grams to be carried out on lands subject to its jurisdiction.

Your Committee agreed with the suggestion of AEC and H.R.
11587, as reported, includes such language. It also includes language
that would require the Administrator of NASA to be a party to any
agreement affecting lands under his jurisdiction.,

The Department of Agriculture, in its report, endorsed the general
objectives of the bill, but opposed the legislation on the grounds that
it already had sufficient statutory authority to carry out the purposes
of the legislation. The Department also expressed concern over
provisions of the bill that would require each cooperative agreement
to provide for controlled burning and control of all-terrain vehicular
traffic. It also was opposed to the provision that would prohibit the
carrying out of game conservation -and rehabilitation programs on
lands under the jurisdiction of the Départment, unless the projects
were included in a cooperative agreement with the State concerned.
Since the Departmental witness indicated at the Committee hearin
that all lands under its jurisdiction on which such programs would
be carried out were already under cooperative agreements with the
States, your Committee did not, in its wisdom, deem it necessary to
remove this requirement from the bill. With respect to the require-
ment that the cooperative agreement would have to provide for con-
trolled burning, your Committee agreed to the recommendation of
the Department and the clean bill, H.R. 11537, does not contain such
a requirement. With respect to the requirement that the cooperative
agreement would have to provide for control of all-terrain vehicular
traffic, your Committee in essence met the objection of the Department
by making the requirement in the clean bill, H.R. 11537, correspond
with the President’s Executive Order, which called for the control of
off-road vehicular traffic (in lieu of all-terrain vehicular traffic, which
1s more restrictive).

The Department of the Interior, in its report, recommended against
the enactment. of the predecessor bill, H.R. 75, however, it did favor
the enactment of H.R. 4327, a bill similar to Title I of the reported
bill, H.R. 11537, which would continue the programs carried out on
military reservations at a level of funding of $1.5 million per year.
Since the Department expressed concern over the lack of necessary
funds to carry out its functions under the original Act, your Commit-
tee retained in the clean bill the provision in Title I of the predecessor
bill, as ordered reported by the Subcommittee, that would authorize



%1 be appropriated up to $2 million per year to the Department of the
terior. :

Although the Department of the Interior opposed Title IT of the
bill, on the ground 1t already had sufficient au&ority to carry out its
purposes, your Committee in its wisdom deemed it necessary to retain
the title. Retention of Title II of the bill would provide a specific
mandate to the Department, with adequate funding authorized, to
carry out programs for which the Department claims it has sufficient
optional authoritg, but which are not being carried out.

" In brief, your Committee feels that T1.R. 11537, as ordered reported,
in essence, meets the major objections expressed by the various ggpart»
ments. If enacted into law, 1t would have the effect of making the
highly successful game conservation and rehabilitation programs car-
ried out on military reservations a reality on other E‘ederal lands
which are in dire need of such programs.

. After giving thorough consideration to the evidence presented at
the hearings and the departmental reports, your Committee (except
for one dissenting vote) unanimously ordered reported, H.R. 11537,
with an amendment, by voice vote.

The amendment to the bill corrected a misspelled word.

Bacrerounp anp Neep ror TEE LEGISLATION
MILITARY RESERVATIONS

- Public Law 86-797, September 15, 1960, as amended by Public Law
90465, August 8, 1968 (16 U.S.C. 670a~f), authorizes the Secretary
of Defense to carry out a program of planning, development, mainte-
nance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation, pub-
lie recreation, and rehabilitation in military reservations in accord-
ance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upen by the Secretary
of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior, and the appropriate State
agency designed by the State in which the reservation 1s located.

- In 1mplementation of these authorities, a basic agreement has been
in effect since 1960 between the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of the Interior covering conservation of fish and wildlife re-:
sources on military installations. In addition, a total of 237 cooperative
agreements covering apsroximately 19 million acres of the 25.8 million
acres of land controlled by the Department of Defense are in effect
between the installation commanders and the designated State
agencies. ' ' ;
-gUnder these agreements, and within the funds generated by hunt-
ing and fishing fees supplemented by other resources of the Depart-
ment, many successful and well balanced conservation programs have
been developed at Defense installations capable of supporting such a
program consistent with the military mission. :

" Much of this land has tremendous wildlife enhancement potential
while other areas are, or could be, important in the preservation of this
Nation’s threatened and endangered animals. For example, three mil-
jtary installations along the lower California coast, Imperial Beach
Naval Air Station, Camp Pendleton, and Point Mugu Naval Air Sta-
tion, contain important nesting areas for the California least tern and
the lightfooted clapper rail; both endangered.
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On the China Lake Naval Ordnance Test Station, Calif., watering
areas have been developed for the rare desert bighorn sheep. This in-
stallation also provides habitat for the desert tortoise, classified by the
State of California as a fully protected species. Mohave chub, an en-
dangered species, have been stocked in ponds on this base to insure
their protection. The Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve, Calif,,
serves as a refuge for the endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox. Fort Hood
and Camp Bullis in Texas has set aside and are protecting habitat
for the rare golden-cheeked warbler. .

A cooperative agreement between the Department of Interior and
the Air Force Aerial Gunnery Range in South Dakota serves to pro-
- tect the endangered black-footed ferret. The Okaloosa darter, which is
proposed for [isting as an endangered species, is found in only five
small streams originating on Eglin Air Force Base in Florida. .

With the skyrocketing costs of land, it is essential that we maxi-
mize other sources for insuring the preservation of the Nation’s
threatened willdlife. Vast areas of our public lands administered by
the Defense Department have outstanding potential as wildlife habi-
tat. These areas can be developed and managed for wildlife, thereby
avoiding the additional costs of new area acquisition. In light of the
_present restrictions placed on Land and Water Conservation Act

funds for land acquisition, it is now more critical that we exploit this.
opportunity for wildlife preservation.

In addition to the potential habitat provided on military lands
for the protection of rare and endangered animals, installations which
-have active programs for fish and wildlife management support over
1.5 million man-days of fishing and considerable hunting. Although
statistical data on other recreational activities enjoyed on these lands
is not available, without question, however, use is being made by pleas-
ure boaters, nature photographers, birdwatchers, amateur naturalists,
and others in pursuit of high quality outdoor recreation. The demand
for this type of wildlife-oriented recreation is increasing at a faster
rate than 1t can be provided. ‘

In general, military reservations are open to public hunting and fish-
ing. However, in many areas, due to security measures and ordnance
contamination, only employees and their guest are permitted to par-
ticipate in such activities. : ‘

Military lands in many locations across the country can be devel-
oped to supplement existing overtaxed public recreation facilities.
With an adequate level of technical advice and assistance, opportuni-
ties for hunting, fishing, and other wildlife-related outdoor recreation
activities can easily be doubled on military lands. v

Requests for technical assistance far exceed the capacity to re-
spond. As a result, many opportunities are lost to the detriment of the
Department of the Interior. To emphasize the extent of the Depart-
ment’s minimal ability to respond in Fiscal Year 1972, it 'was only
able to provide three man-years of effort, This means less than one
visit annually to each installation served. While this man-year effort
will remain roughly the same in Fiscal Year 1973, it is expected to
decline in Fiscal Year 1974 due to rising costs and funded program
priorities. Unless more funds can be made svailable, it will be virtually
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impossible to provide anything more than token participation in this
program.

It is estimated that about $750,000 would be required by the De-
partment of the Interior to prepare and maintain management plans
and provide an adequate level of technical assistance on military
lands alone. An equal or larger amount would be required to implement
the plans. Part of these costs can be offset by collection of hunting
and fishing fees on all areas open for such activity. By supplementin,
the revenues received from hunting and fishing with appropriate
funds more areas can be developed. Eventually, with adequate develop-
ment, revenues might be sufficient to support most of the program
requirements.

The Department of Defense believes that the current working ar-
rangement with the Department of the Interior to be the most satis-
factory method by which military lands can be managed under the
multiple use concept. The extension of the authorization to the De-
partment of Defense for funds, as provided in H.R. 75 and H.R. 11537,
with funds included for this purpose in the annual Department of
Defense Appropriation Act is necessary to assure the continuation of
programs successfully implemented under the basic authorities of
Public Law 86-T97 and to provide for the initiation of conservation
and recreation programs where they do not now exist.

The following list, prepared by the Department of Defense, indi-
cates the installations that should be suitable for a more aggressive
fish and wildlife program if additional funds were available:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

Alabamna : Redstone Arsenal, Alabama Army Ammunition Plant, Anniston Army
Depot.

Arizona : Navajo Army Depot, Ft. Hunachuca.

Arkansas: Pine Bluff Arsenal, Ft. Chaffee.

California : Ft. Ord Complex.

Colorado: Ft. Carson.

Georgia : Ft. Benning.

Tliinois : Joliet Army Ammunition Plant, Savanna Army Depot.

Indiana: Indiana Army Ammunition Plant, Newport Army Ammunition Plant,
Jefferson Proving Grounds. ‘ )

Jowa : Towa Army Ammaunition Plant. ‘

Kansas: Pt. Riley, Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, Sunflower Army Ammuni-
tion Plant. .

Louisiana : Louisiana Army Ammunition Plant, F't, Polk.

Maryland : Aberdeen Proving Grounds, Edgewood Arsenal.

Missouri : Ft. Leonard Wood.

Nebraska : Cornhusker Army Ammunition Plant.

New Jersey: Picatinny Arsenal.

New Mexico: White Sands Missile Range.

New York : Seneca Army Depot.

North Carolina : Ft. Bragg.

Ohio: Ravenna Army Ammmunition Plant.

Oklahoma : Fit. Sill. :

Pennsylvania : Letterkenny Army Depot.

South Carolina : Ft. Jackson.

Tennessee : Holston Army Ammunition Plant, Milan Army Ammunition Plant.

Texas: Longhorn Army Ammunition Plant, Red River Army Depot, Ft. Bliss,

Washington : Ft. Lewis, Yakima Firing Range. .

Wisconsin : Badger Army Ammunition Plant.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

California: NAS Miramar, NWC China Lake, NRS Dixon, NSGA Skaggs
Tsland, NAVCOMSTA Stockton.

Florida : NAS Cecil Field.

Georgia : NAS Glynco.

Indiana : NAD Crane.

Maryland : NAS Patuxent River.

Mississippi : NAS Meridian,

Nevada : NAAS Fallon.

New Hampshire : NAVSHIPYD Portsmouth.

New Jersey : NAS Lakehurst, NAD Earle.

New York : NWIRP Calverton.

Oklahoma : NAD McAlester.

Rhode Island : NAS Quonset Point, CBC Davisville.

South Carolina : NWS Charleston.

Tennessee : NAS Memphis.

Virginia : Armed. Forces Experimental Activity Camp Perry, NWL: Dahlgren,
NWS Yorktown, Cheatham Annex, NSC, Naval Amphibious Base, Little Creek.

Washington : NRS Jim Creek, NAD Bangor, NAS Whidbey Island.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY (MARINE CORPS)

California : MCB Camp Pendleton.

Hawaii: NCAS Kaneohe.

North Carolina : MCB Camp Lejeune, MCB Cherry Point.
Seuth Carolina : MCB Parris Island.

Virginia : MCB Quantico.

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

Alaska : Elmendorf AFB, Eielson AFB, Clear AFB.
California : Beale AFB, Hamilton AFB, Travis AFB.
Colorado: Academy.

Florida : Tyndall AFB.

Iltinois : Scott AFRB.

Leouisiana : Barksdale AFB,

Massachusetts : Otis AFB, Westover AFB.
Nebraska : Offutt AFB.

New Hampshire : Pease AFB.

New York : Hancock Field.

Missouri : Richard Gebaur AFB,

Puerto Rico : Ramey AFB.

Oklahoma : ATtus AFB.

Texas: Matagorda AF Range.

‘Washington : McChord AFB.

Wyoming : F. E. Warren AFB.

AEC Laxps

The Atomic Energy Commission administers approximately 2.1
million acres of public lands. AEC’s use of these lands is primarily
related to production, research and test activities which involve both
security and health and safety considerations. As an ineident to its
management and control of these lands, AEC has permitted hunting,
fishing, and trapping where such activities would be consistent with
AEC programmatie, security, and health and safety eonsiderations
and with applicable regulations issued by Federal, state, or local
authorities.

The AEC has also, consonant with its programmatic functions, ini-
tiated a program of multiple land use which does and will contribute
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significantly to an understanding of the environment and steps neces-
saxl'y to its conservation and enhancement.

n this regard, the AEC has worked out agreements and arrange-
ments with i’ocal, State, and Federal agencies for multiple use of its
facilities. ‘

The AEC lands have proven to be valuable wildlife refuges, tim-
ber management areas, areas with controlled access for hunting, fish-
ing, picnicking, and hiking; controlled access to rifle and archery
rs;nges, areas for dog obedience and field trials and many other kinds
of uses.

Agreements which have been entered into by the AEC with State
Fish and Game Departments, other local political subdivisions, or
nonprofit sportsman groups have generally contained provisions ‘re-
quiring that the operations be without cost to the Commission or that
the Commission be reimbursed for out-of-pocket costs. Upon passage
of this legislation, it is anticipated the Commission would continue to
follow the same policy in all agreements entered into pursuant to the
legislation.

The Commission has not received financial assistance under its
agreements with State Fish and Game Departments, other local politi-
cal subdivisions, or nonprofit sportsman groups with the possible ex-
ception of fees collected from each hunter by its Savannah River Plant.
A portion of these fees are used to compensate the Commission for out-
of-pocket costs of the program with the balance being paid to the State
of South Carolina. Over the past years, fees have been collected by the
Commission averaging approximately $19,000 per year. o

With the exception of the Commission’s Savannah River Plant
numerical counts of hunters and fishermen gaining admission to AEC
facilities are kept by State and other Federal agencies. Admissions
for thess purgoses occur mainly at the AEC’s Richland, Washington,
and Savannah River, South Carolina, facilities being approximately
4,000 in number at each of the two facilities during Fiscal Year 1972.

For all other AEC facilities, it has been estimated that the annual
number of admissions during an average year since fiscal year 1965
was approximately 600 persons. State and Federal agencies has esti-
mated 621 admissions of these other facilities during fiscal year 1972.

Passage of this legislation, in addition to other things, would per-
mit NASA and AEC to control off-road vehicle traffic on their lands
since the President’s Executive Order 11644 does not include such

lands in its coverage.
: . NASA I.awps

The following testimony of the NASA witness at the Committee
hearings can best explain the background and need for this legislation
as it would relate to NASA land :

As indicated in our report, submitted to the chairman of

the subcommittee on March 7, 1978, not all NASA installa-

~ tions will be subject to this legislation, if it is enacted. By

their terms, these bills exclude Jand designated as a military

reservation, a national park or monument, or an area within
the national wildlife refuge system.
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As we see it, then, this means that such installations as the
Marshall Space Flight Center in Huntsville, Ala., the Ken-
nedy Space Center in Florida, and Wallops Station in Vir-
ginia, might well be excluded for the following reasons:
Marshall, because it is within the perimeter of the Redstone
Arsenal, a military installation; and Kennedy and Wallops,
because they are already in the wildlife refuge system as a
result of agreements we have entered into with the Depart-
ment of the Interior under our existing authority.

Kennedy Space Center may well be used as an example of
our application of this existing authority. At this installa-
tion, we have an agreement dating back to 1963 with the De-
partment of the Interior. This agreement was entered into as
a means of preserving the natural environment in certain

"limited areas of the Center.

Just during this past year, however, we expanded this
agreement to encompass all the land and water areas at the
Kennedy Space Center except those areas occupied by a struc-
ture or otherwise in direct operational use. This, in essence,
places approximately 140,000 acres at this installation under
the sin {)e agency management of the Department of the In-
terior tgor wildlife conservation and rehabilitation programs.

It appears that wildlife conservation and rehabilitation
programs would have only a limited applicability to the re-
maining NASA installations. This is due to such limiting
factors as building density or the lack of existing wildlife.

Possibly the studies and surveys provided for in the legis-
lation would find some potential at the Plum Brook Station,
Ohio; the Mississippi Test Facility; the NASA-owned por-
tion of Langley Research Center, Va.; and the Fairbanks
Tracking Station in Alaska. :

Plum Brook, which is being placed in a standby status as
current programs are closed down, contains about 8,000 acres.
This installation has an overpopulation of white-tailed deer.
NASA works yearly, in a cooperative program with the
State of Ohio, to trap portions of this herd and transport
them to areas where hunting is permitted. '

At the Mississippi test facility, there is also some potential
for wildlife programs. As previously covered in prior testi-
mony relating to earlier bills, the 5-year effort along these
lines with the State game commission has beén unsueccessful.

" A major factor in this unfortunate circumstance, as we un-
derstand it, is the reluctance of land owners in the 118,000-
acre buffer zone to permit their holdings to be combined with -
NASA’s 21,000 acres into a very-large wildlife area.

Recently local interest has been rekindled in this effort and
State representatives have undertaken a new study of the
present possibilities. Any hunting privileges extended here
would, as at all NASA installations, be consistent. with State
hunting rules and regulations.

At Langley Research Center in Virginia, a wooded section
on the 430-acre parcel owned by NASA provides the habitat

H. Rept. 758, 93-2——2
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for a herd of deer. This herd is managed for us by the Air
Force which owns the adjacent land, part of Langley Air
Force Base. .

Finally, the NASA tracking station at Fairbanks, Alaska,
contains approximately 8,500 acres of public domain land but,
up to the present, has attracted little conservation-oriented
interest.

NASA expends approximatelfw $10,000 per year of appropriated
funds to carry out fish and wildlife programs on its lands.

Agricourore Lanps

The Department of Agriculture fully endorses the general objectives
of the legislation to improve the management of wildlife and fish
habitat on public lands. However, the Department contends it now has
sufficient authority to develop and implement programs for the con-
servation of wildlife and fish on public lands under its jurisdiction by
virtue of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 215).
This Act enunciates the principle that the national forests are to be
administered for wildlife and fish purposes.

In accordance with this policy, the Department witness indicated
at the Committee hearings that the Department has administered
the 187 million acres of land in the National Forest System for range,
timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes coordinated with
outdoor recreation. Furthermore, the witness indicated that the De-
partment has cooperated closely with various States, through coop-
erative agreements and memoranda of understanding with each State
in which National Forest System lands are located.

During fiscal year 1972, the Department expended approximately
p6.1 million of appropriated funds in carrying out fish and wildlife
sriented programs. In addition, direct expenditures by States on na-
tional forest lands amounted to $811,000, with an additional $300,-
D00 being expended from cooperative deposits with the States. The
1973 fiscal year budget for wildlife management for the Forest Ser-
vice amounted to $7?7 million and the President’s budget request for
fiscal year 1974 amounted to $7.8 million.

Your Committee would like to point out that even though coop-
erative fish and Ngame conservation programs are being carried out
voluntarily on National Forest lands, this legislation would make
it mandatory by a specific act of Congress that such programs be
carried out in the future. Also, the legislation would require the co-
operative agreements to provide for such activities as wildlife habitat
improvements or modifications, range rehabilitation where necessary
for the support of wildlife, and the control of off-road vehicle traffic.
In addition, the legislation would encourage the issuance of public
land area management stamps as a means toward raising additional
funds with which to carry out these activities, which your Commit-
tee highly endorses.

