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The committee was charged to identity the LWCF issues that NASORLO currently has consensus on in order to prepare for discussions around LWCF Reauthorization. We determined that the best approach would be to develop a set of principles that would guide NASORLO representatives in discussions with other interest groups, National Park Service, and Congress.
Funding Sources 
                          
Principle NASORLO will agree to look at additional long term funding sources, but not diverting current funding from existing programs.
                            
Allocation of Funds 
Principle Our principle is to promote a robust "viable" state grants program with equity in the distribution between state and federal uses. 
Principle The Stateside program should be equitable with the Federal program                            

                              
Financial Assistance to States 
Principle While we recognize the issue and challenge of maintenance, we think that routine maintenance should not be eligible.  Projects of long term benefit such as renovation, restoration and upgrades are eligible. As with all uses of the funds, states should consider describing the need in their SCORP to highlight the importance and wide-spread nature of this issue. 

                             
Apportionment among States. 
Principle We support keep the same formula for distribution, but we are open to examine other options that may better address the growing needs of urban and metropolitan areas. )

Matching
Principle  NASORLO supports the continuation of a minimum 50% match requirement to assure 
                              
SCORP

Principle NASORLO will use the SCORP committee’s findings on the issues relating to SCORP, including the issue of the 5-year review, the use of funds for planning.

Our committee did have a good conversation, including;

· the 5 –year time frame is not specified in the act and can be negotiated with NPS

· the use of LWCF funds for studies (currently allowed), 

· keeping the wetlands provision in (it does fit well for many states, and others can simply reference their related programs), 

· inventory of local and federal resources (potential Principle - upgrade the process by involving the federal agencies but not to the point where they dictate to the states the individual priorities within the state.  
We also discussed the use of rulemaking to implement some of our suggestions, and decided that we need to look at which of our principles and suggestions were appropriate for administrative level discussions between NASORLO and NPS, and which ones should be elevated to more formal discussions with other entities (SORP, NARP), and which should be formalized in rulemaking.  

6(f) Conversions
Principle: NASORLO needs to have a robust discussion with NPS for flexibility to achieve both appropriate protection for the values inherent in recreation and conservation resources, yet workable solutions for conversions

We had a robust discussion on the issue including;

· potential amortization for smaller development projects (i.e. 20 years, but that larger landscape projects maintain perpetual protection.
· great need for a less onerous conversion process  
· the NASORLO survey  showed 18 for flexibility and 3 against flexibility. 
· NPS indicated 6(f) is a contract: issue and the legal responsibility for replacement lies with the state
· It was noted one option for flexibility in conversions is to have that the state replace the property / project with state park acquisitions.
 
 
Facility Enclosures. 
Principle The current program that allows certain enclosed facilities as eligible projects be continued. 
                                             
Requirements for Project Approval 
Principle Agree that other federal funds can be used to match LWCF, if the federal fund specifically allows LWCF as a match. (Currently only two CBD and Rec Trail programs can be used as match, so a general principle is to leave it alone and be mute on the subject). 

                                                              

Capital Improvement and Other Projects to Reduce Crime:  
Principle In an effort to cleanup underutilized areas of the original Act, we recommend that it be taken out of the statute as it has never been used.
Publicity 
Principle Provide more flexibility for signage, and to encourage promotion of the use of the facilities for health, fitness and visibility of the federal program.  

Note: The project sponsor must pay for this. Caution..need to guard against the criticism that it is to lobby for more $$ make sure it is related to promoting the use and visibility of  the program. PA...  has permanent signs to identify 6(f) protection for the park/site in order to garner publicity and compliance.        

