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Mr. Dole. Mr� Chairman, Thank you for this opportunity 
to express a conce rn held by thousands of Kansans over 
the Corps o� Engineers' proposed user fees at federal 
lakes. I appreciate the committee ' s action, giving prompt 
consideration to the legislation which I have sponsored 
with 18 other Senators to l�it the�e fees. This bill 
served the important interests of promoting good admin
istrative p ractic e , eliminating a major source of public 
irritation, and following the guidance of common sense. 

As other Senators and officials from the Corps of 
Engineers can verify, the imposition of these fees has 
been met with unprecedented opposition from ordinary 
citizens th roughout the nation. 

QUESTIONS OVER ANNOUNCEMENT 

In part this opposition a rose from the question
able and confus ing way in which the Corps handled the 
announcement and consideration of the fee proposals. 

The American people have a deeJ•Seated sense of 
fair play and due process. They expect to be treated 
fairly, and, when they do not receive a fair shake or 
if they feel som eone is trying to pull a "fa.st one" on 
them, they leave no question about their reaction. 

And, I beli eve the people of Kansas - · as reflected 
in the largest volume of mail my office· has received on 
any su bject in more than a year - · got the impression 
that the Corps of Engineers was less than totally candid 
�d straightforward in the propo sal and consideration of 
these fees. 

UNUSUAL TIME!ABLE 

They saw that the law authorizing these fees was 
passed in July, 1972. They sa w that the Corps of Eng
ineers did not make its fee proposals public until Feb
r�y 1973, in the FEDERAL REGISTER, a publication 
which is hardly everyday reading for most citizens. 
And they then saw the statement that it was nimpractical 
and contrary to the pub lic interest" to give more than 
15 days for public comment and criticism of the proposals. 

Well, I believe the people:.had a different viea..of' 
the public interest and the practicalities involved here. 
After waiting som.o. 6. mont!)s;. ·- t'rom pA��'s.gE .o.f' tb� ena.b�ing 
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legislation, to sees these fees put forward in an ob
scure notice in an equally obscure federal publication 
with an unsubstantiated assertion that the people should 
only have 15 days to comment, they felt something un
usual was happening. 

And, I think I can understand the feelings of a 

familyr man when he saw this fuzzy, unclear bureaucratic 
notice saying he might have to pay upwards of $30 per 
weekend to take his f�ily camping at the local lake. 
And then he read further and saw that all this was going 
to happen without any opportunity for him to speak out 
and be heard, because by the time he found out, the com• 
ment period had expired. 

Well, as we subsequently learned , there were errors 
in the published proposal, the comment period was extend
ed, the Corps of Engineers clarified several points about 
the fees that would and would not be charged, and as fin
ally promulgated, the fees did not come near totaling 
$30 per weekend. 

TARNISHED REPUTATION 

But I do understand the wide concern -- particularly 
in light of the feeling in some quarters that the Corps 
of Engineers has a somewhat tarnished reputation for 
failing to involve the public at appropriate stages in 
its decisionmaking processes. In many cases this criti
cism is unwarranted, but a case s uch as this certainly 
does nothing to enhance the standing of the Corps of 
Engineers in the eyes of the ordinary citizen and tax
payer. 

But, now, we have put the initial confusion and 
misunderstandings about the fee proposals behind us. 
On March 23, specific fee schedules were published, 
and they showed that the worse possibilities - - as 

read into the original February 1 proposal -- were not 
going to be realized . There was significant relief 
among picnickers, campers and boaters over this announce
ment, but basic objections and drawbacks to these fees 
were not overcome in this announcement. 

TWO TYPES 0 F FEES 

As finally announced, the fees in Kansas are of 
two basic types. One is for the use of overnight camp
ing facilities and the second is for the use of daytime 
recreation areas and facilities. 

l_ 

OVERNIGHT CAMPING FEES 

As far as the overnight camping fees are concern
ed, the highest individual assessment is set at $2 - 

and that at fewer than half of the sites in the state. 
And I do not believe, from what the people have told 
me, that they object to a fair fee charged for a valu
able service -- such as a neat, clean and well-equipped 
overnight camping area. · 

And it is widely recognized that, at least in 
Kansas, the Co�s of Engineers' campsites are extremely 
well-kept, and �1 or $2 is flet by most campers to be 
a fair and worthwhile expenditure for the privilege of 
spending an evening. 