. IntERTOR LANDS

Because units of the National Park System, National Monument
System, and the National Wildlife Refuge System are exempted from



11

the coverage of this legislation, the Interior administered lands princi-
pally affected by H.R. 11537 would be the 450 million acres adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

BLM lands are of considerable importance as wildlife habitat, sup-
porting approximately 20 percent of the big game animals of the
United States. This includes virtually all of the caribou, brown and
grizzly bears, desert bighorn sheep, 80 percent of the moose, 65 percent
of the mule deer, and 45 percent of the antelope. Spawning grounds
on BLM lands provide more than half of the Alaska and other west
coast catch of salmon and steelhead.

To maintain and enhance the fish and wildlife values of these lands,
BLM has entered into cooperative, statewide agreements with wildlife
agencies of Alaska and 11 Western States. These provide for a mutual
effort to facilitate wildlife management on the public lands, including
the execution of plans for habitat improvement in areas found to have
significant wildlife values.

The Department of the Interior expended approximately $3 million
to carry out fish and wildlife conservation programs on BLM lands
during the past year and anticipates such expenditures will gradually
increase during the coming years. In addition, the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife provided without reimbursement, technical as-
sistance to BLM, AEC, NASA, and the Department of Agriculture
over the past few years.

Of considerable importance to the Department of the Interior is the
authority that would be provided by the legislation to authorize the
control of off-road vehicle traflic on BLM lands and specific enforce-
ment authority related thereto with respect to search, seizure and
arrest,

At the Committee hearings, the Department of the Interior was
asked to compare the President’s Executive Order 11644 with the au-
thority provided by this legislation as they would relate to the control
of off-road vehicle traffic on Federal lands. Briefly summarized, the
Department replied as follows:

The Executive Order applies to public lands under the ju-
risdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture, except Indian lands; Tennessee Valley Au-
thority lands in Western Kentucky and Tennessee, and De-
fense Department lands are also covered. H.R. 75 applies to
public lands of the Department of Interior, not excluding In-
dian lands; Department of Agriculture and Defense Depart-
ment lands are also covered. Tennessee Valley Authority
lands are not covered. AEC and NASA lands come under the
provisions of H.R. 75, but not the Executive Order. * * *

The Executive Order specifically excludes Wilderness
Areas and Primitive Areas from having areas and trails for
off-road vehicle use. It further allows such use in areas of the
National Park System, National Wildlife Refuge System,
Nature Areas and Game Ranges only if the respective land
management agency head determines that off-road vehicle
use in such locations will. not adversely affect the natural, aes-
thetic or scenic values of the area. H.R. 75 excludes National
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Parks, monuments and areas within the National Wildlife
Refuge System. Provision is not made in H.R. 75 to allow off-
road vehicle use in these areas if such use would not conflict
with the primary purpose of the area. * * *

H.R. 75 specifies the penalties for violation of the regula-
tions (Section 204(a)(2)) whereas the Executive Order di-
rects agency heads to issue regulations prescribing the pen-
alties for violation of the regulations.

Both the Executive Order and H.R. 75 provide for Federal-
State cooperative enforcement. XLR. 75 contains specific en-
forcement authority related to search, seizure and arrest. The
Executive Order is silent on the matter.

It should also be noted that HL.R. 75, as introduced, covered only
“all-terrain vehicles.” H.R. 11537, the clean bill, uses the same term as
that of the Executive Order, “off-road vehicle traffic,” which is broader
in scope.

The following statement made at the Committee hearings b%Mr
Danijel A. Poole, President, Wildlife Management Institute, Wash-
ington, D.C., in support of the legislation, best explains the need for
this legislation ag it relates to BLM lands:

The authorities that would be granted under the terms of
title II, while not entirely necessary for the other Federal
agencies, are of the utmost necessity for BLM. '

Speaking frankly, Mr. Chairman, BLM’s wildlife and rec-
reation program is a national tragedy. This is because neither
successive administrations nor Congresses have acted to give
BLM the authority it needs to properly manage lands under
it control. BLM urgently needs authority and funding. Title
IY would be of the utmost benefit to the agency’s grogram
should the authority be actually implemented to a desirable
degree, * * ¥

The Institute supports the cooperative concept for refining
wildlife management on public land embodied in Title IT of
H.R. 75 and H.R. 733. Although both the Interior and Agri-
culture Departments have authority to carry out cooperative
programs with state wildlife agencies, and are doing so in sev-
eral states, we believe this directive may stimulate more coop-
eration. It is important that both state and federal levels work
closely in managing wildlife and other natural resources. As
this Committee well knows, funding at both the federal and
state levels for-wildlife is always the last to be added and the
first to be cut. Neither level of %‘ovemment, under these eir-
cumstances, is able to do the job alone. Therefore, the directive
of these proposals to actively seek more cooperative effort is
desirable. v
~ -As a final point, Mr. Chairman, we endorse the concept of
issuing *public land management area stamps” for access to
Interior and Agriculture areas managed under cooperative
agreements with the states. The earmarked money would be
used to help finance wildlife management programs carried
out on federal public lands by administrating federal agencies
and cooperating state agencies. In this way, those who actually
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use the public resource will pay a greater share of the man-
agement expense. This type program has worked well on
national forests in Virginia and other states. In our opinion
it would provide much needed money to enhance wildlife and
other resources on millions of acres of public land.

We support the objectives of these proposals and hope the
Committee can move them promptly.

Waar Tae Brnr Doks: SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

As indicated in the legislative background of this report, your
Committee ordered reported to the ﬁouse, H.R. 11537, with an
amendment. The amendment to the bill corrected a misspelled word.

There follows a section-by-section summary of H.R. 11537, accom-
panied by discussion where appropriate.

TITLE I
CoNSERVATION ProGrAMS ON Mirrtary LANDS
SECTION 1

Under Section 1 of present law, known as the Sikes Act (16 USC
670a), the Secretary of Defense, in conjunction with the Secretary
of the Interior and the appropriate State agency, is authorized to carry
out wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilitation programs
on military reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan
mutually agreed to by the Secretaries and the appropriate State
agency. Such agreements may call for the issuance of a special State
hunting and fishing permit, with fees to be collected by the Command-
ing Officer at the reservation as agent for the State and expended on
the conservation plan.

In addition, under Section 3 of the Act (16 USC 67b), the Secretary
of Defense, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interior and the
appropriate State agency, is authorized to carry out a program for the
conservation, restoration, and management of migratory game birds on
military reservations, including the issuance of special hunting per-
mits, the collection of fees, and the expenditure of such funds in ac-
cordance with a mutually agreed to plan. ' ,

Also, under Section 3 of the Act (16 U.S.C. 670c), the Secretary of
Defense is authorized to carry out a program for the development,
enhancement, operation, and maintenance of public outdoor recrea-
tion resources on military reservations in accordance with a coopera-
tive plan mutually agreed to by the Secretaries of the Interior and
Defense, in consultation with the appropriate State agency.

Under Section 6(b) of the Act (16 UgC 670£(b)), there is author-
ized to be appropriated to the Secretary of Defense, not to exceed
$500,000 per year for each of fiscal years 1970, 1971, and 1972.

The need for legislation arises from the fact that the appropriation-
authorization under the Sikes Act expired June 30, 1972.

Section 1 of the bill would amend section 1 of the Act to require
that any cooperative plan entered into between the Secretaries of De-
fense and Interior, and the appropriate State agency, contain provi-
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sions for: (1) fish and wildlife habitat improvements or modifications;
(2) range rehabilitation, where necessary, for support of wildlife; and
(3} control of off-road vehicle traffic.

t is to be noted that the President’s Fxecutive Order 116844, dated
February 8, 1972, requiring the control of off-road vehicles on the
Public Lands, would be app%icabie to military reservations. Your Com-
mittee felt that such a requirement should also be included in this
legislation sinee it provides enforcement authority and uniform pen-
alties for vielators. Also, it would make the requirement for control
of off-road vehiele traffic permanent by including the requirement in
an Act of Congress, as compared to an Executive Order, which could
be withdrawn at any time by another Executive Order.

Also, section 1 of the bill would amend section 6(b) of the Act to
increase the amount of funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Defense from $500,000 to $1.5 million per year, and ex-
tend the program for an additional six years, from July 1, 1972 to
June 30,1978, / :

Under present law, the appropriation-authorization expired June 30,
1972, The bill, for continuity purposes, would authorize appropria-
tions beginning with Fiscal Year 1973, Since fiscal year 1973 has al-
ready expired, there would be no cost to the Federal Government for
that fiscal year.

In addition, section 1 of the bill would amend section 6(b) of the
Act to authorize to be appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior the
sum of $2 million per year for a period of five years, from July 1, 1973,
to June 30, 1978, to enable the Secretary to carry out his functions and
responsibilities that he may have as a party to any cooperative plan
entered into pursuant to this title.

Both the Department of Defense and the Department of the Interior
witnesses indicated at the Committee hearings that the funds author-
ized to be appropriated under this title of the bill would be in keeping
with their needs if they are to adequately carry out the intent of the
legislation. Y our Committee would like to express disappointment over
the meager funds expended by each of the departments since the in-
ception of the Act in 1960. In addition, your Committee would like to
encourage the departments to make sure that the appropriation-
authorizations are fully funded during the extension of this program
because it is only in this way that the more than 200 cooperative agree-
ments covering approximately 20 million acres of Department of De-
fense lands can be adequately implemented.

SECTION 2

Section 2 of the bill would amend the Sikes Act by adding at the
end thereof a new Title I1, with the language of Title II of the bill.

TITLE II
CoxnseErvaTion Prosrams oN CerTsiN Pusric Lanps

SECTION 201—IMPLEMENTATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 201 of the bill would extend the concept of the Sikes Act to
certain other public lands throughout the United States.
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In achieving this purpose, section 201 (a) would require the Secre-
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture, in cooperation
with the State agencies and in accordance with comprehensive plans
developed pursuant to Section 202 of the bill, to plan, develop, main-
tain, and coordinate programs for the conservation and rehabilitation
of wildlife, fish, and game. Such programs would be required to in-
clude, among other things, specific habitat improvement projects and
related activities.

In addition, section 201 (b) would require the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to implement such programs on public land under his jurisdiction
and the Secretary of the Interior to implement such programs on cer-
tain public land under his jurisdiction, and with the prior written
consent of the Administrator of NASA, on public land under his
jurisdiction, and with the prior written approval of the Atomic
Energy Commission, on public land under the jurisdiction of the
Chairman. ’

SECTION 202—DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 202(a) (1) of the bill would require the Secretary of the In-
terior to develop, in consultation with the State agencies, a compre-
hensive plan for conservation and rehabilitation programs to be im-
plemented on public land under his jurisdiction. The Secretary of
Agriculture would be required to do the same in connection with pub-
lic land under his jurisdiction. In addition, section 202(a) (2) of the
bill would require the Secretary of the Interior, after necessary studies
and surveys of the land concerned have been made, to do the same with
respect to public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman and the
Administrator, with the prior written approval of the AEC and the
Administrator, as the case may be.

Section 202(b) of the bill would require each comprehensive plan
developed to be consistent with any overall land use and management
plans for the lands involved. \

Your Committee would like to point out that this requirement was
included in the bill because of concern expressed by witnesses of the
Department of the Interior at Committee hearings in the 92nd Con-
gress on the predecessor legislation to the effect that legislation was not
needed since legislation pending at the time that would direct the
Secretary of the Interior to develop land use plans for the public
lands under his jurisdiction, mainly for the benefit of Bureau of Land
Management lands. This legislation is intended by your Committee to
supplement and be consistent with any overall land use and manage-
ment plan that may be developed under any other public law. It is also
intended to allay any concern that fish and wildlife programs would
constitute a dominant use on public land areas to the exclusion of other
appropriate uses.

In addition, section 202(b) would require any hunting, trapping, or
fishing of resident species under a plan to be conducted in accordance
with applicable State laws and regulations of the State involved.

Section 202(c) (1) would provide the necessary authority for a
State agency to enter into a cooperative agreement with—

(A) The Secretary of the Interior concerning the carrying out
of programs on public land under his jurisdiction; (B) the Sec-
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retary of Agriculture, concerning the carrying out of grograms
on public land under his jurisdiction; and (C) with the Secretary
of the Interior and the Chairman or the Administrator, as the
case may be, concerning the carrying out of programs on public
land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman or the Administra-
tor. '

However, before entering into any cooperative agreement affecting
public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman or the Adminis-
trator, as the case may be, the prior written approval of such agencies
would be required.

Also, this subsection would prohibit the carrying out of any such
programs under this title unless they are included within a coopera-
tive agreement. As previously pointed out in this report, your Com-
mittee does not feel that this prohibition would present a problem to
the Federal agencies concerned since each of the affected agencies pro-
vided testimony at the Committee hearings that all of the public Jand
that would be affected by this legislation is already subject to co-
operative agreements with the States.

Subsection 202(c) (2) of the bill would authorize any program in-
cluded in a cooperative agreement to be modified in a manner mu-
tually agreeable to the State agency and the Secretary concerned.
However, before modifying an agreement affecting AEC or NASA
lands, the Secretary of the Interior would be required to obtain the
prior written approval of the AEC or the Administrator, as the case
may be.

ection 202(c¢) (8) would require any cooperative agreement entered
into under this subsection to (A) specify those areas of public land
within the State affected; (B) provide for fish and wildlife habitat
improvement; (C) provide for range rehabilitation; (D) require the
control of off-road vehicle traffic; (K) if the issuance of a public land
area management stamp is agreed to by the State involved, require
the maintenance of accurate records and the filing of annual reports
with respect to the disposition of fees collected for such stamps and
the making available of such records to the Secretary concerned and
the Comptroller General of the United States for purposes of audit
and examination; and (F) contain such other terms and conditions
as the Secretary concerned and the State agency deem necessary, such
as authorizing officers and employees of the State agency to assist in
the enforcement of section 204, the penalty grovismn of this title.

Section 202(c) (4) of the bill would make 1t clear that, except where
limited under a comprehensive plan or pursuant to a cooperative
agreement, hunting, fishing, and trapping would be permitted on
public land subject to a program implemented under this title.

Section 202(¢) (5) would require the Secretaries to prescribe such
regulations as may be necessary to control the public use of public land
subject to any agreed to program implemented under this title. Your
‘Committee would like to emphasize that it expects the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture to give adequate pub-
licity on any regulations prescribed by them pursuant to this title.
Your committee is concerned that many people will not be aware of
such regulations when going on or participating in activities on Fed-
eral lands subject to an agreed to program. In this regard, considera-
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tion should be given to publishing such regulations in the Federal
Register, local newspapers in the area involved, and the printing of
such regulations on the back of each public land management area
stamp issued. Also, consideration should be given to posting such regu-
lations at some appropriate place on or near the areas involved.

SECTION 203—PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT AREA STAMP

Section 203(a) of the bill would authorize a State agency to agree
with the Secretary of the Interior and/or the Secretary of Agriculture,
as the case may be, that no one would be permitted to hunt, trap, or
fish on any public land within that particular State, which is subject
to a conservation and rehabilitation program unless such individual
has on his person at the time he is engaged in such activity a valid
public land management area stamp issued pursuant to this section.

It is to be noted that a public land management area stamp is not
required in order to hunt, fish, or trap on any public land subject to an
agreement unless the State concerned so agrees pursuant to the co-
operative agreement. In other words, it is up to the State agency to
decide whether or not such a stamp will be required.

Section 203(b) would require the following conditions to be met
should an agreement be entered into between the State and the Secre-
tary of the Interior and/or Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may
be, requiring the issuance of public land management area stamps in
order to hunt, trap, or fish in the State concerned on public land sub-
ject to an agreed-to program: (1) the stamps to be issued, sold, and
the fee collected by the State agency or authorized designee; (2) the
fees collected, after deducting printing, issuing and selling expenses,
to be used to carry out conservation and rehabilitation programs im-
plemented under this title in the State concerned and for no other
purpose. If hunting, trapping and fishing are permitted on both Agri-
culture and Interior lands within a State under programs imple-
mented under this title, then the Secretaries of Agriculture and the
Interior would be required to mutually agree on a basis as to how the
stamp fees collected would be divided, that is to say, the percentage
of the stamp sales to be expended by the State agency on Agriculture
programs and the percentage to be expended on Interior programs;
(3) the purchaser of any such stamp would be entitled to hunt, trap,
and fish on any public land within such State subject to a program
implemented under this title, except to the extent that the public area
of such land is limited pursuant to an agreed-to plan. However, the
purchaser of such stamp would not be relieved of meeting the require-
ments of the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (if he is hunting
migratory birds) or from complying with any applicable State game
and fish laws and regulations; (4) each stamp would be void not later
than one year after the date of issuance and the State agency and the
Secretary or Secretaries concerned would be required to agree on the
fee to be charged for such stamps, the age at which an individual is
required to acquire such a stamp, and the expiration date of such
stamps; (5) each purchaser would be required to validate a stamp
by signing his name across the face of such stamp; and (6) each pur-
chaser of a stamp upon request would be required to show such stamp

H. Rept. 7563, 93-2——3
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for inspection to personnel authorized to enforced section 204(a) of
this title, the penalty provision.

SECTION 204—PROHIBITED ACTS, PENALFIES, AND ENFORCEMENT

Section 204(a) (1) would provide criminal penalties for anyone
who hunts, traps, or fishes on any public land subject to an agreed-to
program without having on his person a valid public land manage-
ment area stamp, if the possession of such a stamp is required. Vio-
lators would be subject to a fine of $1000 or imprisonment for six
months, or both.

Section 204(a) (2) would provide criminal penalties for anyone
who knowingly violates or fails to comply with any regulations pre-
scribed under section 202(c) (5) of this title, which authorizes the
Secretaries to prescribe appropriate regulations necessary to control
the public use of any public land subject to an agreed-to program.
Violators would be subject to a fine of $500 or imprisonment of six
months, or both.

The predecessor bill, H.R. 75, as introduced, made no distinc-
tion between a violation of the Act and a violation of regulations issued
pursuant thereto. Your Committee, after much discussion, felt it nec-
essary to make such a distinction, and the bill, H.R. 11537, so provides.
Accordingly, the main prohibition of this title goes to the hunting,
trapping or fishing on Federal lands under an agreed-to program
without just obtaining a public land management area stamp. Any-
one who participates in such activities, whether knowingly, willfully,
or unintentionally, would be subject to the penalty as provided in sub-
section (a) (1), namely, a fine of $1000-or six months imprisonment,
or both. With respect to any regulations issued, only those regula-
tions knowingly violated would be prohibited under subsection (a) 82) .
Violators of the regulations would be subject to a lesser penalty,
namely, a fine of $500 or six months imprisonment, or both. In this
regard, your Committee would like again to emphasize the need to
give adequate publicity to any regulations issued pursuant to this title.
Otherwise, it might make convictions more difficult to obtain and reg-
ulations more difficult to enforce.

