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INTRODUCTION

Who does not have a fond memory or two of afternoons in
a park or strolls along a creekbed?

Last year eight million visitors to North Carolina's
State parks, natural areas, and recreation areas found time to
create many such memories. In fact, the visitor count to North
Carolina's State Park System now exceeds the State's population.

North Carolina was the first state in the southeast to
create a state parks system. Today the North Carolina Parks and
Recreation System covers fifty-three management units - parks,
rivers, trails, lakes, and recreation areas. The Parks System
includes 125,000 acres of land, water, and facilities
conservatively valued at $350 million.

North Carolina looks differently now than it did in
1915, when the Parks System was established. Our population is
aging, yet it is more urban, cosmopolitan, and technological.
People are recreating differently; the weekend trip has replaced
the annual week of vacation. Visitors to North Carolina parks
increased one million in one year. These changeovers will impact
significantly on our parks and recreation areas.

Previously, there have been four legislatively-mandated
studies of State Parks. The General Assembly again established in
1987 a Study Commission on State Parks and Recreation Areas. The
Commission was authorized to identify the needs of State Parks
and Recreation Areas, to review and formulate legislation, to
collect and evaluate reports and recommendations, and to study
any other pertinent issues. The Commission was cochaired by
Senator Henson P. Barnes and Representative Narvel Jim Crawford.

This Commission, as with the previous commissions,
thinks there is no better pursuit of government than to preserve
our natural heritage. This report will document that the parks
needs are immediate and finite, but the legacy of parks
everlasting.





COMMISSION PROCEEDINGS

The State ?arks and Recreation Areas Study Commission
met seven times. Below is a short synopsis of each meeting, the
more detailed minutes of each meeting are available in the
Legislative Library of the Legislative Building.

Meeting on November 6, 1987

The first meeting of the Study Commission on State Parks
and Recreation Areas was held on November 6, 1987. The meeting
was essentially organizational in nature. The cochair made
introductory remarks and reviewed the legislation that authorized
the Commission.

Secretary S. Thomas Rhodes of the Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development gave a general overview of
the needs of the Parks System regarding land purchases,
operations, and capital facilities. He stated that North Carolina
spends $.89 per capita on park operations, whereas Kentucky
spends $14 per capita. The parks budget comprises .7% of the
total State budget. The State has experienced a 44% increase in
visitors over the past four years. The Secretary challenged the
Commission to come up with creative funding schemes for the Parks
System.

Division personnel were introduced and a slide show of
the parks and resources was presented. Legislation from the 1987
Session relevant to the Division of Parks was reviewed. Finally,
Commission members were assigned various parks to visit, examine
the needs of each park, and report back to the full Commission.

Meeting on December 15, 1987

The second meeting of the Study Commission was held on
December 15, 1987. The focus of the meeting was on the "Rails to
Trails" issue. Persons from the Attorney General's Office,
interested org \nizations , and local government spoke on the
complex problen-i with rail abandonments, underlying ownership,
and preservation of the corridors for recreational and
transportation use. (See Appendix D)

The Commission members reported on their visits to the
parks and, in general, found deteriorating physical plants,
excellent but overworked staff, and bountiful needs.



A Rails to Trails Task Force was appointed to study the
rail abandonment issues and report back to the full Commission
with suggestions.

Meeting on February 18, 19, and 20, 1988

The third meeting of the Commission was a fact-finding
tour of the Kentucky Park System. The Commission ate, visited,
and lodged in representative parks of the Kentucky System.

Organizationally, Parks is one of five departments in
the Tourism Cabinet of Kentucky state government. There are
forty-four park sites, fifteen of which are resort parks. The
Commission found the "lodge" or resort park concept an attractive
one but would require a considerable capital expenditure.

The Commission members were extremely impressed with the
facilities and staff of the Kentucky Park System.

Meeting on May 10, 1988

Members gathered for the fourth meeting of the Parks and
Recreation Commission at Umstead Park. The Commission first
received a brief presentation on the history of the park and
current renovation needs.

Various speakers highlighted recent information
regarding the parks system, including a review of the Recreation
Resources Service of North Carolina State University, greenways,
and the Jocassee Watershed. The Commission also received and
reviewed the Performance Audit on the Division of Parks by the
State Auditor's Office (see Appendix H).

The Commission received the report of the Task Force on
Rails to Trails (see Appendix E). The last item for discussion
was the parks agenda for the 1988 "Budget" Session.

Meeting on August 26, 1988

The fifth meeting of the Commission was a fact-finding
tour of Jordan Lake to preview the new areas to be opened to the
public.

Jordan Lake covers 47,000 acres with 150 miles of
shoreline. By 1989 seven new areas are planned to be opened. It
is predicted that visitors will number two million. The Corps of
Engineers has invested thirty-one million dollars to date.



Commission members saw first-hand what huge
responsibilities will fall to the State of North Carolina once
the Corps begins leasing the lands to the State. Many problems
exist relating to the transfer to State operations from federal
hands.

Meeting on November 10, 1988

At the sixth meeting of the Parks Commission, the
Commission first received information on the State Parks Plan and
the Land Acquisition Program (see Appendix F). The Commission
began consideration of the final report to the 1989 Session of
the General Assembly. Lastly, the Commission heard numerous
presentations from persons representing trails organizations.

Meeting on December 13, 1988

The final meeting of the State Parks and Recreation
Areas Study Commission was held on December 13, 1988. The
Commission approved the report and proposed recommendations to
the 1989 Session of the General Assembly.





RECOMMENDATIONS

The Study Commission on State Parks and Recreation Areas makes
the following recommendations to the 1989 Session of the General
Assembly:

1. The Commission recommends a "Park Improvement
Program" (PIP) for capital improvement projects at State Parks
and Recreation Areas over the next eight years. The goal of the
PIP would be to rebuild the parks into decent and safe buildings
and grounds. The approximate cost would be roughly $120 million
dollars. Divided equally over the next eight years means a

commitment of $15 million per year or $30 million per biennium.

2. If the Department of Natural Resources and Community
Development and other specified divisions of the Department of
Human Resources are reorganized into a new Department of
Environment, the Commission recommends that the Division of Parks
and Recreation be placed in a position of significance so that
the Division's visibility is not lost to the citizens of North
Carolina

.

The Commission has studied and finds some merit in the
concept of a single natural resources and land management agency
in the State as a way to eliminate duplication and overlapping
costs. Under this concept, a new cabinet level secretary for
wildlife, parks, and tourism would be created. The department
might contain the following divisions and agencies: Wildlife
Resources Commission, Division of Parks and Recreation, marine
aquariums from the Department of Administration, small State
forests from the Division of Forest Resources, Zoological Park,
State historic sites from the Division of History and Archives,
marine estuarine sanctuaries from the Division of Coastal
Management, and the Division of Travel and Tourism from the
Department of Commerce. The Commission, however, makes no firm
recommendation in this report as to this concept but recommends
further study of such a reorganization.

3. The Commission recommends that the Department of
Transportation be required to build, maintain, and repair the 248
miles of State park roads. The Commission also recommends that
the Secretary of Transportation be required to prepare and
present a plan to the General Assembly every two years as to how
funds are to be generated and spent to implement the plan (see
Appendix I ) .



4. The Commission recommends the establishment of a

residential training center for State park rangers, who would
benefit from continuing education and learn necessary skills such
as law enforcement, wildland f iref ighting, interpretation, and
natural resources management skills (approximate cost of

$250,000.)

5. The Commission recommends that fees and receipts
collected in parks and recreation areas remain in the parks
budget and not offset against the Division's appropriations (see
Appendix J)

.

6. The Commission recommends an appropriation to provide
at least one maintenance worker in each State park to perform
routine tasks and emergency repairs necessary to provide a safe,
healthful environment for park visitors. These positions will
supervise the community service worker program in each State
park, resolving the supervision issue and expanding the hours of
supervision. (twenty-two positions; cost of $1,210,956)

7. The Commission recommends an appropriation to provide
a general information brochure on the features of each park, (no
positions needed; cost of $42,000)

8. The Commission recommends an appropriation to provide
clerical, telephone, transportation, and other support necessary
for the four regional trails specialists to develop and manage
the State Trails System. (no positions needed; cost of $27,500)

9. The Commission recommends an appropriation to provide
the staff and support necessary to open five new areas at Jordan
and Falls Lakes, including a wastewater treatment operator for
each park. (twenty-one positions; cost of $729,909)

10. The Commission recommends an appropriation to raise
the 1984 seasonal wages to 1988 authorized levels to hire
qualified seasonal and temporary staff. This will allow the
Division of Parks to compete with other organizations for the
services of competent employees. (no positions needed; cost of
$185,421)

11. The Commission recommends an appropriation to
provide additional funds for minimum lifeguard coverage at eleven
swimming areas. (no positions needed; cost of $132,340)

12. The Commission recommends an appropriation to expand
the planning section of the Division of Parks: two positions to
develop park master plans and two positions to manage the State
rivers and trails programs. (four positions; cost of $195,012)



13. The Commission recommends an appropriation to fund
five positions and support required to implement construction
projects within the time limits set by the State Construction
Office and previous legislation. (five positions; cost of
$226,579)

14. The Commission recommends an appropriation to
provide additional funds to provide for land surveying to mark
and maintain State park boundaries. (two positions; cost of
$59,144 for salaries, support, and a vehicle)

15. The Commission recommends that the Study Commission
on State Parks and Recreation Areas be reauthorized and
continued.





APPENDIX A

PART VIl. STATE PARKS STUDY COMMISSION
Sec. 7.1. There is creaied a Study Commission on State Parks and

Recreation Areas to be composed of nine members: three Senators to be appointed
by the President of the Senate, three Representatives to be appointed by the Speaker
of the House, and three public members to be appointed by the Governor.
Appointments to the Study Commission shall lie made within 30 days subsequent to

the adjournment of the General Assemhls in 19S7. The President of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House shall each designate a cochairman from their appointees.
Either cochairman may call the first meeting of the Study Commission. With the

prior approval of the Legislative Services Commission, the Study Commission may
hold us meetings in the legislative buildings.

Sec. 7.2. The Stud> Commission is authorized:

(a) To identify the needs of State Parks and Recreation Areas;
(b) To reviev^ and formulate recommended legislation;

(c) To collect and evaluate reports and recommendations of various
agencies, councils, and associations relating to State Parks and Recreation Areas; and

(d) To study any other issues pertinent to the State Parks and Recreation
System.

Sec. 7.3. With the prior approval of the Legislative Services Commission,
the Study Commission shall use available employees, both secretarial and
professional, of the General Assembly or may employ such employees as the Study
Commission deems proper. The cochairmen may assign and direct the activities of

the emolovees. subiect to the advice of the Studv Commission. The Department of
Natural Resources and Community Development and any other departments, boards,
or association.^ snail assist tne Study Commission and furnish any information or
expertise requested.

Sec. 7.4. The Study Commission shall file a written report of its findings
and recommendations vMth the presiding officer of the House of Representatives and
the Senate on or before February 15. 198<J. Upon the filing of the report, the Study
Commission shall terminate.

Sec. 7.5. Members of the Study Commission shall serve without
compensation, but they shall be paid such per diem and travel expenses in

accordance with G.S. 138-5. Members who are legislators shall be reimbursed for

travel and subsistence expenses in accordance with G.S. 120-3.1.

Sec. 7.6. There is appropriated from the General Fund to the General
Assembly the sum of twent> thousand dollars (S20.000) for the fiscal year ?9S7-8S for

the expenses of the Study Commission on State Parks and Recreation Area,





APPENDIX B

SUBJECT:
Authority:

Report by:
Report to:

Date:

HEHBERS

PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS
Chapter £73, Part VII, (HB 646-Cravf ord, N.; SB (2<>
Barnes

)

Conmission on State Parks and Recreation Areas
Report to presiding officer of House of
Representatives and to the Senate
On or before February IS, 1989

Lt. Governor's Appointaents Speaker's Appointments

Sen. Henson P. Barnes
:31 E. Walnut Street
Goldsboro, NC 27530
(919) 735-6420

Rep. N. J. Crawford, Cochair
15 Edgemont Road
Asheville, NC 28801
(704) 252-6972

Sen. J. K. Sherron, Jr
4208 Six Forks Road
Suite 302
Raleiah, NC 27609
(919) 781-8721

Sen. Lura Tally
3100 Tallywood Drive
Fayetteville, NC 28303
(919) 484-4868

Rep. Daniel H. DeVane
Post Office Drawer N
Raeford. NC 26376
(919) 675-2528

Rep. Jo Graham Foster
1520 Maryland Avenue
Charlotte, NC 26209
(704) 332-8269

Governor's Appointaents

Rep. Betsy L. Cochrane
Box 517 BR
Advance, NC 27006
(919) 996-8893

Mr. Charles H. Taylor
Post Office Box 66
Brevard, NC 26712
(704) 683-2956

Sen. Robert G. Shaw
Post Office Box 8101
Greensboro, NC 27419
(919) 292-5805

Staff: Ms. Jennie Dorsett
Leaislative Services Office
(9i9) 733-2578

Clerk: Ms. Mary Whiting
(919) 733-5977 (0)
(919) 846-0598 (H)





APPENDIX C

; I - 1

1

c -s
-^ I

^ ri
t T . £ . -. E : J ^ : a .

S J i
I t I ^ ^ ? = I - V

i 2 1 =
I E r ^ I ? I I

I

Z ^ 1 ^ i t
1 t \ 1 i ^ i l]! 1 it

I

liilillHlirH

I I ^ > i ±

\ i II \

i - : i. z =





APPENDIX

REMARKS OF DAVID BURWELL
PRESIDENT, RAILS-TO-TRAILS CONSERVANCY
BEFORE THE LEGISLATIVE STUDY COMMISSION

ON STATE PARKS AND RECREATION
TO

RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA

December 15, 1987

R^JLS
TRMLS
CONSERVANCY'

Good morning. I have been asked to speak on national efforts
to preserve abandoned rail corridors in public use and ownership
and, in particular, on the rapidly-growing rails-to-trails
movement. In addition, I have been asked to inform this
Commission of any national or state legislation that could be
helpful in crafting state legislation in North Carolina promoting
rails-to-trails efforts. I am happy to speak on both of these
topics

.

