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Tom Ross, NPS

David Dahlquist called the meeting to order at 1:05 Central Standard Time.

The members of the Task Force introduced themselves and described their current
positions and interests:

Tony

Bill:

Joan:

Bruce:

John

Susan:

David:

Tom:

South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism - he
is a planner, works .tith statewide outdoor recreation plans and
master plans;
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Office of Planning -
has been the legislative liaison to the department;
Chief of the Western Region Grants Branch of the National Park
Service - her interest is in SCORP and in re-invigorating the LWCF;
California Department, of Parks and Recreation - was a SCORP

planner for 10 years, now works on general
plans for the State

Parks, believes planners are under utilized;
Wyoming State Parks and Historic Sites - is a landscape architect
with 5 years working for the state, develops construction documents
and master plans for the state;
Vermont Department of Forests, Parks and Recreation - she is a
state recreation planner, works with policy and Legislative Action
Planning, believes the SCORP process could be streamlined;
America’s Historic Forest, President of NASRP - has park, recreation
and open space planning interests, revitahzing NASRP is his goaL

National Park Service, lead staff uosition for the NPS LWCF Review
Committee - has experience wit~ Nationwide Recreation Planning
and the LWCF since the 70’s.

Tom explained that the National Park System’ Advisory Board meets twice a year and
can establish various committees on selected issues. They formed the committee to
review the LWCF and LJPARR programs to determine if these programs can: be
rejuvenated. The Review Committee began, in January, 1994, and is chaired by Frances
Buchholzer who is the Director of the Ohio Department of Natural Resource~:, The 18
member Committee contains representatives from industry, state and federal



organizations.

Tom went onto explain that the Committee was broken down into 3 subcommittees and
how the information developed in these Committees will be moved through the
Advisory Board to the Director of the Park Service. Four major issues were determined
to be the priorities:

1- Program effectiveness and funding - What to do to streamline the process,
reduce the state burden, “frame” the program and insure adequate funding.
Funding sources were discussed. All of the subcommittees felt there was a need
to buy into a national system of parks, recreation and open space - could even be
called an “American” system.

2- How should the money be divided up - One suggestion was for 40% Fed, 40%
State and 20% discretionary, another was to allocate funding at 30% Fed, 30%
State, 30% local and 10% non-profit.

3 - What criteria should be utilized - National needs should be recognized,
rewarding of innovative/creative projects, expanding the program criteria, i.e.
allow scenic easements to be considered eligible in the LWCF program.

4- How should it be administered - Move out of the Department of Interior, leave
in the Dept., move to another Interior position or have as an independent status.

Other areas found to be of concern were:

(A) Nationwide Plaming - what are the current issues in recreation conservation
and priority of funding mechanisms.

(B) Statewide Recreation Planning - New guidelines including more flexibility
would be good, a funding source is needed and coordination of both is essential.

The subcommittees displayed a strong support for the vahre of planning, the priorities
on how planning is addressed and building a strong constituency.

Bill expressed the need to illustrate how and why the federal government should be
involved with these programs and that a vision is important. We should not proceed
based on unsubstantiated assumptions that federal support should be taken for granted.

Joan asked Tom who were some Committee members that were supporters of planning.
Tom’s list included Andy Sansom, Bob Bendick, Henry Diamond, Cheryl Jordan, Mike
Moore, Laurie Mathews, Ed Koenemann and Rick Carlson.

Bruce asked Tom if there were any non-supporters. Tom said there were no SCORP
attackers but some people were critical of the process because some states still take a
cookie-cutter approach, that the SCOIW is not recognized, it does alright for state issues



but not federal issues.

Bruce also asked if the NASORLO survey that Tom had mentioned could be obtained.

Sue thought the process was a good tool for a vision and that the non-profit sector was
an important player.

David asked if ISTEA and other new recreation funding sources were being discussed.

Tom said failures in the current programs have come from the inability to become
involved with a constituency-the process has to get on the political agenda. A smalf
working group of the Committee is beginning to develop a White Paper to put to the
full Committee at their next meeting in May.

Some issues NASRP could consider are (1) Look at the national outdoor recreation and
conservation needs, a National Needs Statement, what are the issues and benefits, who
are the supporters.

Local, state and national recreation groups can get behind building a plan on a 5 year
basis so that all groups can be connected; basic grassroots support for specific recreation
issues.

(2) State recreation planning - federal money supporting a state process which would
include conservation of natural resources issues in states but a large data collection
exercise is not needed. Maybe a block grant to states for the plan then a federal review
of the plan.

Eco-system planning maybe another way to consider a regional planning strategy.

David and Susan led the following discussion on Issues:

Tony A national or regional plan is a good idea.
Bilk Confine our thoughts to the planning process and how to build support. A more
visionary role is needed for the 2 programs. The LWCF has become associated with
recreation and this should be expanded. A statement of why the Feds should be
involved is important.
Joan Who, on the Committee is interested in what we do is important. As the
Committee develops the vision we (NASRP) can help define the planning. Developing
a conduit on the Committee for our ideas is important.
Bruce: (1) We should ask the organization (NASRP) what they think and (2) asking for
national issues is important but would be very hard.
Susan A national issues section would be a good idea and expand the view of outdoor
recreation planning.
Tony A national plan with a vision is good, eco-system or regional planning would also
be a good idea.
David: A summary is as follows:



1- Reflect the concerns and suggestions of the NASRP membership on topics
related to statewide planning and LWCF.
2- Develop a working and effective relationship with members of the LWCF
Review Committee to assure that the findings and recommendations of the
NASRP LWCF Task Force are considered and implemented to the maximum
possible extent.
3- Explore processes for creating 1) a “National Needs Statement”, 2) a “National
Vision Plan for an American System of Parks”, and 3) options for putting these
two features into practice.
4- Define why and how statewide planning is vital to effectively delivering
public recreation opportunities; presewing and sustaining natural and culturaf
resources; and integrating the related missions of all levels of government, non-
profit organizations and private sector providers.
5- Prepare support for concepts and approaches in planning that are based to a
large part on regional, multi-state and eco-system management strategies.

Bruce: questions can be developed by us for the survey to the NASRP membership, he
will come up with a list.

We should all send our potential survey questions to David, he will compile. We should
all develop a list of names from the Committee that NASRP or Task Force members
could contact. Any other NASRP members that know someone on the Committee could
help us convey our ideas.

The next teleconference will be Aprif 25, 1994 at 1:00 CDT.