Section 204(b) (1) would authorize the Secretaries to designate and
authorize officers and employees of their respective departments, in-
cluding State officers and employees pursuant to a cooperative agree-
ment, to enforce subsection (a) of this section. These officials would
be authorized (A) with or without a warrant or other process, to arrest
any person committin% an offense under subsection (a); (B) to exe-
cute any warrant or other process duly isued for the arrest of any per-
son charged with an offense; and (C§ with or without a warrant, as
authorized by law, to search any place.

In connection with the latter point—to authorize any place to be
searched with or without a warrant, as authorized by law-—your Com-
mittee would like to make 1t clear that this provision in no way pro-
vides any additional or new authority. In other words, the langunage
of this provision does not expand nor contract existing law relating
to the search of a place.

Paragraph (2) of this subsection would authorize U.S. magistrates
or courts of competent jurisdiction to issue warrants for violations of
subsection (a). e -
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Paragraph (3) would authorize U.S. magistrates to try and sentence
violators in the same manner and subject to the same conditions as
provided in section 3401 of title 18, U.S.C., which provides jurisdic-
tion to U.S. magistrates over minor offenses. (“Minor offenses” means
misdemeanors punishable under U.S. law, the penalty for which does
not, b%xizlet)ad one year imprisonment or a fine of not more than $1,000,
or both.

Section 204(c) would provide that all guns, traps, nets and other
equipment, and any means of transportation used by anyone when
committing an offense, are subject to forfeiture and may be seized
pending criminal prosecution of such process. Upon conviction, such
forfeiture may be adjudicated as a penalty in addition to any other
penalty imposed.

Section 204(d) would preserve existing Customs laws regarding
seizures.

This subsection would provide that all provisions of law relating to
seizure, forfeiture, and condemnation of a vessel for violation of the
customs laws, the disposition of such vessel or the proceeds from the
sale thereof, and the remission and mitigation of such forfeitures shall
apply to seizures and forfeitures incurred or alleged to have been in-
curred under the provisions of this Act. However, such customs laws
would apply only to the extent that they are applicable and not in-
consistent with the provisions of this Act. All powers, rights, and
duties conferred or imposed by the custom laws upon any officer or
employee of the Treasury Department would be required for the pur-
poses of this Act to be exercised or performed by the Secretary oF the
Interior, or the Secretary of Agriculture, or their designees.

This subsection would have the effect of placing the forfeiture pro-
vision under the responsibility of the Secretary of the Interior or
the Secretary of Agriculture except in cases where the value of the
equipment or the fish or wildlife seized exceeds $2,500 or where a
person claiming an interest in these articles files a claim within 20
days from the date of first publication of notice of seizure and gives
a bond to the United States in the penal sum of $250 with securities
approved by the Secretary. In case of condemnation of the articles
so claimed, the obligor would be required to pay all the costs and
expenses of the proceeding to obtain condemnation. These cases would
be referred to the United States Attorney in the District where seizure
was made for appropriate action.

Also, subsection (d) is designed to save harmless those who have
a proprietary right in the equipment used in perpetrating violations
but who do not actually participate in the wrongdoings or were not
significantly involved in the criminal enterprise.

SECTION 205—DEFINITIONS

Section 205 would define the various terms used throughout
Title IT of the bill, such as:

(1) “Administrator” means the Administrator of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration;

(2) “Chairman” means the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission ;
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(8) The term “off-road vehicle” means the same as the term when
nsed in the President’s Executive Order 11644, dated February 8,
1972. This term means any motorized vehicle designed for or capable
of cross-country travel on or immediately over land, water, sand,
snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other natural terrain; but such term
does not include (A) any registered motorboat, (B) military, fire,
emergency or law enforcement vehicle when used for emergency
purposes, and (C) any vehicle the use of which is authorized by the
Secretaries under a permit, lease, license, or contract,

As previously explained in the legislative background of this re-
port, the term “off-road vehicle” is broader in scope than the term
‘all-terrain vehicular traffic” as used in the predecessor bill, HL.R. 75,
as introduced. Your Committee deemed it advisable to provide for
control of as much vehicular traffic as possible on public lands in the
interest of conservation. Also, uniformity would be achieved in that
it is identical to the term used in the President’s Executive Order.

(4) The term “public land” means all lands under the respective
jurisdictions of the Secretaries, Chairman, and the Administrator,
except it does not mean land which is, or hereafter may be, within or
designated as—

(A) a military reservation (which is covered under Title T of
the bill, and is the subject of an existing program similar to that
authorized by this title) ;

(B) a national park or monument (these lands are under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and were excluded

ecause they are closed to hunting) ; or

(C) an area within the national wildlife refuge system (under
existing law, these lands which are under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary of the Interior already have authority to accomplish
the purposes of Title I of this bill, and also many of the areas
within the system are involved with the protection of endangered
species of fish and wildlife).

(5) “State” means the agency or a%encies of a State responsible for
the administration of fish and game laws of the State (in some States
different agencies administer the fish and/or game laws of a State,
and if it is necessary to accomplish the purposes of this legislation,
then both agencies should be a party to any cooperative agreement
entered into pursuant to this title).

BECTION 206—FUNDING AUTHORIZATIONS

Section 206 of the bill would authorize to be appropriated the sum
of $10 million per year each to (a) the Department of the Interior and
(b) the Department of Agriculture to carry out their respective func-
tions and responsibilities under this title.

It 1s to be noted that the funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of the Interior include those funds that would be needed
to carry out programs on AEC and NASA lands.

SECTION 3-—CONFORMING TECHNICAL CHANGES

Section 3 of the bill would provide conforming technical changes to
the Sikes Act to allow for making two titles out og the Act.
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CosT OF THE LEGISLATION

In the event this legislation is enacted into law, your Committee
estimates the maximum cost to the Federal Government to be $23.5
million per year for fiscal years 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977, and 1978,

The cost each year for the five-year life of the legislation, would be
broken down as follows: ,

TitleI: . Millions
Department of Defense $1.5
Department of the Interior 2.0

Title IT:

Department of Agriculture 10
Department of the Interior 10
Total 23.5

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS

H.R. 75 (a similar bill to H.R. 11537) was the subject of several
departmental reports and follow herewith:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., March 7, 1973.
Hon. Leovor K. SULLIVAN,
Chairman, Committes on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mapame CHATRMAN : Your Committee has requested the views
of this Department on the following :

H.R. 75, a bill “To extend and expand the authority for carrying out
conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reservations,
and to authorize the implementation of such programs on certain pub-
lic lands”;

H.R. 731, a bill “To establish wildlife, fish, and game conservation
and rehabilitation programs on certain lands under the jurisdiction of
the Department of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, the
Atomic Fnergy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, and for other purposes”;

H.R. 733, a bill “To extend and expand the authority for carrying
out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reservations,
and to authorize the implementation of such programs on certain pub-
lic lands”; and

H.R. 4327, a bill “To extend the authorization for appropriations to
carry out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military reser-
vations”. '

We recommend in favor of enactment of H.R. 4327, and against the
enactment of H.R. 75, H.R. 731, and H.R. 733. :

Each of these bills would amend, in some way, the Act of Septem-
ber 15, 1960, as amended (16 U.S.C. 670a~f). This Act provides for
participation by the Department of the Interior and Defense and State
agencies in planning, development and maintenance of fish and wild-
life resources on military reservations throughout the United States,
and authorizes a cooperative migratory game bird management pro-
gram on such reservations. The Act was amended in 1968 to authorize a
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program for development of and maintenance of outdoor recreation
resources and annual appropriations of $500,000 to the Defense De-
partment in fiscal years 1969, 1970 and 1971.

H.R. 75 and H.R. 733 would extend the appropriations authorized
in section 6(b) of the Act of September 15, 1960, for an additional
five years, July 1972 through July 1, 1976, In addition, they would
authorize an annual appropriation of $1.5 million, an increase of $1
million over the previous authorized annual funding level, to the De-
partment of Defense. A new appropriation is included for the Secre-
tary of the Interior of $1 million annually. In addition, both bills
would amend section 1 of the Act of September 15, 1960, by adding
new language specifying the activities to be included in the required
cooperative management plans.

H.R. 4327 also amends the Act of September 15, 1960, by extending
the Department of Defense annual appropriation to July 1, 1976. The
bill provides for an increase in Department of Defense funding not to -
exceed $1.5 million.

H.R. 75,731 and 738 include an amendment to the Act of September
15, 1960, which would add a new title providing for conservation and
rehabilitation of wildlife, fish and game on certain public lands under
the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, the Department of
Agriculture, the AEC and NASA.

Considerable military land contains habitat important to the man-
agement and preservation of migratory birds, while other areas are or
could be essential for the survival of this Nation’s endangered animals.
Furthermore, military installations which have active programs under
the Act of September 15, 1960, support over 1.5 million man-days of
fishing and considerable hunting. With adequate technical assistance
this high-demand wildlife related outdoor recreation activity could
be easily doubled.

Requests from military installations for technical advice and assist-
ance and to implement cooperative plans are far in excess of our ability
to respond. Our fish and wildlife specialists are able to provide only
minimal assistance. A total of 241 cooperative agreements covering
approximately 19 million of the total 26 million acres of land controlled
by the Department of Defense are currently in effect.

In fiscal year 1972 we were able to provide 3 man-years of effort to
this program. This meant that some 25,000 acres of water, seven
hundred miles of streams or several thousand acres of land can be
given only a quick check. In fiscal year 1973 the number of man-years
of effort we can provide will be about the same.

We estimate that about $750,000 would be required to prepare and
maintain management plans and provide an adequate level of technical
assistance. An equal or larger amount would be required to implement
the plans. Initially a small portion of the money can be obtained from
revenues generated from charges for hunting and fishing. Eventually,
with adequate development, revenues might be sufficient to support
most of the program requirements.

While we favor extending the authorization for this program for
an additional five years, we do not believe there is a need for addi-
tional authority as provided in H.R. 75, H.R. 731 and H.R. 733 for
the improvement of fish and wildlife habitat on public lands. Accord-
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ingly, we recommend the enactment of H.R. 4327, with the under-
standing that program funding will be predicated on present and
future fiscal conditions and that continued and increased emphasis
should be given to the collection of fees. .

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the
Administration’s program.

Sincerely yours,
Joun Ky,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, ..
Washington, D.C., March 9,1973.
Hon. Lronor K. SULLIVAN,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
- Representatives.

Drar Mapam Crmamrman : This is in reply to your request for a re-
port on H.R. 75 and H.R. 733, bills “To extend and expand the author-
ity for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs on mili-
tary reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such pro-
grams on certain lands.”

This Department recommends that the bills not be enacted.

The bills would in part direct the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of Agriculture to develop and implement programs for the
conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game on public
land under their respective jurisdictions. Such programs would be
conducted in accordance with a comprehensive plan developed in con-
sultation with State agencies responsible for the administration of the
fish and game laws. No program under Title IT of the bills could be
implemented on public lands by the Secretaries unless it were included
within a cooperative agreement entered into with the State agencies.
Cooperative agreements would stipulate, for example, the areas of
public land within the State where programs will be implemented, and
could provide for the issuance of public land management area stamps.

If the issuance of stamps was provided under a cooperative agree-
ment, no individual would be permitted to hunt, trap, or fish on publie
land unless he had purchased a stamp. Proceeds from sale of the stamps
could be utilized only to further the wildlife and fish conservation pro-
grams on public lands, as defined in the bills, within the States where
collected. Penalties would be provided for persons hunting, trapping,
or fishing without a valid stamp where required, and the Secretaries
would be authorized to enforce provisions of the bill.

The Department of Agricuture fully endorses the general objectives
of the bills to improve the management of wildlife and fish habitat on
public lands. However, the Secretary of Agriculture now has sufficient
authority to develop and implement programs for the conservation of
wildlife and fish on public lands under his jurisdiction. The Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 215), for instance, clearly
establishes that the National Forests are established and are to be ad-
ministered for wildlife and fish purposes.
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We recognize the need for cooperation and coordination between
States, which have responsibilities for wildlife and fish on Federal
lands, and the Federal agencies, which have custody of the land and
habitat upon which the animals are dependent. The Forest Service of
this Department now has cooperative wildlife management agree-
ments or memoranda of understanding with State fish and game agen-
cies in each State which contains a significant acreage of National
Forest System lands. The results of these mutual administrative efforts
and the objectives of the comprehensive plan contemplated by the bills
are nearly the same.

We expect strong Federal-State cooperation to continue under exist-
ing authorities, with a continued improvement of the wildlife and fish
resources on the National Forest System and adjacent private lands.
In 1971, the States contributed approximately one million dollars to
wildlife and fish habitat improvement programs on National Forest
lands. In addition to the cooperative agreements or memoranda of
understanding, nine States now charge a special State fee for hunting
or fishing on certain intensively managed National Forest System
areas.

We are concerned with some of the new and mandatory authorities
that the bills would provide. As we interpret section 202(c) of the bills,
no wildlife or fish conservation or rehabilitation project could be un-
dertaken by this Department on lands under its jurisdiction unless the
project were included in a cooperative agreement.” Such a provision
could seriously interfere with a range of authorized management activ-
ities on the National Forest which can have an impact on wildlife
habitat. Further, section 202(c) would require the each “cooperative
agreement” shall provide for controlled burning and control of all-
terrain vehicular traffic. Options should be kept open on the use or non-
use of controlled burning. We have adequate authority to contro} all-
terrain vehicles, and along with the Department of the Interior, have
recently proposed specific off-road vehicle regulations which could be
applied whenever and wherever needed.

n view of adequate existing authority, and the possible imposition
of requirements that would conflict with the overall responsibilities of
this Department, we would prefer to continue existing arrangements
and cooperative programs in lien of those which would be provided by
H.R. 75 and H.R. 733.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objec-
tion to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the
Administration’s program.

Sincerely,
J. Prair. CAMPBELL,
Under Secretary.

U.S. Aromic Enerey CoMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., March 8, 1973.
Hon. Lronor K. SurLivan, ,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives.
Dear Mzs. Surrivan: Thank you for the oportunity to express our
views on H.R. 75 and H.R. 733, bills “[t]Jo extend and expand the
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authority for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs
on military reservations and to authoize the implementation of such
programs on certain public lands unde the jurisdiction of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, the Department of Agricultue, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration, and for other purposes.” . o

Although the Commission supports the basic objective of the pro-
posed legislation to protect and conserve wildlife, fish and game re-
sources on the public lands, we believe that Federal-state cooperation
in this area can be effectively achieved administratively and without
the need for additiorial statutory requirements. Accordingly, we would
be opposed to enactment of H.R. 75 or H.R. 733 at this time. )

The Atomic Energy Commission administers approximately 2.1 mil-
lion acres of public lands. AEC’s use of these lands is primarily re-
lated to production, research and test activities which involve both
security and health and safety considerations. As an incident to its
management and control of these lands, AEC has permitted hunting,
fishing, and trapping where such activities would be consistent with
AEC programmatic, security, and health and safety considerations and
with “applicable regulations- issued by Federal, state, or local
authorities.

The AEC has also, consonant with its programmatic functions, ini-
tiated a program of multiple land use which, we believe, does and will
contribute significantly to an understanding of the environment and
steps necessary to its conservation and enhancement.

The bills, as we understand them, would, among other things, au-
thorize and direct the Secretary of the Interior, in cooperation with
state fish and game departments, to carry out the planning, develop-
ment, maintenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish and game con-
servation and rehabilitation programs on public lands administered
by the Atomic Energy Commission and the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration. These programs would be carried out in accord-
ance with comprehensive plans developed by the Secretary in consulta-
tion with AEC and NASA. Such plans would regulate the public use
of the public lands on which a conservation or rehabilitation program
would be implemented, except that where hunting, trapping, or fish-
ing is permitted under the plan, such activity would be conducted in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations of the state in which
the lands are located. '

No program would be implemented unless it is included in a co-
operative agreement entered into between the Secretary and the ap-
propriate state agency. The Atomic Energy Commission or the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration would be a party to
those agreements involving public land under the jurisdiction of such
agency. Programs could be modified by agreement of the Secretary,
the state, and AEC or NASA, as the case may be, unless the Secretary
considers such modification to be inconsistent with the purposes of this
proposed legislation. Such agreements may require that persons seek-
ing to hunt, trap, or fish have an unexpired annual public land man-
agement area stamp issued by the state for a fee as set forth in the.
cooperative agreement. The stamp fees would be used to defray the
costs of administering the conservation or rehabilitation program.
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Failure to obtain the stamp or violation of a plan’s regulations would
be punishable as a misdemeanor. ) )

hould the Committee conclude legislation desirable, the bills should
be amended in order to clearly reflect that any conservation program
to be put into effect on lands under the jurisdiction of AEC have the
specific agreement of AEC in order that we may be assured that such
program is compatible with AEC programmatic uses and needs, in-

cluding health and safety considerations. . )
The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the
Administration’s program.
Sincerely, :

R. E. HOLLINGSWORTH,
General Manager.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., March 7, 1973.
Hon. Lironor K. SuLLivan,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mapam CuAlrman: This is in further reply to your request
for the comments of the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration on the bills H.R. 75 and H.R. 733, both entitled, “To extend
and expand the authority for carrying out conservation and rehabili-
tation programs on military reservations, and to authorize the imple-
mentation of such programs on certain public lands.”

These bills, which are substantially the same, would extend and
expand the authority for carrying out wildlife, fish, and game con-
servation and rehabilitation programs on military installations, and
would authorize the implementation of such programs on lands of the
Department of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, the
Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration.

With specific regard to the provisions applicable to this agency,
H.R. 75 and H.R. 733 provide that the Secretary of the Interior shall,
after consultation Witllm) the Administrator of NASA, develop a com-
prehensive plan for such programs as are to be implemented on public
lands under the jurisdiction of NASA. Each such plan will be de-
veloped after the Secretary, in cooperation with the Administrator,
and in consultation with cognizant State agencies, studies and surveys
the land to determine where conservation and rehabilitation programs
are most needed. Further, each comprehensive plan so developed must
be consistent with NASA’s over-all land use and management plans for
the particular land. No conservation or rehabilitation program may
be implemented until it is included within a cooperative agreement
entered into by the Secretary of the Interior, the Administrator of
NASA, and tge State agency concerned. The proposed legislation
would require the Secretary of the Interior to prescribe regulations
for the control, in a manner consistent with the comprehensive plan
and cooperative agreement, of the public use of land subject to any
conservation and rehabilitation program.
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Certain major NASA installations would be excepted by the terms
of the bills from inclusion in the above conservation and rehabilitation
programs. Kennedy Space Center and Wallops Station would be ex-
cepted because, by Interagency agreement, they are already within the
national wildlife system. The Marshall Space Flight Center and por-
tions of certain other NASA installations would be excepted because
they are within the perimeter of a military installation.