A. National Rails-to-Trails Situation

Our national rail system, at its greatest extent in 1920,
comprised over 256,000 miles of rail corridor. Of that amount.
North Carolina had 5522 miles in rail service. Counting lines
abandoned before 1920 and new lines constructed after 1920, total
rail miles contructed is approximately 275,000 miles. In
addition, about 16,500 miles of electric "inter-urbans" were
constructed, primarily in the midwest. Together, these two types
of rail service amount to over 292,000 miles of track. And this
does not count thousands of miles of privately-constructed rail
corridor, primarily by timber, coal, and mining companies, to
bring their products to public railheads.

As of 1986, 145,000 miles of rail line remained in service.
This means that over 50 percent of the rail system built in this
country has been abandoned. Abandonments have accelerated since
the mid-1970 's when several large rail lines such as the Penn
Central, the Milwaukee Road, and the Rock Island Line went
bankrupt, and have accelerated further due to relaxed abandonment
requirements contained in the Transportation Deregulation Act of
1980, also known as The Staggers Act.

. To the best of our knowledge, over 42,000 miles of rail
corridor have been abandoned nationwide since 1972. During this

11
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period North Carolina lost 876 miles of line. See Appendix A.

Another 126 miles of North Carolina rail corridor is planned for
abandonment within two years. See Appendix B.

Other states in Southeast United States are faring no
better. Over the same period of time Virginia has lost 368 miles
of line. South Carolina 491 miles, Georgia 481 miles, Florida
1045 miles, Tennessee 751 miles, Alabama 756 miles, and
Mississippi 895 miles. Rail corridors officially plannned for
abandonment within two years in these states amount to over 910
miles. In short, the built rail system in this country is rapidly
contracting. If steps aren't taken immediately to preserve these
corridors they will be gone forever.

The Rails-to-Trails Conservancy was created in 1985 for the
purpose of encouraging the preservation of rail lines through
their conversion to recreational trail use. The rails-to-trails
idea has caught on with a broad range of groups; conservation
organizations and land trusts interested in the high-quality
habitat often contained in rail rights-of-way; recreationists
interested in use of these corridors for hiking, bicycling,
walking, and horseback riding; fishermen interested in stream
access; chambers of commerce and tourist bureaus interested in
rail-trails as destination park and recreation facilities; the
historic preservation community which recognizes the extremely
valuable contribution made by the railroad industry to the
development of this country; and, last but certainly not least,
transportation planners who seek to bank rail corridors for
future transportation use.

Trail-related business is especially important to the small
towns of America which sprung up when farms could be no further
than five miles from a railhead due to the limits of non-
motorized transportation. For these towns the railroad is the
reason they exist and, when the railroad pulls up its track,
these towns disappear. With them go small pieces of American
history. This need not happen, for rail-trails can often replace
and even increase the economic activity lost as a result of rail
abandonments. See Appendix C.

To date over 130 corridors totalling about 2000 miles have
been converted to trails.' This amounts to less than 2% of all
rail lines abandoned. Nevertheless, this system hosted about 10.5
million trail users in 1986, resulting in significant local

' I am submitting a copy of our recent publication A Guide
to America's Rail-Trails (October 1987) with this testimony. The
Guide gives location, length, and uses of these trails, along
with addresses of trail managers and telephone numbers. We
recommend contacting these trail managers for more information on
rail-trails, problems, and possible solutions.
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economic benefits to the communities along these trails. In
addition, the Conservancy is working with local groups and
agencies on over 100 additional projects that are in some stage
of conversion from proposal to construction.

Unfortunately, due to problems with title, adjacent
landowner opposition, cost, and management, most rails-to-trails
efforts do not succeed. However, when they do succeed, the trails
are virtually always popular, even and often especially among
adjacent property owners who see property values climb and crime
and litter fall. A rail-trail, once converted, often becomes the
center-piece of a town's open space program as adjacent
properties are bought and designated as parks, wildlife refuges
and town forests to take full advantage of the trail. The
popularity of these corridors is most accurately reflected, in
our view, by the fact that none of the over 130 rail-trails
constructed in this country have been abandoned or converted to
other uses. To the contrary, many have been extended to link with
other trails or parks in town-wide or county-wide greenway
systems.

One final note on the national situation: rail-trail
conversions are concentrated in the midwest. Iowa, with 24
completed projects, leads the nation in the race to establish
statewide rail-trail networks. Wisconsin has the greatest
absolute miles of rail-trails, 318. Illinois has 14 converted
rail-trails, and probably the most projects in the process of
conversion. This concentration of activity in the midwest is
significant because it is in these farming states that one would
expect the most opposition from adjacent landowners. While
initial opposition was heavy, and while opposition continues on
specific projects, we are extremely heartened by the fact the the
idea of building statewide trail systems based on rail-trails has
prevailed in these states.

One peculiar demographic fact about rail-trails is that the
idea has not yet caught on in the South. In fact, we have been
able to identify only a total of five such trails in the states
of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama,
Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Texas combined. Except for a

half-mile spur in Greensboro, we have found no rail-trails in
North Carolina. While we are working with several North Carolina
trail groups and the U.S. Forest Service on a beautiful corridor
between Robbinsville and Topton in Graham County, the success of
that project is far from assured. We cannot yet account for this
lack of interest in preserving rail corridors for trail use in
these states. Yes, there are title problems and there are
adjacent landowner problems. But these problems exist elsewhere.
The difference is that, in these southern states, these problems
have not yet been overcome.

B. Potential Legislative Solutions

3
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The first point I wish to make on ideas for model
legislation is that legislation alone is not the answer. Public
education is equally, perhaps more important. The biggest
obstacle to rail-trail conversions is not the legal structure, it

is fear. Fear of crime, fear of loss of privacy, fear of loss of

property value, fear of litter and lack of maintenance, fear of

the cost of building and maintaining these corridors. We have
surveyed all existing rail-trail projects in an attempt to
determine if these fears are well-founded in practice and, if so,

if solutions exist. We have found, first, that these problems
almost never exist in reality and, second, when minor problems do

occur, they are easily solved through fencing agreements,
maintenance agreements with groups willing to volunteer time on

the trail, and routine security measures. Laws can address legal
obstacles to conversion, but only public education and person-to-
person outreach can solve the problem of fear.

Second, national legislation provides significant, but

limited, assistance. The primary statute promoting rail-trail
conversions is Section 8(d) of the National Trails System Act. 16

U.S.C. 1247(d). This statute provides a mechanism for "banking"

unused rail corridors for potential future rail use as an

alternative to abandonment. Under the terms of this law any state

or local agency, political subdivision, or private organization
willing to assume the carrying costs of an about-to-be-abandoned
rail corridor (basically real estate taxes, management costs, and

liability) can request the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC),

the agency that approves all rail abandonments that affect
interstate commmerce, to assign the corridor to interim trail use
rather than authorizing abandonment. If the railroad agrees to

the request, the ICC will not issue an abandonment order but will
instead issue a "certificate of interim trail use" or CITU. Once
the CITU is issued the agency requesting trail use has 180 days
to negotiate the actual terms of transfer with the railroad. The
key consequence of a successful negotiation and transfer is that
any line held by easement "for railroad use" continues in such
use under the terms of the CITU. Congress has determined that the
"banking" of corridors for potential future rail use through this
process constitutes use "for railroad purposes" and therefore no
reversionary interest matures under state law.

I am submitting with this testimony a copy of our Rails-to-
Trails Legal Manual which outlines the procedures to be followed
when requesting a CITU and contains a form 8(d) request letter
and a checklist. However, this law has some lirr-^' ^-ations:

1. It has been challenged as unconstitutional by holders
of reversionary interests. RTC, the ICC, and the U.S.
Department of Justice take the common position that the
statute is a constitutional exercise of Congress'
regulatory powers under the interstate commerce clause.

14



The issue is in litigation in the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia and in federal
district court in Missouri. RTC is a party to both of
these lawsuits. The case in the District of Columbia
has been argued and we expect a decision at any time.

2. The ICC has established very severe procedures for
invoking the statute. The problem is that no pre-
abandonment notice is presently provided to state and
local agencies that may have an interest in trail uae.
Instead, only state rail officials and shippers are
notified of upcoming abandonments. RTC is attempting to
address this problem by establishing our own "early
warning" system. We monitor ICC abandonments and, when
we suspect a possible abandonment, we call state and
local officials, trail groups, land trusts, and
conservation organizations to determine local interest
in, and corrdior suitability for, trail use. If the
line is a rail-trail candidate and strong interest in
trail use exists, we provide technical assistance on
the use of Section 8(d) and explore other possible
strategies.

3. The ICC has interpreted Section 8(d) as entirely
voluntary with respect to the railroad. That is, an
abandoning railroad need not agree to an 8(d) transfer
even if a trail manager agrees to assume all railroad
carrying costs, meets all of the deadlines for
requesting trail use and other procedural requirements,
and even agrees to pay the railroad for its ownership
interest. RTC is litigating this issue, claiming that
an abandoning railroad has a duty to deal with a
qualifying trail agency and the ICC has both the
authority and the duty to set the terms and conditions
of transfer when the railroad refuses to deal.

While these limitations on the use of Section 8(d) are
significant the law can, when properly invoked, provide a
mechanism for overcoming state title problems along these
corridors. RTC has assisted in the negotiation of four voluntery
8(d) agreements under the National Trails System Act. In North
Carolina, we recommend that the state identify active rail
corridors that may be suitable for trail use and begin
negotiations with the relevant railroads now, before the railroad
even begins abandonment proceedings. The state should also
establish a public process for identifying corridors with a high
priority for preservation either for transportation or recreation
purposes. With advance planning and publ^-c involvement, most
objections to corridor preservation can be met.

Third, the state needs to establish a firm policy with
respect to use of abandoned rail lines for recreational trail

15



use. We recommend that a recent Florida law, enacted in June of
this year, be considered as a model. This law, which is appended
to this testimony (Appendix D), requires action to inventory and

acquire abandoned rail corridors, establishes cooperative
management procedures between state and local governments for
these corridors, requires the state Departments of Natural
Resources and Transportation to cooperate when acquiring these
corridors, and authorizes $3 million for corridor acquisition.
The law is particularly useful in fostering cooperative efforts
between the recreation community, the DNH and the DOT and we
suggest that you contact Florida officials to determine how
successful the state has been in implementing this act. A state

memo explaining the program and identifying further sources of

information is attached as Appendix E.

Fourth, we are concerned about th recent enactment of House

Bill 876, adding a new Section 1-44.2 to the General Statutes of

North Carolina, in June of this year. This law places presumptive
ownership of abandoned rail lines in adjacent property owners.

This, obviously, does not foster corridor preservation and will
accelerate the process of fragmentation of rail corridors. A
similar statute enacted in Indiana (Chapter 395) has recently
been challenged by Conrail as a violation of railroad ownership
in these corridors. Even if the statute is interpreted as simply
an assignment of any state-owned reversionary interest in these
properties, it is not constructive. It is also not fiscally
reponsible. If the state has a potential ownership interest in

these corridors, why should it provide a windfall by giving state

land away for no compensation?* The law should be repealed.

Fifth, Senate Bill 1557, establishing a qualified right-of-
first-refusal by the state Department of Transportation in about-
to-be-abandoned corridors, is a step in the right direction.
However, it has some problems. First, it does not appear to
require the railroad to obtain affirmative state approval of
sales of abandoned corridors to third parties. Without requiring
affirmative approval, a railroad can refuse to deal with the
state even when the state has notified the railroad of its desire
to acquire the corridor. We recommend looking at title 18 of the
New York Transportation Code and Chapter 161C, Section 7 of
Massachusetts General Laws for right-of-first-refusal laws which

» Many miles of rail corridor in North Carolina were
assembled by use of eminent domain powers granted to railroads by
the state. In North Carolina Highway Commission v. Farm Equipment
Company, Inc.,~281 N.C. 459, 189 S.E. 2d 272 (1972) , the North
Carolina Supreme Court held that rail property acquired by
eminent domain represented only an easement interest. The state
presumably has a right to continue this easement when the
railroad no longer needs the corridor. The easement should be
assigned back to the state and should not be allowed to expire.
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assure that the railroad will negotiate with interested state
agencies in good faith. Second, S.B. 1557 only requires
notification of the Department of Transportation. The Department
of Natural Resources and Community Development should also
receive timely notice and, if the corridor is suitable for
recreational trail use, the Department of Transportation should
agree to use its considerable powers (and, to the extent allowed
by law, its use of federal and state gas tax revenues), to
acquire these corridors.

Sixth, and finally, we recommend that the state consider
measures to discourage fragmentation of corridors already
abandoned but still intact. Massachusetts has enacted a law that
prohibits the issuance of a building permit on former railroad
property without first getting approval of the Office of the
Secretary of Transportation. M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54A. See
Appendix F. This statute also establishes a policy prohibiting
construction on rail corridors which may have potential for
future use. The resolution enacted by the Durham City Council in
April of this year, which incorporates abandoned rail corridors
in the city's trails and greenways master plan and thus
discourages development of these corridors, has a similar affect.
We recommend that the Commission review both of these laws for
possible state application.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I

commend you for your effort to plan for North Carolina's open
space and recreational future through you/ deliberations and
would be pleased to work with you to help build a statewide
trails system from abandoned rail corridors that is consistent
with other state and local goals. I would also be happy to answer
any questions you have about RTC and its program.
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February 24, 19(

MEMORANDUM

Members of the Rails to Trails Task Force

FROM: Jennie Dorsett, Counsel to the Commission on State Parks
and Recreation Areas

Summary of the Work of the Task Force

The final meeting of the Task Force on Rails to Trails was held
February 23, 1988. The previous meeting was held on January 27,
1988.

Mark Sullivan of the Department of Transportation reported on the
status of the departmental proposal on abandoned railway
corridors. The proposal was to be offered in the form of
amendments to Senate Bill 1557 (introduced by Senator Frank
Block). According to Mark, the amendments were approved by all
levels in DOT but met with some opposition in the Governor's
Office. Mark stated that the DCT amendments would cover all the
points that the Task Force was interested in enacting '.nto law,
except citizen involvement.

Senator Block stopped by the meeting to discuss Senate Bill 1557
and his course of action. He said that SB 1557 was introduced
late in the session as a stopgap measure to address a local rail
problem in his district. He has spoken with the Attorney General
regarding the proposed DOT amendments to his bill. Serious
Constitutional questions remain, but the Attorney General "left
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MEMORANDUM
PAGE 2

Februa ry 24 , 1988

the door open" (as Senator Block phrased it). Senator Block is

planning to seek out law professors and other experts in this

field to help with the difficult legal problems.

