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would not have been possible without the additional funds. Nevada has a large

new population now making heavy inroads—by building or sightseeing—into

Nevada'’s finest scenic areas. A longtime resident population hs own up

with so much open space that it iy not aware that without planning Nevada soon
1 not be able to obtain the lan she needs for the future. The Land d

servation Fund has allow 0 obtain unspoiled lands ¢ S

than the poorer quality, higher priced lands we would have to cons

years from now.

The land at 3 ne le. Land and water funds have made
possible the purc 0 nt bea and forest land in their natural state.
A few y from now when we might have been able to consider the area, we
would be fortunate if the landholdings were still intact or available at any
cost.

Therefore I, Chairman of the Nevada Outdoor Recreation Fund Co-ordinat-
ing Commission, most heartily support your efforts on behalf of SB 1401. Nevada
with the encouragement of these fun has studied the state for the hi
quality recreation sites, and we therefore suggest retaining the 60—40 relatic
in favor of the state:

We hope your committee has passed SB 1401.

Sincerely,

DR. R. G. MILLER

Chairman, Nevada Outdoor R

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
brua , 1968.
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate,
Washington,

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON : This is to present the views of the American Farm
Bureau Federation relative to S. 1401, to amend the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund A

The American Farm Bureau Federation does not support the enactment of

lation to divert additional federal revenues from the general fund to tt and
and Water Conservation Fund, as proposed in 8. 1401, or in the modified proposal
presented by Secretary of the Int + Stewart L. Udall, in order to finance an
expanded land purchase program.

In support of this position we respectfully submit the following cons

1. We need not review the current fiscal situation. We believ
that federal expenditures be reduced substantially as an alt
least prior to nsideration of increas i
share the view of t;he majority of the people of the United St

gresmon.ll T Vlew of budgetq and spendm p()llc

statement was a revealing paragraph in which. Secretary U(Llll sdld

a nunber of approaches. One is to leave the Fund A S and supplement it bv

appropriations from the general funds of the Treasury. This is not favored by

Lhe L\dm]nls T ¢ use the history of ‘mpmopnah for Federal land acqui-
mall’ In other

size for and pmcha‘, ) >
scrutiny by the Congr of expenditur‘es: for this purpo X \ f cour re(-wogm/e
that money in the Land and Water Conservation Fund is als [ ated by
Act of Congress. Nevertheless, the fact that the money is in the Fund tends to
insulate appropriations thereof from the I‘l"‘Ol()IlS Congressional scrutiny and the
appropriate attent; to comparative pr. ies that would otherwise be given.

3. It should be noted that the Land and Water Conservation Fund not the
only source of federal funds for land purvha% pro msg. Thus, the Department
of Interior Pr Release of February 5, 1968 says in part:

“Citing stati s gathered by the Blu(*ﬂu of ()u door R vation, Secretar
Udall revealed that during 1967 y 1,715,000 acres of land and water v
acquired for permanent public u :
multi-purpose reservoir areas, compared with about 750,000 converted to
urban and highway development.