It is generally NASA policy to seek multiple use of its lands pro-
vided such uses are subservient to the agency’s overriding mission, and
provided such uses are compatible with NASA current and foresee-
able programs. The substantive content of H.R. 75 and H.R. 733 does
not conflict this current NASA policy. However, this agency alread,
possesses adequate authority to enter into plans and agreements su
as are described in the proposed legislation. The aforementioned agree-
ments with the Department of the Interior concerning the Kennedy
Space Center and Wallops Station are very satisfactory examples of
this.

As stated above, the Department of the Interior would, under the
proposed legislation, be the agency responsible for the preparation of
any plans involving NASA land. Furthermore, under the legislation,
the Department of the Interior would also have responsibility for
implementing plans on lands of the Atomic Energy Commission and
lands under its own control. The NASA lands constitute only a very
small proportion of the acreage involved. Accordingly, NASA defers
to the Department of the Interior, as the principal agency involved,
for a determined as to the need for and desirability of this legislation.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that, from the
standpoint of the Administration’s program, there is no objection to
the submission of this report to the Congress.

Sincerely,

(For H. Dale Grubb, 4ssistant Administrator
for Legislative Affairs.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C., August 1, 1973.
Hon. Lrovor K. SuLLivan,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mapam CaarMaN : This is in response to your request for the
views of the Department of Justice on H.R. 75 and H.R. 733, bills
“To extend and expand the authority for carrying out conservation
and rehabilitation programs on military reservations, and to authorize
the implementation of such programs on certain public lands.”

The bills are identical except in their respect sections numbered 204,
Both bills, in Section 204 (a), provide penalties consisting of a fine of
not more than $1,000, or imprisonment for not more than six months,
or both, for any person who (1) hunts, traps or fishes on any public
land subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program imple-
mented under the Act without having on his person a valid public
land management area stamp, if the possession of such a stamp is re-
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quired; or (2) violates or fails to comply with any regulation pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agricul-
ture under the authority of the Act as provided in Section 202 é—x; (5).
Section 204(b) of both bills are identical as to parts (A) and (B)
under subsection (1). This subsection provides for the designation
of enforcement officers by the Secretary of the Interior and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture from among employees of their respective depart-
ments, which officers, together with any State officers or employees
designated under a cooperative enforcement agreement, are authorized
(A) with or without warrant or other process, to arrest any person
committing in their presence or view an offense under subsection (a)
of Section 204 and (B) to execute any warrant or process issued by
an officer or court of competent jurisdiction for the arrest of any
person charged with the commission of any such offense. In addition,
H.R. 75 contains a part (C), not in H.R. 733, which would allow such
enforcement officers to search any place, with or without a warrant,
as authorized by law. Subsection (2) of both bills empowers any
United States magistrate or court of competent jurisdiction, upon
sworn information by a competent person, to issue process for the ar-
rest of any person charged with committing any offense under Section
204 (a), and subsection (3) provides for the trial and sentencing of
any such person by any United States magistrate designated for that
purpose by the court by which he was a,gpointed, subject to the provi-
sions of Section 3401 of Title 18, United States Code.
- Section 204 (¢) of both bills subjects to seizure, pending prosecu-
tion and ultimate convietion, oll guns, traps, and other equipment, as
well as vessels, vehicles and other means of transportation used by
any person in committing an offense under Section 204 (a). In addi-
tion, H.R. 733 specifies that such forfeited property shall be disposed
of and accounted for by, and under the authority of, the Secretary of
the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be. H.R.
75 contains a final subsection (d) directing that all provisions of law
relating to the seizure, forfeiture, condemnation and disposition of a
vessel for violation of the customs laws shall apply to seizures and
forfeitures arising under the provisions of this section, except that the
powers and duties imposed by the customs laws upon representatives
of the Department of the Treasury shall, for the purposes of this sec-
tion, be exercised or performed by the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, or by such person as may
be designated by either Secretary. ) .
"The present law governing conservation programs on military
reservations (16 U.S.C. 670(a) through (£)) contains no penalty provi-
sions. It simply authorizes the commanding officer of the reservation
involved and his designees to enforce the use of special hunting and
fishing permits and to collect the fees therefor. This basic authority
would remain untouched under the terms of both bills. However, it
might be indirectly fortified by the provisions of Section 202(c) (5)
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to prescribe regulations in connection with conservation and reha-
bilitation programs implemented under the proposed Act, the viola-
tion of which regulations in turn carries criminal penalties as pre-
seribed in Section 204(a). ' ‘
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The Department of Justice has no objection to the criminal penalties
that would be prescribed by either of these bills. With respect to the
individual differences between the two bills, we favor the more specific
provisions of Section 204(d) of H.R. 75 over the simple provision in
the last sentence of Section 204(c) of H.R. 783 that forfeited property
shall be disposed of and accounted for by, and under the authority of
the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture. We
also recommend inclusion of the provision of Section 204 (b) (1) (C) of
H.R. 75 empowering officers to conduct searches of any place, with or
without a warrant, as authorized by law.

As to whether this legislation should be enacted, the Department of
lfTustice defers to the Departments of Interior, Agriculture and De-

ense.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that there is no
objection to the submission of this report from the standpoint of the
A(iministration’s program.

Sincerely, '
Mixr McKevrrT,
Assistant Attorney General.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1973.
Hon. Lrovor K. SuLrivan,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Drar Mapam Cuairmax : Your letter of February 2, 1973, requested
the views of the General Services A dministration on H.R. 75 and H.R.
733, 93rd Congress, similar bills “To extend and expand the authority
for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation programs on military
reservations, and to authorize the implementation of such programs on
certain public lands.”

The bills provide for (1) the expansion of the existing Department
of Defense program for the planning, development, maintenance and
coordination of wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilita-
tion in military reservations (including hunting and fishing regula-
tion) in cooperation with the Department of the Interior and the ap-
propriate State agency involved as authorized by the Act of Septem-
ber 15, 1960 (16 U.S.C. 670a—f) ; and (2) the establishment of a pro-

ram similar to the conservation and rehabilitation program now au-
t%lorized for the Department of Defense which would be applicable to
the lands under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, the
Department of the Interior, the Atomic Energy Commaission, and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

Inasmuch as the wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabili-
tation programs relate to the management of lands in active use under
the jurisdiction of the agencies concerned and would not involve dis-
position of such lands pursuant to the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, the functions and responsi-
bilities of GSA would not be affected by either bill.
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Accordingly, we defer on the merits of the bill to the agencies di-
rectly concerned.

The Office of Management and Budget has advised that, from the
standpoint of the Administration’s program, there is no objection to
the submission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely,
Arvran G. KauPINEN,
Assistant Administrator.

COMPTROLLER (ENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., April 4, 1973.
Hon. Leoxor K. SuLLivaw,
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives.

Drar Mapam Crairman : Your letter of February 2, 1973, requested
our views on H.R. 75, 93d Congress, entitled : “A BILL To extend and
expand the authority for carrying out conservations and rehabilita-
tion programs on military reservations, and to authorize the imple-
mentation of such programs on certain public lands.”

The bill would impose limitations on the use of stamp fees collected
by the States, but it does not include provisions for determining or en-
forcing compliance with those limitations. We recommend that the
committee consider incorporating into the bill appropriate measures
of enforcement to insure compliance with the limitations.

We have no other comments on the proposed legisiation.

Sincerely yours,
Paou G. DEMBLING,
Acting Comptroller General of the United States.

Tar GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., March 9, 1973.
Hon. Leoxor K. StLLivax,
Chaitrman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mapam Cuairman : Reference is made to your requests for the
views of this Department on H.R. 75 and H.R. 733, similar bills, “To
extend and expand the authority for carrying out conservation and
rehabilitation programs on military reservations, and to authorize
the implementation of such programs on certain public lands”, H.R.
731, “To establish wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabili-
tation programs on certain lands under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture, the Atomic
Energy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, and for other purposes”, and H.R. 4327, “To extend the
authorization for appropriations to carry out conservation and re-
habilitation programs on military reservations.”

ILR. 75, H.R. 731, and H.R. 783 would authorize the Secretaries
of the Interior and Agriculture, in connection with appropriate State
agencies, to develop and carry out plans for the development, main-
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tenance, and coordination of wildlife, fish and game conservation and
rehabilitation programs on public lands administered by them respec-
tively. The Secretary of the Interior would further be authorized to
develop and carry out similar plans for lands administered by the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Atomic En-
ergy Commission. The proposed program would be implemented under
cooperative agreements entered into by the responsible Federal offi-
cials with State agencies. Agreements could provide that no individual
be allowed to hunt, trap, or fish on public land on which a conserva-
tion or rehabilitation program was being carried out under this legis-
lation without a “puglic land management area stamp.” Any such
stamps under such an agreement would be issued by the State, and
stamp fees would be earmarked for carrying out conservation or
rehabilitation programs in the State. H.R. 731 would require State
agencies to file annual reports to the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Agriculture setting forth the amount and disposition of
stamp fees, and the respective Secretaries and the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States would have access to such records for audit
and examination.

Since such stamps would authorize the use of Federal lands, and
could not be issued unless required pursuant to cooperative agreements
between the State agency and the responsible Federal officials,
receipts from the sale of the proposed public land management area
stamps should be treated as Federal receipts and should be deposited
in the Treasury.

As a general principle of effective budgetary management, Federal
recelpts should not be earmarked for particular purposes but should
be available in the general fund of the Treasury for appropriation by
the Congress for current programs and objectives. Legislative enact-
ments setting aside certain receipts for particular expenditure pur-
poses tend to introduce undesirable rigidities into the budget process
and to limit the flexibility of the President and the Congress in de-
termining priorities on the basis of their evaluation of current needs.
In addition, since expenditures would be authorized other than
through appropriation Acts, backdoor financing is involved.

The Act of September 15, 1960, as amended, which contains an au-
thorization of $500,000 per annum that expired on June 30, 1972, au-
thorized the Secretary of Defense to carry out conservation programs
on military reservations in cooperation with the Secretary of the In-
terior and appropriate State agencies. H.R. 75 and H.R. 733 would
authorize appropriations of $2,500,000 per year and H.R. 4327 would
authorize appropriations of $1,500,000 per year for an additional
five years for this program. The ﬁnanciaf)provisions of this program
substantially raise the same problems as those discussed above. Ac-
cordingly, the Department would be opposed to its continuation.

In view of the foregoing, the Department would be opposed to the
financial provisions of the proposed legislation.

The Department has been advised by the Office of Management and
Budget that there is no objection from the standpoint of the Adminis-
tration’s program to the submission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
SamvuEeL R. PrERCE, JT.,
General Counsel.
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Cranaes v ExmsriNne Law Mape By toE Briur, A8 Rerorrep

In compliance with clause 8 of rule XIIT of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re-
ported, are shown as follows (existing law p;gf)osed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing law
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

ACT OF SEPTEMBER 15, 1960, AS AMENDED

(74 Stat. 1052, 16 U.S.C. 670a~f)

AN ACT To promote effectual planning, development, maint;mance, and coordi-
nation of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military
reservations

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represeniatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, [That the Secretary
of Defense]}

TITLE I—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILITARY
RESERVATIONS

Sro. 101. The Secretary of Defense is hereby authorized to earry out
a program of planning, development, maintenance and coordination
of wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilitation in military
reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed
upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Interior and the
appropriate State a%ency designated by the State in which the reserva-
tion is located. Such cooperative plan shall provide for (1) fish and
wildlife habitat smprovements or modifications, (2) range rehabilita-
tion where necessary for support of wildlife, and (31) control of off-
road vehicle tmgic. Such cooperative plan may stipulate the issuance
of special State hunting and fishing permits to individuals and require
this payment of a nominal fee therefor, which fees shall be utilized
for the protection, conservation and management of fish and wildlife,
including habitat improvement and related activities in accordance
with the cooperative plan: Provided, That the Commanding Officer of
the reservation or persons designated by him are authorized to en-
force such special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the fees
therefor, acting as agent or agents for the State if the cooperative
plan so provides. . .

[Szc. 2. Sec. 102. The Secretary of Defense in cooperation with
the Secretary of Interior and the appropriate State agency is author-
ized to carry out a program for the conservation, restoration and man-
atfement of migratory game birds on military reservations, including

e issuance of special hunting permits and the collection of fees
therefor, in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon
by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior and the ap-
gro riate State agency : Provided, That possession of a special permit

or hunting migratory game birds issued pursuant to this [ﬁ‘ct] title
shall not relieve the permittee of the requirements of the Migratory
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Bird Hunting Stamp Act as amended nor of the requirements per-
taining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337, - '

[Sec. 8.J Sec. 103. The Secretary of Defense is also authorized to
carry out a program for the development, enhancement, operation,
and maintenance of public outdoor recreation resources at military
reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed
upon by the Secretary of Defense and the Secret«a.lg of the Interior,
in consultation with the appropriate State agency designated by the
State in which such reservations are located. ’

Sec. 4. Sze. 104. The Department of Defense is held free from any
liability to pay into the Treasury of the United States upon the opera-
tion of the program or gggrams authorized by this [Act] title any
funds whicl? may have been or may hereafter be collected, received
or expended pursuant to, and for the purposes of, this [Act,] zitle,
and which collections, receipts and expenditures have been properly
accounted for to the Comptroller General of the United States.

[Src. 5.3 Sec. 105. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to
modify, amend or repeal any provision of Public Law 85-337, nor as
applying to national forest lands administered pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 9 of the Act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 655), nor sec-
tion 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act. ' ‘ '

[Sxc. 6. See. 106. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall expend such
funds as may be collected in accordance with the cooperative plans
agreed to under [sections 1 and 27 sections 101 and 102 of this [Act]
tetle and for no other purpose. ‘ ’

(b) There is also authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Defense not to exceed $500,000 per fiscal year for the fiscal years begin-
ning July 1, 1969, July 1, 1970, and July 1, 1971, and not to exceed
$1,600,000 for the fiscal year beginning ;ulg/ 1, 1972, and for each of
the newt five fiscal years thereafter, to carry out this [Act] #itle, in-
cluding the enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and the devel-
opment of public recreation and other facilities. The Secretary of
Defense shall, to the greatest extent practicable, enter into agreements
to utilize the services, personmnel, equipment, and facilities, with or
without reimbursement, of the Secretary of the Interior in carrying
out the provisions of this [Act.] title. There is authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed $2,000000 for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, and for each of the next four
fiscal years thereafter to enable the Secretary to carry out such func-
tions and responsibilities as he may have under eoogemtifve plans to
which he is ¢ party under this title. Sums authorized to be appropri-
ated under this Act shall be available until expended.

TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON
CERTAIN PUBLIC LAND

Sko. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall each, in cooperation with the State agencies and in
accordance with comprehensive plans developed pursuant to section
202 of this title, plan, develop, maintain, and coordinate programs
for the conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game.
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Such conservation and rehabilitation programs shall include, but not
be limited to, specific habitat improvement projects and related
activities.

() The Secretary of the Interior shall implement the conserva-
tion and rehabilitation programs required under subsection (a) of
this section on public land under his jurisdiction. The Secretary of
the Interior shall adopt, modify, and implement the conservation
and rehabilitation programs required under such subsection (a) on
public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman, but only with
the prior written approval of the Atomic Energy Commission, and on
pub%w land under the jurisdiction of the Administrator, but only
with the prior written approval of the Administrator. The Secretary
of Agriculture shall implement such conservation and rehabilitation
programs on public land under his jurisdiction.

Skc. 202. (a) (1) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, in con-
sultation with the State agencies, a comprehensive plan for conserva-
tion and rehabilitation programs to be implemented on public lond
under his jurisdiction and the Secretary of Agriculture shall do the
same in connection with public land under his jurisdiction.

(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, with the prior
written approval of the Atomic Energy Commission, a comprehensive
plan for conservation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented
on public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman and develop,
with the prior written approval of the Administrator, a comprehen-
stve plam for such programs to be implemented on public land under the
jurisdiction of the Administrator. Each such plan shall be developed
after the Secretary of the Interior makes, with the prior written ap-
proval of the Chairman or the Administrator, as the case may be, and
in consultation with the State agencies, necessary studies and surveys
of the land concerned to determine where conservation and rehabilita-
tion programs are most needed.

(8) Each comprehensive plan developed pursuant to this section
shall be consistent with any overdall lond use and management ploans
for the lands imvolved. In any case in which hunting, trapping, or
fishing (or any combination thereof) of resident fish and wildlife i3 to
be permitted on public land under a comprehensive plan, such hunting,
trapping, and fishing shall be conducted. in accordance with applicable
laws and regqulations of the State in which such land. is located.

(¢) (1) Each State agency may enter inte a cooperative agreement
with—

(A) the Secretary of the Interior with respect to those consers
vation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented wnder this
title within the State on public land which s under his jurisdic-
tion,; : '

(B) the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to those conser-
vation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this
title within the State on public land which ts wnder his jurisdic-
tion; and ' ' '

(CO) the Secretary of the Interior and the Chairman or the Ad-
ministrator, as the case may be, with respect to those conservation
and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this title
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within the State on public land under the jurisdiction of the
Chairman or the Administrator; except that before entering into
any cooperative agreement which affects public land under the
jurisdiction of the Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall
obtain the prior written approval of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and before entering into any cooperative agreement which
affects public lands under the jurisdiction of the Admimistrator,
the Secretary of the Interior shall obtain the prior written ap-
proval of the Administrator.
No conservation or rehabilitation program, nor any recommendation
in any preliminary study or survey undertaken with respect to any
such program, may be implemented under this title unless it is included
withan a cooperative agreement.
(2) Any conservation and rehabilitation program included within
a cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection may be
modified in a manner mutually agreeable to the State agency and the
Secretary concerned (and the Chairman or the Administrator, as the
case may be, if public land under his jurisdiction is invelved). Befare
modifying any cooperative agreement which affects public land under
the jurisdiction of the Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall
obtain the prior written approval of the Atomic Efzwr%y Commission
and before modifying any cooperative agreement which affects public
land under the jurisdiction of the Administrator, the Secretary of the
Interior shall abtain the prior written approval of the Administrator.
h(g) FEach cooperative agreement entered inta under this subsection
shall— '

(A) specify those areas of public land within the State on
which conservation and rehabilitation programs will be imple-
mented

(B) provide for fish and wildlife habitat improvements or
modifications, or both,

(O) provide for range rehabilitation where necessary for sup-
port of wildlife;

(D) require the control of off-road vehicle traffic;
(F ; if the issuance of public land area management stamps is
agreed to pursuant to section 203 (a) of this title—

(?) contain such terms and conditions as are required under
section 203 (b) of this title;

(#) require the maintenance of accurate records and the
filing of annual reports by the State agency to the Secretary
of t'%e Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, or both, as
the case may be, setting forth the amount and disposition of
the fees collected for such stamps; and

(¢42) authorize the Secretary concerned end the Comp-

- troller General of the United States, or their authorized rep-

resentatives, to have access to such records for purposes of
audit and examination; and

(F) contain such other terms and conditions as the Secretary
eoncerned and the State agency deem necessary and appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this title. }

A cooperative agreement may also provide for arrangements under
which the Secretary concerned may authorize officers and employees
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of the State agency to enforce, or to assist in the enforcement of, sec-
teon 204 (a) of this title.