The Task Force agreed upon and adopted the following

recommendations to be presented to the State Parks and Recreation

Areas Study Commission:
. , , ^ ^

1. That there be immediate preservation of all abandoned

railroad rights of way;

2. That there be coordinated planning for best use of the

rights of way, including both commercial and

recreational use;
3. That citizens and local government be involved in

development and utilization of the rights of way.

Senator Block endorsed the recommendations, and the Task Force

offered to assist him with support and citizen involvement if he

needs it.

As the Task Force requested, I spoke with Senator Barnes about

Senator Block's bill and the recommendations of the Task Force.

He thought it best to allow Senator Block the time to work with

the experts on any revisions to SB 1557. He was pleased with the

work of the Task Force and thought the full State Parks Study

Commission would heartily welcome the recommendations.

As the Task Force also requested, I spoke with Peter Harnick who

works with the national organization on Rails to Trails in

Washington on the status of the court cases. No decision has been

rendered in either the Missouri or District of Columbia case.

Both cases are at the trial level; any appeals could involve

several years. Mr. Harnick stated that there was much that states

could in the interim rather than waiting on court decisions.

If there is anything further the members of the Task Force should

want to do, pleese contact me at your convenience.
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APPENDIX F

HISTORy OF FUNDING FOR LAND ACQUISITION

PURPOSEFISCAL YEAR



SUMMARY

Status of the Land Acquisition Program

Division of Parks and Recreation

November 1. 1988

PROGRAM



APPROPRIATION AND ALLOCATION BUDGETS

Sections A through C describe the budget for the $15.8 million
"critical" acre prograra. Sections D through F describe the budget for
additional appropriations for lands not contained on the Division's
"critical" acre priority list:

A. FY 85-86 FUNDING

$12,500,000
- 500,000
- 400,000

15,000
50,000

- 100,000
$11,435,000
- 275,321
- 207,150

$10,952,529
- 340,000
- 838,994

$ 9,773.535

FY 86-87 FUNDING

Appropriated
Lake James
Jordan State Forest
Town of Troy
Bentonville
Kerr Lake
Available for State Park Land Acquisition
Transfers to other parts of the program
Jockey's Ridge program reduced, funds

transferred to FY 87-88 program to makeup
funds lost in 1988

Allocation for FY 85-86 program
Overhead (appraisals, surveys, legal)
Condemnation reserve
Total available for most critical lands

$12,500,000 Appropriated
400,000 Community Service Program supervision
800,000 Community Service Program materials

-2,500,000 State Park maintenance projects
-5,000,000 Frozen until next legislative session

$ 3,800,000 Available for State Park Land Acquisition
-1.541 ,657 Transfers to other parts of the program

$ 2,258,343 Allocation for FY 86-87 program
114,000 Overhead (appraisals, surveys, legal)
368,600 Condemnation/relocation reserve
160,870 Negotiation reserve

$ 1,614,873 Total available for most critical lands
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FY 87-88 FUNDING

No new funds appropriated.

$300,000 redirected to Division of Coastal Management Buxton Woods

acquisition. The FY 85-86 and FY 87-88 Jockey's Ridge State Park

acquisition program was reduced to makeup these funds.

Original appropriation
Lake James land acquisition
Eno River State Park land acquisition
Beach Access (Coastal Management)
Lake James Operations
Permuda Island/ Buxton Woods (Division of

Coastal Management)
Funds redirected by legislation to Buxton

Woods
Available for State Park Land Acquisition
Transfers from other parts of the program
Allocation for FY 87-88 program
Overhead (appraisals, surveys, legal)

Condemnation/relocation reserve
Negotiation reserve
Total available for most critical lands

$500,000 for Eno River State Park Land Acquisition

Appropriation
Overhead (appraisals, surveys, legal)

Negotiation reserve
Total available for most critical lands

E. FY 87-88; $1,975,000 for Lake James State Park Land Acquisition

$1,975,000 Appropriation
30,148 Overhead (appraisal, survey, legal)

$1,944,852 Total available for land purchase

F. FY 88-8"; $250,000 for Eno River State Park T..and Acquisition

$250,000 Appropriation
- 10,000 Overhead (appraisals, surveys, legal)
- 15,000 Negotiation reserve

$ 225,000 Total available for most critical lands
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BUDGET STATUS FOR APPROPRIATED FUNDS

A. Funds ^propriated in 1985:

Appraisal % of

Program Allocation & Survey Condemn. Negotiat. Purchase Funds Purchase

Reserve Reserve Reserve Balance Committed Funds

C

R A FY 85-86 $10,952,529 $340,000 $838,994 $0 $9,773,535 $9,389,665 96

I C

T R FY 86-87 $2,258,343 $114,000 $368,600 $160,870 $1,614,873 $1,592,075 99

I E

C S FY 87-88 $2,569,128 $25,350 $81,965 $19,884 $2,441,929 $1,523,820 62

subtotal(l) $15,780,000 $479,350 $1,289,559 $180,754 $13,830,337 $12,505,560 90

FY 87-88:

L Eno River $500,000 $35,000 $0 $29,175 $435,825 $428,825 98

1 A

H N Lake James $1,975,000 $30,148 $0 $0 $1,944,852 $1,944,852 100

E D = = === = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = === = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = ===- = = = = = = = === = = === = ===== = = ====

R S subtotal $2,475,000 $65,148 $0 $29,175 $2,380,677 $2,373,677 99

TOTAL $18,255,000 $544,498 $1,289,559 $209,929 $16,211,014 $14,879,237 92

B. $250,000 appropriated for Eno River in 1988:

FY 88-89:

Eno River $250,000 $10,000 $0 $15,000 $225,000 $0

PROGRAM $18,505,000 $554,498 $1,289,559 $224,929 $16,436,014 $14,879,237 91

TOTAL

Notes:

(i) FY 87-88 funding reduced $300,000 by recent legislation
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APPENDIX G

r.Ssts>l= d;^ o^^r North CarolinaTrailsCommittee

WHEREAS, the trail volunteers of North Carolina in cooperation with
Federal, State, and local governments and private landowners, have built
and dedicated as state trail, 212 miles of Mountains-to-Sea land trail and
193 miles of water trail, and have ready more than 200 additional miles
to be dedicated; and

WHEREAS, the trail volunteers of North Carolina in concert with local

governments have initiated active greenway programs in 31 municipalities
and. counties; and

WHEREAS, the trail volunteers of North Carolina have logged over 5,000
working hours of trail construction during the first six months of 1988; and

WHEREAS, the trails of North Carolina are served and. used by families,
individuals, youth groups, school children, special populations, and thousands
of people for exercise and health, recreation, education, therapy, and
leadership training; and

WHEREAS, the trails system, particularly in Western North Carolina
Is a major tourist attraction; and

WHEREAS, the Western North Carolina trails have as a major component
the Mountalns-to-Sea Trail originating at Clingman's Dome and terminating
at Stone Mountain State Park; and

WHEREAS, this section of the Mountains-to-Sea Trail has two missing
links from lack of land use permission/ownership; and

WHEREAS, the need for rural and urban land and water trails in the
Mountain, Piedmont, and Coastal Regions of the state continues; and

WHEREAS, railroad corridors provide a mcjor resource for urban and
rural trail; and

WHEREAS, there Is a continuing financial need from public and private
sources and foundations; and

WHEREAS, continued professional staff with adequate operating monies
Is absolutely vital to the North Carolina Trails System; and

whereas; expanded liability legislation and landowner incentives
are necessary for trails to cross private lands; and

whereas, the Adopt-A-Trail fund is a great motivational tool and
financial boost to local trail volunteer groups;
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THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the trails volunteers of North Carolina

reguest that the Division of Parks and Recreation of the North Carolina

Department of Natural Resources and Community Development take Immediate

action in the solicitation of private and foundation funding and that

the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Develop-

ment include and strongly support in the 1989-91 legislative budget

provisions for:

1. Funding four regional trail specialists and no less than one

state-wide central office trails staff with salaries, benefits,

and operating funds commensurate with job responsibilities.

2. An Adopt-A-Trall Fund in the amount of no less than $70,000 per

year for the biennlum.

3. Funds for the purchasing of land necessary to complete the

Mountains-to-Sea Trail from Clingman's Dome to Stone Mountain

State Park.

4. Expanded liability legislation.

5. Incentives to landowners allowing state trail to cross their land.

6. Provisions for a viable rails to trails program.

THIS RESOLUTION, PREPARED 5Y THE NORTH CAROLINA TRAILS COMMITTEE BASED ON

INPUT FROM TRAIL VOLUNTEERS ACROSS THE STATE, WAS ADOPTED BY A UNANIMOUS

VOTE AT THE NORTH CAROLINA TRAILS ASSOCIATION ANNUAL CONFERENCE HELD AT

CANTON, N.C., SEPTEMBER 23 - 25, 1988.
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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

(Mice of tf|e ^iaie ^ubttor

^letgh 27611

KO RlNf P.OW '°° " »*''»•"•" »T«"
MALCIQH. N C. 27611

JDITOK TElEPHONC: 733-321:

November 16. 1987

The Honorable James G. Martin, Governor
Mr. S. Thomas Rhodes, Secretary, Department of

Natural Resources and Community Development
Members of the General Assembly

Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have completed a performance audit of the Department of
Natural Resources and Community Development, Division of Parks
and Recreation, As provided by statute, we submit this report
for your consideration.

The purpose of this audit was to examine the management and
operation of the North Carolina State Parks System and provide
the administration and the General Assembly with our findings and
recommendations relative to operational areas where we believe
continued improvements can be achieved in program operations.

Since 1985, the administration and the General Assembly have
undertaken several initiatives to address deficiencies identified
throughout the State Parks System. The administration and the
General Assembly are to be commended for recognizing and respond-
ing to the system's needs. The findings and recommendations
section of the report identifies and discusses several of the
significant initiatives.

During the course of our audit we noted that several state
agencies are involved in the preservation and interpretation of
public resources. In our opinion, the management of comparable
activities through multiple agencies results in unnecessary frag-
mentation and may result in duplication of administrative struc-
tures and services. Accordingly, one of our recommendations is

for the Governor to have his staff identify all agencies involved
in the preservation and interpretation of public resources, to
examine the current management structures, and to consider
whether consolidation of some or all of the programs would pro-
vide a more efficient management structure.

This report consist of an executive summary, a program
overview, and our findings and recommendations. Officials from
the Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
have reviewed a draft copy of this report and their written
comments are included in the final report.

-1-
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We wish to express our appreciation to Secretary Rhodes,
Assistant Secretary Pugh, Assistant Secretary Stuart, Dr. Davis,
Director of the Division of Parks and Recreation, and the manage-
ment and staff of the Division for the courtesy and cooperation
extended to us during the audit.

Respectfully submitted.

Edward Renfrc
State Auditor
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Executive Summary

Program Overview

The State Parks System was established In 1915 when Mount
Mitchell was purchased as the first state park. Since then, the
systom has grown through a combination of gifts from private
sources, transfers of publicly owned* lands, and General Fund
appropriations for land acquisition to encompass approximately
125,000 acres of land and water organized into fifty-three
management units.

Management of the State Parks System is assigned to the
Division of Parks and Recreation within the Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development. Division responsibilities
include:

Providing recreation consulting services to local en-
tities, governmental and non-governmental. (G.S. 143-323)

Administering the Federal Land and Water Conservation
Program

.

Administering the Natural Heritage and Natural and Scenic
Rivers Programs. (G. S. 113A-164, G. S. 113A-30)

Administering the North Carolina State Trails Act. (G. S.

113A-83)

Developing master plans for the State Parks System.

Managing the capital improvement and land acquisition
programs for the State Parks System.

Operating the current State Parks System. (G. S. 113-44)

The Division's operating budget for fiscal year 1987
exceeded $7.3 million: Administration - $652,000; Field
Operations - $3.98 million; Reservoir Operations - $1.41 million;
Recreation Planning - $772,000; and Community Service Workers -

$500,000. General Fund appropriations provide the major funding
source for park operations, but approximately 18% of the
operating expenditures are covered by revenues generated through
user fees. Additional appropriations to the Division during
fiscal year 1987 included: land acquisition - $3.8 million;
capital improvements - $250,000; and repairs/renovations - $2.5
million. (See page 16.)

Currently, thirty- four management units are developed to
accommodate public use. The types and numbers of facilities vary
from park to park, depending on the primary purpose of the
management unit and prior funding to develop the State Parks

-3-
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System. Conunon facilities at some parks include hiking trails,
camping, swimming, boating, fishing, and picnicking. The system
currently includes management units with minimal facilities and
ten units with no development. While land acquisition funds have
provided for system expansion and completion of certain parks,
limited development funds have impacted the Division's ability to
implement development plans and have restricted public access and
use of park lands.

Overall park attendance has grown from approximately 5.5
million visitors during calendar year 1983 to approximately 7.1
million visitors during calendar year 1986. (See page 20.)

Since 1968 the General Assembly has authorized four commis-
sions to study State Parks (1968, 1977, 1985, 1987). In addi-
tion, a current Legislative Study Commission on Parks will report
to the 1989 General Assembly. Issues consistently reported by
the Study Commissions have been:

The need for land acquisition.

The condition and needs of the physical plant.

Adequate staffing in parks.

Funding alternatives to address park needs.

Significant actions by the General Assembly to address State
Parks System needs have included:

Funding of land acquisition programs in the mid-1970s to
acquire additional parks and in the mid-1980s to acquire
"critical" acres at existing parks.

Funding to increase staff.

Funding of capital project requests, focused primarily at
emergency repairs and renovations of existing facilities.

Funding of a radio communication system in 1987.

Enactment of the "State Parks Act" in 1987. The "Act"
establishes the purpose of the State Parks System,
requires development of a system plan, and outlines pro-
cedures for additions to and deletions from the system.

The Parks System has also received funding through special
appropriations to specific parks, including Lake Waccamaw,
Waynesboro, Eno River, Kerr Lake, and Jockey's Ridge.

-4-
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Focus of the Audit

The audit focused on organization and staffing, concession
operations, and land, physical plant, and funding Issues within
the State Parks System.

Findings and Recommendations

Division Reorganization ( See page 27 .

)

A recent reorganization focused on Improving services to
park visitors and delegated the primary responsibility
for providing recreational consulting services to the
Department of Recreation Resources Administration at
North Carolina State University. Recreation consultant
positions in the Division were reallocated and new posi-
tions were established to create a Visitor Services
Section. The contract with the university will cost
approximately $382,000 over a three year period. Even
though the reallocation of positions and the consultant
contract require additional operating funds, the General
Assembly was not requested to fund the contract until
fiscal year 1988, after the contract was executed. The
1987 General Assembly did not fund the consultant
contract.