DAY-USE FEES 

But when we consider the fees for day recreation 
areas, oth2r nuestion.s Anil oonsi.d.e.r-QT.:i.ons are raised. 
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g,�TION OF CONGRESS;ro� �N.T 

The basic issue involved in the day-use fees is 
whether Congress ever intended that they would be charged, 
and I believe the record shows there was clearly no such 
idea in mind when this law was passed. Certainly, those 
of us sponsoring this b111, today who were in the Con
gress at the time Public Law 92-347 was considered did not 
have such an intent. 

It should be emphasized that these day�use areas 
are not extensively developed sites which only a few, 
special-purpose visitors might be expected to utiliZe. 
On the contrary, they include the picnic areas, toilets, 
pls;wgrounds, beaches and drinking fountains which vir
tually every visitor might be expected to seek out, 
whether coming to a lake for a picnic, a nature hike, 
or an afternoon ' s fishing. 

Congress certainly did not intend to levy a charge 
on every visitor to our federal water recreation areas. 
I believe the Corps of Engineers' fees for day-use 
areas would violate the purpose and intended limi tat
ions of the law . And, since the Corps of Engineers 

appears unwilling to yield on this point, we must act 
to change the law, so there will be no doubt about what 
Congress means. 

COMMON SENSE 

Aside from the question of these fees being in 
accord with the law's intent, another point is raised 
which strongly supports the idea of limiting these 
fees. 

As can be noted from the various fees schedules, 
the day-use fee is usually set at $0.50 per car. For
tunately, this fee is on a per-car rather than on a 

per-person basis as originally indicated, so the �in
ancial burden. on the visitor is lessened considerably. 
But it seems almost impossible for the Corps to avoid 
great administrative difficulties in the collection of 
these fees. So in addition to creating major incon
venience and irritation for the public , the collection 
process will also cost the Corps of Engineers far more 
than the amounts coll·ected. Thus, these fees will do 
no good �or anyone -- the people who pay them, the Corps 
of Engineers , or the taxpayers generally . Apparent�y 
the Corps believes it is required to impose fees for 
the administrative difficulties, the inconvenience to 
the public or the likelihood that the collections will 
not be enough to offset costs. 

I would be inclined to feel that anyone of these 
considerations - - in ad dition to the basic question 
of the authority to charge the fees -- would be reason 
enough to hold back on setting thest :ees. Common 
aenae might be a. reliable guide to show that g>ing to 
the trouble, expense and effort to collect fifty cents 
from every car going into one of these areas simply was 
not worth it. 

Evidently the Corps of Engineers has a different 
·view of the matter. So the legislation which I am 
sponsoring with 18 of my coll eagues has been proposed. 

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 

Mr. Chainnan, as I said these fees have received 
wide attention in Kansas� and opposition to them has 
come fron1 all over the state and from people in every 
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walk of life. I have received thousands and thousands 
of letters and petitio ns expressing concern, opposition 
and considerable irritation with the whole procedure and 
its substance. 

This outpouring has been spontaneous and without 
any real overall organiz ation . But one of the major 
spokesman on the subject has been Bob Freeman, who is 
outdoor director of radio stations KEYN AM and FM in 
Wichita, Kansas. B6.b did a great deal to bring the 
fee proposals to public light in February, and, when, 
these hearings were announced, I felt he would be an 

app ropriate representative on behalf of the people of 
Kansas who have contacted me on this matter. In response 
to my request he has furnished a letter which explains 
some of the history of the raaction to the fee proposals 
and goes into detail on several of the basic objections 
many people have to the fees. I request that this letter 
be included in the hearing record at this point. 

Bob Freeman has certainly demonstrated the ability 
of our people to get together and work on behalf of their 
common interests . He and his listeners and thousands 
of others across Kansas and in many other states have 
clearly demonstrated the democratic process and citizen 
involvement in responsive government. 

It is personally gratifying to me as a Senator to 
receive so many cards , letter, telegrams and other ex
pressions of c oncern from those who I have the privilege 
of representing. I think this is our system at its best, 
and I would hope other issues might also receive the same 
broad and deeply�felt response. 

CONCLUSION 

So Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to appear before the 
subeommittee today on behalf of s. 1381. It is legis
lation which has the strongest public support. It is 
backed by a strong indication that it fulfills a basic 
intent that this type of user-fee was not intended by 
Congress. And it also carries the weight of common sense 
that a federal agency should not undertake a fee program 
which shows little prospect of returning enough to the 
public treasury to pay even the costs of collection. 

I believe passage of this legislation will eliminate 
a major and quite legitimate irritation for a broad seg
ment of the general public. It will relieve the Corps 
of Engineers of a non-productive collection program which 
goes against a basic Congressional understanding and 
intent. And by fulfilling both of these goals it will 
serve the interests of both tlle public and good govern
ment. 
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