(4) Ewxcept where imited under a comprehensive plan or pursuant
to cooperative agreement, hunting, fishing, and trapping shall be per-
mitted on public land which is the subject of a conservation and re-
habilitation program implemented under this title.

(5) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture,
as the case may be, shall prescribe such regulations as are deemed
necessary to control, in a manner consistent with the applicable com-
prehensive plan and cooperative agreement, .th(jé)ublz'c use of public
land which is the subject of any conservation and rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented by him under this title.

Sec. 203. (a) Any State agency may agree with the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture (or with the Secretary
of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, if
within the State concerned all conservation and rehabilitation pro-
grams under this title will be implemented by hz'mg that no individual
will be permitted to hunt, trap, or fish on any public land within the
State which is subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program
implemented under this title unless at the time such individual is
engaged in such activity he has on his person a valid land management
area stamp issued pursuant to this section. ' '

(b) Any agreement made pursuant to subsection (a) of this section
to require the issuance of public land management area stamps shall
be subject to the following conditions:

(1) Such stamps shall be issued, sold, and the fees therefor
collected, by the gzate agency or by the authorized agents of such
agency. :

(2) Except for expenses incurred in the printing, issuing, or
selling of such stamps, the fees collected for such stamps by the
State agency shall be utilized in carrying out conservation and
rehabilitation programs implemented under this title in the State
concerned and for no other purpose. If such programs are tmple-
mented by both the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture in the State, the Secretaries shall mutually agree,
on such basis as they deem reasonable, on the proportion of such
fees that shall be applied by the State agency to their respective
programs.

(3) The purchase of any such stamp shall entitle the purchaser
thereof to hunmt, trap, and fish on any public land within such
State which i3 the subject of a conservation or rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented under this title except to the extent that the
public use of such land is limited pursuant to a comprehensive
plan or cooperative agreement; but the purchase ofp;‘ny such
stamp shall not be construed as (A) eliminating the requirement

" for the purchase of a migratory bird hunting stamp as set forth

in the first section of .the Act of March 16, 193}, commonly
referred to as the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U.8.C.
718a), or (B) relieving the. purchaser from compliance with any
applicable State game .and fish laws and regulations. o

- (4) The amount of the fee to be charged for such stamps, the
age at which the individual is required to acquire such a stamp,
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and the expiration date for such stamps shall be mutually agreed
upon by the State agency and the Secretary or Secretaries con-
cerned; except that each such stamp shall be void not later than
one year after the date of issuance.

(6) Each such stamp must be validated by the purchaser thereof
by signing his name across the face of the stamp.

(6) Any individual to whom a stamp is sold pursuant to this
section shall upon request exhibit such stamp for inspection to
any officer or employee of the Department of the Interior or the
Department of Agriculture, or to any other person who 8 au-
thorized to enforce section 204(a) of this title.

Skc. 204. (a) (1) Any person who hunts, traps, or fishes on any
public land which is subject to a conservation and rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented under this title without having on his person a
valid public land management area stamp, if the possession of such
a stamp 18 required, shall be fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned
for not more than six months, or both.

(2) Any person who knowingly wviolates or fails to comply with
any regulations prescribed under section 202(c) (§) of this title shall
be fined not more than $500, or imprisoned not more than six months,
or both.

(0) (1) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture may designate and authorize officers and employees of their re-
spective departments to enforce subsection (a) of this section. Such
officers and employees, and any State officers or employees authorized
under a cooperative agreement to emforce such subsection (a) are
authorized—

(A) with or without warrant or other process, to arrest any

- person comumitting in his presence or view an offense under sub-

section (a) of this section,

(B) to execute any warrant or process issued by an officer or
court of competent jurisdiction for the arrest of any person
charged with the commission of any such offense; and

(O) with or without a warrant, as authorized by law, to search
any place. .

(8) Upon the sworn information by a competent person, any United
States magistrate or court of competent jurisdiction may issue process
for the arrest of any person charged with committing any offense
under subsection (a) of this section.

(3) Any person charged with committing any offense under sub-
section (a) of this section may be tried and sentenced by any United
States magistrate designated for that purpose by the court by which
he was appointed, in the same manner amf subject to the same condi-
tions as provided for in section 3401 of title 18, United States Code.

(¢) All guns, traps, nets, and other equipment, vessels, vehicles;
and other means of transportation used by any person when engaged
in_committing an offense under subsection (a) of this section shall be
subject to forfeiture to the United States and may be seized and held

- pending the prosecution of any person arrested for committing such

offense. Upon conwviction for such offense, such forfeiture may be ad-
Judicated as a _penalty in addition to any other provided for com-
matting such offense.
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(d) All provisions of law relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and
condemmnation of a vessel for violation of the customs laws, the disposi-
tion of such vessel or the proceeds from the sale thereof, and the remis-
sion or mitigation of such forfeitures, shall apply to the seizures and
forfeitures incurred, or alleged to have been incurred, under the pro-
visions of this section, insofar as such provisions of law are applicable
and not inconsistent with the provisions of this section except that all
powers, rights. end duties conferred or imposed by the customs laws
upon any officer or employee of the Department of the Treasury shall,
for the purposes of this section, be exercised or performed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may
be, or by such persons as he may designate.

Sec. 205. As used in this title—

(1) The term “Administrator” means the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

(2) The term “Chairman” means the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission. '

(3) The term “off-road vehicle” means any motorized vehicle
designed for, or capable of, cross-country travel on or immediately
over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other
natural terrain; but such term does not include—

(A4) any registered motorboat;

(B) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement ve-
hicle when used for emergency purposes; and

(CA;) any vehicle the use of which is expressly authorized by
the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture
under a permit, lease, license, or contract.

(4) The term “public land” means all lands wnder the respective
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of
Agriculture, the Chairman, and the Administrator, except land
which is, or hereafter may be, within or designated as—

(4) a'military reservation;
(B) anational park or monument, or
(C) an area within the national wildlife refuge system.,;

(6) The term “State agency” means the agency or agencies of a
State responsible for the administration of the fish and game laws
of the State. :

Sec. 206. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Jume 30, 1974, and for each of
the next four fiscal years thereafter to enable the Department of the
Interior to carry out is functions and responsibilities under this title.

(5) There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for each of the newt four
fiscal years thereafter to enable the Department of Agriculture to carry
out its functions and responsibilities under this title.

®)
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Mr. Harr, from the Committee on Commerce,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 11537]

The Committee on Commerce, to which was referred the blll (H.R.
11537) to extend and expand the authority for carrying out conser-
vation and rehabilitation programs on military reservations, and to
-authorize the implementation of such programs on certain public
lands, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with
amendments and recommends that the bill as amended do pass

The amendments are as follows:

On page 6, strike lines 4 through 8, and insert in lieu thereof:

To the maximum extent practicable, conservation and
rehabilitation programs required pursuant to section 201
of this title shall be implemented through cooperative agree-
ments entered into pursuant to this subsection. Consistent .
with the provisions of this title, such programs shall be in-
tegrated with and shall avoid duplication of any similar
programs conducted under any other provision of law. : :

On page 9, between lines 12 and 13, insert the followmg

(2) Notice of the requirement to_ possess such. stamps .
shall be displayed prommently in all places where State
hunting, trapping, or fishing licenses are sold. To the maxi-

" mum extent practicable, the sale of such stamps shall be. -
combined with the sale of such State hunting, trapping, and ...

fishing licenses. Coratie

Renumber the: followmg paragraphs accordmgly ‘:; '. TR

99-010—74—1
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Purrose

The purpose of the legislation is to extend throygh fiscal ygar 1978
the game conservation and rehabilitation programs carried out on
military reservations, and to provide new authority for the carrying
.out of such progrars on certain other Federally owned lands.

In accomplishing this purpose, the legislation would authorize to be
appropriated $1.5 million per year to the Secretary of Defense and $2
million per year to the Secretary of the Interior to carry out the pro-
grams on military reservations. In addition, the legislation would au-
thorize to be appropriated $10 million per year to the Secretary of
Agriculture to carry out the pregrams on lands of the Department of
Agriculture, and $10 million per year to the Secretary of the Interior
to carry out the programs on certain lands of the Department of the
Interior, and its responsibilities with respect to lands of the Atomic
Energy Commission (AEC), and lands of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA). These appropriation authori-
zations would terminate June 30, 1978.

BackeroUND AND NEED
MILITARY RESERVATIONS

Public Law 86-797, September 15, 1960, as amended by Public Law
90465, August 8, 1968 (16 U.S.C. 670a~1), authorizes the Secretary
of Defense to carry out a ?Emm of planning, development, mainte-
nance, and coordination of wildlife, fish, and game conservation, pub-
lic recreation, and rehabilitation on military reservations in accord-
ance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon by the Secretary
of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior, and the appropriate State
agency designated by the State in which the reservation is located.

In implementing these authorities, a basic agreement has been
in effect since 1960 between the Department of Defense and the De-
partment of the Interior with respect to .conservation of fish and -
wildlife resources on military installations. In addition, a total of
237 cooperative agreements covering approximately 19 million
acres of the 25.8 million acres of land controlled by the Department
of Defense are in effect between the installation commanders and the
designated State agencies. '

nder these agreements, many successful and well balanced
conservation programs have been developed at Defense installations
capable of supporting such a program consistent with the military
misston.. - :

Much of this land has valuable wildlife enhancement potential
while other areas are, or could be, important to the preservation of
this Nation’s threatened and endangered animals. For example,
three milifary installations along the lower California coast, Imparial
Beach Naval Air Station, Camp Pendleton, and Point Mugu Naval
Air Station, contain important nesting aress for the California least
tern and the lightfooted clapper rail; both of which atre endargered.

On the Ching Lake N av&YeOrdnance Test Station; Calif., watering
areas have been developed for the rare desert bighorn sheep. This in-
stallation also provides habitat for the desert tortoise, classified by the
State of California as d fully protected species. Mohave chub, an’'en-
dangered species, have been stocked in ponds on this base to insure
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their protection. The Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve, Calif,,
serves as a refuge for the endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox. Fort Hood
and Camp Bullis in Texas has set agside and are protecting habitat for
the rare golden-cheeked warbler. =~ ' A : :

A co.oi;emtive agreement between the Department of Interior and
the Air Force Aerial Gunnery Range in South Dakota serves to pro-
tect the endangeyad black-footed ferret. The Okaloosa darter, wgich
is proposed for listing as an endangered species, is found 1 only five
small streams originating on Eglin Air Force Base in Florida.

With the costs of land skyrocketing, it is essential that we maxi-
mize our ability to insure the preservation of the Nation’s threatened
wildlife. Much of the public lands administered by the Defense De-
partment have outstanding potentjal as wildlife habitat. These areas
can be developed and managed for wildlife, thereby avoiding the
additional costs of new area acquisition, It is now more critical that
we exploit this opportunity for wildlife preservation.

With an adequate level of technical advice and assistance, opportuni-
ties for hunting, fishing, and other wildlife-related outdoor recreation
activities can be greatly enhanced on military lands. ;

Requests for technical assistance far exceed the capacity to re-
spond. In Fiscal Year 1972, for example, the Department was only
able to provide three man-years of effort. This means less than one visit
annually to each installation served. This man-year effort is expected
to decline in Fiscal Year 1974 due to rising costs and funded program
priorities. Unless more funds can be made awvailaple, little more than
token participation in this program will be possible. «

It is estimated that about $750,000 would be required by the De-
partmert of the Interior to prepare and maintain management plans
and provide an adequate level of technical assistance on military
lands alone. An equal or larger amount would be required to implement
the plans. Part of these costs can be offset by collection of hunting,
trapping, and fishing fees on all areas open for such activity. B{
supplementing the revenues received from hunting and fishing wit.
appropriated funds more areas can be developed. Eventually, with
adequate development, revenues from the use of such areas might be
sufficient to support most of the program requirements.

The Department of Defense Believes that the current working ar-
rangement with the Department of the Interior is the most satis-
factory method by which military lands can be managed for fish and
wildlife conservation and rehabilitation. The extension of the anthor-
ization to the Department of Defense for funds, as provided in H.R.
11537, is necessary to assure the continuation of programs successfully
implemented under the basic suthorities of Public Liaw 86-797 and
to provide for the initjation of conservation and recreation programs
where they do not now exist. ~

AEC LANDS

The Atomic Energy Commission administers approximately 2.1
million acrés of public lands. AEC’s use of these lands is primarily
related to production, research and test activities relating to atomic
energy. Incidental to its management and control of these lands, the
AEC has permitted hunting, fishing, and trapping where such getivities

- would be consistent with AEC’s ;irogr&m and with applicable regula-
tions issued by Federal, State, or loeal authorities.. -+ . A
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- The AEC has also, consonant with its program functions, initiated
a program of multiple land use which does and will contribute signifi-
‘cantly to an understanding of the environment and steps necessary
for its conservation and enhancement. In this regard, the AEC has
worked out agreements and arrangements with local, State, and Fed-
eral agencies for multiple use of its facilities.
- The AEC lands have proven to be valuable wildlife refuges; timber
management areas; areas with controlled access for hunting, fishing,
picnicking, and hiking; controlled access to rifle and archery ranges;
‘areas for dog obedience and field trials; and many other kinds of uses.
Agreements which have been entered into by the AEC with State
Fish and Game Departments, other local political subdivisions, or
nonprofit sportsman groups. have generally contained provisions
requiring that the operations be without cost to the AEC or that the
AEC be reimbursed for out-of-pocket costs, Upon passage of this
legislation, it is anticipated the AEC would continue to follow the
same policy in all agreements entered into pursuant to the legislation.
The AEC has not received financial assistance under its agreements
with State fish and game departments, other local political sub-
divisions, or nonprofit sportsman groups with the possible exception of
fees collected from each hunter at 1ts Savannah River Plant. A portion
of these fees is used to compensate the Commission for out-of-pocket
costs of the program with the balance being paid to the State of South
-Carolina. Over the past years, fees have been collected by the Com-~
mission averaging approximately $19,000 per year. -
It has been estimated that the annual number of admissions during
“an sverage %rear since fiscal year 1965 for hunting and fishing was
approximately 8,600 persons. '
gass‘a,ge of this legislation, would permit NASA and AEC to control
off-road vehicle traffic on their lands since the President’s Executive
-Order 13644 does not include such lands in its coverage.

NASA LANDS

: - As the legislation excludes military lands, national wildlife refuges,
and national parks and monuments from the comprehensive fish and
- wildlife programs envisioned by the bill, certain lands under the juris-
diction of ‘NASA may be excluded. AccordinF to information furnished
by NASA, this may include the Marshall Space Flight Center in
Huntsville, Ala., the Kennedy Space Center in Florida, and the
-Wallops Station in Virginia, due to the military activities and refuge
-gtatus of these areas. , L
On the other hand, fish and wildlife conservation and rehabilitation
programs-could be undertaken on other NASA installations to a
ﬁmited degree, including the Plumb Brook Station in Ohio, the Missis-
sippi Test Facility, the Langley Research Center in Virginia, and the
Fairbanks Tracking Station in Alaska. \

I

Currently, NASA spends approximately $1‘0,000 a year of 'appro-

Y

priated funds to carry out fish and wildlife programs on its lands.
k R ‘AGRICULTURE LANDS o /
. Public lands administered by the Department of Agriculture to

which this legislation is pertinent are those-‘contained in ' the :187
million acres of the National Forest System. ~ - <700
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The Forest Service endorses the objectives of the legislation to
improve the management of wildlife and fish habitats on its lands.”
In fact, certain authority now exists to conserve and rehabilitate fish
and wildlife resources on Forest Service lands through the require-
ments of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960. Under that
Act, public lands within the National Forest System are to be managed:
for range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes coordinated
with outdoor recreation. :

The lands of the National Forest System, particularly in the Western
United -States, play an important part in the maintenance of fish
and wildlife populations and their habitat. Existing programs on
National Forests have been successful and should be continued. H.R.
11537 would add to that authority by giving specific statutory authori-
zation to the issuance of public land area management stamps as a
means of raisin additionag revenue with which to carry out conser-
vation and rehabilitation projects on Forest Service lands. In addition,
the legislation would make the cooperation of the Secretary of Agri-
culture with State agencies in its conservation and rehabilitation pro-

ams for fish and wildlife a statutory obligation. In doing so, the
egislation should result-in increased and better coordinated fish and
wildlife programs on Forest Service lands. :

INTERIOR LANDS

Because units of the National Park System, National Monument
System, and the National Wildlife Refuge System are exempted from
the coverage of this legislation, the Interior administered lands princi-
pally affected by H.R. 11537 would be the 450 million acres adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).

BLM lands are of considerable importance as wildlife habitat, sup-
orting approximately 20 percent of the big game animals of the
%nited States. This includes virtually all of the caribou, brown and
grizzly bears, desert bighorn sheep, 80 percent of the moose, 65 percent -
of the mule deer, and 45 percent of the antelope. Spawning grounds
on BLM lands provide more than half of the west coast catch of

salmon and steelhead. } :

T'o maintain and enhance the fish and wildlife values of these lands,
BLM has entered into cooperative, statewide agreements with wildiife
agencies of Alaska and 11 %Vestern States. These provide for a mutual
effort to facilitate wildlife management on the public lands, including
the execution of plans for habitat improvement in areas found to have
significant wildlife 'values. - =~ S T PTG S

The Department of the Interior expended approximately $3 million
to carry out fish and wildlife conservation programs on BLM lands
during the past year and anticipates such expenditures will gradually
increase during the. coming years: In addition, the Bureau of Sport
Fisheries and Wildlife has provided without reimabursement, technicsal
assistance to BLM, AEC, IiTASA, and. the Department of Agriculture
over the past few years. e S

Of considerable importance to the Deﬁ)artment of the Interior is the
authority that would be provided by the legislation to authorize the
contrel of off-road:vehicle traffic on BLM lands and specific-enforce-
ment- authority related thereto with respect to search, seizure- and

arrest. . .- - :
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With respect to Interior Department lands, the requirements of the
bill will be especially important with respect to those lands adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management. BLM’s wildlife and recrea-
tion program has come under increasing criticism from wildlife con-
servation organizatiens. In hearings before the House Subcommittee
on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation and the Environment, Daniel
?.1 | Poole, President, Wildlife Management Institute, testified as
ollows:

Speaking frankly, Mr. Chairman, BLM’s wildlife and recreational
program is a national tragedy. It is because neither successive Ad-
ministrations nor Congresses have acted to give BLM the authority
it- needs to properly manage lands under its control. BLM urgently
needs authority and funding. Title II would be of the utmost benefit
to the agency’s programs should the authority be actually imple-
mented to a feasible degree.

* LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

H.R. 11537 was introduced in the House of Representative on
November 15, 1973, by Mr. Sikes and seven other cosponsors. The
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre-
sentatives reported the bill on January 21, 1974. The bill passed the
House of Representatives on January 22, 1974 and was introduced in
the Senate and referred to the Committee on Commerce on January
23, 1074, : ' S

The Subcommittee on the Environment conducted hearings on this
and other legislation on April 11 and May 8, 1974. -

The committeeé considered the legislation in executive session on
May 15 and 21 and ordered the bill favorably reported on May 21.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS
SECTION 1

Under the provisions of current law, known as the Sikes Akt (16
USC 670 et. seq.), the Secretary of Defense, in conjunction with the
Secretary of the Interior and the appropriate State agency, is author-
ized to- carry out wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabilita-
tion programs on military reservations in accordance with a
cooperative plan mutually agreed to by the Secretaries and the
appropriate State agency. Such agreements may cali for the issuance
of a special State hunting and fishing permit, with fees to be collected
by the Commanding Officer at the reservation as agent for the State
and expended on the conservation plan.

In addition; under current law, the Secretary of Defense, in caogera—
tion with the Secretary of the Interior and the appropriate State
agency, is authorized to carry out & program for the conservation,
restoration, and management of migratory game birds en military
reservations, including the issuance of special hunting permits, the
collection of fees, and the expenditure of such funds in acdordance with
a mutually agreed to plan. o :

The Secretary of Defense is also authorized to darry out a program
for the development, erihancement, operation, énd mainténanéé of
public autdoar recreation resources on military reservations in
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accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed to by the Sec-
retaries of the Interior and Defense,-in eonsultation W1th the appro-
priate State agency.

Under the Sikes Act, there is authorized to be appropnated to the
Secrotary of Defense, not to exceed $500,000 per year for each of fiscal
years 1970, 1971, and 1972.

Section 1 of H.R. 11537, as reported by the Committee, Would
amend section 1 of that Act to require that any cooperatlve plan
entered into between the Secretaries of Defense and Interior, and the
ap Eropnate State agency, contain provisions for: (1) fish and wildlife

itat improvements or modifications; (2) range rehabilitation, where
necl%ssary, for support of wildlife; and (3) control of off-road vehicle
trathc

Executive Order 11644, dated February 8, 1972, requiring the control
of off-road vehicles on public lands, would be applicable to military
reservations. Thus, section 1 of H. R 11537 would make this pr0v1s1on
a matter of law.

Also, section 1 of the bill would amend sectlon 6(b) of the Sikes Act
to increase the amount of funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Defense from $500,000 to $1.5 million per year, and ex-
tend the program for an additional six years, from July 1, 1972, to
June 30, 1978.

Under present law, the approprlatlon authorization expired June 30,
1972. The bill, for purposes of continuity, would authorize appropria-
tions begmmng with fiscal year 1973. Since fisal year 1973 has al-
ready expired, there would be no cost to the Federal Government for
that fiscal year.

In addition, section 1 of the bill would amend section 6(b} of the
Sikes Act to authorize to be appropriated to the Secretary of the
Interior the sum of $2 million per year for a period of five years, fromt
July 1, 1973, to June 30, 1978, to enable the Secreary to carry out his
functions and responslblhtles that he may have as a party to any
cooperative plan entered into pursuant to this title.

Both the Department of Defp ense and the Department of the Interior
witnesses indicated at the hearings before the House Committee on
Merchant Marines and Fisheries that the funds authorized: to be
appropriated under this title of the bill would enable their departments
to carry out the intent of the legislation.

SECTION 2

Section 2 of the bill would amend the Sikes Act by adding at the
end thereof a new Title IT.

TITLE II
CONSERVATION ProGRAMS ON CERTAIN Pubric Lanps
SECTION 201—IMPLEMENTATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 201 of the new title IT would extend the concept of the Sikes
Act to certain other public lands throughout the United Statés.

In achieving this purpose, section 201(a) would require the Secre-
tary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture, in eooperation
with the State agencies and in accordance with comprehensive plans
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developed pursuant to Section 202 of the new title 11, to plan, develop,
meaintain, and coordinate programs for the conservation and rehabilita-
tion of wildlife, fish; and game. Such programs would be required to in-
clude, among other things, specific habitat improvement projects and
related activities. ‘

In addition, section 201(b) would require the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to implement such programs on public land under his jurisdiction
and the Secretary of the Interior to implement such programs on cer-
tain public land under his jurisdiction with the prior written consent
of the Administrator of NASA on public land under NASA jurisdic-
tion, and with the prior written approval of the Atomic Energy
Commission, with respect to AEC public land.

SECTION éO,‘Z——DEVELOPMENT OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Section 202(a)(1) of the new title II would require the Secretary of
the Interior to develop, in consultation with the State agencies, a com-
prehensive plan for conservation and rehabilitation programs to be
implemented on public land under his jurisdiction. The Secretary of
Agriculture would be required to do the same in connection with public
land under his jurisdiction. In addition, section 202(a}(2) of the new
title IT .would require the Secretary of the Interior, after necessary
studies and surveys of the land concerned have been made, to do the
same with respect to public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman
and the Administrator, with the prior written approval of the AEC
and the ‘Administrator, as the case may be. :

Conservation and rehabilitation programs are to be carried out in
accordance with cooperative agreements unless it is impracticable to
do so. Thus, if a federal agency finds its wishes for such a program not
in accordance with such an agreement, or if agreement cannot be
reached at all, the agency is free to conduct such pregram if to follow
the requirement would be impracticable. As any such programs are to
avoid duplication with existing programs, the duties and authority of
the United States Forest Service, for example, under the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act or the duties and authority of other federal
agencies would not be affected and the requirements of this Act will
be supplemental to such duties and authority. SR

Section 202(b) of the new title 11 would require each comprehensive
plan developed to be consistent with any overall land use and manage-
ment plans for the lands involved. - : ;

This legislation is intended by .your Committee to supplement and
be consistent with any overall land use and management plan that
may be:developed under any other public law. It is also intended to
allay any concern that fish and wildlife programs would constitute a
dominant use on public land areas to the exclusion of other appropriate’
uses. o

Thus, in addition, section 202(b) would require any hunting, trap-
ping, or-fishing of resident species under a plan to be conducted in
accordance with applicable State laws and regulations of the State

involved: .

_ Sectien ,202(c)(1) would, provide. the necessary authority for a

State agency to enter into a cooperative agreement with—-. . .. ..

o LAY Tl}ﬁf,Secretﬁ;gi of the Interior concerning the carrying out
u

~of programs. on r

ic

land, under. bis jurisdiction; (B).the Sec-
.- retary. of Agriculture, concerning -the carrying out of programs
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- on public land under his jurisdiction; and (C) with the Secretary
of the Interior and the Chairman or the Administrator, as the
case may be, concerning the carrying out of programs on public
land under the jurisdiction of AEC or NASA,

However, before entering into any cooperative agreement affecting
public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman or the ‘Adminis-
trator, as the case may be, the prior written approval of such agencies
would be required. .

Section 202(c) (2) of the new title IT would authorize any program in-
cluded in a cooperative agreement to be modified in a manner mu-
tually agreeable to the State agency and the Secretary concerned.
However, before modifying an agreement affecting AEC or NASA
lands, the Secretary of the Interior would be required to obtain the
‘prior ];Jvritten approval of the AEC or the Administrator, as the case
may be. : : (

Section 202(c){3) would require any colperative agreement entered -
into under this subsection to: (A) specify those areas of public land
within the State affected; (B) provide for fish and wildlife habitat
improvement; (C) provide for range rehabilitation; (D) require the
control of off-road vehicle traffic; (KE) if the issuance pf a public land -
area management stamp is agreed to by the State involved, require
the maintenance of accurate records and the filing of annual reports
with respect to the disposition of fees collected for such stamps and
the making available of such records to the Secretary concerned and
the Comptroller General of the United States for purposes of audit
and examination; and (¥) contain such other terms and conditions as
the Secretary concerned and the State ageney deem necessary, such as
authorizing officers and employees of the State agency to assist in the
enforcement of section 204, the penalty provision of this title.

Seection 202(c)(4) of the new title 11 would make it clear that,
except where limited under a comprehensive plan or pursuant to a
- cooperative agreement, hunting, fishing, and trapping would be per-

miltted on public land subject to a program implemented -under this
title.

Section 202(c)(5) would require the Secretaries of Interior and
Agriculture to prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to
control the gubhc use of public land subject to any agreed to program
implemented under this title.

] .
S8ECTION 203—PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT AREA STAMP

Section 203(a) of the new title IT would authorize a State agency to
agree with the Secretary of the Interior and/or the Secretary of Agri-
culture, as the case may be, that no one would be pemxittgg to hunt,
trap, or fish on any public land within that particular State, which is
subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program unless such
individual has on his person at the time he is engaged in such activity
8 valid public land management area stamp issued pursuant to this

section. : . '

A public land management area stamp is not required in order to
“hunt, fish, or trap on any public land subject to an agreement unless the
State concerned so agrees pursuant to the cooperative agreement.

Section 203(b) would require the following conditions to be met,
should an agreement be reached, requiring the issuance of public

S.R. 984——2 :
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land management area stamps in order to hunt, trap, or fish in the
State concerned on public land subject to an agreed to program.
" First, the stamps are to be issued, sold, and the fee collected by the
State agency or authorized designee. The notice of the requirement to
-possess such stamps shall be displayed prominently in all places where
hunting, trapping, and fishing licenses are sold. To the maximum
extent practicable, the sale of such stamps shall be combined with the
sale of such hunting, trapping, and fishing licenses. The fees collected,
after deducting printing, issuing and selling expenses, are to be used
to carry out conservation and rehabilitation programs implemented
under this title in the State concerned and for no other purpose. If
hunting, trapping and fishing are permitted on both Agriculture and
Interior lands within a State under programs implemented under this
title, then the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior would be
required to mutually agres on the percentage of the stamp sales to
be expended by the State agency on Agriculture programs and the
percentage "to ge expended on Interior programs. The purchaser of
any such stamp would be entitled to hunt, trap, and fish on any
public land within such State subject to a program implemented
under this title, except to the extent that the public area of such land
is limited pursuant to an agreed to plan. However, the purchaser of
such stamp would not be relieved of meeting the requirements of the
Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (if he is hunting migratory birds)
or grom complying with any applicable State game and fish laws and
regulations. Each stamp would be void not later than one year after
the date of issuance and the State agency and the Agency concerned
would be required to agree on the fee to be charged for such stamps,
the age at which an individual is required to acquire such a stamp,
and the expiration date of such stamps. Each purchaser would be
required to validate a stamp by signing his name across the face of
such stamp. Finally, each purchaser of a stamp upon request would
be required to show such stamp for inspection to personnel authorized
to enforce section 204(a) of this title, the penalty provision.

BECTION 204—PROHIBITED ACTS, PENALTIES, AND ENFORCEMENT

Section 204(a)(1) would provide criminal penalties for anyone
who hunts, traps, or fishes on any publie land subject to a program
under section 203 without havipg on his person a valid public land
management ares stamp, if the possession of such a stamp is required.
Violators would be subject to a fine of $1000 or imprisonment for six
months, or both. ’ a

Section 204(a)(2) would provide criminal penalties for anyone
who knowingly violates or fails to comply with any regulations pre-
scribed under section 202(c)(5) of this title, which authorizes the
Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture to prescribe appropriate
re%ula,tions necessary to control the public use of any public land
subject to an agreed-to program. Violators would be subject to a fine
of $500 or imprisonment of six months, or both. ,

Section 204(b)(1) would authorize the Secretaries of Agriculture

-and Interior to designate and authorize officers and employees of their
respective departments, including State officers and employees pur-

suant ‘to a cooperative agreement, to enforce subsection (a) of this

section. These officials would be authorized (i) with or without a
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warrant or other process, to arrest any person committing an offense
under subsection (a); (ii) to execute any warrant or other process duly
issued for the arrest of any person charged with an offense; and . (ii1)
with or without a warrant, as authorized by law, to search any place.

This provision does not provide any additional or new authority
nor affect existing law relating to the search of a place in any way.

Paragraph (2) of this subsection would authorize U.S. magistrates
or courts of competent jurisdiction to issue warrants for violations of
subsection (a).

Paragraph(3) would suthorize U.S. magistrates to try and sentence
violators in the same manner and subject to the same conditions as
provided in section 3401 of title 18, U.S.C., which provides jufisdic-
tion to U.S. magistrates over minor offenses. (“‘Minor offenses’” means
misdemeanors punishable under U.S. law, the penalty for which does
not exceed one year imprisonment or a fine of not more than $1,000,
or both.) :

Section 204(c) would provide that all guns, traps, nets and other
equipment, and any means of transportation used by anyone when
committing an offense, are subject to forfeiture and may be seized
pending criminal prosecution of such process. Upon conviction, such
forfeiture may be adjudicated as a penalty in addition to any other
penalty imposed. ‘ .

Section 204(d) would preserve existing Customs laws regarding
seizures. : .

This subsection would provide that all provisions of law relating to
seizure, forfeiture, and condemnation of a vesssel for violation of the
customs laws, the disposition of such vessel or the proceeds from the
sale thereof, and the remission and mitigation of such forfeiture shall
apply to seizures and forfeitures incurred or alleged to have been in-
curred under the provisions of this Act. However, such customs laws
would apply only to the extent that they are applicable and not in-
consistent with the provisions of this Act. All powers, rights, and duties
conferred or imposed by the custom laws upon any officer or employee
of the Treasury Department would be required for the purposes of
this act to be exercised or performed by the Secretary of the Interior,
or the Secretary of Agriculture, or their designees.

This subsection would have the effect of placing the forfeiture pro-
vision under the responstbility of the Secretary of the Interior or
the Secretary of Agriculture except in cases where the value of the
equipment or the fish or wildlife seized exceeds $2,500 or where a
person claiming an interest in these articles files a claim within 20
days from the date of first publication of notice of seizure and gives
a bond to the United States in the penal sum of $250 with securities
approved by the Secretary. In case of condemnation of the articles
so claimed, the obligor would be required to pay all the costs and
expenses of the proceeding to obtain condemnation. These cases would
be referred to the United States Attorney in the District where seizure
was made for appropriate action. : ‘

Also, subsection (d) is designed to save harmless those who have
a proprietary right in the equipment used in perpetrating violations
but who do not actually participate in the wrongdoings or were not
significantly involved in the criminal enterprise.
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SECTION 205—DEFINITIONS

Section 205 would define the various terms used throughout the new
title II, such as: .

(1) ‘““Administrator’” means the Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration; , :

(2) “Chairman” means the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission; .

(8) The term “off-road vehicle’” means the same as the term when
used in Executive Order 11644, dated February 8, 1972. This term
means any motorized vehicle designed for or capable of cross-country
travel on or immediately over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh,
swampland, or other natural terrain; but such term does not include
(A) any registered motorboat, (B) military, fire, emergency or law
enforcement vehicle when used for emergency purposes, and (C) any
vehicle the use of which is authorized by the Secretaries under a permit
lease, license, or contract. V ‘ ‘ :

(4) The term “public land” means all lands under the respective
jurisdictions of the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture, the chair-
man of the AEC, and the Administrator of NAS%I,1 except it does not
mean land which is, or hereafter may be, within or designated as—

(A) a military reservation (which is covered under title I of the
Sikes Act, and is the subject of an existing program similar to that
authorized by this title); .

(B) a national park or monument (these lands are under the
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior and were excluded
because they are closed to huntin%); or

(C) an area within the national wildlife refuge system (under

- exisfing law, these lands which are under the jurisdiction of the

Secretary of the Interior already have authority to accomplish
the purposes of title I of this bill, and also many of the areas
within.the system are involved with the protection of endangered
species of fish and -wildlife).

(5) “State’’ means the agency of agencies of a State responsible for
- the administration of fish and game laws of the State (in some States
different agencies administer the fish and/or game laws of a State,
and if it is necessary to accomplish the purposes of this legislation,
then both agencies should be a party to any cooperative agreement
entered into pursuant to this title). :

SECTION 206—FUNDING AUTHORIZATIONS

Section 206 of new title IT would authorize to be appropriated the
sum of $10 million per year each to (a) the Department of the Interior
and (b) the Department of Agriculture to carry out their respective
functions and responsibilities under this title. )

Itis to be noted that the funds authorized to be appropriated to the
Department of the Interior include those funds that would be needed

to carry out programs on AEC and NASA lands.

SECTION 8

Section 3 of the bill would provide 6onforming technical changes to
the Sikes Act to allow for making two titles out of the act.

¥
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Estimatep Costs

In accordance with section 252 of the I.egislative Reorganization
Act of 1970, the committee estimtaes the maximum cost to the Federal
Government to be $23.5 million per year for fiscal years 1974, 1975
1976, 1977, and 1978.

The cost each year for the 5-year life of the legislation, would be
broken down as follows:

Title I: : R Millions
Department of Defense_____ __ . ______ $1. 5
Department of the Interior_ . _ . ... 3.0

Title 11: ’ :
Department of Agriculture___________________________________._. 10
Department of the Interior_ . ... .. _. 10

Total - o e m 28.5

Cranages IN Existing Law

In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by titles T and I1 of
the bill, as reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be
omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

ACT OF SEPTEMBER 15, 1960, AS AMENDED
(74 Stat. 1052, 16 U.S.C. 670a—f)

AN ACT To promote effectual planning, development, maintenance, aﬁd coordi-
nation of wildlife, fish, and game conservation and rehabilitation in military
reservations

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, [That the Secretary of
Defense] .

TITLE ]—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILI TARY
RESERVATIONS ‘

Sge. 101. The Secretary of Defense is hereby authorized to carry out
a program of planning, development, maintenance and coordination
of wildlife, fish and game conseryation and rehabilitation in military
‘reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed
upon by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of Interior and the
appropriate State agency designated by the State in which the reser-
vation is located. Such cooperative plan shall provide for (1) fish and
wildlife habitat improvements or modifications, (2) range rehabilitation
where necessary for support of wildlife, and (3) control of off-road vehicle
traffic. Such cooperative plan may stipulate the issuance of special
State hunting and fishing permits to individuals and require this
payment of a nominal fee therefor, which fees shall be utilized for
the protection, conservation and management of fish and wildlife,
including habitat improvement and related activities in accordance
with the cooperative plan: Provided, That the Commanding Officer
of the reservation or persons designated by him are authorized to
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enforce such special hunting and fishing permits and to collect the
fees therefor, acting as agent or agents for the State if the cooperative
plan so provides. '

[Sec. 2.] Sec. 102. The Secretary of Defense in cooperation with
the Secretary of Interior and the appropriate State agency is author-
ized to carry out a program for the conservation, restoration and man-
agement of migratory game birds on military reservations, including
the issuance of special hunting permits and the collection of fees
therefor, in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed upon
by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Interior and the
appropriate State agency : Provided, That possession of a special permit
for hunting migratory game birds issued pursuant to this [Act] title
shall not relieve the permittee of the requirements of the Migratory
Bird Hunting Stamp Act as amended nor of the requirements per-
taining to State law set forth in Public Law 85-337.