In the future, program changes requiring additional
resources should be authorized in advance. Prior
approval will assure General Assembly support and avoid
the current problems of program funding. If request are
denied, management will have to adapt alternative
strategies consistent with resources provided. We
recommend that the General Assembly consider funding the
contract during the 1988 Budget Session.

. Current and Proposed Staffing Within the State Parks
System (See page 28.)

An examination of current staffing patterns disclosed
management units without staff, units with only one full-
time position, and heavy reliance on peak-load and
seasonal staff. In our opinion, effective management of
the State Parks System requires a basic staffing plan to
cover ranger responsibilities, general maintenance work,
and clerical support. The Division has prepared various
staffing options for the system. The current proposals
establish a basis for evaluating staffing options within
the State Parks System. To further refine the process,
we recommend that:

The staff proposals incorporate the impact of peak-
load and seasonal employees on current park opera-
tions .

-5-
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The top priority for any staffing plan focus on basic
field support (clerical and maintenance) prior to
expansion in other areas.

The staff proposals consider the concept of permanent
part-time positions, where practical.

The field units receive priority over administrative
positions for any staff expansion.

The 1988 Legislative Study Commission on State Parks
evaluate the issue of appropriate staffing within the
system.

Ranger Classifications (See page 32.)

Park ranger classifications are low compared to field
staff in the Division of Forestry, the Wildlife Resource
Commission, and State Historic Sites. Recent division
initiatives have focused the rangers' attention on inter-
pretation/education programs, resource management, and
other responsibilities (search and rescue, first aid and
law enforcement), as opposed to the maintenance duties
historically conducted by rangers. With these changes we
recommend that the Department request State Personnel to
reevaluate the current ranger classifications. During
this review, the Department and State Personnel should
work to establish appropriate superintendent levels for
each park, especially at parks without superintendents.

Housing (See page 33.)

The State Parks System does not currently provide housing
for all rangers. This situation results in inequitable
compensation between rangers with housing and rangers
without housing. Housing has historically been part of
the system, primarily to have rangers at the parks for
security of the land, facilities, and park visitors. In
our opinion, if housing is an appropriate component of
the system, all rangers should be provided with a resi-
dence. We recommend that the Department establish as a
top priority adequate housing for all rangers. We also
recommend that the Legislative Study Commission evaluate
the current housing situation in State Parks.

Concession Operations (See page 35.)

The Division has established a concession manager to pro-
vide statewide management of concession operations. In
our opinion, the position should improve administrative
and financial control over concession operations. We
recommend careful review of the following issues:

-6-
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The current leasing practices wlth« private conces-
sionaires concerning lease periods, lease payments,
financial oversight, central files, and license agree-
ments for use of park lands.

The need to establish cost centers for revenue gene-
rating operations.

The marina operation at Carolina Beach State Park. In
our opinion. If the marina Is needed, a private
concessionaire should be considered.

The user fees throughout the State Parks System, espe-
cially camping fees. Based on a survey of camping
fees in North Carolina, the parks are approximately
40% below current market conditions. Increasing the
fees could generate approximately $140,000 in addi-
tional revenues.

Land, Physical Plant, and Funding Issues Within the State
Parks System (See page 39.)

Since 1985, the General Assembly has received two
Legislative Study Commission reports summarizing the
needs throughout the State Parks System and presenting
recommendations for improvement. The General Assembly
has responded by enacting the "State Parks Act" and
appropriating funds for a land acquisition program, staff
increases, repairs and renovations, and a radio
communication system.

However, the basic system needs for repairs and renova-
tion and park development remain significant. In our
opinion, the major challenge confronting the State Parks
System is how to consistently and comprehensively meet
these needs. Unless this issue is addressed, initiatives
by the Study Commissions and management will only raise
false expectations for State Parks development and opera-
tion.

We recommend that the current Legislative Study Commis-
sion on Parks reexamine the issue of system funding. We
believe future funding strategies should be long term and
comprehensive. The fxinding process should recognize the
relative Importance of the system's multiple needs in
order to provide for balance in addressing deficiencies.
Under such a program, management could annually Identify
the priority needs for each area of the system and work
with the General Assembly on the allocation of available
funds

.

The Division currently reports in excess of $100 million
in program needs for system repairs and park development.

-7-
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Regardless of the final system development cost, imple-
mentation of the plan will require a significant commit-
ment by the General Assembly over several years. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that the Study Commission consider
legislation which establishes the General Assembly's long
range funding proposal for State Parks. The funding pro-
posal should outline the source of funds, the basis for

appropriating funds, and the period of time projected to

fund the needs.

In our opinion, the program should be funded through
general fund appropriations provided annually over a five

to seven year period to address specific program defi-
ciencies identified through the planning process.

If the necessary resource commitment is not available,
the Department should, in consultation with the General
Assembly, seriously consider transferring current
management units to local governmental entities or
closing parks and consolidating existing resources at the
parks with the greatest statewide significance.

While funding strategies are considered, we recommend the
following actions:

Evaluate the proposed project list to verify that the
projects are necessary for park development and
operation.

Evaluate the issue of whether or not all existing park
should be in the system.

Develop management strategies that consider adequate
funding for system development and alternatives if
basic funding is not available.

Develop a land management program which incorporates
acquisition and disposition.

Develop a tracking system which would allow the admin-
istration and the General Assembly to monitor the
status of park system development.

The Commission should work closely with division
management to understand current management strategies
for the State Parks System and how the plai ling process
works

.

Preservation and Interpretation of Public Resources
(See page 50.

)

During our audit we noted that several state agencies are
involved in the preservation and interpretation of public
resources. In our opinion, the management of comparable

-8-

38



activities through multiple agencies results in unneces-
sary fragmentation and may result in the duplication of
administrative structures and services.

We recommend that the Governor have his staff identify
all agencies involved in the preservation and interpreta-
tion of public resources, examine the current management
structures, and consider whether consolidatiCA of some or
all of the programs would provide a more efficient and
effective management structure.

Agency Response (See page 51.)

The Department of Natural Resources and Community
Development was provided a draft copy of the audit report
for review and comment. The report was discussed with
Assistant Secretary Stuart and Dr. Davis, Director,
Division of Parks and Recreation.

Issues specifically addressed in the Department response
include the funding of the Community Service Workers
Program, the division reorganization, future staff needs,
the recommendation to consider a private contractor to
operate the Carolina Beach State Park Marina, the status
of the Division's planning staff, appropriations for land
acquisition, and the auditor's computation of the 1988
per capita funding for park operations.

Appendix A, page 51 of the report includes the Depart-
ment's comments to the audit report. Where appropriate,
auditor notes have been included to clarify issues raised
by the response. Readers are encouraged to review
Department comments to audit report findings and recom-
mendations.
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PURPOSE OF THE AUDIT

Under the North Carolina General Statutes, the State Auditor
is responsible for reviewing the economy, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness of state government programs. These performance audits
are examinations of operating policies, practices, controls, and
activities to determine those areas where there may be improve-
ments in the use of public resources and in the manage:nent of
programs.

Our review of the State Parks System focused on the follow-
ing broad issues:

. The current condition of the State Parks System.

. The initiatives by the General Assembly to address system
needs.

. The initiatives by management to document system needs and
actions to address these deficiencies.

. The long-range needs of the State Parks System.

SCOPE OF THE AUDIT

While all phases of the Division of Parks and Recreation
were reviewed during the audit survey, the detailed audit work
focused on the efficiency of specific operations and the effec-
tiveness of recent initiatives to address system deficiencies.
The specific areas examined were:

. The current organization and staffing patterns in the
Division.

. The management of concession operations throughout the
system.

. The legislative and management initiatives to address pro-
gram deficiencies.

. Appropriate funding strategies to address the multiple
system needs through a balanced approach.

During the audit we tested Division compliance with certain
applicable laws and regulations. For the items tested, we noted
that the Division was in compliance. For items not tested, noth-
ing came to the auditor's attention that caused us to believe
that the untested items were not in compliance. However, due to
the test nature of an audit and the inherent limitations of a
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system of internal controls, our audit will not necessarily
disclose all weaknesses in a system or lack of compliance with
it.

The audit does not provide a detailed review of and opinion
on any financial statements of the department. Such a review is
done during our annual financial audit of the Department of
Natural Resources and Community Development.

METHODS

Performance audits are conducted in accordance with the
Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations, Programs,
Activities and Functions issued by the Comptroller General of the
United States and endorsed by the American Institute of Certified
Public Accountants, except that no reviews of the general or
application controls of the data processing systems were
completed.

The procedures used during this audit included:

Review of applicable General Statutes, regulations, and
administrative policies.

Review of applicable policies and procedures and analysis
of program, financial, and statistical data.

Interviews with management and staff.

On site visits to twenty-four state parks.

Review of prior Legislative Study Commission reports on
the State Parks System and initiatives by the General
Assembly to address system deficiencies.

Review of national and state data on park operation.

Review of internal management initiatives relating to the
operation of the State Parks System.



PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Introduction

The State Parks System was established in 1915 when Mount
Mitchell was purchased as the first state park. Since then, the
system has grown through a combination of gifts from private
sources, transfers of publicly owned lands, and General Fund
appropriations for land acquisition to include a total of fifty-
three management areas in the following designations:

Thirty park areas, (including Lake James State Park that
was established by the 1987 General Assembly.

)

Nine state natural areas.

Three state recreation areas.

Three state rivers (One river is part of a designated
park area. )

Seven state lakes (Five of the seven lakes are included
within designated park areas. )

A Mountains-to-Sea Trail.

The map on page 13 identifies the locations of the Parks
that currently encompass in excess of 125,000 acres of land and
water.

Organizational Structure/Staffing Levels

The Division of Parks and Recreation within the Department
of Natural Resources and Community Development is responsible for
managing and operating the State Parks System. The Division has
a permanent full-time and part-time staff of approximately 200
positions, as well as 116 peak-load positions and 221 seasonal
positions. Organizationally, the Division is comprised of four
primary sections and an administrative staff. (Organizational
Chart, page 15. )

. Consultirg Service ; Responsibilities include oversight of
a consul" ant contract with North Carolina State Univer-
sity. The university provides consultant services to
local entities requesting assistance in planning and
developing parks and recreation areas. In addition, the
section is responsible for administering the Federal Land
and Water Conservation Fund program in North Carolina.
(Five permanent staff.)
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Outdoor Recreation Planning : Responsibilities include the
development of master plans for the parks system,
development of North Carolina's Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan (a federally required plan), and
administration of the Natural Heritage and the Natural
and Scenic River Programs. (Eight permanent staff.)

Design and Development : Responsibilities include develop-
ing park layouts and facility design, management of
capital improvement projects for new facilities and major
repairs of existing facilities, monitoring activities
around parks land to evaluate environmental impacts on
the parks, and management of the land acquisition
program. (Nine permanent staff.)

Park Operations : Responsibilities include operational
management of the units within the Parks System. The
Park operations function is organized into four district
offices and a Visitor Services Section which provides
support and technical assistance to the parks. (Permanent
position include fourteen central office staff, twenty
and one-half district staff, and one-hundred and thirty-
one field staff.

)

Park Administration and Support : The Division
Administration includes a Director, a Deputy Director, a
Public Information Officer, a Personnel Manager, a
Training Coordinator, an Administrative Assistant, a
Clerical Staff and an Administrative Officer and staff to
manage the financial and procurement functions of the
Division. (Fifteen permanent staff.)

Funding For the State Parks System

The Division's operating expenditures for fiscal year 1987
exceeded $7.3 million. General Fund appropriations provide the
major funding source for operations, but approximately 18% of
the operating expenditures are covered by revenues generated
through user fees-. During fiscal year 1987, the Division also
received funds for land acquisition, capital improvements, emer-
gency repairs and renovations, and Federal Land and Water Conser-
vation Fund grants for land acquisition and/or park development.
Schedule A summarizes funding for the Division during the past
four fiscal years.

An issue frequently discussed concerning the State Parks
System is the per capita operating budget compared to other
states. Schedule B provides summary data comparing North Car-
olina to other southeastern states. The schedule provides
general information of the major park facilities in each state
along with population, visitation, and operating budget informa-
tion. However, due to the variances among states, the informa-
tion should be interpreted carefully. For example, six of the
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thirteen southeastern states have golf courses and nine of the
thirteen states have lodges. These types of facilities tend to
increase both the revenue generated and the cost of operations.
Currently, North Carolina does not have these types of
facilities.

DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION

SVmARY FINANCIAL DATA

Schedule A

Funding Category F/Y 1984

Operating Budget: (Actual)

. Administration

. State Parks Field Operations (a)

. Reservoir Operations (a)

. Recreation Planning and Assistance

. Community Service Workers (b)

- Administration

- Repairs

Total Operations
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state Parks System Activities and Attendance

Thirty- four management units have been developed to
accommodate public use. The types and number of facilities and
activities vary from park to park, depending on the primary
purpose of the management unit and prior funding to develop the
State Parks System. For example, activities at Fort Macon focus
on touring the Fort while the facilities and activities at Kerr
Lake center around water sports and camping. Schedule C sum-
marizes the common park activities.

Master plans exist for several parks that propose initial or
additional development to accommodate or enhance public use. The
system currently includes management units with minimal facili-
ties as well as ten management units with no development (six
natural areas, two state lakes, and two state rivers). While the
land acquisition program has expanded the Parks System, funding
limitations have impacted the Division's ability to develop the
Parks. Accordingly, master plan development has not been ful-
filled and public access and use of park lands has been limited.

Attendance throughout the system has increased steadily. An
examination of attendance data from 1983 through 1986 reveals
that a significant portion of the growth can be attributed to
opening new parks, such as Lake Waccamaw and Waynesboro, the com-
pletion of new areas at Falls and Jordan Lakes, and the assump-
tion of management responsibility at Fort Fisher. Schedule D
summarizes attendance at the management units, by district, while
the graphs on pages 21 and 22 highlight attendance growth by
district since 1983 and monthly attendance by district for 1986.
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DIVISION OF PARKS AND RECREATION

YEARLY ATTENDANCE 1983 THROUGH 1986

(CALENDAR YEARS)
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Legislative Activity Relating to the State Parks System

In 1968, the State Parks and State Forest Study Commission
conducted the first legislative mandated study of State Parks in
North Carolina. The Commission recommended the expansion of the
State Parks System by at least fifteen new units, the location of
a park within an hour's drive of every citizen in the State, the
improvement of existing parks facilities, and the expansion of
the parks staff for site planning and development. Since 1968
twenty-seven units have been added to the State Parks System,
with total acres increasing from approximately 53,000 to 125,000.