[Skc. 3.3 Sec. 103. The Secretary of Defense is also authorized to
carry out a program for the development, enhancement, operation,
and maintenance of public outdoor recreation resources at military
reservations in accordance with a cooperative plan mutually agreed
upon by the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Interior,
in consultation with the appropriate State agency designated by the
State in which such reservations are located. ,

[SEc. 4.] See. 104. The Department of Defense is held free from any
liability to pay into the Treasury of the United States upon the opera-
tion of the program or programs authorized by this [Act] title any
funds which may have been or may hereafter be collected, received
or expended pursuant to, and for the purposes of, this [Act.} title,
and which collections, receipts and expenditures have been properly
accounted for to the Comptroller General of the United States.

[Sec. 5.3 Sec. 105. Nothing herein contained shall be construed to
modify, amend or repeal any provision of. Public Law 85-337, nor as
applying to national forest lands administered pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 9 of the Act of June 7, 1924 (43 Stat. 655), nor sec-
tion 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act.

[Sec. 6.] Sec. 106. (a) The Secretary of Defense shall expend such
funds as may be collected in accordance with the cooperative plans
agreed to under [sections 1 and 27 sections 101 and 102 of this [Act]
title and for no other purpose. L :

(b) There is also authorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Defense not to exceed $500,000 per fiscal year for the fiscal years begin-
ning July 1, 1969, July 1, 1970, and'July 1, 1971, and not to ezceed
81,500,000 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972, and for each of
the next five fiscal years thereafter, to carry out this [Act] title, in-
cluding the enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat and the devel-
opment of public recreation and other facilities. The Secretary of
Defense shall, to the greatest extent practicable, enterinto agreements
to utilize the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities, with or
without reimbursement, of the Secretary of the Interior in carrying
out the provisions of this [Act.] title. There 1s authorized to be appro-
priated to the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed $2,000,000 for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, and for each of the next four
Jfiscal years thereafter to enable the Secretary to carry out such func-
ttons and responsibilities as he may have under cooperative plans to
which he is a party under this title. Sums authorized to be appropri-
ated under this Act shall be available until expended.
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TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON
CERTAIN PUBLIC LAND

Sec. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall each, in cooperation with the State agencies and in
accordanee with comprehensive plans developed pursuant to section
202 of this title, plan, develop, maintain, and coordinate programs for
the conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game. Such
conservation and rehabilitation programs shall include, but not be limited.
to, spec;ljc habitat improvement projects and related activities.

(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall implement the conservation and
rehabilitation programs required under subsection (a) of this section on
public land under his jurisidetion. The Secretary of the Interior shall
adopt, modify, and implement the conservation and rehabilitation pro-
grams required under such subsection (a) on public land under the juris-
diction of the Chairman, but only with the prior written approval of the
Atomic Energy Commission, and on public land wnder the jurisdiction
of the Administrator, but only with the prior written approval of the
Administrator. The Secretary of Agriculture shall implement such
conservation and rehabililation programs on public land upder his
Jurisdiction. :

Sec. 202. (a)(1) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, in con-
sultation with the State agencies, a comprehensive plan for conservation
and rehabilitation programs to be implemented on public land under his
jurisdiction and the Secretary of Agriculture shall do the same in connection
with public land under his yurisdiction. .

(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, with the prior written
approval of the Atomic Energy Commission, a comprehensive plan for
conservation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented on public
land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman aend develop, with the prior
written approval of the Administrator, a comprehensive plan for such
programs to be implemented on public land under the yurisdiction of the
Administrator. Each such plan shall be developed afier the Secretary of the
Interior makes, with the prior written approval of the Chairman or the
Adminaistrator, as the case may be, and n consultation with the State
agencies, necessary studies and surveys of the land concerned to determine
where conservation and rehabilitation programs are most needed.

(b) Each comprehensive plan developed pursuant fo this section shall
be consistent with any overall land use and management plans for the
lands tnvolved. In any case in which hunting, trapping, or fishing (or
any combination thereof) of resident fish and wildlife is to be permitted
on public land under a comprehensive plan, such hunting, trapping, and
fishing shall be conducted in accordance with applicable laws and regula-
tions of the Siate in which such land is located.

-(z) (1) Each State agency may enter into a cooperative agreement
with— :

(A) the Secretary of the Inferior with respect to those conservation
and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this title
within the State on public land which is under his jurisdiction;

(B) the Secretary of Agriculture with réspect to those conservation
and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this title
within the State on public land which is under his jurisdiction; and

(Q) the Secretary of the Interior and the Chairman or the Admin-
istrator, as the case may be, with respect to those comservation and
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. rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this title within
the State on public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman or

" the Administrator; except that before entering,into any cooperative
agreement which affects public land under the jurisdiction of the
Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall obtawn the prior written
approval of the Atomic Energy Commission and before entering into
any cooperative agreement which affects public lands under the juris-
diction of the Administrator, the Secretary of the Interior shall obtain
the prior written approval of the Administrator. ‘

To the maximum extent practicable, conservation and rehabilitation
programs required pursuant to section 201 of this title shall be imple-
mented through cooperative agreements entered into pursuant to this sub-
section. Consistent with the provisions of this title, such programs shall be
“integrated with and shall avoid duplication of any similar programs con-
ducted under any other provision of law. :

(2) Any conservation and rehabilitation program included within a
cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection may be modified
in a manner mutually agreeable to the State agency and the Secreiary
concerned (and the Chairman or the Administrator, as the case may be, if
public land wnder his jurisdietion -is involved). Before modifying any
cooperative agreement which affects public land under the jurisdictron of
the Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall obtain the prior written
approval of the Atomic Energy Commaission and before modifying any
cooperative agreement which affects public land under the jurisdiction of
the Admanistrator, the Secretary of the Interior shall obtain the prior
awritten approval of the Administrator.

(3) Each cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection
shall— ' ) -

(A) specify those areas of public land within the State on which
conservation and rehabilitation programs will be implemented;

(B) provide for fish and wildlife habitat tmprovements or modifica-
ttons, or both;

(C) provide for range rehabilitation where necessary for suppert
of wildlife;

(D) require the control of off-road vehicle traffic;,

(E) if the issuance of public land area management stamps is
agreed to pursuant to section 203(a) of this title—

. (%) contain such terms and conditions are as required under
section 203(b) of this title;

(13) require the maintenance of accurate records and the
filing of annual reports by the State agency to the Secretary of

" the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, or both,.as the case

may be, setting forth the amount and disposition of the fees
collected for such stamps; and '

(137) authorize the Secretary concerned, and the Comptroller
General of the Unated States, or their authorized representatives,
to have access to such records for purposes of audit and exam-
ination; and :

(F) contain such other terms and conditions as the Secretary
concerned_and the State agency deem necessary and appropriate to
carry oul the purposes of this title. .

A cooperative agreement may also provide for arrangements under which
the Secretary concerned may authorize officers and employees of the State
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ag;mcy to enforce, or to assist in the enforcement of, section 204(a) of this
title. C . ; ‘ '

(4) Exzcept where limited under a comprehensive plan or pursuant
to cooperatiwe agreement, hunting, fishing, and trapping shall be dper-
mitted on public land which s the subject of a conservation and re-
habilitation program implemented under this title.

(&) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture,
as the case may be, shall preseribe such regulations as are deemed neces- .
sary to control, in a manner consistent with the applicable comprehensive
plan and cooperative agreement, the public use of public land which is the
subject of any conservation and relf)abilitation program implemented by
him under thas title.

Sec. 203. (a) Any State agency may agree with the Secretary of the
Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture (or with the Secretary of the
Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, if within
the State concerned all conservation and rehabilitation programs wnder
this title will be tmplemented by him) that no individual will be per-
mitted to hunt, trap, or fish on any public land within the State which
is subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program imjylemented.
under this title unless at the time such indiwidual is engaged in such
activity he has on his person a valid land management area stamp issued
pursuant to this section. : ’

(b) Any agreement made pursuant to subsection (a) of this section
to regm're the issuance of public land management area stamps shall
be subject to the following conditions: ' :

(1) Such stamps shall be issued, sold, and the fees therefor
collected, by the gtate agency or by the authorized agents of such
agency. - v .

(2) Notice of the requirement to possess such stamps shall be
displayed prominently in all places where State hunting, trapping, or
Jishing licenses are sold. To the mazimum extent practicable, the sale
of such stamps shall be combined with the sale of such State hunting,
trapping, and fishing licenses. ’ '

(8) Except for expenses incurred in the printing, issuing, or
selling of such stamps, the fees collectea for such stamps by the
State ageney shall be wutilized in carrying out conservation and
rehabilitation programs tmplemented under this title in the State
concerned and for no other purpose. If such programs are imple-
mented by both the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary

 of Agriculture in the State, the Secretaries shall mutually agree,

~on such basis as they deem reasonable, on the proportion of such

fees “that shall be applied by the State agency to their respective
programs. : ’ o R

(4) The purchase of any such stamp shall entitle the purchaser

~ thereof to hunt, trap, and fish on any public"land: within such

" State which is the subject of a conservation or rehabilitation pro-

- gram implemented under this title except to the extent that the public

“‘use of such land is limited pursuant to a comprehensive plan or

~-cooperative agreement; but the purchase of any such stamp shall 10t be

construed as (A) eliminating the reqiirement for the purchase of a

migratory bird hunting stamp as set forth in the first section of the Aét

of March 16, 1934, commonly referred to as the Migratory Bird

Hunting Stamp Act (16 U.S.C. 718a), or (B) relieving the purchaser

S.R. 934——3
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from compliance with any applicable State game and fish laws and
requlations. A .

(5) The amount of the fee to be charged for such stamps, the
age at which the individual is required to acquire such a stamp,
and the expiration date for such stamps shall be mutually agreed

“upon by the State agency and the Secretary or Secretaries con-
cerned; except that each such stamp shall be void not later than
one year after the date of issuance.

(6) Each such stamp must be validated by the purchaser thereof

by signing his name across the face of the stamp.

(7) Any individual to whom a stamp is sold pursuent to this
section shall wpon request exhibit such stamp for inspection to
any officer or employee of the Department of the Interior or the
Department of Agriculture, or to any other person who is authorized
to enforce section 204(a) of this title. '

Skc. 204. (a)(1) Any person who hunts, traps, or fishes on any public
land which 1s subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program
implemented under this title without having on his person a vahd public
“land management area stamp, if the possession of such a stamp is re-
quired, shall be fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned for not more
than six months, or both. ,

(8) Any person who knowingly violates or fails to comply with any
regulations prescribed under section 202(c)(8) of this title shall be
Jbimlatd not more than $500, or imprisoned not more than siz months, or

oth.

(b)(1) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agricul-
ture may designate and authorize officers and employees of their re-
spective departments to enforce subsection (a) of thas section. Such
officers a/mfm employees, and any State officers or employees authorized
-under a cooperative agreement to enforce such subsection (a) are au-
thorized— : :

(A) with or without warrant or other process, to arrest any person
committing n his presence or view. an qoffense under subsection
(a) of this section;

(B) to execute any warrant or process issued by an officer or
court of competent jurisdiction for the arrest of any person charged
with the commission of any such offense; and v

(C) with or without a warrant, as authorized by law, to search
any place.

(2) Upon the sworn information by a competent person, any United
States magistrate or court of competent jurisdiction may issue process
for the arrest of any person charged with committing any offense under
subsection (a) of thas section. ,

(8) Any person charged with committing any offense under sub-
section (a) of this section may be tried a'ndg sentenced by any United
States magistrate designated for that purpose by the court by which
he was appointed, in the same manner and subject to the same condi-
tions as provided for in section 3401 of title 18, United States Code.

(¢) All guns, traps, nets, and other equivpment, vessels, vehicles, and
other means of transportation: used by any person when engaged in
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committing an offense under subsection (a) of this section shall be subject
to forfeiture to the United States.and may be seized and held pending the
prosecution of any person arrested for commiiting such offense. Upon
conviction for such offense, such forfeiture may be adjudicated as a
penalty in addition to any other provided for committing such offense.
(d) All provisions of law relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and con-
demnation of a vessel for violation of the customs laws, the disposition of
such vessel or the proceeds from the sale thereof, and the remission or
matigation of such forfeitures, shall apply to the seizures and forfeitures
wncurred, or alleged to have been incurred, under the provisions of this
section, insofar as such provisions of law are applicable and not in-
consistent with the provisions of this section; except that all powers, rights,
and duties conferred or imposed by the customs laws upon any officer or
employee of the Department of the Treasury shall, for the purposes of this
section, be exercised or performed by the Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, or by such persons as he
may designate. _
SEec. 205. As used in this title— '
’ (1) The term ‘‘Administrator” medns the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration. v
(2) The term “Chairman’’ means the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission. - o o
(8) The term “off-road vehicle’’ means any motorized vehicle
designed for, or capable of, cross-country travel on' or immediately
over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other
natural terrain; but such term does mot include— '
(A) any registered motorboat; _
(B) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle
when used for emergency purposes; and S
(C) any vehicle the usé of which is expressly authorized by
the Seeretary of the Interior or the ‘Secretary of Agriculture
under a permit, lease, license, or contradt, o
(4) The term “public land” means all lands under the respective
Jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secrelzg of Agri-
‘W

culture, the irman, and the Administrator, except hich ts,
or hereafter may be, within or designated ts—

(A) a malitary reservation;

(B) & national park or monument; or ,

C) an aren within the national wildlife refuge system;

(6) The term “State agency” means the agency or agencies of a

Sfmt;ze geéponsib’le for the administration of the fish ang game laws
of the State.

Sec. 208. (@) There is duthorized to. be approgriated the sum of
810,000,000 for the fiscal year énding June 30, 1974, and for ench of
the next four fiscal years thereclzl/ter to enable the Department of the Interior
to carry out its functions and responsibilities under this title.

(B) There 18 authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000
for thé fiscal year énding June 30, 1 9; , and for each of the next four fiscal
years thereafter to enable the Departmmt;}f Agriculture to carry out its
Junctions and respongibilities under this title.
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- AgENcYy COMMENTS

‘DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., May 7, 197/.
Hon. WarrEx G. MAGNUSON, ,
Chairman, Commattee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate. '

Dear Mg. CHATRMAN: As you requested, here is the report of the
Department of Agriculture on H.R. 11537, a bill to extend and expand
the authority for carrying out conservation and rehabilitation pro-
grams on military reservations, and to authorize the implementation
of such programs on certain public lands. :

The Department of Agriculture strongly recommends that section 2
of the bill not be enacted. This Department defers to the Department
of the Interior and the Department of Defense with respect to sections
1 and 3 of the bill.

Sections 1 and 3 of H.R. 11537 would amend and arrange under a
separate title I the provisions of the act of September 15, 1960, as
amended (16 U.8.C. 670a—f). That act authorizes a program of wildlife
conservation and rehabilitation on military reservations.

Section 2 of H.R. 11537 would also amend the act of September 15,
1960, by adding a new title IT that would authorize wildlife conserva-
tion programs for other Federal lands. Title IT would direct the Secre-
taries of Agriculture and the Interior in cooperation with State
agencies to plan, develop, maintain, and coordinate programs for the
conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game on Federal
lands under their respective jurisdictions.

With respect to the National Forest System lands administered by
this Department, the authorities provided by .title I1 are duplicative
and totally unnecessary..The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960
(74 Stat. 215; 16 U.S.C. 528-531), directs the Secretary of Agriculture
to .administer the National Forests for outdoor recreation, range,
timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes. Section 3 of that act
also authorizes the Secretary to cooperate with State agencies in the
development and management of the national forests. This Depart-
ment has sufficient authority under this and other laws to develop and
implement programs for the conservation of wildlife and fish habitats
on lands under its jurisdiction, and to cooperate with State agencies
in the development and management of such programs. ‘

Under present authorities, the Forest Service conducts comprehen-
sive wildlife management programs on the National Forests. These are
directed .toward . providing suitable habitat .for- wildlife and. fish
populations, including game and nongame species, and involve. three
principal approaches. . R T

First, wildlife management ig coordinated with other forest resource
uses. Trained wildlife biologists are assigned to assist with the tech-
nical planning of other.forest resource uses: and -activities. Second,
direct. habitat improvement work is conducted. Planting and seeding
browse, the release of preferred food .plants, and the construction.of
new watering facilities are examples. Third, in recognition of the
responsibilities of the respective States for wildlife, the Forest Service
has cooperative wildlife management agreements with State fish and
game agencies. These agreements have worked very well as a basis
for performing the National Forest wildlife management job on a
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partnership basis. And, under these agreements much of the direct
habitat improvement work is cooperatively planned and financed.
Thus H.R. 11537 would superimpose a duplicative approach and
structure upon a functioning, long-accepted program. The net result
of the provisions of the new Title II Woulé) be to disrupt existing
‘working relationships and- create overlapping and confusing new
authority. ' S '
We are particularly concerned with section 202(c) of the bill which
would provide that “no conservation or rehabilitation program, nor
any recommendation in any preliminary study or survey undertaken
with respect to such program, may be implemented under this title,
unless it is included within a cooperative agreement.” This provision
could be construed as preventing implementation of any wildlife or
fish related program on a National Forest unless the project was
covered in & cooperative agreement approved by the State agency
responsible for the administration of fish and game laws. ’

'nder multiple-use principles we seek to consider and deal with the
impacts of various resource programs on wildlife ‘and fish habitat as
well as to conduct projects primarily directed at improvement of wild-

‘life and fish habitat. Most of our authorized activities have some
degree of impact on wildlife and fish habitat, and conversely, most
programs conducted for wildlife and fish have some degtee of impact
on the other resource activities. If the administration of our wildlife
and fish programs is-made subject to the approval of a State agency
with limited resource responsibility, we cou é) lose-the ability to inte-
grate wildlife and fish habitat activities with other resource activities,
_as required by the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act. Given the
authority to veto the wildlife program of a National Forest, the State
agency would be in a strong position to influence where emphasis is
placed within the wildlife program itself, and to determine how the
proEra,m and other resource activities will interact. Also, in accordance
with H.R. 11537, a State agency would not be under obligation to
enter into a cooperative agreement, and in'the absence of such an
agreement no wiFdlif,e program could be conducted. Such a situation
would be completely inconsistent with the overall land use plans of a
National Forest. ; , s
We therefore believe that section 2 of H.R. 11537 is unnecessary,
and could seriously interfere with multiple-use management of the
National Forests. We much prefer to continue to cooperate with the
State agencies on the basis of present arrangements. %‘he&ae arrange-
_ments operate on a true partnership basis. o o
Additional comments on other provisions of the bill are included in
the enclosed supplemental statement, L ‘
. _The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no
objection to the presentation of this report from the standpoint of the
administration’s program. I -
‘ Sincerely, . : oo
R o J. Parn CAMPBELL,
e .7« " Under Secrétary.

SUPPLEMENT TO DEPARTMENT OF-AGRICULTURE REPORT ON H.R. 11537

The following are additional concerns of the Department of Agri-
culture relating to specific provisions of title IT as contained in section
2 of H.R. 11537.
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The relationship of section 202(c) of H.R. 11537 with the act of
December 15, 1991 (85 Stat. 649), is unclear. That act gives the
Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture responsibility for the
management and protection of wild free-roaming horses and burros
and considers these horses and burros as wildlife. The guestion could
be raised as to whether their management would be subject to co-
operative agreements under section 202(c) of H.R. 11537.