In 1977, legislation was passed creating a State Parks Study
Commission to prepare a report on the needs of parks and recre-
ation in North Carolina. Additional Study Commissions issued
reports on the needs of the State Parks System in 1985 and 1987.
While each study commission has focused on specific areas of park
operations, all the reports have had consistent findings relating
to:

The need for land acquisition at existing parks.

The condition of the physical plant and the need to
improve and expand facilities.

The issue of adequate staffing within the Parks System.

The need for consistent funding sources to address the
long term funding needs of the State Parks System. The
funds would be used for land acquisition, repairs and
renovations, and new facilities to accommodate public use
at the Parks. Proposals have included increases in user
fees, bond referendums, trust funds, or increased General
Fund appropriations.

The General Assembly has responded to the study commissions
through several actions, including:

Land acquisition funds in the mid-1970s to acquire addi-
tional parks and land acquisition funds in the mid-1980s
to acquire "critical" acres at existing parks.

Funding to increase staff.

Funding of capital project reqv ests, focused primarily at

emergency repairs and renovations of existing facilities.

Funding of a radio communication system in 1987.

The Parks System has also received funding through special
appropriations to specific parks, including Lake Waccamaw,
Waynesborough, Eno River, Kerr Lake, and Jockey's Ridge.

-23-

53



A detailed discussion of recent legislative initiatives is
included in the findings and recommendations section of the
report, page 39.

The 1987 General Assembly authorized the continuation of the
State Parks Study Commission that will report to the 1989 General
Assembly concerning the needs of the State Parks System.

A significant action of the 1987 General Assembly was the
enactment of the "State Parks Act" (Chapter 243, Senate Bill
425). The "State Parks Act" establishes the policy and purpose
of the State Parks System under General Statute 113-44.8:

"(a) The State of North Carolina offers unique
archaeologic, geologic, biological, scenic, and recre-

ational resources. These resources £ire part of the

heritage of the people of this State. The heriteige of a

people should be preserved and managed by those people for
their use and for the use of their visitors and descen-
dants.

(b) The General Assembly finds it appropriate to

establish the State Parks System. This system shall con-
sist of parks which include representative examples of the
resources sought to be preserved by this Article, together
with such surrounding lands as may be appropriate. Park
lands are to be used by the people of this State and their
visitors in order to promote understanding of and pride in
the natural heritage of this State.

(c) The tax dollars of the people of the State
should be expended in an efficient and effective manner
for the purpose of assuring that the State Parks System is

adequate to accomplish the goals as defined in this
Article.

(d) The purpose of this Article is to establish
methods and principles for the planned acquisition,
development, and operation of State Parks."

The "State Parks Act" requires the development of a system
plan that outlines the method whereby the mission and purpose of
the State Parks System can be achieved in a reasonable, timely,
and cost effective manner, the evaluation of existing parks
against standards to determine statewide significances, and the
identification of duplication and deficiencies in the current
State Parks System and recommendations for correction. In addi-
tion, general management plai s for every park shall be developed.

A significant feature of the "State Parks Act" relates to
procedures for additions to and deletions from the State Parks
System. Additions to the system requires authorization by the
General Assembly along with a finding that the proposed park is
consistent with, and addresses the needs of, the State Parks
System as described in the system plan. Additions shall be
accompanied by adequate appropriations for land acquisition,
development, and operations. In past years, the system has

-24-

54



experienced the addition of land for new parks without funding to
develop and operate the new units. Proposed deletions from the
system require a recommendation from the Secretary of Natural
Resources and Community Development and approval of the General
Assembly.

Focus of the Audit

During our audit we examined the Legislative Study Commis-
sion reports, the State Goals and Policy Board's report on state
parks, visited twenty-four parks, had extensive discussions with
central office and field staff, examined national and state data
on park operations, and reviewed internal management initiatives
related to the operation of the State Parks System. Based on
this information we have focused our audit effort in the areas
of:

Organizational changes and staffing patterns.

Concession operations within the State Parks System.

Legislative initiatives related to State Parks System
deficiencies.

Management initiatives to address program deficiencies.

The current land acquisition program.

Funding issues within the State Parks System.
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Organizational Structure and Staffing Levels

Introduction

Our examination of the Division of Parks and Recreation
orgoiizational structure and staffing levels focused on a recent
reorganization, current and proposed staffing levels at the
Parks, and ranger compensation and housing.

Division Reorganization

Management proposed a reorganization to establish new
programs and services for park visitors and enhance central
office support for field operations staff. The primary
organizational changes included:

Establishing a Visitor Services Section to enhance
services such as Education and Interpretation, Conces-
sions Management, and Volunteer Programs.

Establishing a Training Coordinator.

Establishing a Reservoir District Management Unit to
handle the growth of the reservoir operations.

To accomplish the reorganization, eight existing positions
were reallocated, including the elimination of six recreation
consultants, to create seven new positions. In addition, two
positions were reassigned and a new clerical position was
authorized.

Since the Division is responsible for recreation consulta-
tion services to local entities, governmental and non-govern-
mental, an agreement with the Department of Recreation Resources
Administration at North Carolina State University was esta-
blished. The agreement stipulates that the Department will
provide the primary recreation consultation services to local
entities for a three year period at a total cost of approximately
$382,000. The Division retained three field consultants to work
with local entities on recreation issues. A review of national
literature concerning recreation advisory services revealed that
twenty-one states are currently contracting for these services
through the universities in order to provide direct access to the
most comprehensive data on recreation issues.

A comparison of the recreation advisory services agreement
to the salaries of the six recreation consultants who were term-
inated revealed that the agreement is less expensive.
(Approximately $130,000 over the three year period.) However,
since funding for the consultant positions was reallocated to

establish the Visitor Services Section, the reorganization and
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advisory agreement increased the cost of operating the Division
by approximately $382,000 over three years.

The decision to reorganize and establish the advisory agree-
ment was initiated without General Assembly review, even though
additional appropriations would be required to continue the
advisory services agreement. Funding for the initial year of the
agreement, $63,000, was provided through a reallocation of salary
reserve funds. An expansion budget request to continue the
agreement through the 1987-1989 biennium was made to the General
Assembly. However, the General Assembly did not fund the expan-
sion request. Based on G. S. 143-16. 2. A, Expenditures for
Disapproved Programs Prohibited, the Department is restricted
from reallocating appropriated funds to support the consultant
agreement since the General Assembly received a request for
funds. Consequently, the Department must find alternate methods
to provide the recreation consultant services to local entities.

Recommendation for the Department

In the future, program changes requiring additional resources
should be authorized in advance. Prior approval will assure
General Assembly support and avoid the current problems of program
funding. If requests are denied, management will have to adopt
alternative strategies consistent with resources provided.

Recommendations for the General Assembly

In our opinion, the plan to provide recreation advisory services
to local entities through a contract with North Carolina State
University is a reasonable approach to such services. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that the General Assembly consider funding the

program during the 1988 Budget Session.

Current and Proposed Staffing Within The State Parks System

The current staffing within the State Parks System includes:

Twenty-three central office positions with direct
responsibility for state parks, supported by an
administrative staff of fifteen.

Twenty and one-half permanent full-time and part-time
positions in the district offices.

. One hundred and thirty-one full-time and part-time posi-
tions in the parks.

. One hundred and sixteen peak load positions - available
year round, up to sixteen hours per week.

Two hundred and twenty-one seasonal positions - available
for an average of 15 weeks during the peak season
(Memorial Day through Labor Day), forty hours per week.
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Peak load and seasonal employees perform such functions as
park attendants, general utility workers, lifeguards, and
refreshment stand operators. Schedule E provides detailed
staffing data, by district.

In addition, the Community Service Workers program has five
coordinator positions and twenty-five field supervisors (part-
time positions). In fiscal year 1987, the Community Services
Workers program provided in excess of 38,000 hours of general
maintenance and repairs throughout the parks.





positions within the parks and fourteen and one-half new posi-
tions in the reservoirs. The 1987 Legislative Study Conunission
recommended establishing four regional coordinators for the
trails program.

The recent staff increases have addressed certain staffing
needs within the system. However, an examination of current
staffing patterns disclosed management units without staff, units
with only one full-time position, and heavy reliance on peak-load
and seasonal staff.

The 1987 General Assembly required each agency to reduce its
continuation budget by two percent. To accomplish this reduction
in State Parks, three vacant field staff positions were elimi-
nated.

In our opinion, effective management of the State Parks
System requires a basic staffing plan to cover ranger responsi-
bilities, general maintenance work, and clerical support. The
1985 Commission supported a minimum of three rangers and a half-
time clerical employee for each park and recreation area. An
appropriate staffing plan may include permanent full-time and
part-time positions, along with a mix of peak-load and seasonal
employees. Critical variables to consider when formulating
staffing plans include park size, level of development, visita-
tion patterns, and the types of activities.

Division management has prepared various staffing options
for the State Parks System, We have examined the proposals and
compared the options with the existing staff levels and principal
variables that impact staffing. The proposals range from a full
staffing plan of 116 new positions (park interpretation special-
ist, maintenance mechanics, general utility workers, and clerical
support) at an estimated cost of $3.7 million to a minimum plan
of 56.5 positions (primarily maintenance and clerical support) at
an estimated cost of $1.5 million. The proposals only address
management units with facilities in place or to be constructed.
In addition, all proposals include expansion of the district
offices by approximately 20 positions (resource management
analysts, plant maintenance supervisors, public safety rangers,
and clerical support) with a projected cost ranging from $450,000
to $790,000. ( Note : These proposals include the trail coordi-
nators funded by the 1987 General Assembly.

)

The current proposals establish a basis for evaluating
staffing options within the Parks System. However, these pro-
posals only consider permanent staff. In our opinion, the pro-
posals should be expanded to include the impact of peak-load and
seasonal positions on park operations prior to developing final
staffing proposals for the system.

We believe every management unit with facilities should
include basic staff. Otherwise, programs and services that the
public might expect from a state park will not be available. In
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addition, a basic staffing plan would be a useful tool as parks
are expanded or as new parks are added.

Recommendations for the Department

Pecent initiatives by parks management to emphasize improvements

in visitor services and the need for additional clerical and main-

tenance staff support should enhance services at the field units.

Management's staff proposals focus on personnel requirements to

effectively operate the Parks. To further refine the process, we

recommend that:

The staff proposals incorporate the impact of peak-load and
seasonal employees on current park operations.

The top priority for any staffing plan focus on basic field
support (clerical and maintenance) prior to expansion in other
areas. Currently, sixteen parks have no clerical support and
several are without basic maintenance staff.

The basic staffing plan incorporates a concept of permanent
part-time positions where practical. At some parks, the part-
time positions may provide the necessary support to the

rangers without requiring the Division to commit resources to

full-time positions.

Since approximately 307. of the current permanent full-time and
part-time staff are assigned administrative and coordination
responsibilities at the central office or district office
levels, we recommend the expansion of field units with
appropriate administrative and maintenance support prior to

increasing the district office staffs.

Recommendations for the General Assembly

The 1988 Legislative Study Commission should consider the

question of appropriate staffing levels within the State Parks

System. The current staffing proposals and our recommenda-

tions should be evaluated as a basis for determining (appro-

priate staffing. The Commission should carefully review the

variables which impact staffing and consider whether each park

should have permanent staff available during all hours of
operation.

Ranger Classifications

During the audit we became aware of several issues concern-
ing the classification of field staff and inequities relating to
housing.

The current ranger classification system starts at pay grade
58 ($14,352-$21,276) for a Park Ranger I and goes up to a pay
grade 70 ( $23, 724-$36, 420 ) for a District Superintendent. These
classifications are low compared to field staff in the Division
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of Forestry, the Wildlife Resource Conunission, and the State
Historic Sites. Even though park rangers have been responsible
for managing large tracts of public lands and facilities for park
visitors, they have historically been classified based on their
responsibilities for general park maintenance. Recent Division
initiatives have focused the rangers' attention in the areas of
interpretation/education programs, resource management, and other
duties such as search and rescue, first aid, and law enforcement.
Responsibilities for general maintenance activities have, where
practical, been assigned to newly established maintenance staff
and seasonal employees.

Currently, the State Parks System has three superintendent
levels. As we examined park characteristics and superintendent
levels, questions arose concerning whether or not the appropriate
superintendent levels have been established for the management
units. In addition, we noted that at some parks, day to day
management is a responsibility of a park ranger because no super-
intendent position exists.

Recommendations for the Department

Due to management's initiatives concerning ranger responsi-

bilities, we recommend that the Department request State Personnel

to reevaluate the ranger classifications. In addition, the

Department should work with State Personnel to establish appro-

priate superintendent levels for each park, especially the parks

that are currently operated without a superintendent

.

Housing

The State Parks System does not currently provide housing
for all rangers. This situation results in inequitable compensa-
tion between rangers with housing and rangers without housing.
Historically, housing has been a component of the parks system,
primarily for security of the land, facilities, and park visi-
tors. Rangers with housing are charged rent on a sliding scale
based on the characteristics of the house and the pay grade of
the ranger.

Currently, 28 rangers are not provided park residences and
must find housing in the community. In such cases, housing
allowances are not provided. In our opinion, if housing is an

appropriate component of the system, all rangers should be pro-
vided with a residence.

Currently, the Division has a plan for a ranger residence
and has included thirty-one residences in its capital projects
plan. In addition to building residences for rangers without
housing, the plan includes replacing trailers which are in poor
condition at two parks and constructing a residence at Waynesboro
for a new ranger. The General Assembly appropriated funds
($100,000) for the Waynesboro residence during the 1987 session,
but funds for additional ranger residences were not provided.
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constimcting the residences to assure that the most cost effective
approach is taken.

Recommendation for the General Assembly

We recommend that the Legislative Study Commission on Parks review

the current housing situation in State Parks. In our opinion,

housing should be available uniformly throughout the system.

Concession Operations

Introduction

Concession operations within the State Parks System range
from park operated refreshment stands, bathhouses, boat rentals,
camping facilities, a marina, and a gift shop to private conces-
sion operations for such activities as hang gliding, marinas, a

gift shop, and a restaurant.

During the 1986 reorganization, a concession manager posi-
tion was established to provide statewide management of conces-
sion operations. Since the position was originally filled during
the audit, management was in the initial stages of evaluating
current concession operations and developing plans to enhance
services. In our opinion, the position should provide management
with improved administrative and financial control over conces-
sion operations. Accordingly, our findings and recommendations
are provided to assist management in addressing concession
issues.

Lease Agreements

A review of existing lease agreements revealed contract
periods from one year to thirty years and contract payments rang-
ing from 4% of gross sales (to be paid in goods and services) at
the Fort Macon Gift Shop up to 8% of gross receipts at the hang
gliding concession at Jockey's Ridge. Marina agreements require
3% of gross income from rental fees and services and 1% of gross
income from sales, such as boats and accessories. A minimum
annual payment is required for all but one marina lease.

Currently, financial oversight of the lease a jreements
occurs to varying degrees by park staff and department personnel
from the Division of Budget and Management. In addition, the
long term agreements require audited financial statements. A
review and approval of prices for goods and services Is required
as part of the lease agreements.
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Recommendations for the Department

A primary responsibility for the concession manager will be to
assure that quality services are provided to park visitors. For
private concession operations, developing lease agreements which
provide fair and equitable treatment to both the operators and the
State Parks System will be a major challenge. Issues that should
be closely examined include:

Lease Periods : The one year leases may be too short to esta-
blish service continuity and encourage necessary investment.
Three to five year leases, awarded to reputable conces-
sionaires, may result in better service. Conversely, the use
of thirty year leases should be critically examined. A twenty
year lease, with renewal options, should provide adequate time
for the recovery of investment while reducing the length of
time the system is committed to a concessionaire.

Lease Payments: Concession manager files should document the
basis for concessionaire payments. The existing payment terms
should be critically reviewed to determine if both parties to
the agreements are being treated fairly and to develop a basis
for future lease agreements.

Financial Oversight : To assure adequate accountability with-
out excessive oversight, monitoring of the contracts should be
coordinated through the concession manager.

Location and Maintenance of Central Files : The concession
manager should be responsible for maintaining the central
files for all concession operations (private contractors and
park operated concessions)

.

License Agreements with Private Businesses : Uhere private
businesses are utilizing park facilities for activities such
as horseback riding, agreements between the businesses and the
State Parks System should be established concerning each par-
ties rights, responsibilities, and the issue of liability.

State Operated Concessions

The State Parks System currently operates a broad range of
concession activities. To effectively manage the concessions an
accounting system should exist which establishes separate cost
centers for the revenue generating operations. Hcwever, separate
cost centers have not been established and, conseq iently, manage-
ment ' s ability to make informed decisions relating to concessions
operations is limited. ( Note : The 1985 Governor's Efficiency
Study Commission recommended organizing revenue producing opera-
tions within the Division as cost centers.

)

Controlling costs, maximizing income, and making decisions
on whether or not concessions should be park operated, managed

se-
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under a contract, or discontinued requires adequate financial
reporting.

Recommendations for the Department

Ue recommend that the Department request assistance from the State

Controller's Office in developing an accounting subsystem which

would establish cost centers for appropriate concession

operations. Decisions on which activities to include and the

necessary detail can be determined when the Division begins to

develop the subsystem's requirements in cooperation with the

Controller's Office. Until the cost centers are established,
management will be limited in its ability to effective manage
concession operations.

Carolina Beach State Park Marina

The State Parks System currently operates a marina at
Carolina Beach State Park. In recent years the marina facility
has deteriorated, resulting in reduced utilization. The 1986
General Assembly responded to an emergency funding request for
repairs throughout the system, including the marina. A $186,000
project was established to install a temporary bulkhead and
provide for dredging of the marina boat basin. In 1987, the
General Assembly funded a $900,000 project at Carolina Beach
State Park for a major renovation of the marina facility, includ-
ing new boat slips and a new marina office. While there is a

need to protect the state's investment at Carolina Beach by
installing a new bulkhead, dredging the basin, and maintaining
the boat ramp, the other components of the renovation project may
not represent the most appropriate use of repair and renovation
funds.

Currently, in excess of $1 million is available for the
marina at Carolina Beach. However, prior to spending the funds
for the boat slips, fuel dock and pumps, and the marina office,
management should consider whether or not a marina is necessary
at the Park.

Recommendations for the Department

If management determines that a marina facility is justified at

Carolina Beach State Park, we recommend operation of the facility
through a lease with a private company. Modeled after the marina
operations on the reservoirs, the agreement would provide for
facility construction and operation.

Leasing the marina would permit the system to redirect in excess

of $500,000 to other repair projects and allow for the reassign-
ment of the three staff members currently required to operate the
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Regardless of decisions on the marina, plans to replace the bulk-
head and dredge the boat basin should continue in order to protect
the State's investment.

User Fees Within the State Parks System

For fiscal year ended June 30, 1987 the State Parks System
generated revenues in excess of $1 million from various user
fees, such as camp rentals, refreshment stands, cabins/group camp
rentals, and admission fees at Jordan and Falls Lakes. Revenues
account for approximately 18% of the Division's operating budget.
North Carolina ranks last among southeastern states surveyed in
the percentage of revenue generated to operating cost. (See
Schedule B, page 17.

)

Legislative Study Commissions have examined the issue of
user fees and have made various recommendations relating to fees
charged throughout the system. For example, the 1985 Study
Commission recommended: "that NRCD continue its present policy
on user fees and that NRCD annually evaluate user fees to keep
them in line with market conditions." Entrance fees have also
been studied, but the use of entrance fees at state parks has
been rejected on the basis that such fees might restrict public
access. (Note: The reservoirs are managed under agreements with
the Corps of Engineers. The Corps has authorized entrance fees
at Jordan and Falls Lakes.)

An examination of fees charged throughout the system
revealed that adjustments may be necessary to more accurately
reflect market conditions and provide a broader revenue base.

Currently, campground fees are five dollars for a family
tent site with water and shower/sewer facilities and seven
dollars for a site with electrical hookups. A survey of public
and private campgrounds throughout North Carolina revealed that
the system is approximately 40% below camping fees charged at
comparable facilities. Based on camping fees generated during
fiscal year 1987 (approximately $350,000), establishing fees
comparable to existing market conditions would generate approxi-
mately $140,000 in additional revenues.

Other examples of overnight accommodations within the system
include:

Group Tent Camping - $.4(* per person with a $4 minimum,
per night except at Jordai Lake where group camps are $25
per night.

Singletary Lake Group Camp - Two facilities - one camp
has a 48 person capacity and is open year round while the
other camp has a 88 person capacity and is open during
the spring, summer, and fall. The camps include a dining
hall, cabins, and a washhouse. Weekly rates are $135 per
camp, plus utilities. Daily rates during the Spring and
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Fall are $35 per day, plus $.50 for each camper in excess
of 50.

Family Vacation Cabins - Weekly rates are $150. $25 per
day rates are available during the Spring and Fall.
Cabins can accommodate six individuals.

Eecommendations for the Department

Ue recommend that the entire schedule of camping fees be evaluated
to determine reasonable and equitable rates. In our opinion,
adjustments in all fees can occur without adversely impacting the

camping while providing additional revenues.

Ue also recommend that the Division establish a policy, consistent
with the Study Commission recommendation, that will provide for an
annual examination of all fees to assure that they are set at
reasonable levels and are in line with market conditions.

The current practice of charging admission fees at Jordan and
Falls Lakes, but not at Kerr Lake should also be evaluated to

determine if the existing situation is equitable for park visi-
tors. In our opinion, the Division should contact the Corps of
Engineers to determine if all reservoir operations can be managed
under a uniform admission fee policy.

Land, Physical Plant, and Funding Issues Within
the State Parks System

Introduction

Since 1985 the General Assembly has received two legislative
Study Commission reports that have summarized needs within the
State Parks System and presented recommendations for improvement.
During the audit we focused on the major legislative initiatives
concerning the system, the Division's implementation of the
legislative action, and issues that remain unresolved.

Land Acquisition Funds - 1985

The 1985 Study Commission recommended the purchase of
"critical" acres to protect the integrity of the North Carolina
Parks System. "Critical" acres are defined as areas necessary to
protect the primary resource, provide for park development, elim-
inate inholdings, establish buffers, and protect the park
entrance. In excess c2 9,500 acres, with a projected cost of
approximately $23 million, were identified in the Study Commis-
sion report. The 1985 Appropriations Act (Senate Bill 182,
Chapter 757) provided $12.5 million for fiscal year 1985-86 and
$12.5 million for fiscal year 1986-87 to the Department of
Natural Resources and Community Development to purchase land
determined to be "critical" acres along with other designated
purposes. The following schedule summarizes the history of the
$25 million appropriation.
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state Parks Syetem

Land Acquisition Progr

Fiscal Year 1985-86

Appropriation: $12,500,000

Less: DLSlgnated Funds

. Lake Janes State Park Development $ 500,000

. Jordan State Forest Development AOO.OOO

. Totm of Troy - Park Development 15.000

. Bentonvllle Battleground State

Historic Site - Land Acquisition 50.000

. Eno River State Park - Land Acquisition 200.000 (a)

. Kerr Reservoir - Repairs and

Maintenance 100.000 1,265.000

Available for State Park Land

Acquisition

Fiscal Year 1986-87

Appropriation

:

Less: Designated Funds

. Community Service Workers Program

- Supervision S 400.000

- Materials 800.000

. State Parks - Repairs and Maintenance 2,500,000

. Frozen Until the 198? Session

of the General Assembly 5.000.000

Available for State Park Land

Acquisition 3,800.000

Fiscal Year 1987-88

Released Funds - Frozen in 1986 S 5.000.000

Less: Designated Funds

. Lake James State Park

- Land Acquisition S 1,975.000
- Operations 180.000

. Eno River State Park - Land Acquisition 500,000 (a)

. Beach Access 250.000

. Acquisition of Natural Areas - Coastal

Management (Contingent on decision by

department head) 1.250.000 4,155,000

Available for State Park Land

Acquisition 845,000

Sub-Total $15,880,000

Plus: Restrictions for Eno River State Park (a) 700,000

Total - Park Land Acquisition - Current System $l6,580,000

Source: Appropriations Bills and Division of Parks and Recreation files.
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As shown on Schedule G, the system received approximately
66% of the original appropriation to acquire lands for existing
parks. The balance of the appropriation went to other programs
designated by the General Assembly. Once the original appropria-
tion was received, the Division began a process of prioritizing
land acquisition needs.

The Division has implemented the land acquisition program in
accordance with the Appropriations Act. However, implementation
of the program was delayed due to the need to update division
files on the acquisition priorities for the system. During the
updating process, issues such as land availability, land values,
and actual funding modified some of the original priorities. As
of October 1987, the Division has obligated in excess of $11.6
million to acquire approximately 7,000 acres of park land.

The Division is currently reassessing land priorities due to
changes in the availability of funds. For example, an acquisi-
tion plan had been formulated that anticipated action by the
General Assembly to release the $5 million that was frozen during
fiscal year 1987. With actual unrestricted funding authorized at
$845,000, significant changes will be required in the land acqui-
sition plan. Major projects planned under the proposed $5
million acquisition program included easements along the New
River, tracts for the Mountains-to-Sea trails and land at
Crowders Mountain, Hammocks Beach, and South Mountains. The pro-
jects were in accordance with the 1985 Appropriations Act
language.

The land acquisition program has provided the Division with
an opportunity to acquire "critical" acres for the system.
However, due to the actions by the General Assembly to redirect
and restrict the appropriation, completion of the acquisition
program proposed by the 1985 Study Commission will not be poss-
ible. In addition, the lack of park development funds restricts
public access and use of the new park lands.

During our examination of the land acquisition program we
noted that a limited amount of land had been identified for
potential sale because it was not critical to the system. In

fact, during the 1985 session of the General Assembly, House Bill
555 (Chapter 450) authorized the removal of a tract of land from
the State Nature and Historic Preserve for the purpose of acquir-
ing other lands for the park. At the time of our audit, no
action had been taken to convert the land, even though the esti-
mated value in 1985 was approximately $700,000 and land was being
acquired at the park with the appropriations from the General
Assembly. While there are only a few tracts of land which could
be disposed, and their values are significantly less than the
tract identified, we believe a balanced land management program
includes both acquisition and disposition.
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While funds were designated for purposes other than land
acquisition at existing parks, the Division did benefit from a

number of legislative actions related to the $25 million appro-
priation. Schedule H summarizes the total funds received by the
Division.

State Parks System

Total Funds Available From the

S25 Million Appropriation

1985-86



The Community Service Workers program included in excess of

2,200 workers that provided approximately 38,000 hours of general
maintenance and repairs during fiscal year 1987. Projects have
ranged from general maintenance around campsites to a bathhouse
renovation project.

The program encountered implementation problems but, in our
opinion, is beginning to work more effectively. Since less than
50% of the appropriation had been expended during fiscal year
1987, the 1987 General Assembly authorized continuation of the

program through the 1987-89 biennium. The program has provided
valuable services to the system, but it is not capable of

addressing the major repair and renovation needs of the State
Parks System.

Management Initiatives Relating to the Physical Plant Needs
of the State Parks System

During 1986 and 1987 state parks management has implemented
several programs to identify and prioritize the physical plant
needs of the system. These initiatives have included a Building
Inventory and Inspection Program, a Maintenance Operations and
Management Program, and a Project Evaluation Program. The combi-
nation of these projects has provided management with valuable
information concerning the existing condition of the physical
plant as well as establishing priorities for funding request.
The projects have collectively identified in excess of $20
million of repair and renovation needs and approximately $88
million in new projects for park development.

Example of Projects

New Projects Repai rs/Renovations

Access Roads Water System Improvements

Picnic Area Development Renovate Camp Sites

Ranger Residences Renovate Restrooms
Visitor Centers Renovate Bathhouses
Rental Cabins Replace Power Lines

Note: This list is for illustration purposes only and is not

intended to be all inclusive.

Based on our review of the programs, we believe parks
management has implemented a process to adequately document and

prioritize system needs. However, management should carefully
review the proposed projects to verify that they are necessary
for park development and consistent with the long range plans for

State Parks.
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Legislative Actions - 1987

The 1987 Legislative Study Commission made ten recommenda-
tions to the 1987 Session of the General Assembly. In response,
the General Assembly took several actions, including:

Enactment of the "State Parks Act."

Funding the Adopt-A-Trails/Trails Coordinators to assist
with the trails program.

Appropriating $600,000 for a parks radio communication
system.

Releasing the $5 million of land acquisition funds, but
restricting a majority of funds for specific purposes.
Included in the restrictions was $2.1 million for a new
park at Lake James. The funds were redesignated for land
acquisition and operations. In 1985 the General Assembly
designated $500,000 for Lake James development. At the
time of our audit, establishing a recreation area at Lake
James had not been identified by the Department as a

priority project for the Parks System.