‘Section 202(c)(3) would require that cooperative agreements
entered into with State agencies shall provide for range rehabilitation
where necessary for support of wildlife, and sha]l require the control
of offroad vehicle traffic. Range rehabilitstion and control of offroad
vehicles can be accomplished now, where necessary, under existing
laws. We believe it is very important that the decision to include
such stipulations in a cooperative agreement be made by the Federal
land management agency. We think that such mandatory require-
ments are not necessary and will not accommodate the wide-range
of resource management sityations that could be involved. s

Section 203(a) would provide that any State agency may agree
with the Secretary of Agriculture to require persons to obtain a special
stamp prior to hunting, trapping, or fishing on the national forests.
Section 204 (a)(1) provides a penalty of a fine of not more than $1,000
or imprisonment for not more than 6 months er both for any person
who hunts, traps, or fishes on public lands without a special stamp.
In addition, persons convicted of committing such offenses could be
required to forfeit guns, traps, equipment, and vehicles used when
engaged in committing an offense. We interpret section 203(a) as
requiring mutual agreement between the State agency and the
Secretary in cases where a State agency wishes to agree on the in-
stitution of a special fee program on national forest lands. Special fees
for hunting, trapping, and fishing on national forests for the purpose
of financing cooperative habitat improvement work are now charged
in nine States pursuant to existing agreements. We wish to emphasize
that arrangements for charging special fees should be on the l?asis of
mutual agreement so that we could weigh the merits of the program
as it would apply to each forest situation; especially, when we would
be responsible for enforcement of the related penalty pravisions. In
many national forests a high proportion of the land is privately owned
and boundaries between national forest lands -and private lands are
difficult to distinguish. In view of land ownership considerations and
the severity of the Henalties, a stamp program may not be in the best
public interest for all national forests. i ' A

Section 206(b) authorizes a $10 million appropriation to the De-
partment of Agriculture to carry out its functions and responsibilities
under title IT. It is unclear whether these appropriations are to be in
lieu of appropriations now provided for wildlife management or
supplemental to them. The bill could be construed as providing a new
program in substitution for our existing wildlife management program.
It appears to view National Forest wildlife habitat management needs
as relating only to direct habitat improvement projects and fails to
recognize the scope of our present program as described earlier in
this report
_ ' O




H. R. 11537

Rinety-thivd Congress of the WAnited States of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the twenty-first day of January,
. one thousand nine hundred and seventy-four

An Act

To extend and expand the authority for carrying out conservation and rehabili-
tation programs on military reservations, and to authorize the implementation
of such programs on certain public lands.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the Act entitled
“An Act to promote effectual planning, development, maintenance,
and coordination of wildlife, fish and game conservation and rehabili-
tation in military reservations”, approved September 15, 1960 (16
U.S.C. 670a~1), is amended—

(1) by 1nserting immediately after the first sentence of the
first section thereof the following new sentence: “Such coopera-
tive plan shall provide for (1) fish and wildlife habitat improve-
ments or modifications, (2) range rehabilitation where necessary
for su’?port of wildlife, and (3) control of off-road vehicle
traffic.”; and

(2) by amending section 6(b) thereof—

'(A) by amending the first sentence thereof by inserting
immediately after “July 1, 1971,” the following: “and not
to exceed $1,500,000 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972,
and for each of the next five fiscal years thereafter,”; and

(B) by inserting immediately before the last sentence.
thereof the following new sentence: “There is authorized to
be appropriated to the Secretary of the Interior not to exceed
$2,000,000 for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1973, and for
each of the next four fiscal years thereafter to-enable the
Secretary to carry out such functions and responsibilities as
he may have under cooperative plans to which he is a party

_under this title.”

Sec. 2. Such Act of September 15, 1960, is further amended by
adding at the end thereof the following :

“TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON CERTAIN
PUBLIC LAND

“Src. 201. (a) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall each, in cooperation with the State agencies and in
accordance with comprehensive plans developed pursuant to section
202 of this title, plan, develop, maintain, and coordinate programs for
the conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, and game. Such
conservation and rehabilitation programs shall include, but not be
limited to, specific habitat improvement projects and related activities
and gdequate protection for species considered threatened or endan-
gered.

“(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall implement the conservation
and rehabilitation programs required under subsection (a) of this
section on public land under his jurisdiction. The Secretary of the
Interior shall adopt, modify, and implement the conservation and
rehabilitation programs required under such subsection (a) on pub-
lic land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman, but only with the
prior written approval of the Atomic Energy Commission, and on
public land under the jurisdiction of the Administrator, but only with
the prior written approval of the Administrator. The Secretary of
Agriculture shall implement such conservation and rehabilitation pro-
grams on public land under his jurisdiction.

“Skc. 202. (a) (1) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, in
consultation with the State agencies, a comprehensive plan for con-
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servation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented on public
land under his jurisdiction and the Secretary of Agriculture shall do
the same in connection with public land under his jurisdiction.

“(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall develop, with the prior
written approval of the Atomic Energy Commission, a comprehensive
plan for conservation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented
on public land under the jurisdiction of the Chairman and develop,
with the prior written approval of the Administrator, a comprehensive
plan for such programs to be implemented on public land under the
jurisdiction of the Administrator. Each such plan shall be developed
after the Secretary of the Interior makes, with the prior written
approval of the Chairman or the Administrator, as the case may be,
and in consultation with the State agencies, necessary studies and
surveys of the land concerned to determine where conservation and
rehabilitation programs are most needed.

“(b) Each comprehensive plan developed pursuant to this section
shall be consistent with any overall land use and management plans
for the lands involved. In any case in which hunting, trapping, or
fishing (or any combination thereof) of resident fish and wildlife is
to be permitted on public land under a comprehensive plan, such
hunting, trapping, and fishing shall be conducted in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of the State in which such land is
located.

“(c) (1) Each State agency may enter into a cooperative agreement
with—

“(A) the Secretary of the Interior with respect to those conser-
vation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this
title within the State on public land which is under his
jurisdiction;

“(B) the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to those con-
servation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under
this title within the State on public land which is under his juris-
diction ; and - Sl SR o :

“(C) the Secretary of the Interior and the Chairman or the
Administrator, as the case may be, with respect to those conser-
vation and rehabilitation programs to be implemented under this
title within the State on public land under the jurisdiction of the
Chairman or the Administrator ; except that before entering into
any cooperative agreement which affects public land under the
jurisdiction of the Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall
obtain the prior written approval of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission and before entering into any cooperative agreement which
affects public lands under the jurisdiction of the Administrator,
the Secretary of the Interior shall obtain the prior written
approval of the Administrator. '

Conservation and rehabilitation programs developed and implemented
pursuant to this title shall be deemed as supplemental to wildlife, fish,
and game-related programs conducted by the Secretary of the Interior
and the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to other provisions of law.
Nothing in this title shall be construed as limiting the authority of the
Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case
may be, to manage the national forests or other public lands for wild-
life and fish and other purposes in accordance with the Multiple-Use
Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (74 Stat. 215; 16 U.S.C. 528-531) or
other applicable authority.

“(2) Any conservation and rehabilitation program included within
a cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection may be
modified in a manner mutually agreeable to the State agency and the
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Secretary concerned (and the Chairman or the Administrator, as the
case may be, if public land under his jurisdiction is involved). Before
modifying any cooperative agreement which affects public land under
the jurisdiction of the Chairman, the Secretary of the Interior shall
obtain the prior written approval of the Atomic Energy Commission
and before modifying any cooperative agreement which affects public
land under the jurisdiction of the Administrator, the Secretary of the
Interior shall obtain the prior written approval of the Administrator.

“(3) Each cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection
shall—

“(A) specify those areas of public land within the State on
which conservation and rehabilitation programs will be imple-
mented ;

“(B) provide for fish and wildlife habitat improvements or
modifications, or both;

“(C) provide for range rehabilitation where necessary for
support of wildlife;

“(D) provide adequate protection for fish and wildlife officially
classified as threatened or endangered pursuant to section 4 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1533) or con-
sidered to be threatened, rare, or endangered by the State agency ;

“(E) require the control of off-road vehicle traffic;

“(F) if the issuance of public land area management stamps is
agreed to pursuant to section 203(a) of this title—

“(i) contain such terms and conditions as are required
under section 208(b) of this title;

“(1i1) require the maintenance of accurate records and the
filing of annual reports by the State agency to the Secretary
of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, or both, as
the case may be, setting forth the amount and disposition
of the fees collected for such stamps; and

“(iii) authorize the Secretary concerned and the Comp-
troller General of the United States, or their authorized
atives, to-have accessto sueh records for-purposes of

audit and examination; and

“(() contain such other terms and conditions as the Secretary
concerned and the State agency deem necessary and appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this title. .

A cooperative agreement may also provide for arrangements under
which the Secretary concerned may authorize officers and employees
of the State agency to enforce, or to assist in the enforcement of,
section 204 (a) of this title.

“(4) Except where limited under a comprehensive plan or pursuant
to cooperative agreement, hunting, fishing, and trapping shall be
permitted with respect to resident fish and wildlife in accordance with
applicable laws and regulations of the State in which such land is
located on public land which is the subject of a conservation and
rehabilitation program implemented under this title.

“(5) The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture,
as the case may be, shall prescribe such regulations as are deemed
necessary to control, in a manner consistent with the applicable com-
prehensive plan and cooperative agreement, the public use of public
land which is the subject of any conservation and rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented by him under this title.

“Sec. 203. (a) Any State agency may agree with the Secretary of
the Interior and the Secretary of -Agriculture (or with the Secretary
of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the case may be, 1f
within the State concerned all conservation and rehabilitation pro-
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grams under this title will be implemented by him) that no individual
will be permitted to hunt, trap, or fish on any public land within the
State which is subject to a conservation and rehabilitation program
implemented under this title unless at the time such individual is
engaged in such activity he has on his person a valid public land
management area stamp issued pursuant to this section.

“(b) Any agreement made pursuant to subsection (a) of this section
to require the issuance of public land management area stamps shall
be subject to the following conditions:

“(1) Such stamps shall be issued, sold, and the fees therefor
collected, by the State agency or by the authorized agents of such
agency.

“(2) Notice of the requirement to possess such stamps shall be
displayed prominently in all places where State hunting, trap-
ping, or fishing licenses are sold. To the maximum extent prac-
ticable, the sale of such stamps shall be combined with the sale of
such State hunting, trapping, and fishing licenses.

“(3) Except for expenses incurred in the printing, issuing, or
selling of such stamps, the fees collected for such stamps by the
State agency shall be utilized in carrying out conservation and
rehabilitation programs implemented under this title in the State
concerned and for no other purpose. If such programs are imple-
mented by both the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
Agriculture in the State, the Secretaries shall mutually agree, on
such basis as they deem reasonable, on the proportion of such
fees that shall be applied by the State agency to their respective
programs.

“(4) The purchase of any such stamp shall entitle the purchaser
thereof to hunt, trap, and fish on any public land within such
State which is the subject of a conservation or rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented under this title except to the extent that the
public use of such land is limited pursuant to a comprehensive
plan or.cooperative agreement; but the purchase of any such
stamp shall not be construed as (A) eliminating the requirement
for the purchase of a migratory bird hunting stamp as set forth
in the first section of the Act of March 16,1934, commonly referred
to as the Migratory Bird Hunting Stamp Act (16 U.S.C. 718a),
or (B) relieving the purchaser from compliance with any appli-
cable State game and fish laws and regulations.

“(5) The amount of the fee to be charged for such stamps, the
age at which the individual is required to acquire such a stamp,
and the expiration date for such stamps shall be mutually agreed
upon by the State agency and the Secretary or Secretaries con-
cerned ; except that each such stamp shall be void not later than
one year after the date of issuance.

“(6) Each such stamp must be validated by the purchaser
thereof by signing his name across the face of the stamp.

“(7) Any individual to whom a stamp is sold pursuant to this
section shall upon request exhibit such stamp for inspection to
any officer or employee of the Department of the Interior or the
Department of Agriculture, or to any other person who is anthor-
ized to enforce section 204 (a) of this title.

“Sec. 204. (a) (1) Any person who hunts, traps, or fishes on any
public land which is subject to a conservation and rehabilitation pro-
gram implemented under this title without having on his person a
valid public land management area stamp, if the possession of such a
stamp is required, shall be fined not more than $1,000, or imprisoned
for not more than six months, or both.
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“{2) Any person who knowingly violates or fails to comply with
any regulations prescribed under section 202(c) (5) of this title shall
be fined not more than $500, or imprisoned not more than six months,
or both.

“(b) (1) For the purpose of enforcing subsection (a) of this section,
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture may
designate any employee of their respective departments, and any State
officer or employee authorized under a cooperative agreement to
enforce such subsection (a), to (i) carry firearms; (il) execute and
serve any warrant or other process issued by a court or officer of com-
petent jurisdiction; (iii) make arrests without warrant or process for
a misdemeanor he has reasonable grounds to believe is being com-
mitted in his presence or view; (iv) search without warrant or process
any person, place, or conveyance as provided by law; and (v) seize
without warrant or process any evidentiary item as provided by law.

“(2) Upon the sworn information by a competent person, any
United States magistrate or court of competent jurisdiction may issue
process for the arrest of any person charged with committing any
offense under subsection (a) of this section.

“(3) Any person charged with committing any offense under sub-
section (a) of this section may be tried and sentenced by any United
States magistrate designated for that purpose by the court by which
he was appointed, in the same manner and subject to the same condi-
tions as provided for in section 3401 of title 18, United States Code.

“{¢) All guns, traps, nets, and other equipment, vessels, vehicles, and
other means of transportation used by any person when engaged in
committing an offense under subsection (a) of this section shall be
subject to forfeiture to the United States and may be seized and held
pending the prosecution of any person arrested for committing such
offense. Upon conviction for such offense, such forfeiture may be
adjudicated as a penalty in addition to any other provided for

committing such offense.

“(d) All provisions of law relating to the seizure, forfeiture, and
condemnation of a vessel for violation of the customs laws, the dis-
position of such vessel or the proceeds from the sale thereof, and the
remission or mitigation of such forfeitures, shall apply to the seizures
and forfeitures incurred, or alleged to have been incurred, under the
provisions of this section, insofar as such provisions of law are appli-
cable and not inconsistent with the provisions of this section; except
that all powers, rights, and duties conferred or imposed by the customs
laws upon any officer or employee of the Department of the Treasury
shall, for the purposes of this section, be exercised or performed by
the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the
case may be, or by such persons as he may designate.

“Sgc. 205, As used in this title—

%(1) The term ‘Administrator’ means the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration.

“(2) The term ‘Chairman’ means the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission.

“(8) The term ‘off-road vehicle’ means any motorized vehicle
designed for, or capable of, cross-country travel on or immediately
over land, water, sand, snow, ice, marsh, swampland, or other
natural terrain ; but such term does not include—

“{A) any registered motorboat at the option of each State;

“(B) any military, fire, emergency, or law enforcement
vehicle when used for emergency purposes; and

“(C) any vehicle the use of which is expressly authorized
by the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Agri-
culture under a permit, lease, license, or contract.
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“(4) The term ‘public land’ means all lands under the respective
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of
Agriculture, the Chairman, and the Administrator, except land
which is, or hereafter may be, within or designated as—

“(A) a military reservation;

“(B) aunit of the National Park System;

“(C) an area within the national wildlife refuge system;

“(D) an Indian reservation; or

“(E) an area within an Indian reservation or land held
in trust by the United States for an Indian or Indian tribe.

“(5) The term ‘State agency’ means the agency or agencies of
a State responsible for the administration of the fish and game
laws of the State.

“(6) The term ‘conservation and rehabilitation programs’
means to utilize those methods and procedures which are neces-
sary to protect, conserve, and enhance wildlife, fish, and game
resources to the maximum extent practicable on public lands
subject to this title consistent with any overall land use and man-
agement plans for the lands involved. Such methods and pro-
cedures shall include, but shall not be limited to, all activities
associated with scientific resources management such as protection,
research, census, law enforcement, habitat management, propaga-
tion, live trapping and transplantation, and regulated taking in
conformance with the provisions of this title. Nothing in this
term shall be construed as diminishing the authority or jurisdic-
tion of the States with respect to the management of resident
%pecies of fish, wildlife, or game, except as otherwise provided

law.

“SE}(;. 206. Notwithstanding any other provision in this title, section
203 of this title shall not apply to land which is, or hereafter may be,
within or designated as Forest Service land or as Bureau of Land
Management land of any State in which all Federal lands therein com-
prise 60 percent or more of the total area of such State; except that in

any such State, any appropriate State agency may agree with the -~

Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the Interior, or both, as
the case may be, to collect a fee as specified in such agreement at the
point of sale of regular licenses to hunt, trap, or fish in such State, the
proceeds of which shall be utilized in carrying out conservation and
rehabilitation programs implemented under this title in the State

" concerned and for no other purpose.

“Sec. 207. Nothing in this title shall enlarge or diminish or in any
way affect (1) the rights of Indians or Indian tribes to the use of water
or natural resources or their rights to fish, trap, or hunt wildlife as
seecured by statute, agreement, treaty, Executive order, or court decree;
or (2) existing State or Federal jurisdiction to regulate those rights
either on or off reservations.

“Src. 208. Nothing in this Act shall in any way affect the jurisdic-
tion, authority, duties, or activities of the Joint Federal-State Land
Use Planning Commission established pursuant to section 17 of the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (85 Stat. 688). During the
development of any cooperative plan for Alaska which may be agreed
to under title I after the effective date of this section and of any com-
ﬁgehgnsive program for Alaska under title II, sneh Commission shall

given an opportunity to submit its comments on such plan or
program.

“Skc. 209. (a) There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1974, and for each of the
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next four fiscal years thereafter to enable the Department of the
Interior to carry out its functions and responsibilities under this title.
“(b) There is authorized to be appropriated the sum of $10,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for each of the next four
fiscal years thereafter to enable the Department of Agriculture to carry
out its functions and responsibilities under this title.”
Skc. 3. Such Act of September 15, 1960, is further amended—
(1) by redesignating the first section and sections 2 through 6 as
sections 101 through 106, respectively ;
(2) by striking out “That the Secretary of Defense” in section
101 (as so redesignated) and inserting in liem thereof the
following:

“TITLE I—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS ON MILITARY
RESERVATIONS

“Sec. 101. The Secretary of Defense”;

(8) by striking out “Act” the first time it appears in the proviso
to section 102 (as so redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof
“title”; .

4 i)y striking out “Act” each place it appears in sections 104
and 106 (as so redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof “title” ;
and

(5) by striking out “sections 1 and 2” in section 106 (as so
redesignated) and inserting in lieu thereof “sections 101 and 102”.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
’ President of the Senate.
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Dear Mr, Director:

The *’allaring 'bills were *eceived at the White
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Robert D. Linder
Chief? Bxecutive Clerk

The Zororable Roy L. Ash
Director
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Washingten, D, C.
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