Providing $3.8 million of capital improvement funds for
repair and renovation projects and new projects at
Waynesboro State Park. The repair and renovation
projects funded were based on management's priority list.
However, certain projects were skipped and lower ranking
projects were funded. In addition, for two of the pro-
jects funded, the appropriation amount did not agree with
the cost estimates.

The new projects funded for Waynesboro State Park
included a ranger residence ($100,000) and matching funds
for an amphitheater ($330,000). The residence was
included on management's priority list for new projects.
The amphitheater had not been identified as a priority
project on management's $88 million list for new
projects.
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Operating and Capital Appropriations - 1988

Division of Parks and Becreatlc

Operating and Capital Budget

F/Y 1988

Budget

Administration



Conclusions and Recommendations

The State Parks Study Commissions have reported consistently on

the needs of the State Parks System and the General Assembly has
responded with increased funding. In our opinion, the increased
funding is beginning to address needs within the State Parks
System. However, the basic system needs for repairs and renova-
tions and park development are so extensive that continued
increases in funding will be required to protect the State's
investment and implement reasonable development plans. If the
necessary resource commitment is not available, the Department
should, in consultation with the General Assembly, seriously con-
sider transferring appropriate management units to interested
local governmental entities or closing parks and consolidating
existing resources at the Parks with the greatest statewide
significance.

During consideration of the basic system needs, we believe there
are issues that will need to be resolved before the State Parks
System can effectively meet its legislative mandates. These
issues include:

Are all the existing parks appropriate for state level

administration? During development of the system plan, man-
agement should consider whether all parks are appropriate for
state level administration. If parks are identified that may
be more appropriately managed at the local level, management
should work with local officials to determine if the local

governments have an interest in assuming responsibility for
the parks. If interest exist, management should consider
making the parks available to counties and cities to assume
ownership and operational responsibilities.

Should the State establish and develop new parks while the
current system is in need of extensive repair and basic
development? In our opinion, new parks should not be created
until the system plan is complete, decisions are made on which
parks should be managed by the State, and actions are taken to

address the growing needs of the existing system.

Are the current laws regulating the Natural and Scenic Rivers
System appropriate to provide adequate protection and
management of the designated rivers? In our opinion. General
Statutes 113A-30 through 44 should be critically reviewed to

determine if the statutes provide adequate protection for the

rivers and if limits on the acquisition of land and the use of
easements represents the best management strategy for the land

owners and the State.

If management has established a sound planning process to

identify priority needs for state parks, should projects not

identified take precedence over projects identified through

the planning system? In our opinion, the administration and

the General Assembly should determine if management has a
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reasonable basis for planning park development. If adequate
plans exist, project funding should correlate to the systems
identified priority needs. Otherwise, management's efforts to

effectively plan and operate the State Parks System will be
adversely impacted.

Is the current funding process the most effective mechanism
for addressing the needs of the State Parks System? Uhile
recent funding has addressed deficiencies such as land acqui-
sition, the process of providing large appropriations for a

single purpose does not provide for a balanced approach to

overall system needs.

In our opinion, recent funding illustrates the difficulties
encountered in addressing the multiple needs of the current
parks system. For example, in 1985 the State Parks Study
Commission identified in excess of $23 million of "critical"
land acquisition needs. The General Assembly appropriated $25
million in response to the Study Commission's findings.
However, only about $16.5 million has gone to the original
purpose. Funds from the initial appropriation have been set
aside for a new park, to address emergency repairs and renova-
tions needs, and to address needs in other state agencies. In

addition, the land acquisition program has not included corre-
sponding funds for park development that would provide for
public access and use.

Future funding should provide for balance in addressing the
Park System needs. In our opinion, the funding process should
recognize the relative importance of the system's multiple
needs and provide funds on a consistent, long term basis. The

funding system should eliminate the need to redirect funds
from one critical need to another. Specific funding emphasis
should be placed on:

. Ongoing land acquisition to protect park resources.

. A development plan to enhance the use of parks and provide
for park access in areas not currently open, and protect the
State's investment.

Providing funds for repair, renovation, and maintenance
needs.

Implementation of a basic staffing plan for the parks.

Providing resources for adequate park support, such as park
literature, staff and equipment to handle increases in the

development program, fair compensation for seasonal em-

ployees, and other basic needs for day to day operation.

Recent Legislative Study Commissions, management initiatives to

identify and document needs, and enactment of the "State Parks

Act" all provide a reasonable framework for evaluating system
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needs and planning for the future. However, without a consistent
and comprehensive funding approach, the planning process will only
raise false expectations for State Parks development and opera-
tion.

To further address these issues, we make the following recommenda-
tions:

Eecommendat ions for the Department

During the development of the system plan, the proposed pro-
ject list should be carefully examined to verify that the
projects identified are necessary for park development and
operation. The new project list should be segmented into pro-
jects which are critical to basic park development and
projects which are considered appropriate once basic needs are
provided.

During the development of the system plan, management should
formulate management strategies that consider adequate funding
for system development and alternatives if basic funding is

not available. During this process, we recommend that the
Department critically evaluate the issue of whether or not all
existing parks should be in the system.

Management should develop a land management policy which
incorporates acquisition and disposition. When properties are
identified for disposal, the Department should work with the
General Assembly to obtain authorization under General Statute
146-50 (Application of Net Proceeds) to apply revenues gene-
rated from land sales to the park land acquisition program.

(Note : For parks controlled under the Federal Land and Water
Conservation Fund, any conversion would be subject to federal
review and approval.

)

Management should develop a tracking system which would allow
the administration and the General Assembly to monitor the

status of park system development.

Recommendations for the General Assembly

The Legislative Study Commission on Parks should reexamine the

issue of system funding. In our opinion, a long term, compre-

hensive funding strategy which concurrently addresses the

multiple issues confronting state parks is needed to effec-
tively manage and develop the system. Under such a program,

management could annually identify the priority needs for each
area of the system, such as park development, repairs and

renovations, basic staff needs, and general park operations

and work with the General Assembly on the allocation of avail-

able funds.



The Division cuTrently reports in excess of $100 million in

program needs for system repairs and park development.

Regardless of the final system development cost, implementa-

tion of the plan will require a significant commitment by the

General Assembly over several years. Accordingly, we recom-

mend that the Study Commission consider legislation which

establishes the General Assembly's long range funding proposal

for State Parks. The funding proposal should outline the

source of funds, the basis for appropriating funds, (xnd the

period of time projected to fund the needs. In our opinion,

the program should be funded through General Fund appropria-

tions provided annually over a five to seven year period to

address specific program deficiencies identified through the

planning process.

During the consideration of funding alternatives, we recommend

that the Commission work closely with division management to

understand the current management strategies for the State

Parks System and how the planning process works. If the Com-

mission finds these processes to be valid, the Commission

should consider reporting to the General Assembly that the

planning process for State Parks can be relied upon to effec-

tively meet the system's needs.

The Legislative Study Commission should consider the impact

and effectiveness of the Community Service Workers program and

determine if it should be continued.

The Legislative Study Commission should examine the "Natural

and Scenic Rivers Act of 1971" to determine if the statutes

currently meet the needs of the system. Specific emphasis

should be placed on the balance between fee simple acquisition

and easements along the designated rivers and the projected

cost to implement reasonable management strategies for the

rivers.
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Preservation and Interpretation of Public Resources

During our audit, we noted that several state agencies are
involved in the preservation and interpretation of public
resources. In addition to State Parks, agencies such as the
Division of Forest Resources, the Division of Coastal Management,
and the Department of Cultural Resources are involved to some
degree in preserving and interpreting the significance of public
resources. These programs include small state forests, state
historic sites, and natural areas on the coast of North Carolina.

The State Parks System currently manages natural areas, a

historic site, and parks which are affiliated with historic
sites.

In our opinion, the management of comparable activities
through multiple agencies results in unnecessary fragmentation
and may result in the duplication of administrative structures
and services.

Eecommendations for the Governor

He recommend that the Governor have his staff identify all
agencies involved in the preservation and interpretation of public
resources, to examine the current management structures, and con-
sider whether consolidation of some or all of the programs would
provide a more efficient and effective management structure.
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Appendix A

State of North Carolina

Department of Natural Resources and Community' Development

512 Nunh Salisbury' Srreet • Raleiph, North Carolina 276II

James G. Maniii, Governor S. Thomas Rhodes, Secretary

December 22, 1987

The Honorable Edward Renfrow
State Auditor
Legislative Office Building
Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

Dear Mr. Renfrow:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft report issued by
your office entitled "The Management and Operation of the State
Parks System". We have prepared our comments on the
recommendations made in the draft report for inclusion in the
final printing.

While we do not agree with all of the findings, we are pleased to
note that the audit team found that we have made significant
strides in correcting deficiencies in the administration of our
state parks over the past three years.

Last, we would like to commend the members of the audit team,
headed by Mr. Curtis Clark, and including Ms. Janet Blalock and
Mr. Richard Cash, for their cooperative spirit and dedication in
preparing this report.

Sincerely,

S. Thomas Rhodes

STR/WWD/mw

3/10190

PO Box 276«7 Rakigh Nonh Carolinj 27611 7687 Telephone 919^733-4984

An Eqiul Opportunity ' AKinrunve Action Employrr
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Comments of the Department of Natural Resources

and Community Development

(These comments have been prepared to correspond to page and
paragraph numbers from the draft audit report. It is our under-
standing that the references will be changed in our comments to
reflect final printing pagination. Questions concerning these
comments should be addressed to Dr. Wes Davis at 733-4181. )

Note : The Agency Response was retyped in order to correct
page number references and insert auditor notes. The
response is presented in its entirety.

Page 3, Paragraph 3. Funding for the Community Service
Workers Program came from land acquisition appropriations, are
non-lapsing funds and therefore are not part of the operating
budget in the normal sense and should not be considered as recur-
ring.

Auditor Note 1:

The Community Service Workers funding is included because the
General Assembly authorized these funds for the direct benefit of
the field units.

In our opinion, any discussion of the Division's operating budget
during fiscal year 198? and 1988 must include the Community
Service Workers' funds. Otherwise, total General Fund support for
park operations will be understated.

Page 5, Paragraphs 2 and 3. While there is no requirement
that executive branch reorganizations be approved by the legisla-
tive branch before being implemented, the recently enacted
provision that all reorganizations be reported to the Government
Operations Committee 30 days in advance would seem to address the
State Auditor's concerns. It should be noted that the 1985-87
Biennium budget for the Division of Parks and Recreation was pre-
pared prior to the current administration taking office and
developing plans to improve the operation and management of the
state parks. To have waited an additional two years to propose
organizational changes to be implemented in the 1987-89 Biennium
was untenable under the circumstances.

Given the poor overall condition of and funding support for
management of state parks. Division leadership took existing
resources, reallocated them, and brought them to bear against the
most pressing problems at hand, a "prima-facie" case for re-
organization. It is interesting to note that the remainder of
the State Auditor's report deals with supporting programs and
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data developed by people in positions created by the reorganiza-
tion. Without this action, we are sure that the Auditor would be
calling for many of the changes already made by this administra-
tion.

The Department and the Division are considering other
methods of funding the continuation of the university contract,
such as the use of receipts, for the remainder of the 1988 fiscal
year. The Department shall present to the Governor for inclusion
in his Short Session budget a request to fund the university
contract for the second year of the biennium.

Auditor Note 2:

The Teferenced legislation, G. S. 143B-10(b) requires department

heads to report reorganizations within 30 days after the

reorganizations, not in advance. The reporting requirement will

not address the issue of additional funding necessary to support

such a reorganization.

Since the reorganization took place in August and September of
1986, we fail to understand why a budget request could not have

been made to the 1986 Short Session of the General Assembly.

Based on G. S. 143-16. 2A, we do not believe Division receipts can

be used to support the University agreement.

Page 6, Paragraph 1. While we agree with this concept, we
also think it is important to consider that the entire admini-
strative support for all state park units is found in the
headquarters office where other, better funded and staffed state
park systems have administrative support in the park offices
themselves. For example, there is only one personnel position in
the Division of Parks and Recreation to deal with the entire
spectrum of personnel services and administration. That position
is located in the Raleigh office. The position handles all of
the necessary paperwork and programs associated with hiring,
orientation, workman's compensation claims, personnel grievances,
safety and health programs, counselling, etc., currently for a

permanent staff of 140 and a seasonal staff in excess of 250.

The same case can be made for the budgeting, procurement, and
secretarial support functions.

To increase field staff prior to expansion in other support
areas will create additional demands on an already taxed central
office staff, ere;. ting a bottleneck and inefficiency.

Auditor Note 3:

The audit report recommends that the top priority for any staffing

plan focus on basic field support (clerical and maintenance) prior

to expansion in other areas. In our opinion, providing

appropriate clerical staff at the field unit level represents a

prudent approach in assisting the central office staff and

providing support to the park superintendents

.
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In addition, the Department has staff functions that should be
available to assist the Division in the areas of personnel, budget
and procurement.

Page 6, Paragraph 2. We think it is important to consider
the impact of this recommendation against the type, quality and
classification of the positions necessary to adequately staff the
state park system. For example, the State Auditor calls for a
maintenance staff for state parks, and we agree. It will be very
difficult to attract and keep skilled journeyman trades with only
permanent part-time positions. The Division has shown con-
sistently that where practical, this has been done. But, staff
for the future must include professional persons in maintenance,
resource management and visitor services in the parks. Part-time
permanent employees receive partial benefits and turn over more
frequently.

Page 6, Paragraph 3. Along with staffing in the park,
appropriate support staff must be put in place, either in head-
quarters - as is now the case - or in the parks themselves. To
greatly increase the field staff with no support will only lead
to additional bottlenecks and greater frustration. Over the
years, the central office of state parks has suffered just as
much as the field locations due to being understaffed and under-
funded.

Page 7, Paragraph 3. The State Auditor fails to mention
that the Division of Parks and Recreation undertook such an
effort and the public sentiment was so strongly against this
concept that the idea was withdrawn.

Auditor Note 4:

The agency response does not address the issue of whether or not a

marina is necessary at Carolina Beach State Park.

Page 8, Paragraph 10. The Division concurs with these
recommendations but wishes to point out that the planning func-
tion within the Division consists of three positions, one of
which is supported entirely by federal funds. This is a major
task that has not been completed for some parks and not updated
for others. As this information is not now available, unless
sufficient resources are committed to this task, it is beyond the
current capabilities of the Division to undertake this effort in
a timely mariner.

Auditor Note 5:

The agency response excluded the Chief of Recreation Planning in

identifying positions available for the planning function. In

addition, we believe staff throughout the Division should be

available to assist with the planning process.
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Page 14, Paragraph 5. The Division's operating expenditures
cited by the State Auditor include monies for the Community
Service Worker Program. These funds were made available from
land acquisition monies, are non-lapsing, and nonrecurring.
Therefore, the Division contends they should not be considered as
part of the normal operating budget of the Division since once
they are expended, they will not be replaced.

See Auditor Note 1.

Page 16, Paragraph 1. North Carolina does have some of the
facilities indicated on Schedule B. We think that the statis-
tical averages produced by the National Association of State Park
Directors is a good measure by which to compare the level of
effort among and between states as it regards state parks. An
average is just that -taking the highest per capita state and the
lowest per capita state as well as all those in between - and is
a fair way to compare state park systems.

Page 28, Paragraphs 2 and 3. While there is no requirement
that executive branch reorganizations be approved by the legisla-
tive branch before being implemented, the recently enacted pro-
vision that all reorganizations be reported to the Government
Operations Committee 30 days in advance would seem to address the
State Auditor's concerns. It should be noted that the 1985-87
Biennium budget for the Division of Parks and Recreation was
prepared prior to the current administration taking office and
developing plans to improve the operation and management of the
state parks. To have waited an additional two years to propose
organizational changes to be implemented in the 1987-89 Biennium
was untenable under the circumstances.

Given the poor overall condition of and funding support for
management of state parks. Division leadership took existing
resources, reallocated them, and brought them to bear against the
most pressing problems at hand, a "prima-facie" case for re-
organization. It is interesting to note that the remainder of
the State Auditor's report deals with supporting programs and
data developed ijy people in positions created by the reorganiza-
tion. Without this action, we are sure that the auditor would be
calling for many of the changes already made by this administra-
tion.

The Department and the Division are considering other
methods of funding the continuation of the university contract,
such as the use of receipts, for the remainder of the 1988 fiscal
year. The Department shall present to the Governor for inclusion
in his Short Session budget a request to fund the university
contract for the second year of the biennium.

See Auditor Note 2.

-55-

84



Page 32, Paragraph 5. While we agree with this concept, it
should be pointed out that the entire administrative support for
all state park units is found in the headquarters office where
other, better funded and staffed state park systems have admini-
strative support in the park offices themselves. For example,
there is only one personnel position in the entire Division of
Parks and Recreation to deal with the entire spectrum of person-
nel services and administration. That position is located in the
Raleigh office. The position handles all of the necessary paper-
work and programs associated with hiring, orientation, workman's
compensation claims, personnel grievances, safety and health
programs, counselling, etc., currently for a permanent staff of
140 and a seasonal staff in excess of 250. The same case can be
made for the budgeting, procurement, and secretarial support
functions.

To increase field staff prior to expansion in other support
areas will create additional demands on an already taxed central
office staff, creating a bottleneck and inefficiency.

Additionally, the Division thinks this recommendation needs
to be weighed against the type, quality and classification of the
positions necessary to adequately staff the state park system.
For example, the State Auditor calls for a maintenance staff for
state parks, and we agree. It will be very difficult to attract
and keep skilled journeyman trades with only permanent part-time
positions. The Division has shown consistently that where
practical, this has been done. But, staff for the future must
include professional persons in maintenance, resource management
and visitor services in the parks. Part-time permanent employees
receive partial benefits and turn over more frequently.

Along with staffing in the park, appropriate support staff
must be put in place, either in headquarters - as is now the case
- or in the parks themselves. To greatly increase the field
staff with no support will only lead to additional bottlenecks
and greater frustration. Over the years, the central office of
state parks has suffered just as much as the field locations due
to understaffing and underfunding.

See Auditor Note 3.

Page 36, Paragraph 6. We think it is important to consider
the use of private, not-for-profit foundations and other such
groups as a way to provide appropriate levels of visitor service
as well as maximizing the return to the state park system over-
all. The newly formed North Carolina Parks and Recreation
Foundation is a good example of the kinds of organizations that
should be given firsts consideration in any concessions manage-
ment picture for state parks. The use of cooperating associa-
tions and other educational, not- for-profits is a much used model
that has had great success elsewhere.
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Page 38, Paragraph 1 (top of page). The State Auditor fails
to mention that the Division of Parks and Recreation undertook
such an effort and the public sentiment was so strongly against
this concept that the idea was withdrawn under pressure.

Page 41. Paragraph 2. It should be noted that during the
period 1973 until 1985, no appropriations were made for land
acquisition in state parks except for some small special bills
for particular parks. Personnel in the Division who dealt with
land acquisition and master planning, all federally funded posi-
tions, had been let go because of a reduction in those same
federal funds. Therefore, there was no one in the Division keep-
ing up with land acquisition on a full time basis. When a large
amount of money was made available to purchase lands. Division
management requested some of those funds be made available to
provide for temporary staff to update records and move
expeditiously. This request was denied. For the course of this
land acquisition effort, one full time employee was detailed to

this responsibility and a temporary, part time position was
created to assist.

Auditor Note 6:

According to the Division of Parks and Becreation schedule titled

"Capital/Improvement Land Acquisition Appropriation History" which

was provided to the current legislative study commission on State

Parks, land acquisition appropriations in fiscal year 1973-74 was

$11.5 million. From fiscal year 1974-75 through fiscal year 1984-

65, total land acquisition appropriation was approximately $7.9

million. Of the $7.9 million, $500,000 was designated for

Jockey's Ridge and $215,000 was designated for Eno River.

Page 45, bottom. We note that the State Auditor had
included capital improvement funds and other program costs
(Recreation Planning, Administration) in computing the per capita
operating budget of state parks. We disagree that this is the
method used by NASPD.

Auditor Note 7:

The calculation used to compute the per capita operating budget

for fiscal year 1987-88 was:

Operating Budget (a) $8,522,868 = $1.34
1986 State Population (b) 6,331,000

(a) See Schedule I, page 45.

(b) See Schedule B, page 17.

The calculation does not include capital improvement funds.

However, Division Administration, Recreation Planning, and

Community Service Uorkers funds are included. An examination of

the January 1987 Annual Information Exchange of the National
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Association of State Parks Directors disclosed that North Carolina
reported an operating budget of $6,138,361 for fiscal year 1985-

86. As seen on Schedule A, page 16 of the audit report, the

operating budget reported for North Carolina included both
Division Administration and Recreation Planning. This fiscal year
1985-86 budget information has also been provided to the

legislative study commission on state parks as a basis for compar-

ing North Carolina's operating budget and per capital spending for
state parks with the other states. Auditor Note 1, page 52

explains why funding for the Community Service Workers' Program is

included as an operating budget item.
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Appendix B

State Parks System

Cost Savings Schedule

Auditor's Note : The audit report concluded that the basic system
needs for repairs and renovations and park development are
so extensive that continued increases in funding will be
required to protect the state ' s investment and implement
reasonable development plans. The Division currently
reports needs in excess of $100 million. We recommend a
careful review of the proposed project list to verify that
the projects are necessary for park development and opera-
tion. Once this analysis is complete, a more definitive
cost can be assigned to the system's needs.

The following items were identified during the audit as
potential areas for providing additional funding to the
system. While the initiatives should, in our opinion, be
implemented, they should not be considered as the principal
source of funds to address system needs.

1) Disposal of land identified as not critical
to the State Parks System $ 900,000

2) Increases in camping fees to a level consis-
tent with current market conditions 140,000

3

)

Implementation of an alternative strategy
for the Carolina Beach Marina 500,000

Estimate of Additional Funding through
implementation of these recommendations $1, 540,000
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APPENDIX I

SESSION 19_

INTRODUCED BY:

Referred to:

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

28

24

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED AN ACT TO FUND THE CONSTRUCTION,

MAINTENANCE, AND REPAIR OF THE STATE PARKS ROAD SYSTEM.

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:

Section 1. G.S. 136-44.12, as it appears in

Voluine 3B, Part II of the General Statutes is amended as

follows:

The Department of Transportation is authorized and

directed, subject to appropriations of the General

Assembly , to construct and maintain all roads

which are not part of the State Highway System ,

leading into and located within the boundaries of

all areas administered by the Division of Sta-te

Parks and Recreation of the Department of Natural

Resources and Community Development.

All such roads shall be planned, designed, engineered

and constructed through joint action between the Department

of Transportation and the Divisio).. of &t*te Parks and

Recreation of the Department of Natural Resources and

Community Development. This joint action shall encompass

all accepted park planning and design principles.
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1 Particular concern shall be given to traffic counts and

2 vehicle weight, minimal cutting into or through any

S natural and scenic areas, width of shoulders, the cutting

4 of natural growth along roadways, and the reduction of

5 any potential use to roads for any purpose other than by

6 park users. All State, park roads shall conform to the

7 standards regarding width and other roadway

8 specifications as agreed upon by the Division of ^&t-ate

9 Parks and Recreation of the Department of Natural

10 Resources and Community Development and the Department of

11 Transportation.

12 The State park road systems may be closed to the

18 public in accordance with approved park practices that

14 control the use of State areas so as to protect these

16 areas from overuse and abuse and provide for functional

16 use of the park areas, or for any other purpose

17 considered in the best interest of the public by the

18 Division of -S-fea-t-e- Parks and Recreation of the Department

19 of Natural Resources and Community Development.

20 Nothing herein shall be construed to include the

21 transfer to the Department of Transportation the powers

22 now vested in the Division of SfeAte- Parks and Recreation

23 of the Department of Natural Resources and Community

24 Development relating to the patrol and safeguarding of

26 State parks or parkway roads.

26 Section 2. G.S. 136-44.2, as it appears in

27 Volume 3B, Part II (1987 Ciunulative Supplement) of the
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1 General Statutes in amended as follows:

2 The Director of the Budget shall include in the

8 "Budget Appropriations Bill" an enumeration of

4 the purposes or objects of the proposed

6 expenditures for each of the construction and

6 maintenance programs for that budget period for

7 the State primary, secondary, -arid urban road^

8 and State parks road systems. The State

9 primary system shall include all portions of

10 the State highway system located outside

11 municipal corporate limits which are designated

12 by N.C. , U.S. or Interstate Numbers. The State

15 secondary system shall include all of the State

14 highway system located outside municipal

16 corporate limits that is not a part of the

16 State primary system. The State urban system

17 shall include all portions of the State highway

18 system located within municipal corporate

19 limits. The State parks system shall include

20 all State parks roads which are not also part

21 of the State highway system .

22 All construction and maintenance programs for which

25 appropriations are requested shall be enumerated

24 separately in the budget. Programs that are entirely

26 State funded shall be listed separately from those

26 programs involving the use of federal-aid funds.

27 Proposed appropriations of State matching funds for each

28
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1 of the federal-aid construction programs shall be

2 enumerated separately as well as the federal-aid funds

3 anticipated for each program in order that the total

4 construction requirements for each program may be

6 provided for in the budget. Also, proposed State

6 matching funds for the .highway planning and research

7 program shall be included separately along with the

g anticipated federal-aid funds for that purpose.

9 Other program categories for which appropriations

10 are requested, such as, but not limited to, maintenance,

11 channelization and traffic control, bridge maintenance,

12 public service and access road construction, and ferry

15 operations shall be enumerated in the budget.

14 The Department of Transportation shall have all

16 powers necessary to comply fully with provisions of

16 present and future federal-aid acts. No federally

17 eligible construction project may be funded entirely with

18 State funds unless the Department of Transportation has

19 first consulted with the Joint Legislative Commission on

20 Governmental Operations. For purposes of this section,

21 "federally eligible construction project" means any

22 construction project except secondary road projects

23 developed pursuant to G.S. 136-44.7 and 136.44.8 eligible

24 for federal funds under any federal-aid act, whether or

26 not federal funds are actually available.

26 The "Budget Appropriations Bill" shall also contain

27 the proposed appropriations of State funds for use in

28
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1 each county for maintenance and construction of secondary

2 roads, to be allocated in accordance with G.S. 136-44.5

8 and 136-44.6. State funds appropriated for secondary

4 roads shall not be transferred nor used except for the

6 construction and maintenance of secondary roads in the

6 county for which they, are allocated pursuant to G.S.

7 136-44.5 and 136-44.6.

8 In the event receipts and increments to the State

9 Highway Fund shall be more than the appropriations made

10 for the preceding fiscal year, such excesses shall be

11 allocated by the Director of the Budget to the Department

12 of Transportation for school and industrial access roads

15 and unforeseen happenings or state of affairs requiring

14 prompt action, with fifty percent (50%) of the balance to

16 be allocated to the State secondary roads program on the

16 basis of need as determined by the Department of

17 Transportation and the remaining fifty percent (50%) to

18 be allocated in accordance with G.S. 136-44.5.

19 The Department of Transportation may provide for

20 costs incurred or accrued for traffic control measures to

21 be taken by the Department at major events which involve

22 a high degree of traffic concentration on State highways,

23 and which cannot be funded from regular budget items.

24 This authorization applies only to events which are

25 expected to generate 30,000 vehicles or more per day.

26 Section 3 . This act shall become effective upon

27 ratification.

28
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APPENDIX J

SESSION 19.

INTRODUCED BY:

Referred to:

A BILL TO BE ENTITLED

AN ACT TO PROVIDE THAT FEES COLLECTED AT STATE PARKS BE IN

ADDITION TO BUDGETARY APPROPRIATIONS.

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:

Section 1. G.S. 113-34 is amended in the third

paragraph by adding a new sentence at the end to read:

"Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the fees

collected under this section for State parks shall be in

addition to the appropriations to the Department of Natural

Resources and Community Development and shall not revert to the

State Treasury to the credit of the General Fund."

Sec. 2. G.S. 113-35 is amended in the second para-

graph by adding a new sentence at the end to read:

"Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the fees

collected under this section for State parks shall be in

addition to the appropriations to the Department of Natural

Resources and Community Development and shall not revert to the

State Treasury to the credit of the General Fund."

Sec. 3. There shall be established under the control

of the Department of Natural Resources and Community Develop-

ment a nonlapsing fund to consist of the fees in sections 1 and

2 of this act. The Department may use these fees in the
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J
operation, support, or maintenance of state parks, or in the

2
acquisition of state park lands.

3
Sec. 4. This act shall become effective July l,

A 1989.

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26.

27

28
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